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Introduction

This volume emerges from a symposium held in Istanbul in September 2006, un-
der the title “The First Ottoman Experiment in Democracy: an Attempt for a
New Approach.” The ten papers presented at the symposium were reworked, and
two more articles were added in the compilation of this book.

The symposium and its preparations coincided with the commemoration of
the 130t anniversary of the year of the three Sultans. 1876 witnessed the last days
of Abdiilaziz, the short reign of Murat V, and Abdiilhamit II girding the sword of
Osman. It was also marked by tense negotiations in the process of drafting the
constitution (kanun-1 esasi), an essential and necessary precursor of the first par-
liament (meclis-i meb’usan). The intense and dramatic events of this period have re-
ceived more attention in the historiography than the ephemeral parliament that
followed in its suit.

The first Ottoman parliament convened in two terms between March 1877 and
February 1878. On February 13, 1878, it was suspended indefinitely, but not for-
mally abrogated by Sultan Abdiilhamid II. Short-lived this parliament certainly
was. However, it was also one of the pioneering experiments in democracy. Fre-
quently it has been perceived as an unsuccessful experiment that lacked achieve-
ments and did not leave any impression on the political scene of the Empire. The
parliament was suspended; but it is difficult to imagine that concepts, ideas and
experiences could be cancelled with the strike of a pen or a verbal order.

The parliament was remembered by the deputies who had been elected to it
and had participated in its deliberations; they outlived their institution. Another
reminder of the parliament was a number of laws that were deliberated and
amended by its members. These laws remained in force and were never abrogated.
In 1906 the significance of that institution became more apparent and calls for its
restoration more pressing, due to the constitutional movements taking place in
Russia and Iran. Parliamentary government was recommended as an antidote to
the deadly malaise of despotism which was causing the decline and disintegration
of the Empire, as al-Manar and al-Muqattam newspapers in Cairo stated.! As evi-
dence of the parliament’s success and a reminder of its existence and achieve-
ments, a book was published in 1907 by an anonymous author under the title
Tiirkiye’de Meclis-i Meb’usan.? In 1909 the photographs of 20 senators and 104
deputies from the first parliament were published in the Ottoman illustrated
journal Resimli Kitab as physical evidence and in reminiscence of that pioneer in-
stitution.?

L' Al-Mugattam, October 15, 1906 referring to an article in al-Mandr.

M. Q. (penname), Tiirkiye’de Meclis-i Meb’usan (Cairo 1907).
3 Resimli Kitab, January 17, 1909, 308-313 and 316-321.



14 INTRODUCTION

Whether it is meaningful and legitimate to describe the first parliament as “the
first Ottoman experiment in democracy” remains an open question. Therefore, it
is imperative for us to state that we understand the first Ottoman experiment in
democracy to be groundwork, a learning experience for all participants character-
ized by trial and error. We do not attempt an anachronistic reading, which might
draw parallels to what is now considered an established democracy with all the
conditions, institutions, laws, electoral practices, checks and balances that are es-
sential components of such a political system. However, the concepts of having
representation, defending the interests of a constituency, negotiating taxation, in-
terpellating the government and attempting to control the budget of the state
were very well established and highly developed by the deputies of the first Ot-
toman parliament. They were aware of these political notions and tried to apply
them as their participation in the parliament shows. Similar political ideas, which
are considered decisive in establishing the English parliamentary democracy, were
expressed by English parliamentarians during the Restoration period and the Glo-
rious Revolution. The historian Enver Ziya Karal came to the conclusion that
“the parliament was to attempt the greatest democratic experiment in history.
This was the first time that representatives from three continents, Asia, Africa, and
Europe, from Janina to Basra, and from Van to Tripoli of Libya, and members of
different religious communities and different races all came together.”* Karal’s
fervor, substantiated by parallels from European parliamentary history encour-
aged us to retain for this book the original title of our symposium.

The parliament of 1877-1878 is legitimately entitled to the primogeniture rank
not only in the Ottoman Empire but in many of its successor states as well.
Whether exclusively depicting it as the beginning of a democratic tradition in a
nation state, or completely repudiating it in a nationalistic discourse, both ap-
proaches come at the cost of losing sight of the fact that the parliament was not
Turkish but truly Ottoman.

In general, the parliament was neglected and almost slipped into oblivion in
the post-Ottoman period. The remarkable two-volume compilation work of
Hakki Tarik Us and Robert Devereux’s monograph, which relies on diplomatic
correspondence and makes excellent use of Us’s compendium, are marked excep-
tions to the general rule.’ Understandably there was certain interest in the first
Ottoman parliament in the Republic of Turkey, due to the official language of the
institution and the geographical location of its seat, Istanbul. In a history of the
Turkish parliament (TBMM), the first Ottoman parliament is considered as a

4 Enver Ziya Karal, “Non-muslim Representatives in the First Constitutional Assembly, 1876-

1877, in: Braude, Benjamin and Lewis, Bernard, eds., Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire
(London, New York: Holems & Meier, 1982), 1:395.

5 Hakka Tark Us, ed., Meclis-i Meb’usan 1293-1877 Zabit Ceridesi, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Vakit
Matbaasi) 1939 and 1954); Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period. A
Study of the Midhat Constitution and Parliament (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1963).
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forerunner of its current Turkish counterpart.® The 90t and the centennial anni-
versaries of the first constitution were also commemorated in a number of spe-
cialized publications in Turkey.” It is noteworthy that this important institution
did not receive its due attention in the other successor states of the Ottoman
Empire. This fact is discussed in a number of articles in this collection. The edi-
tors of this volume deem it long overdue for the first Ottoman parliament to re-
ceive its fair share of attention and thorough investigation.

The restoration of the constitution in July 1908 and the parliaments elected
thereafter received more attention and were subject to study. Some of these stud-
ies investigated the role and the political significance of the parliaments and the
parliamentarians of the second constitutional period in different regions of the
empire.® However, the first parliament was never investigated along such lines,
and the long period of disinterest makes such a task extremely difficult, for only a
bare minimum of information about these deputies survives.

This leads us to the issue of the sources, primary and secondary, and their limi-
tations. It has so far been established by many historians that the original minutes
of the first parliament were lost in the Ciragan palace fire in 1911. Thus, the work
of Us becomes an indispensable text for this institution even though its primary
source, the official Ottoman government newspaper (Takvim-i Vekayi), was subject
to censorship. This fact made some deputies protest against curtailing the press,
which they considered an illegal act.® The primary and secondary sources that
contain some information on the deputies are available in a wide array of litera-
tures and languages. The sources include local chronicles, biographical dictionar-
ies, the press, documents from the central Ottoman administration preserved in
the Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi in Istanbul, consular reports and autobiographies.
They are written in Albanian, Arabic, Armenian, Bulgarian, Greek, Serbo-
Croatian, Slavonic, Turkish, Ottoman-Turkish and many Western European lan-

6 TIhsan Giines, Tiirk parlamento Taribi, vols. 1 and 2 (Ankara: TBMM Vakfi Yayinlari, 1997.)
Bahri Savci, “Osmanli Tiirk reformlarinin (islahat hareketlerinin bir bati demokrasisi do-
gurma cabalar),” in: Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Dergisi, xxi/1 (1966), pp. 118-24; Sina Akgsin,
“Birinci Megsrutiyet Meclis-i Mebusani,” in: Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Dergisi, xxv/1 (1970),
pp- 19-39 and xxv/2 (1970), pp. 101-22; A. Giindiiz, “Osmanli Meclis-i Meb’usanda Ba-
gdat demiryolu imtiyaz1 tizerine yapilan tartismalar,” in: Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
xxv/2 (1970), pp. 15-56; A. Kapucu, Birinci megrutiyeti ihaneti, Konya 1976; Styasi llimler
Tiirk Dernegi, Tiirk parlamentoluculugun ilk yiizyih 1876-1976, Ankara n.d. [1977]; and Ankara
Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi, Armagan—Kanun-u esasi'nin 100. yil, Ankara 1978.
Sabine Pritor, Der arabische Faktor in der jungtiirkischen Politik. Eine Studie zum osmanischen
Parlament der 11. Konstitution (1908-1918) (Berlin: Klaus Schwarz, 1993); Taha Niyazi Ka-
raca, Meclis-i Mebusan’dan Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi’ne gegis siiresinde Son Osmanly Meclis-i
Mebusan secimleri (Ankara: TTK 2004); and ‘Ismat ‘Abd-al-Qadir, Dawr al-Nuwwab al-‘arab
[fi maglis al-mabithan al-uthmani 1908-1914, Beirut 2006.

9 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 182.
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guages. The foregoing is but an incomplete list of the source languages used in
the articles of this volume. Going through such a variety of source material, let
alone studying and scrutinizing it, is definitely a task beyond the capability of any
single historian. Cooperation was the original idea of this symposium, which pro-
duced a collection of articles that used all of the above-mentioned sources and
languages, now presented in this volume.

This volume may be loosely divided into two parts: the first concentrates on
analyzing the political terminology and the perspective from the center of the
empire; the second gives more attention to the margins of the empire, following a
prosopographical approach. This approach intends to identify and study the larg-
est possible number of to date little-known parliamentarians as a group within
their specific historical and cultural context. This work comprises the biographies
of 45 deputies who actually participated in the parliamentary procedures, as well
as of some who decided to resign. All of them hailed from the provinces of the
empire, or belonged to minorities in it. Their origins lie in peripheries that were
in theory distant from the centers of power and decision-making in the empire.
The articles show that due to the limitations of the sources, only fragmentary pic-
tures were amenable to reconstruction. The biographies collected in this volume
are far from comprehensive; for example, the biographies of some deputies from
the Anatolian provinces, the Hijaz and Libya are not covered. The uncharted ter-
rain of the first parliament cannot be covered by a single volume. Therefore, we
are hopeful that this work will inspire further research in this field. The prosopog-
raphical part of the present volume launches a start that was long overdue.

Johann Strauss’ contribution on the translation of the Ottoman kanun-i esasi into
the minority languages covers new ground in the analysis of the development and
modernization of Ottoman political and administrative terminology. It also serves
as an important reminder that intellectual and political life in the Ottoman Em-
pire in the second half of the nineteenth century is not adequately definable in
terms of a historiography that more often implicitly rather than explicitly remains
tied to the discourse of the modern nation state by either limiting its scope to the
dominant Muslim Turkish tradition or by telling the history of the Ottoman mi-
norities ex-post facto from the perspective of nation building in the process of the
dismembering of the Ottoman Empire.

Abdulhamit Kirmiz1’s contribution discusses two writings of Ahmed Midhat. The
first is a passage of his famous Uss inkilab, the second a small treatise entitled
Tavzib-1 kelam ve tasrib-1 meram, written a few years later. Kirmiz1 extracts the com-
plex and self-contradictory political concept employed by Ahmed Midhat in his
effort to reconcile and synthesize the concepts of absolutism and constitutional-
ism. In the end, for Ahmed Midhat the rule of law is embodied in the authority
of the sultan. This political utopia comprises also a strong element that is both
deeply romantic and pre-modern in that it believes in the possibility of establish-
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ing a direct link between the ruler and the ruled by circumventing and neutraliz-
ing the apparatus of the state bureaucracy.

A. Teyfur Erdogdu argues in his article that the Ottoman constitutionalism of the
mid 1870s was a child born out of the idea to secure British support against the
Russian threat of a partition of the Empire and did not outlive this political pur-
pose. He disputes that the parliament exerted any significant political influence
on the process of political decision-making within in the Ottoman administrative
elite and claims that it was not designed to do so and that its legislative control
over the budgetary process did not change the overall picture. He characterizes
the Ottoman parliament as a mainly advisory body and the functional equivalent
of a relief valve that reduced pressure within the Ottoman political system.

Nurullah Ardig in his contribution analyzes the relationship between religion and
politics in the 1876 Constitution and various other texts of Ottoman-Turkish
modernization, including the Reform Decree of 1839, the Reform Edict of 1856
and the Constitutions of 1921 and 1924. Using the perspective of Foucauldian
discourse analysis, he argues that Islam played an important role in modernizing
the state and society in Turkey, and that the discourse of modernization did not
take the form of an outright attack on religion, but was rather based on the re-
definition of the role of Islam in the public sphere.

Milena B. Methodieva’s contribution takes a new perspective on the backwash of
the first Ottoman constitutional experiment after its termination in public debate
by presenting the discussion of parliamentarism in three major newspapers of the
Muslim press in Bulgaria at the height of the Hamidian period. As the Muslim
press in the autonomous yet de jure still Ottoman principality remained largely
unaffected by Hamidian censorship, the resulting debate allowed for a much
broader spectrum of political opinion about questions of constitutionalism and
parliamentarism than did the curtailed press in the Ottoman capital or the anti-
Hamidian pamphletism exhibited by some exile Young Turk publications in
Europe and Egypt.

Selguk Aksin Somel presents in his article an elaborate biography of Mustafa Bey
of Radovis, the deputy of Salonika in the second session of the parliament. Somel
gathered his information from a combination of sources, such as Sicill-i ahval, of-
ficial reports presented to the ministry of education, and, most importantly, the
rarely used private Ottoman-Turkish newspapers of Salonika Zaman and Rumeli.
Mustafa Bey was the founder and editor-in-chief of both papers. Somel was able
to reconstruct the political ideas of Mustafa Bey from the editorials and articles
he published in the above mentioned newspapers. He brought to light the empa-
thy of Mustafa Bey toward the most important personalities of the Young Otto-
man movement and their political and journalistic ideas. The article follows the
career of Mustafa Bey until the end of his life, more than fifteen years after the
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first parliament was suspended. His article demonstrates what could be achieved
with a careful use of various Ottoman sources, once they are available to re-
searchers.

Biilent Bilmez and Nathalie Clayer conduct an extensive research of local Alba-
nian source material and a wide range of secondary literature in order to recon-
struct the biographies of eleven ‘Albanian’ deputies. They clearly indicate that due
to the lack of researched archival material concerning that region of the Ottoman
Empire, the secondary literature, in spite of its indispensability at the moment,
shows clear biases and is influenced by nationalistic and ideological ideas. Their
careful study brings to light three deputies from Yanya who were so far ignored by
Robert Devereux and Hakki Tarik Us.

Elke Hartmann’s article provides a wide-ranging coverage of the Armenian depu-
ties in the first Ottoman parliament. In order to show their network and their in-
volvement in their community, Hartmann added to her long list of deputies fur-
ther biographical information on members in the upper house and in the consti-
tution drafting commission. Her article includes 16 biographies of deputies, seven
of which are elaborate and detailed and the rest of which are of varying sizes due
to the restrictions presented by the nature of the primary source material and the
later Armenian historiography. She also includes in her article an analysis of the
secondary literature in an attempt to explain its limitations concerning the Arme-
nian deputies. In her article, she relies on a broad range of secondary literature
and, most importantly, on the contemporary newspaper Masis that was published
in Istanbul in the Armenian language.

Philippe Gelez describes in his article the electoral procedure in the provinces of
Bosnia and Herzegovina. He also provides a comprehensive bio-bibliographical
study of all the deputies representing the provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina in
the first session of the parliament, and of those who represented the reorganized
province of Bosnia in the second session. He relies on a broad variety of primary
source material, which included local and foreign archives, contemporary news-
papers and secondary literature printed in Sarajevo in the 20t century. In his arti-
cle Gelez presents the continuity or the change that happened in the socio-
political careers of these deputies after the province became practically subject to
Austro-Hungarian suzerainty. The meticulous research of Gelez and his use of
new source material shows that the lists of parliamentarians provided in the au-
thoritative works of Us and Devereux need to be amended and completed.

Johannes Zimmermann presents in his article the tension that accompanied the
Cretan elections and the preparations preceding it. He studies the Greek attitude
toward the elections and the parliament. His article contains a discussion of both
the perception and the reception of the parliament as well as a thorough bio-
bibliographical study of the two members that were elected to represent Crete in
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the capital Istanbul. He also analyzes both the reasons that led to, and the dis-
courses that surrounded, the resignation of Stephanos Nikolaides Efendi, the
elected Greek member. Zimmermann tries successfully to provide a revisionist
reading of the events concerning the resignation of the elected Greek member, as
he treads a middle path between the different ways in which Crete’s histo-
riographies are written.

Christoph Herzog provides biographical notes on four deputies representing the
province of Baghdad in the two sessions of the first parliament. He also includes
the biography of Bagdadli Mehmet Emin Efendi, a member of the upper house
(meclis-i apan) who hailed from Baghdad. Herzog uses a combination of available
sources, which included local histories of Irag, consular correspondence and
documents from the Ministry of the Interior in the capital of the empire, namely
Sicill-1 abval. He also attempts an assessment of a proposal by the deputy of Bag-
dad, Abdiirrahman Serifzade, to establish a mixed committee entrusted with the
task of reforming taxation in Iraq.

Malek Sharif’s article attempts to present portraits of seven deputies from the
provinces of Aleppo and Syria as well as the mutasarriflik of Jerusalem. He relies
in his research partly on contemporary biographical dictionaries as well as the
Arabic press published in Beirut. British and Ottoman archival materials provide
background information on some of the deputies he portrays. Five of the deputies
in his study were Ottoman civil servants; consequently, the archival classifications
of the Ministry of the Interior were an important source to tap. Five records con-
cerning an equal number of deputies were retrieved from the Sicill-i abval and are
used in his study for the first time in combination with local sources. His article
includes some concluding notes for the volume as a whole.

Christoph Herzog, Bamberg Malek Sharif, Beirut
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A Constitution for a Multilingual Empire.
Translations of the Kanun-i Esasi and
Other Official Texts into Minority Languages

Johann Strauss

Introduction

Ziya Pasha’s seminal article “Poetry and Prose” (Siir ve inga; 1868) contains an in-
teresting paragraph on the untranslatability of the Ottoman language. In this pas-
sage, he writes that the Province of Tunis had asked for an Arabic translation of
the Diistur, the Ottoman Code of Public Laws whose publication had begun in
1865. The local authorities had entrusted this task to a native Arabic speaker in Is-
tanbul with knowledge of Turkish. This person encountered twenty or so prob-
lems in two or three pages. He therefore went to see seven or eight people with a
perfect command of Turkish and a reputation for their mastery of prose and po-
etry. He presented his problems to them. Nobody knew how to resolve them. In
some cases, their proposals even contradicted each other. The poor translator left
with the impression that the translation of the Diistur he had embarked upon was
a mass of riddles and was unable to complete his translation. Thereupon another
person was entrusted with the task but he too failed. Eventually, Ziya Pasha con-
cludes, “the Province of Tunis is unable to possess the law code of the state it be-
longs to.”!

Ziya Pasha (1825-1880) who sought with this article to bring about a reform of
the Turkish language and of Turkish writing, is, of course, exaggerating. But hav-
ing been trained as a government official, he was familiar with the intricacies of
the Ottoman chancery style. He was right in so far as the Province of Tunis would
remain without an Arabic version of the Ottoman Diistur until the end of Otto-
man rule.2 But he was wrong in the long term because the Diistur was eventually
translated into Arabic (at least partially) - having previously been translated into a
variety of other languages spoken in the Ottoman Empire.?

1 See Agih Sirni Levend, Tiirk Dilinde Gelisme ve Sadelesme Evreler, 3rd ed. (Ankara: Ankara
Univ. Basimevi, 1972), 119.

On translations published in Tunis see Muhammad Muwa‘ada, Harakat at-tarjama fi Tinis
wa ibraz mazabiriba fi l-adab 1840-1955 (Tunis: ad-Dar al-“Arabiyya li I-Kitab, 1986).

3 Vide infra,n. 18.
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The Translation of Ottoman Official Texts into Minority Languages

The translation of Ottoman official documents into the languages of the non-
Turkish speaking population had a long tradition, beginning even before the Zan-
zimat reforms (1839).

The very first Turkish paper to appear in the Ottoman Empire was the official
gazette published by the Egyptians after the occupation of Crete (1830). It ap-
peared in a bilingual edition (Turkish-Greek) under the title Vekayi-i giridiyye /
Kotk Ednueoic.* In Egypt itself, the history of the press had started with a
government newspaper published in Turkish and Arabic, named Vekay:*-i musriyye
/ al-Waqa@’i* al-misriyya.> Publication started in 1828, three years prior to that of the
Takvim-i Vekayi published in the Ottoman Capital.® The official paper of the Em-
pire founded in 1831 under Sultan Mahmud II (1808-1939), also appeared for a
while in French, Greek’ and Armenian®. (According to some writers, there were
also Arabic and Persian editions).

Translation activity increased with the promulgation of various laws in the
wake of the Tanzimat. The text of the famous Imperial Rescript of Giilhane was
published not only in Turkish in the Takvim-i vekayi but also in French and
Greek.? The same applies to the Islabat ferman: of 1856.10

See Orhan Kologlu, “La presse turque en Creéte,” in Presse turque et presse de Turquie. Actes des
collogues d’Istanbul, ed. Nathalie Clayer, Alexandre Popovic, and Thierry Zarcone (Istanbul-
Paris: Isis, 1992), 259-267; here 259f. For specimens of these papers see Athanase Politis,
Les rapports de la Gréce et de UEgypte pendant le régne de Mobamed Aly (1833-1849) (Rome: R.
Soc. di geogr. d'Egitto, 1935), appendix; Zaynab ‘Ismat Rashid, Kirit tabt al-hukm al-misri,
1830-1840, (Cairo: al-Jam‘iyya al-Misriyya li 'd-Dirasat at-Tarikhiyya, 1964), 179-182.

The first issue of this paper dates from December 3, 1828 (see Jean Deny, Sommaire des Ar-
chives turques du Caire (Cairo, Institut Francais d'Archéologie Orientale du Caire, 1930),
122; also see the French translation of the Turkish editorial of the first issue, ibid., 152).

6 First issued 25 Cemaziyillevvel 1247 / November 1, 1831. For this paper, see Orhan Ko-
loglu, Takvimi Vekayi. Tiirk Basiminda 150 yi, 1831-1981 (Ankara: Cagdas Gazeteciler
Dernegi, 1981).

Under the title OBwpavicos Mnvotwe Othomanikos Menytor. One of the editors was
Yanko Mousouros (1808-1869). According to a letter written by Sophronios, the Metro-
politan of Chio around 1840, the paper was sent by the Ottoman government to the me-
tropolises and bishoprics of the Patriarchate of Constantinople. But there were only three
copies on the whole island of Chio. See Manuel Gedeon, Anoonueiduata ypovoypdapov
1800-1913 (Athens, “Phoinikos,” 1932), 49.

Under the title “Newspaper of the Great Ottoman State” (Loro Gir Terut'eann Osmanean;
first published in January 1832). It was printed by Boghos Arabian (1742-1836). See Toros
Azadian, ed., Zamanak K ‘atasnameay YiSatakaran 1908-1948 (Istanbul, 1948), 11. For the
Armenian community, the publication of this official paper marked a turning point. Its
Armenian version was the first Armenian paper published in the Ottoman Empire. More-
over, it appeared not in the classical (grabar) but in the vernacular language.

9 A printed Greek version is also listed in D. Gkines and V. Mexas, EAAnvikn BifAioypagia
1800-1863 (Athens, Grapheion Démosieumaton tés Akadémias Athénon, 1939-1957), vol.
1, no. 3165. One French version appeared in the Moniteur (27 November 1839, p. 2065),
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Among the principal law codes promulgated prior to the Constitution of
which translations into minority languages are known were

— the Penal Code (Ceza Kanunnamesi; 1840; revised in 1851 and 1857)!1
- the Commercial Code (Ticaret Kanunnamesi; 1850; revised in 1861)12
- the Provincial Reform Law (Vilayet Kanunnamesi; 1864).13

The Ottoman government was interested in having these translations published.
In his observations on the execution of the Islahat Fermani, the Ottoman grand-
vizier Fuad Pasha (1815-1869), wrote:

“Ces différentes lois dont le texte a été publié en turc et en frangais, n’ont pas été tradui-
tes dans les autres langues. Le Gouvernement a pris des mesures pour combler cette la-
cune par la publication compléte et simultanée d’une traduction des codes de I’Empire
dans toutes les langues usitées en Turquie.”!4

We still lack detailed knowledge about the execution of this project. But the new
Ottoman legislation (or parts of it) did eventually also became available in the
languages of the minorities. Moreover, translations were not restricted to widely
used languages such as those of the two major millets, Greek and Armenian, or
Arabic. They existed also in Serbian, Bulgarian or Judaeo-Spanish. A Judaeo-
Arabic version (Arabic in Hebrew Script) of the Ottoman Commercial Code, for
example, was published in Baghdad in 1870, a translation of the Ottoman Con-
stitution in 1908.16 For some non-Muslim communities, a translation of these
laws into their ethnic language was not even necessary. For the Turkish-speaking
Greek Orthodox and Armenians, the texts had only been transposed into another
alphabet. This is shown by the Karamanli and Armeno-Turkish versions of the Pe-
nal Code, the Code of Commerce and the Diistur.17

another one, by the French dragoman Frangois Alphonse Belin (1817-1877) was published

in the Journal Asiatique.

A Greek version was published on the island of Samos, translated by Z. Ypandrevmenos.

Cf. D. Gkines and V. Mexas, EAAnqvixn BifAwoypagia, vol. 2: no 6990.

11 On the Judaeo-Spanish version, vide infra.

12 Translated into Arabic by Nicolas Efendi Nakkache (vide infra).

13" A Serbian version, Ustavni Zakon Vilajeta bosanskog, was published in instalments in the

weekly Bosanski vjestnik in 1866. The translator was Milo§ Mandi¢ (1843 -1900).

“Mémoire de Fuad Pacha: Considérations sur ’exécution du Firman Impérial du 8 février

1856,” in Aristarchi Bey, Législation ottomane, on Recueil des lois, réglements, ordonnances, trai-

165, capitulations et autres documents officiels de I Empire ottoman, 7 vols. (Istanbul: Nicolaides,

1873-1888), 2: 31-32.

15 Qawanin al tagariya, Baghdad, 5630 (1870). Listed in Abraham Yaari, Ha-defus ha-‘iori be-
artsot ha-mizrah (“Hebrew Printing in the East”), 2 vols. (Jerusalem, 1936-1940), no. 20.

16 Tarjamat al-khatt al-sharif al-sultani wa "-Qanin al-asasi, Baghdad 1226 11908]. Cf. Yaari, Ha-

defus ha-‘tvri, no. 167).

Karamanli: Penal code: Ceza Kanunnamesi (1859); Code of commerce: Ticaret kanunnamesi

(1860); Diistour (1868 — 1871). For references see Evangelia Balta, Karamanlidika. Nouvelles

additions et compléments I, (Athens, 1997), 254-256; Armeno-Turkish: Ceza Kanunnamei hii-

mayunu (1859); cf. Garabed Panossian, ed., Diistur, 2 vol. 1881-1882. For references see

10

14

17
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The Diistur was eventually available in Greek, Armenian, Armeno-Turkish,
Karamanli, Judaeo-Spanish, Bulgarian and - despite Ziya Pasha’s scepticism -
even in Arabic.18

The Translators

Many translations were published anonymously. Others were the work of transla-
tors who were prominent figures in their respective communities.

This is particularly the case of the Arab translators, most of them Christians
(Khalil al-Khari, Nicolas an-Naqqash, Antun Id Sabbag, Ni‘matullah Nawfal).
The Maronite Nicolas an-Naqqa$ (“/zzetlu Nikola Efendi Nakkas,” 1825 — 1894),
one of the pioneers, was also a distinguished writer and poet.!® He had already
translated the Ottoman “Land Law” into Arabic?® before he was elected member
of Parliament for Syria in 1876.

An equally important figure was the translator of the Ottoman Penal code into
Judaeo-Spanish, Yehezkel Gabay (1825-1896). He founded the Jurnal Yisraelit in
Istanbul in 1860 and is therefore regarded as the father of Jewish journalism in
Turkey. He also is said to have been the first Jewish employee of the Ottoman
Ministry of Education. His translation of the Penal Code was published under the
title Kanun name de Penas in 1860. Gabay was an experienced translator from Ot-
toman Turkish: the Ottoman Jews also owe to him a Judaeo-Spanish translation
of Sadik Rif’at Pasha’s moral treatise Risale-i abldk and, according to M. Franco,
the Turkish version of the National Constitution of the Jewish millet (vide infra)
whose text had first been drafted in Judaeo-Spanish.?!

The Judaeo-Spanish version of the Diistur was published by Moise del Médico
and David Fresco under the title Koleksyon de las leyes, reglamentos, ordenanzas i in-
struksyones del Imperio Otomano (Istanbul, 1881).22 Del Médico (“Moiz Bey
Dalmediko,” Istanbul 1848-1937)?% was a high-ranking government employee,
who eventually became First Dragoman at the Ministry of the Navy (Premier Se-
crétaire-interpréte du Ministére de la Marine). As a journalist, Dal Médico was in-

Hasmik A. Stepanian, Hayatat Turk‘eren grk'eri ew Hayatai Turk‘eren parberakan Mamuli
matenagitut iwn (Istanbul, Turkuaz Yayinlari, 2005).
18 Ni‘matullah Nawfal, in collaboration with Khalil al-Khari, Ad-Dustr, 1st vol. (Beirut, Al-
Matba‘a al-adabiyya, 1301/1883-84). An Arabic version of the Mecelle, Al-Majallah, was
published in Istanbul in 1297/1880 (only one volume).
See on Nicolas Naqqash Malek Sharif ’s contribution in this volume.
See Asl wa tarjamat qanin wa nizamniamat al-aradi — Kanunname-i arazi ve tapn (Beirut:
Matba‘at al-Aba’ al-yasu‘iyyin, 1290/1873) [Turkish--Arabic].
See M. Franco, Essai sur I’'Histoire des Israélites de 'Empire ottoman depuis les origines jusqu’a nos
Jours, Paris, 1897, 169.
22 See Elena Romero, La creacidn literaria en lengua sefardf, (Madrid: Ed. MAPFRE, 1992), 202.
23 See on Del Médico art. “Dalmediko, Moiz” (Rifat N. Bali), in Yagamlar: ve Yapitlariyla
Osmanlilar Ansiklopedisi, ed. Ekrem Cakiroglu, 3 vols. (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlar,
1999), 1:366-367 (with further references).

19
20

21
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volved in the publication of several Judaeo-Spanish papers. Together with his
compatriots Marco Maiorcas and David Fresco, he published the paper El Na-
stonal, a continuation of Gabay’s Jurnal Yisraelit. He later became a member of the
“Commission for the propagation of the Ottoman Language” (Tdmim-i lisan-i os-
mani komisyonu) created in 1900. His excellent textbook for the study of Ottoman
Turkish?* was adopted by the schools of the Alliance Israélite Universelle in the Ot-
toman Empire. His collaborator David Fresco (1850 — 1933) was a printer, pub-
lisher and a particularly prolific translator of works from French or Hebrew into
Judaeo-Spanish. But like Dal Médico, he urged his coreligionists to adopt the
Turkish language.

Several prominent Greek translators (C. Photiades, 1. Vithynos, G. Aristarchi )
shall be dealt with below.

The Role of the Press

The press of the non-Turkish-speaking population was also instrumental in the
dissemination of the new legislation. Many laws and regulations promulgated in
the wake of the Zanzimat were published in the papers of the non-Muslim com-
munities in their respective languages (Greek, Armenian, Bulgarian, Judaeo-
Spanish, etc.). This press had developed rapidly after the proclamation of the
Hait-i serif of Guilhane (1839) - in some cases more rapidly than the Turkish press,
whose rise only begins after 1860. This was especially the case of the Greek, Ar-
menian and Bulgarian press in Istanbul.2> After 1860, Faris al-Shidyaq (“Ahmed
Faris Efendi,” 1804-1887) started the publication of his famous Arabic paper AK-
Jawa’ib in Istanbul, where numerous laws and regulations in Arabic translation
were published.?¢ It was followed in 1876 by the Persian language paper Akhtar
(“The Star”)?’, which also contained many translations (including a Persian ver-
sion of the Kanun-i esasi).

The official press in the provinces, known as wilayet gazeteleri, played a particu-
larly important role in our context since many of them also appeared in the ver-
nacular languages (Arabic, Greek, Bulgarian, Serbian, etc). Publication of most of
these papers began after the Reform of the wilayets (1864), except in the case of
Tunis, where the publication of the official paper AFR&id at-Tinisi (in Arabic)

24 Méthode théorique et pratique pour Uenseignement de la langue turque [ Muallim-i Lisan-i osmani),

(Constantinople: Imprimerie du Ministére de la Marine, 1885) [2nd ed. (Istanbul, 1908)].
See on the principal papers Johann Strauss, “Who Read What in the Ottoman Empire
(19th-20th centuries)?,” Arabic Middle Eastern Literatures, 6.1 (2003), 39-76; here: 43.

They were collected in vol. 6 of the Kanz ar-ragh@’ib fi muntakhabat al-Jawa’ib, 7 vols. (Is-
tanbul: Matba‘at al-Jawa’ib, 1288/1871- 1298/1881).

See on this paper Anja Pistor-Hatam, Nachrichtenblatt, Informationsborse und Diskussionsfo-
rum: Akbar-r Estanbil (1876-1896) — AnstifSe zur frithen persischen Moderne (Minster: Lit,
1999).
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had started already in 1860. Among the official papers of the Arabic provinces,
Zevra | al-Zawr&@, the bilingual wvilayet gazetesi of Baghdad province founded in
1869, enjoyed the highest prestige, at least for a while.?8

The Role of the French Language

French unquestionably played a pivotal role in this context. It is fair to say that
without the French versions of these documents, the translation into the other
languages would have encountered serious difficulties.

French had become a sort of semi-official language in the Ottoman Empire in
the wake of the Tanzimat reforms. Even before the promulgation of the Constitu-
tion in the Ottoman Empire (and of course also after that date) we have many
publications of legal texts in French.?® These were usually communicated offi-
cially to the foreign diplomats and other residents. It is thanks to these transla-
tions that these texts found a wider audience, after having been reproduced in the
European press, e.g. in the French Moniteur (Le Monitenr was the name of the
French official gazette, first published as Le Moniteur universel in 1789).

As Fuad Pasha’s observations (vide supra) show, the French translations were in
the eyes of some Ottoman statesmen the most important ones. Sultan Mahmud
IT had already had public opinion in Europe in mind when he ordered the publi-
cation of the official paper in French. It appeared under the title Moniteur Otto-
man echoing the title of its French counterpart. But this French version was also
to play an important role for the native language press of non-Muslims in the Ot-
toman Empire. As the title of the Greek version of the Takvim-i Vekayi’, Otho-
manikos Minytor (OOwuavikoc Mivitwp), shows, it was clearly based on French,
not on Turkish. Characteristically, also the Arabic press in the provinces began in
1858 with a newspaper that also appeared in a French edition, the semi-official
Hadigat al-Akbbar (French title: Hadikat-el-Akbbar. Journal de Syrie et Liban).30 It was
published by Khalil al-Khari (1836 - 1907), who was to become a leading official
press figure in the Syrian provinces.

It is true that French was not an ethnic language of the Ottoman Empire. But it
was the only Western language which would become increasingly widespread
among educated persons in all linguistic communities. The French translations
published by the Ottoman government were usually the work of Ottoman na-

28 See on this paper Christoph Herzog, “The Beginnings of the Press in Iraq: Zevra,” in

Amtsblatt, vilayet gazetesi und unabbingiges Journal: Die Anfinge der Presse im Naben Osten, ed.
Anja Pistor-Hatam, Frankfurt, etc.: Lang, 2001, 55-63.

One of the last translations was Law of the vilayets of the late sixties: Sublime Porte.: Sur la
nouvelle division de 'Empire en gouvernements généraux _formés sous le nom de Vilayets (Istanbul,
1867).

See G. Groc and 1. Caglar, La presse francaise de Turquie de 1795 & nos jours. Histoire et catalo-
gue (Istanbul: Isis, 1985), 107 (no. 208) and 62 (facsimile).
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tionals employed in the various sections of the translation service, in particular
the Translation Office (Térceme odasi).3!

Moreover, one can safely assume that some documents (such as the Islabat fer-
mant of 1856) were originally drafted in that language.

Aristarchi Bey’s Législation ottomane

These French translations were eventually collected and published in Istanbul.
The best-known example of such a collection, embracing the whole of Ottoman
legislation (which is still useful today) is that of Grégoire Aristarchi Bey, Législation
ottomane, ou Recueil des lois, réglements, ordommances, traités, capitulations et autres
documents officiels de I Empire ottoman (7 vols., Istanbul, 1873-1888). This work was
edited by Demetrius Nicolaides. Its prospective readers were, as the preface states,
primarily foreign diplomats and residents.3?

The work contains translations of both the Diistur and the Mecelle.’3 Grégoire
(“Ligor”) Aristarchi (1843- ?) was the scion of a well-known Phanariot family,
which had supplied the Ottoman state with several Grand Dragomans in the past.
Aristarchi Bey was trained as a jurist and started his career in the provinces. In
1861, he was appointed director of foreign correspondence in Crete. Later, he was
vice-governor and political director (directenr politique) in Izmir (1867). The Législa-
tion ottomane was published when he was appointed Ottoman ambassador in
Washington. There, he became a popular figure (and even a protagonist of one of
Henry James’s novels). However Aristarchi Bey was not the translator of the entire
corpus contained in this collection. One may even ask what contribution he ac-
tually made, since the translations in the Législation ottomane stem from the most
diverse sources: The introduction and the classification of the laws was under-
taken by a Greek lawyer in Istanbul, N. Petrakides, who had died an early death
from consumption, a short time before the publication of the work. Petrakides
also wrote the (voluminous) notes. The French version of the Hatt-i gerif of Gul-
hane was reproduced from the Manuale di diritto publico ¢ privato ottomano. This
very important collection, one of the first of its kind, had been published by the
Italian lawyer Domenico Gatteschi in Alexandria in 1865.34 Even more intriguing
is the fact that in vols. VI-VII of the Législation ottomane, containing translations
of the Mecelle, Aristarchi’s name does not even appear.3® They seem to have been

31 See now on the Terciime odasi, Sezai Balci, Osmanl Devletinde Terciimanlik ve Babiali Terciime
Odast, unpublished Ph.D. thesis Ankara Universitesi, 2006.

32 In the preface, it is said: “[...] I’édition d’une collection des lois ottomanes, des conven-
tions internationales, en langue francaise, 3 'usage des chancelleries consulaires établies
dans ’Empire, a I'usage des étrangers qui pour la plupart connaissent le francais, était
d’une nécessité absolue” (Aristarchi, Législation ottomane, 1:vii).

32 The latter contained in vols. VI and VI of Aristarchi, Législation otiomane.

3

Gatteschi was a lawyer at the Supreme Court of Appeal of the Italian Kingdom.
35 The first volume published under Abdiilhamid II bears the title Doustour-i-bamidic.
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edited solely by Demetrius Nicolaides, who also wrote the dedication at the be-
ginning, written both in French and Ottoman Turkish. From the book we learn
that the translations of book IV (“du Transport de Dette”) and V (“du Gage”) were
only reprinted from those published previously by the Armenian judge at the
Criminal Court of Péra, Takvor Efendi Baghtchebanoglou. The fourteen remain-
ing texts had been translated by the Istanbul lawyer, probably of Levantine origin,
L. Rota, with the help of the Armenian Mihran Chirinian (books I, II, III and VI)
and, in the following books, with that of the Greek Alexander Adamides.3¢ The
Armenian lawyer G. Sinapian, a prominent jurist and Turkish scholar,?” translated
the eight last chapters of the Mecelle contained in vol. VII of the Législation otto-
mane using thereby the translation of his compatriot Ohannes Bey Alexanian for
the Livre des Prenves, as he says in his “Avertissement du traducteur” (p. 5f).

What is striking is that no Frenchman or native speaker of French seems to
have been involved in this translation work.

Greek Versions and their Impact

There are also other puzzling aspects in the Législation ottomane. 1t is evident that
at least some sections had been translated into French not from Turkish but from
Greek, by a translator (or translators) seemingly ignorant of Ottoman Turkish.

This is clear from a number of details. In the first parts, Ottoman Turkish tech-
nical terms are transcribed almost slavishly from Greek, a language that has no
equivalent for certain Turkish vowels and consonants. Cf.: “fourbé,” Ottoman
Turkish zirbe “mausoleum.” One even comes across a Greek plural in the case of
“meharsides” (vol. 1, p. 44 ; Ottoman Turkish: merbasalar “(Armenian) bishops”).38

Characteristically Greek is the treatment of Turkish § and j: 5 is usually rendered
by s: Mebkémey-Tefiiss (vol. 1, p. 27; Ottoman Turkish Mabkeme-i tefiis); Selimié-
Kislassi (vol. 1, p. 31; Ottoman Turkish: Selimiye kiglas); ¢ and ¢ as tz: Lalély Tzes-
messi (vol. I, p. 30; Ottoman Turkish Laleli ¢esmesi); b often appears as p: arazii-
djipayet (p. 605 — Ottoman Turkish arazi-i cibayet “land belonging to a pious foun-
dation”); f= ph: phi-sebil-ul lah (vol. 1, p. 34; Ottoman Turkish /7 sebilillah “in the
way of God”), etc.

The translator seems to have been dimly aware of the problem. We therefore
even find incorrect forms (“hyperurbanisms”) where z is wrongly replaced by j or s
by § to make it sound more “Turkish™: “Pegmi Alem” (p. 34; Ottoman Turkish:

36
37

Aristarchi, Législation ottomane, 5: c.

Sinapian, a prominent lawyer of the Istanbul bar, was also the co-author (with Andon
Tinghir) of a comprehensive dictionary of technical terms Fransizcadan Tiirkceye istilabat
Iugati — Dictionnaire frangais-turc des termes techniques, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Imprimerie & Litho-
graphie K. Bagdadlian, 1891-92). Later, he contributed to the Turkish journal Mubamat.

38 This term of Syriac origin is often read incorrectly as murahbasa.
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Bezm-i alem) “Hajiney Djelilé” (p. 35; Ottoman Turkish: Hazine-i celile), “resmi-
tablish” (p. 37; Ottoman Turkish: recte tablis), etc.

These examples make it clear that not only French but also Greek — undoubt-
edly the most prestigious language among the languages spoken by non-Muslims
in the Ottoman Empire — played a significant role in the context of translations
of Ottoman law codes.

The First Greek Version of the Distur

The first version of the Diistur published in a foreign language in the Ottoman
Empire was in Greek. It appeared 1869-1871 under the title Othomanikoi kodekes
(OBwpavcol Kodnkeg) “Ottoman Codes.” A supplement (parartema) was pub-
lished in 1874, a second edition appearing in 1889-91. It was published by De-
metrius Nicolaides (Istanbul 1843-?), the editor of the Législation ottomane. It was
intended primarily for his Greek compatriots (homogeneis) but could also serve
other Greek speakers. Nicolaides states proudly in the postface that “among the
various nationalities in the Ottoman Empire, only the Greek one possesses now,
in one volume, and written in Greek, all the laws governing the Empire. Even the
Muslim nationality (ethnikotes) still lacks such a work since the Diistur with its sup-
plement only contains the oldest laws whereas the most recent and most impor-
tant ones [...] are scattered in the official papers published in the Capital or the
provinces.”?? Nicolaides presented his work to the Ottoman authorities, who ap-
proved it after examination. The editor was rewarded with the rank of a civil ser-
vant of the third class. The government even bought one hundred copies of it to
send with a recommendation to the provinces.*0

Nicolaides was an extremely active but somewhat enigmatic figure in the press
life of 19t century Istanbul.*! He was a native of Istanbul and a graduate of the
“Great National School” (Megale tou Genous schole) in 1861. He started a career as a
journalist, editing various Greek papers (Anatolikos Aster, Heptalophos, Thrake, etc).
He also founded the paper Konstantinoupolis in 1867, which was long to remain
the most widely read Greek paper in the Ottoman Empire. One of his most inter-
esting ventures was the publication in 1889 of a Turkish paper, Servet, of which
the famous Turkish journal Servet-i fiinun had first been a supplement.

The publications of the Greek and French versions of the Ottoman legislation
proved quite lucrative for Nicolaides.*? He reputedly became a wealthy man own-

39 OBwpavixoi Koonkec, 1430.

40 Tbid.

41 See on Nicolaides, Malumat no. 45 (18 Temmuz 1312), 1002-1003; Gedeon, Amoonueid-
pata, 35-38, Ahmet Thsan [Tokgodz], Matbuat Hatrralarim, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Ahmet Thsan
Matbaasi, 1930-1931), 1:59f.

42 Gedeon, Anoonueiopata, 35-36.
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ing two houses, one in the Phanar neighbourhood and another one on one of the
Princes’ islands. But he eventually died in poverty during the First World War.

The Othomanikoi kodekes claim to have been translated from Turkish. However,
it is not at all clear to what extent Nicolaides translated any of these texts himself
(or merely reproduced translations previously published in the official press).*?
Some of them were the work of translators whose names are quoted in the text:
the Greek version of the Islabat fermant was translated from the official French ver-
sion, which had also been published in the French Moniteur and then been repro-
duced in Féraud-Giraud’s standard work De la juridiction francaise dans les échelles du
Levant et de la Barbarie, 2 vols. (Paris, Durand, 1866 [lrst ed. 1859]).# The notes
were translated from the translation contained in Gatteschi’s Manuale®>, which ac-
tually was the work of a French Oriental scholar, Francois Belin (1817-1877). Belin
spent several decades in Istanbul in his country’s diplomatic service.*¢ His transla-
tion of the Islahat ferman: was originally published in his Etude sur la propriété fon-
ciére en pays musulman et spécialement en Turguie (1862) and had appeared first in the
Journal Asiatigue. Nicolaides cut a few of Belin’s notes (probably because he con-
sidered them too critical) and added other notes, such as the (Greek) text of a berar
for a patriarch issued in 1860.

The Greek version of the Ottoman Land Law contained in the Othomaniko: ko-
dekes was translated into Greek by D. Rhazes, the First Dragoman of the Greek
embassy in Istanbul.#” This Greek version was apparently held in such high es-
teem that even the French version contained in the Législation ottomane, — another
very learned translation by Belin with copious notes -,* was corrected several
times to bring it into line with Rhazes’s Greek translation .** Nor was the Com-
mercial Code (Ticaret kanunu) translated into Greek from Ottoman Turkish but, as
it is explicitly stated, from the official French translation including its notes. This
may have been due to the fact that this code was almost identical with the French
Code de commerce. The Greek version contained in the Othomanikoi kodekes even in-

43 We do not know where his knowledge of Ottoman Turkish actually came from.

44 Féraud-Giraud, De la juridiction francaise , 1:266.

45 See Gatteschi, Manuale, 259-270.

46 See on this scholar, F. A. Belin. Notice biographique et littéraire (Constantinople: Imprimerie
A. Zellich, 1875).

See OBwpavixoi Kodnkec, 429.

It had originally been published in the Journal asiatique, “Sur la propriété fonciére en pays
musulman et spécialement en Turquie,” Journal asiatique 5.17 (1861), 180-248.

Cf. Aristarchi, Législation ottomane, vol. 1:72 n. 45: “Dans le texte de M. Belin se trouve le
mot seulement, que nous avons remplacé par le mot aussi (voyez la traduction en grec mo-
derne, insérée dans les Codes Ottomans de M. D. Nicolaides, pag. 434); p. 80 n. 69; transla-
tion of and comparison with the Greek version. Cf. p. 82 “Dans I’édition grecque....ce
mot a été traduit par le terme mapaxwonois, c’est-a-dire cession.” Belin had translated firag
with “vente;” cf. 160 n. 180.

47
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cludes the special appendix listing the differences between the French model and
its Turkish version — curiously enough only in Greek.>

The Bulgarian Version of the Dustur (1871-1886)

In 1871 already, a certain Christo S. Arnaudov (of whom almost nothing is
known) published the first volume of his “Complete Collection of the State Laws,
Regulations, Instructions, and High Orders of the Ottoman Empire” (Pilno sd-
branie na déarZavnyte Zakoni, Ustavy, Nastavleniya i Vysoky Zapovedi na Osmanskata
Imperia) in Istanbul (“Tsarigrad”). This is a Bulgarian version of the Diistur des-
tined for the editor’s Bulgarian compatriots (edinorodci = Greek homogeneis). It also
includes texts of treaties with foreign powers and other texts not contained in the
Ottoman Diistur.

The title and the preface says that it was “translated from Turkish” into “plain
Bulgarian” with the help of some skilled collaborators.’! But the work shows cer-
tain striking similarities with Nicolaides’s collection. The notes, for instance, are
almost identical and even Arnaudov’s preface is mostly a literal translation of
Nicolaides.

Two other volumes of this collection were published in Istanbul in 1872 and
1873, while the fourth and last volume only appeared after the end of Ottoman
rule in Bulgaria in Sofia in 1886.

The Greek Version of the Mecelle

Another pioneering Greek translation of an Ottoman Law code, several times re-
ferred to in the Législation ottomane,> is the Greek version of the Ottoman Civil
Code, the Mecelle. It was published under the title Nomikoi kanones étoi Astykos Ko-
dex (Nopuxoi xavovec ntor Aotvkos Kawodng) between 1873 and 1881. The transla-
tion of this highly complex text, in which Islamic legal traditions feature promi-
nently, was a demanding task. It required abundant notes. The two translators
were competent both in Ottoman Turkish and in their native language. Eminent
figures of the Greek community, they were later promoted to the highest ranks
available for non-Muslims in the Ottoman state.

The first translator, Constantine Photiades (d. 1897), was an outstanding Otto-
man scholar, co- author of the first Greek-Turkish dictionary published in the Ot-
toman Empire (1860).>3 He taught history of Turkish literature at the prestigious

50 OOwpaviroi Kadnkeg, 177-180.

51 Arnaudov, Pilno sdbranie , vol. 1, “Predislovie,” xii.

52 Cf. Aristarchi, Législation ottomane , 6:197.

53 Lexikon Hellénotourkikon, (with A.Th. Phardys) (Istanbul: Typographeion Hé Anatoleé,
1860). See Johann Strauss, “The Millets and the Ottoman Language. The Contribution of
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“Great National School” and was also active within the Greek community. He was
editor-in-chief of the Greek paper Anatolikos Aster (“Eastern Star;” founded in
1861) and belonged to the founders of the prestigious “Greek Literary Society”
(Syllogos), a learned society founded during the same period. Having been head-
master of Galatasaray Jycée for one year (29 May 1873 to 26 May 1874), he was ap-
pointed governor of Samos (1874 — 1879).

Yanko (loannis) Vithynos>* was also a graduate of the Megale tou Genous Schole.
He made a career in government service: he became secretary of the governor of
Crete (1868-1875), honorary professor at the University (Dariilfiinun), professor at
the Law School (Mekteb-i hukuk; 1882-1904), a judge at the tribunal de premiére in-
stance in Istanbul, and director of criminal investigations at the Ministry of Justice.
He also was a member of the elections assembly in 1901. He reached the peak of
his career when he succeeded Alexander Mavroyéni as governor of Samos (1904-
1906). With a perfect command of the Turkish language, he also published - in
Turkish! - #nter alia a popular commentary on the Commercial Code,* and arti-
cles in the Turkish press.

The Kanun-1 esasi and its Translations

After what has been said hitherto, it comes as no surprise that the Kanun-i esasi,
promulgated at the end of December 1876, became almost immediately accessible
to the various ethnic and linguistic communities of the Empire in their own lan-
guages. It was not only disseminated in its Turkish original, printed by both the
State Press and private printing presses,*® but also in the principal languages used
in the Ottoman Empire.

These publications apparently occurred simultaneously. Translations into the
various ethnic languages had probably been ready when the Kanun-i esasi was
promulgated, since most of them also bear the date of 1876 on their cover page.

Ottoman Greeks to Ottoman Letters (19th-20th Centuries),” Die Welt des Islams 35 (1995),
189-249; here: 224-226.

54 Strauss, “The Millets,” 225-256.

55 Serh-i Kanun-i ticaret (Istanbul, 1296/1879 [219 edition1300/1884]).

56 Kanun-i esasi (Istanbul: Matbaa-i amire 1292/1876); Kanun-i esasi (Istanbul: Hakikat Mat-
baasi 1292). Although the First Constitutional Period in the Ottoman Empire was to end
soon under Abdiilhamid II, the text of the Constitution was regularly reprinted in the of-
ficial yearbooks (salname). In recent times, it has become available also in Latin script
thanks to the collection published by Suna Kili and A. Seref Gozubuytk, Sered-i Ittifakian
Giinsimiize Tirk Anayasa Metinleri (Ankara: Tiirkiye s Bankast Kiiltiir Yayinlarr), 31-44. 1rst
ed. 1957; several times reprinted.
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Translations Into Other Languages Published

The author of this paper has come across the following separate publications on
the Ottoman Empire (the list is not exhaustive):

Western languages

The official French version: Constitution ottomane promulguée le 7 Zilhidié 1294
(11/23 décembre 1876), Constantinople, Typographie et Lithographie centrales,
1876, 29p. There is also another Istanbul print: Constitution ottomane promulgnée
le 7 Zilhidyé 1294 (11/23 décembre 1876). Rescrit (Hatt) de S.M.1. le Sultan... Con-
stantinople, Loeffler [1876 ?], 20pp. This translation was made simultaneously
by the Translation Office (Zérceme odasi) for transmission to the foreign ambas-
sadors.’” It is this version which was reprinted in several other works such as
those by Ubicini,’® Aristarchi Bey/Nicolaides, Schopoff*’, etc.

English versions: There must have also been English translations published in
the Ottoman Empire. The American Journal of International Law published in
1908 the text of an English translation made in Istanbul at the time of the
promulgation without specifying its source.

Minority languages

Greek version: OBwupavucov Zoviayua avaknoux0év mm 7 Zidxulé 1293
(11/23 sexepBpiov 1876) Othomanikon Syntagma anakerychthen té 7 Zilchitze 1293
(11/23 dekemvriou 1876), En Konstantinoupolei, Typographion “Vyzantidos,”
1876.

Armenian version: SahmanadrutGwun Osmanean Petut‘ean, Istanbul, “Masis,”
187761

Armeno-Turkish version: Kanunu esasi memaliki devieti osmaniye, Istanbul, “La
Turquie,” 1876.62

57

58

59

60

61
62

“Il en a été fait simultanément, par les soins du ‘Bureau des interpretes’ (lembumam odaci)”
de la Sublime Porte, une traduction en frangais qui a été communiquée aux ambassa-
deurs.” A. Ubicini, La Constitution ottomane du 7 zilhidjé 1293 (23 décembre 1876) expliquée et
annotée (Paris: Catillon, 1877), 13.

See preceding note.

A. Schopoff, Les réformes et la protection des chrétiens en Turquie, 1673-1904. Firmans, bérats,
protocoles, traités, capitulations, conventions, arrangements, notes, circulaires, réglements, lois, mémo-
randums, etc. (Paris: Plon, 1904).

“The Ottoman Constitution. Promulgated the 7th Zilbridje [sic] 1293 (11/23 December,
1876),” American Journal of International Law, Supplement, 2 (1908), 367-387.

See Haykakan matenagitut’iwn — Bibliographie arménienne, (Venice, 1883), 593.

Stepanian, Hayatat T'urk ‘eren grk’er, (cited n. 17), p. 93 no. 423.
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- Bulgarian version: Otomanskata konstitutsiya, proviizglasena na 7 zilhidze 1293
(11/23 dekemvrii 1876), “Hakikat” Press, Ist., 1876.

- Judaeo-Spanish version: Konustitusyon del Imperio otomano proklamada el 7 zilhidje
1283 (7 Tevet 5637), Istanbul, De Castro Press, 5637 (1877).63

- Arabic version: Tarjamat al-khatt ash-sharif as-sultani wa I-Qanin al-asasi, Istan-
bul, ALjawa’ih Press, 1293.64 65

As can be seen, most of them were printed by newspaper printing presses of; e.g.:
the Bulgarian version (the same as the Turkish one) by the printing press of the
paper Hakikat, the Greek version by that of Vyzantis, the Armenian version by
that of Masis, the Armeno-Turkish by that of La Tiurquie, the Arabic by that of A-
Jawa’ib.

But these were not the only publications which made the text accessible for the
Ottoman public. In fact there were other publications of the text in newspapers,
for the non-Turkish speaking population especially in those vilayet gazeteleri which
were also published in the local languages: As far as the Bulgarian version is con-
cerned, we know that the text of the Constitution appeared in four different pa-
pers: In Dunav/Tuna, the official paper of the wilayet of the Danube, the model
province created in 1864; in the Istanbul paper Napredik (“Progress”); in Iztocno
Vreme, a sort of Bulgarian edition of the Levant Times; and in Zornitsa (“Morning
Star”), the paper published by the American Protestant missionaries.®

There must have also been a Serbian version available in the vilayet of Bosnia,
where Serbian was the second official language.®”

The Armenian version also appeared in the journal Bazmavep (“Polyhistore”)
published by the Mekhitarist monks in Venice.8

An Arabic version appeared in the paper Al-Jawa’ib published in the Ottoman
Capital.®?

There was even a Persian version which appeared in the paper Akbtar from 17
January 1877 onwards.

63 Abraham Yaari, Catalogue of Judaeo-Spanish Books in the Jewish National and University Library,
Jerusalem (Jerusalem, Univ. of Jerusalem Press, 1934) [Special Supplement to Kirjath Sepher
vol. 10], 107, no. 835.

64 Cf. Fehmi Edhem Karatay, Istanbul Universitesi Kiitiphanesi Arapca Basmalar Alfabe Katalogu

(Istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Yaymlari, 1953), 571.

Bilingual edition 1297/1880: Khatt humayin sharif wa Qanin asasi turki wa ‘arabi (Istanbul,

1293); 3rd edition, Impr. Al-Jawa’ib , 1297 (1880).

See Manyo Stoyanov, Balgarska vizroZdenska kniznina, 3 vols. (Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo,

1957-1959), 2:137.

Unfortunately the translation published after the Second Constitutional Period in Istanbul

(Ustav Osmanskijog Carstva od 11/23 XII 1876 godine (Istanbul, 1908); translated by Arsenije

Zdravkovi¢), which may contain indications to clarify this point, was not accessible to me.

68 See Bazmavep 35 (1877), 62-74.

69 Reprinted in Kanz ar-ragh@’ib fi muntakbabat al-Jawa’ib, 6:4-26.

65
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Terminology and Style of the Various Translations of the Kanun-1 Esasi

A study of the Ottoman Kanun-i esasi and its translations raises a number of ques-
tions. First, there are those concerning the Ottoman Turkish text.

— Was it just an adaptation of a text that had been originally drafted in French
(like the Islabat fermani)?

— What is specifically “Ottoman” in this text?

- Does it contain specifically “Ottoman” terminology ?

Other questions concern the translations into the various languages:

— On which text were they based: the Ottoman Turkish text or its French ver-
sion?
— Is the influence of Ottoman Turkish apparent in any of these translations?

As far as we know, there exists no French draft of the Ottoman Kanun-i esasi. The
official French version does not give the impression that the Ottoman text is a
translation of it. The Ottoman text is Western in its spirit. What makes it to some
extent exotic for Westerners is not its content but certain stylistic features, devices
such as the use of honorific epithets (art. 81: berat-i serif), of the deferential indi-
rect style (taraf-i padisabi instead of padisab tarafindan), etc.’® A satisfactory transla-
tion into Western languages is difficult, if not impossible. Other characteristic fea-
tures of the Ottoman text are the excessive use of Arabic terminology (there are
only about ten Turkish terms to be found in the whole text), Persian izafet con-
structions, and the convoluted sentences typical of Ottoman chancery style.

The minority languages do not, in general, copy these features. One example is
the stereotyped honorific epithet seniy (lit. “high, sublime, exalted, splendid”).”!
This adjective only occurs in izafet constructions — and exclusively in its feminine
form! (saltanat-i seniyye, irade-i seniyye, hitkumet-i sentyye, etc). In the Ottoman con-
text it corresponds to “Imperial.” An expression like 7rade-i seniyye thus becomes in
Judaeo-Spanish Irade Imperial, in Greek Avtokratorikon Irade (diatagma) (Avto-
koatoouwov Ipadé (diatayua)’) “Imperial irade, Imperial Order.” The same expres-
sion is rendered by kayserakan hramanagir “Imperial Order” or kayserakan [< kayser
“Emperor” < Greek kaioag < Latin] 77adé in Armenian. In the Bulgarian transla-
tion of the Kanun-i esasi, the expression Imperatorski ukaz is used (e.g. art. 27 et
seq.) which might have applied as well to the Russian Tsar.”2

70 See Celia Kerslake, “La construction d’une langue nationale sortie d’un vernaculaire impé-
rial enflé: la transformation stylistique et conceptuelle du turc ottoman,” in Langues et Pou-
voir de [Afrigue du Nord a IExtréme-Orient, ed. Salem Chaker (Aix-en-Provence: Edisud,
1998), 129-138; here: 130.

Seniy is also used as a proper name.

Cf. English #kase “an edict or decree having the force of law on proclamation, as in Tsarist
Russia.”

71
72
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The expression Devlet-i aliyye (lit. “the lofty empire”), the usual designation for
the Ottoman State, did not often find its way into the written usage of Greek, Ar-
menian and other languages at that period.”? These languages preferred to follow
the more sober French example (“Empire ottoman™): Greeks then speak of Otho-
manikeé Epikrateia’ (O6wpovikny Enuodrewx), or Othomanike Avtokratoria”™ (OBw-
pavuer] Avtokoatopiar), Armenians of Osmanean Térufiwn, Petutiwn or Kays-
rut7wn. In Judaeo-Spanish, Imperio otomano is used, in Bulgarian Otomanskata Im-
periya. The use of the word “Turkey,” is unthinkable in official Ottoman usage, but
fairly common in French’® and also in minority languages (Tourkia, T urk‘ia, Turt-
stya’’, etc.) It occasionally even appears in texts said to be translated from Otto-

man Turkish.

The Terms Used for “Constitution™

An interesting case is the term used for “Constitution.” A term for this concept,
which goes back to the 18t century, already existed in all the major languages of
the Ottoman Empire. The term eventually adopted by the Muslim Turks for their
Constitution was, interestingly enough, Kanun-i esasi “basic law,” which resembles
rather the German Grundgesetz’® than the French constitution. (At an earlier stage,
the French term konstitiisyon occasionally occurs in Ottoman texts).

This choice did not have any influence on the terms used by the non-Muslim
communities. The Ottoman term was adopted only in the translations into the
two “Islamic” langues, Arabic (al-ganin al-asasi) and Persian (ganin-e asasi).

Some languages followed the French example such as Judaeo-Spanish koznsti-
tusyon.” The Bulgarian term, konstitutsiya, was adopted via Russian. In Serbian, the
Slavonic term wustav (which means “statute” in Bulgarian) had been introduced.
Greeks and Armenians had coined their terms on the basis of their own linguistic
resources. The Greek word, cUvtaypa syntagma, was a calque of the French term
constitution. A constitution was proclaimed in the Greek Kingdom on September 3,

73 Turkish devlet (devleti, tovleti, etc.) for the “(Ottoman) state, government,” however, was well

known and widely used in the spoken languages.
74 Greek epikratia “state”
75 < avtokpdtwg avtokrator “emperor.”
76 One of the principal French language papers published in Istanbul was the semi-official La
Turquie.
Name of a Bulgarian paper published in Istanbul for some time, probably a Bulgarian ver-
sion of La Turquie.
In Germany, where it is today the official term for the German Constitution, Grandgesetz
became familiar after the Napoleonic wars. In the Prussian Constitution (Verfassung) of
1850, which seems to have influenced the Ottoman Constitution, also the term Staats-
grundgesetz occurs.
This seems surprising insofar as Judaeo-Spanish translators do not generally shun Turkish
terms. In other translations of law codes, e.g., the Ottoman term kanunname is used.: cf.
Kanun name de penas.
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1843 in the centre of Athens where the “Sindagma Square” is named after this
event. The Armenians, though not having a state of their own, had been using the
term sahmanadrut iwn (Sabmanatrov;ivn)®, which had become particularly popular
thanks to their famous millet constitution. The term seems to have been intro-
duced on that occasion.8! A multilingual dictionary published by the Mekhitarists
in Vienna in 1846 has under the entry “constitution” the following words: drénk*
[“law”], drénsdrutinn |“legislation”], hastatut7wn [“institution”], *kargadrutiwen
[“regulation”] and proposes as Turkish equivalents kanun, ayin, kanunname, tore.?
As a matter of fact, the Constitution of the Ottoman Empire had been preceded
by “constitutions” of various communities.?3 These may be termed “milles-consti-
tutions” although these communities preferred to speak of themselves as “nations”
(Armenian azg, Greek ethnos, Judaeo-Spanish nasyon, French nation, etc.).8* The Ot-
toman authorities did not accept the term “constitution.” In the Ottoman Turkish
versions of these “constitutions,” included in various editions of the Distur, the
terms nizamname or nizamat “regulations” were used.®> The first of these “constitu-
tions” was the so-called “Armenian Constitution” Azgayin Sabmanadrutiwn Hayoc'
— Nizamname-i millet-i Ermeniyan adopted in 1863.3¢ It was followed by a Jewish
“Constitution,” Konstitusyon para la nasyon yisraelita de la Turkia in 1865.37 Less am-
bitious as far as the choice of their term was concerned, the Ottoman Greeks had
called the reformed constitution of their millet, ratified by the Ottoman Govern-
ment in 1863, Genikoi/Ethnikoi Kanonismoi (Tevucol/EOviol Kavoviopol) “General

80 From sabman “term, limit, stipulation” (a word of Persian origin; corresponds to Greek

000¢); sahmanel “to regulate, stipulate.”

See Anahide Ter Minassian, “Enjeux d’une politique de reconquéte linguistique: les Ar-
méniens dans "Empire ottoman (1853-1914), in Langues et Pouvoir de [Afrigue du Nord a
PExtréme-Orient, ed. Salem Chaker (Aix-en-Provence: Edisud, 1998), 155-167; here: 155.
See Nuovo dizionario italiano-francese-armeno-turco (Vienna: Tipografia dei PP. Mechitaristi,
1846), 238.

83 See on these Roderic Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876 (Princeton: Prince-
ton Univ. Press, 1963), 124-131.

The term millet was not used in the languages of the Armenians, Greeks and Jews. On
Greek and Armenian usage, see Johann Strauss, “Ottomanisme et ‘ottomanité’. Le té-
moignage linguistique,” in Aspects of the Political Language in Turkey (19%-20% Centuries), ed.
Hans-Lukas Kieser (Istanbul: Isis, 2002), 15-39; here: 24-35.

85 Cf. also the Polozhenie “Statute” in the Russian Empire (1836) which allowed the Armeni-
ans a certain degree of self-government in ecclesiastical and educational matters.

See the facsimile of the Armenian and Armeno-Turkish versions in the appendix of Vartan
Artinian, Osmanl: Devleti’nde Ermeni Anayasast’nin Dogusu 1839-1863, tr. Zilal Kili¢ (Istan-
bul: Aras Yayincilik, 2004). For an English translation see H.E.B. Lynch, Armenia, Travel
and Studies, 2 vols. (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1901), 2:445-467.

Romero, La creacidn literaria, 202. Also see on this “constitution” (Habambane nizamnamesi
in Turkish), Aron Rodrigue, “The Beginnings of Westernization and Community Reform
among Istanbul’s Jewry, 1854-65,” in The Jews of the Ottoman Empire, ed. Avigdor Levy
(Princeton: Darwin Press, 1994), 439-456, here: 452. The text was reprinted in 1913. See
Hakhamkhane nizamnamesi - Estatuto organiko dela komunidad israelita promulgado en
data del 23 de agosto de 1287 (Kostantinopla, Imprimeria Izak Gabay, Galata, 1913).
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(or National) Ordinances”® (the Greek term kavovioudg kanonismos is generally
used as an equivalent of Ottoman nizamname).

Apart from “millet constitutions,” there were also genuine constitutions of coun-
tries like Romania and Serbia, which nominally formed part of the Empire until
1878 although they were de facto independent even before. In official Ottoman
Turkish nomenclature, these countries (and others) were known under the some-
what equivocal designation of “privileged provinces” (eyalat-i miimtaze). These
nominally “Ottoman provinces” had not waited for the proclamation of the Ot-
toman Kanun-i esasi to promulgate their own constitutions. The Romanian Consti-
tution (Constitufiune)®® and the Serbian Constitution (Ustaw; 1870) were promul-
gated ten and six years, respectively, prior to the Ottoman Kanun-i esasi (1870). The
text of these constitutions was also included in some collections of laws and legal
texts published in the Ottoman Empire. Nicolaides’s Nomikoi Kodekes contain
Greek translations of both the Romanian and Serbian Constitution.

As far as the “Tunisian Constitution” of 1861 is concerned, it was then widely
known also in Europe thanks to French translations. This text, which partially re-
produced the Hatt-i gerif of Glilhane, is considered today as the first constitution of
a Muslim state.”® In contemporary Western sources, it is referred to as the “Buyu-
ruldn of the Bey of Tunis.”®! A Turkish version of it appeared in the paper Ceride-i
havadis (6 Ramazan/17 March 1861).%2

Ottoman Terms of the Kanun-i Esasi and Their Rendering

As indicated above, the original Ottoman terminology does not totally disappear
in the translations. A number of Ottoman-Turkish terms even occur in the French
version.

For instance, we find “grand vezir” (passim), which is not the term used in Turk-
ish (Ottoman Turkish sadr-i a’zam; colloquial pron. sadrazam) but contains the

88 See I'evixoi Kavoviouoi mtept tnc dtevfetnoewc Twv ekkAnoIaoTIikOv Kal eOvikwv mpay-
uatwv twv vno Tov Otkovourkod Opovov diateAovvTwy 0pfodowv X pLoTiavay vVTINKOWY
Tne Avtov Meyadeiétntoc tov ZovAtavov (Istanbul, 1862). For a French translation see
George Young, Corps de droit ottoman, 7 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905-1906), 2:21-
34.

89 Constitutiune din 1 Inlie 1866. See on this constitution and its terminology, P. Lindenbauer,

M. Metzeltin, H. Wochele, “Der Zivilisationswortschatz im siidosteuropdischen Raum

1840-1870: Der ruminische Verfassungswortschatz,” in ‘Herrschafi’ und “Staat’ Untersuchun-

gen zum Zivilisationswortschatz im sidostenropdischen Raum 1840-1870. Eine erste Bilanz, ed.

Radoslav Kati¢i¢ (Vienna: Verl. d. Osterr. Akad. d. Wiss., 2004), 271-322.

90 See art. “Dustir I — Tunisia,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition (Leiden-London: Brill,
1965), 2:638-640 and ibid., “Dustar II - Turkey” (B. Lewis).

91 Cf. Féraud-Giraud, De la juridiction, 1:283 “Bouyourldi publié par le Bey de Tunis” 1861
(after 1. de Testa, Recueil des traités de la Porte ottomane avec les puissances étrangéres (Paris,
1864), 1:436).

92 Cf. Gatteschi, Manuale, 270.
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element “vezir” (Turkish vezir); and the untranslatable “Chezkh-ul-islam.” A number
of titles and ranks — some of them only introduced after the Tanzimat Reforms —
are used with an explanation, or a French synonym: this applies in particular to
the names of the different administrative divisions like (art. 109) “province”
(vilaiet), “district” (sandjak) and “canton” (caza); cf. also “dairé” (art. 71: “circon-
scription électorale”); and the offices of “vali,” “mutessarif,” “caimacam.” 1t should
be stressed that these terms were introduced, according to the communis opinio, as
equivalents of the respective French terms during the Reform of the wvilayets.

Other terms, like 7radéh (“ordonnance;” Turkish 7rade), which have become ob-
solete today, were quite common at that time in the European press.”> “Chér”
may sound ambiguous in French but the term, used in our context for Islamic law
(Turkish: ger7), is widely used in the legal literature at that time. The same applies
to the term “fonds vakouf (art. 48; “pious foundations,” Turkish vakz), which did
not sound exotic either. The term Tanzimat, which occurs in the speech of the
Sultan, is treated as a singular (“Le Tanzimat”), a common usage at the time.?

More specific terms are extremely rare. An interesting case is (§ 24) djérimé “ex-
action under the form of fining” (Turkish: cerime, colloquially cereme < Arabic
Jarima “crime, offence”), a somewhat unofficial “legal” term which had become,
for obvious reasons, well known in the minority languages®. The term angarya
“corvée” which occurs in the same article, is a Greek loanword in Turkish. It also
used in the Greek (ayyapeia) and Bulgarian (angariya) translations. It had to be
replaced in Armenian (taraparhak cafayntiwn “unpaid service”), in Arabic (subra)
and Persian (bikar). Cf.

Ottoman: § 24 Miisadere ve angarya ve cerime memnudur.
French:% La confiscation des biens, la corvée et le djérimé (exaction sous forme de

pénalité pécuniare) sont probibés.
Greek:%7 Anayopevovial 1 ONUEVOLS TNG TIEPLOVOIAG, 1] aYYapEia Kal TO
ATepeué (mapavopoc Popodoyia vTé LoPPHY X PHUATIKNG TOLVIG).
Armenian:®®  Goyic’ grawumo, taraparbak catayut twnn u tugankn argiluac en.

Bulgarian:®®  Konfiskaciyata na imotité, angariyata i dzeremeto (nasilstvennata globa)
si zaprelen).

93 Cf. English iradé, “written decree of Sultan of Turkey.”
94 Cf. Ed. Engelhardt’s classic, La Turquie et le Tanzimat, 2 vols. (Paris: Cotillon, 1882-1884).

9 B.g. Modern Greek: tCeepéc tzeremés, “fine or cost of damage (incurred undeservedly);”
Bulgarian: dZeremé, “fine, penalty.”

96 This and all following quotations from A. Ubicini, La Constitution ottomane.

97

This and all following quotations from OBwpavikév Zovtayua avaxnpvx0év t 7 Zidxi-
TCé 1293 (11/23 dexepppiov 1876) (Istanbul: Typographeion Byzantidos, 1876).

8 This and all following quotations from Bazmavep 35 (1877), 62-74.

99 This and all following quotations from Arnaudov, Pilno sibranie, 4:305.



40

JOHANN STRAUSS

Judaeo-
Spanish:100

La konfiskasyon (zabt) de los bienes, la angaria i la cerime son

defendidas.

As far as Ottoman ranks and titles are concerned, the translations into the minor-
ity languages largely follow French usage. Cf. (art. 27):

“His Majesty invests with the charge of Grand Vizier and that of Sheik-ul-Islam the per-
sons whom his high confidence thinks proper to be called. The nomination of the other

Ministers takes place by imperial Irade (order).

Ottoman:

French:

Greek:

Armenian:

Bulgarian:

Judaeo-
Spanish:

»101

Mesned-i sadaret ve megihat-i islamiyye taraf<i padisabiden emniyet
buyurulan zatlara ihale buywruldugn misillii sair viikelanin memuriyet-
leri dahi ba irade-i sabane icra olunur.

Sa Magesté le Sultan investit de la charge de grand-vezir et de celle de
cheikb-ul-islam, les personnages que sa haute confiance croit devoir y
appeler. La nomination des autres ministres a lieu par iradéh (ordon-
nance) impérial.

H Afvtov] M[eyadeiotnc] o ZovAtavoc (Soultanos) nepipailer to
aéiwpa tov Meyalov BeCopov (Megalon Vezyrom) xar to tov Zeiy-
ovAhiohay (Seichoul-Islam) eic npoowna, dtva Bewpel déa T
YymAnc Avtov euruotoovvne. Ot dopiopol twv &AAwv vrovpywv
yivovtar 61" Avtokpatopikov Ipadé (Avtokratorikou Iradé) (Siotéy-
patog)

Vebap [af]. Suldano [Sultans] ko bardzrac‘uné i paston Mec epark ‘osi
ew Seyx-iwl-islami ayn andzinkn, zoronk* arfani ko hamari ir bardzr
ustabut'eanos. Miws naxararnero kayserakan hramanagrov (irade)
k'anuanuin.

Negovo Veliestvo Sultandt oblica v dostoinstvo na Velikyi vezyr i na
Seyx-ul-Islyam, koito vysokoto mu dovérie mysli za dobro da prizove na
tzy dostoinstva. Naimenovanieto na drugyté ministry stava Crez
Imperatorskyi Ukaz.

Su macestad el sultan investe de la_funksiones de gran vizir i de seb ul
islam las personas ke su alta konfiensa eskoZe. Los otros ministros son
nominados kon irade imperial.

100 This and all following quotations from Konstitusyon del Imperio otomano proklamada el 7 zil-
bidje 1283 (7 Tevet 5637) (Konstantinopla: Estamparia De Castro en Galata, 5637 [1877]).
101 dsmerican Journal of International Law 2 (1908), 370.
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Replacement of Ottoman Turkish Terms

Various ways are used to replace Ottoman Turkish terms. Bulgarian, for instance,
adopts words from Church Slavonic or Russian, e.g. oblast for Ottoman wilayet.
Languages like Greek or Armenian benefit from their classical variants: Greek
draws on Classical Greek, or continues Byzantine usage; Armenian draws on the
resources of Classical Armenian (grabar) whose model is the language of the texts
produced in the Armenian “Golden Age,” the first six decades of the fifth century
A.D.12 Some terms are known from ancient Armenian history: #axarar “minis-
ter” (Ott. nazir), e.g., is an historical term denoting members of princely families
who formed the upper class of the ancient Armenian feudal system. The second
element in Mec epark’os “grand vizier” is an ancient loanword from Greek mean-
ing “prefect, vizier.” (In Greek, ¢parchos [émagxog] “sous-préfet” is used in the Ot-
toman context as an equivalent for vali or mutasarrif) Only Judaeo-Spanish makes
frequent use of the Turkish term which is quoted between brackets in the French
version.

Terms used in the Greek version of the Ottoman Constitution for the Ottoman
administrative divisions and governors introduced after the Provincial Reform
Law are:

Ottoman: Greek:

vilayet entaoxla eparchia (“eparchy”)

vali vevikos dowknTng genikos diotketes (vale) = gouverneur-général
sancak!® Awixnoig diotkesis'* (“province”)

kaza vrodwotknog hypodioikesis

In the Greek translations of the Law of the Vilayets the following terms are
used:105

Ottoman: Greek:

vilayet Nopaoxia nomarchia “nomarchy”106

102 See on this issue, Johann Strauss, “Diglossie dans le domaine ottoman. Evolution et péri-
péties d’une situation linguistique,” in Oral et écrit dans le monde turco-ottoman, ed. Nicolas
Vatin [= Revue du Monde Musulman et de la Méditerranée nos. 75-76 (1995)], 221-255.

103 Occurs only in the French translation whereas the Ottoman text has liva (art. 109).

104 Cf. English diocese.

105 Cf. Nicolaides, O6wpuavixoi Kadnkec, 72-88.

106 Derived from Greek #omos, meaning a province or district.
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Ottoman: Greek:

vali vophoxne nomarches “nomarch, prefect of department”107
sancak emagxia eparchia “eparchy”

mutasarrif énagxog eparchos

kaza dMuog demos'® “municipality, borough”

Similar terms were used in the Byzantine Empire and the same system of admin-
istrative divisions existed in the Greek Kingdom.
Terms used in the Armenian version of the Ottoman Constitution:

Ottoman: Armenian:

vilayet gawat (“province”)

vali kusakal (“governor”)

sancak nabang (“province”)

kaza awan (“borough™)

Ottoman: Bulgarian:

vilayet oblast (“province, region, district”)
vali Slaven upravitel (“governor-general”)
sancak okrig (“county, province, region”)
kaza okoliya'® (“district”)

Note: The Vilayet of the Danube was officially called in Bulgarian Dunavska(ta)
oblast, the “privileged provinces,” eyalat-i miimtaze, “privilegirovanyté oblasti (§§ 1; 7).

Ottoman: Judaeo-Spanish :

vilayet provinsiya (vilayer)

107 Nomarchs had also been the title of the semi-feudal rulers of Ancient Egyptian provinces.
Serving as provincial governors, they each held authority over one of the some forty zomes
into which the country was divided.

108 Also used for miidirlik.

109 Thjs last term does not exist in Russian.
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Ottoman: Judaeo-Spanish :

vali governador de provinsiya
sancak sancak

kaza kaza

Note: In Arabic and Persian, for Turkish sancak its Arabic synonym liwa (pl. al-
wiy@’) is used.

The Term for “Sultan”

For the Ottoman ruler, the term “Sultan”!10 is used in the translations of the
Kanun-i esasi. This was a relatively new phenomenon since traditionally Greeks
had called their Ottoman ruler basilexs in the Byzantine fashion,!!! whereas the
Bulgarians spoke of the #sar.11? In the Judaeo-Spanish version of the Constitution,
the Ottoman sultan is called sultan (but spelt in the Hebrew fashion 15w or
1), but he is also referred to as ¢/ rey “the King” in more ancient documents.!13
The Ottoman term, padisah, only occurs once in the various translations since it is
used - presumably for the sake of stylistic variety — even in the French translation.

Cf. art. 4: “His majesty the Sultan is [...] the sovereign and the Padishar [sic] of
all the Ottomans”:114

Ottoman: Zat-i hazret-i padisabi...bilcimle tebaa-i osmantyyenin hiikimdar ve
padisabudyr.

French: Sa Majesté le Sultan est....le Souverain et le Padichah de tous les
Ottomans.

Greek: H A. M. o XovAtavoc [Soultanos]...civar de o wvpiapxoc wat

HAAIZAX [PADISACH] navtwv twv OBwuavdv.
Armenian: Vehap‘at Sultann ...amen Osmanc‘woc* vehapetn u PADISAHN ¢.

Bulgarian Negovo Velilestvo Sultandt... ¢ viladétel i PadiSax na wvsickité
Ottomany.

110 In Ottoman usage, this term is only used in connection with the name of the Sultan, e.g.
Fatib Sultan Mehmed, Valide Sultan, etc. Otherwise, padisah is used.

111 On Greek usage, see Johann Strauss, “The rise of non-Muslim historiography in the 18th
century,” Oriente Moderno 1 (1999), 217-232.

12 This term is preserved in the Bulgarian adjective carski, “imperial.”

113 In the Judaeo-Spanish version of the Penal Code (Kanun name de penas; 1860) the Ottoman
formula suret-i hatt-i hiimayun is still translated by “Letras de muestro sinyor e/ rey.”

14 American Journal of International Law, vol. 2 (1908), 367.
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The term “sultan” was also used in Arabic whereas the Persian word padisah had
to be replaced by the Arabic malik in this article; cf.:

Arabic: Inna badrat as-sultan. ...wa huwa malik jami at-taba‘a al-“uthmaniyya
wa sultanuba.

Persian: Ala-hazrate padesabi ... padesab va hokmrin-¢ jomle-ye taba‘e-ye
‘osmaniye hastand.

Millet and Its Equivalents

The term, which seems to be so essential for the understanding of the Ottoman
system and especially the status of non-Muslims, is totally absent in the transla-
tions. All languages use instead a word meaning “community” (Judaeo-Spanish
komunita, Greek xowotng koinotes, Armenian hasarakutiwn, Bulgarian obstina,
etc.), like the French version.!!® Cf.:

Ottoman: § 111: ...her kazada her milletin bir cemaat meclisi bulunacak ve [....]
her milletin miintehab efradindan miirekkeb olacakdur

French: Il y aura dans chaque caza un Conseil afférent a chacune des
différentes Communautés. ...
Chaque conseil sera composé de membres élus par la
Communauté qu’il représente...

Greek: Ev exdotw kald vriaoxel oupPoVAOV DU ekAoTV TwV dapOowV
kowotrtwv [koinotéton)...
éxaotov ZupPovAov BéAel ovykgoteloOal ex péAwv ekAeyoué-
Vv Lo TS kKoot tog [koinotetos] v ekmooowmel

Armenian: § 111: Awanac’ méj ayl ew ayl hasarakut'eanc’ iwrak‘anciwrin
verabereal xorhurd mo piti gotnui....
Iwrak‘anéiwr xorhurd, ir nerkayac‘uc‘ac hasarakutenén ontreal
andamneré piti batkanay...

Bulgarian: § 111: Ste ima v vsyaka okoliya po edin Sivét za vsyaka ot
razliényté obstiny. ..
vsékoy Savét Ste sa sistavya ot Clenove izbrany ot obstinata,
koyato predstavya

115 1t has to be said that also in the Ottoman text of the Constitution cemaat is used to desig-

nate a religious community. Cf. (art. 11): “[...] cemaat-i mubtelifeye verilmis olan imtiyazat-1
mezhebiyyenin kemakan cereyani Devietin tabt-i himayetindedir” — “the state...accords the reli-
gious privileges granted to the different communities.”
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Judaeo-
Spanish:

En kada kaza avra un konsilio apartenente a kada una de la
diversas komunitas.....kada konsilio sera kompuesto de miembros

eskozidos de parte de la komunita ke el raprezenta.

Only Arabic and Persian retain the Ottoman term although Arabic milla was in-
creasingly to become obsolete in the modern language.!16

A Comparison: Article 62 of the Ottoman Constitution in French, English,
Greek, Armenian, Bulgarian, Judaeo-Spanish, Arabic and Persian

Art. 62 of the English version concerning the Senate reads as follows:

“The rank of senator may be conferred on persons “en disponibilité,” having
exercised the functions of minister, Governor-General, Commandant of Corps
d’Armée, Judge, Ambassador or Minister Plenipoteniary, Patriarch, Grand Rabbi,
General of Division of armies by land or sea, and generally on persons combining
the requisite conditions.”

Ottoman:

French:

Greek:

Bu memuriyetlere vitkelalik ve valilik ve ordu miisirligi ve kazi‘askerlik ve
elgilik wve patrikhk ve habambasiik memuriyetinde bulunmus olan
mazulinden ve berri ve babri ferikanindan ve sifat-i lazimeyi cami® sair
zevatdan miinasiblert tayin olunur.

La dignité de sénateur peut étre conférée aux personnages en disponibilité
ayant exercé les fonctions de ministre, gouverneur général, commandant de
corps d’armée, cazi-asker, ambassadeur ou ministre plénipotentiaire,
patriarche, kbakbam-bachi, aux généraux de division des armées de terre
et de mer, et, en général, aux personnes réunissant les conditions requises.

To yepovotaotikov allwpa dvvatal va anoveundn g mpoowna v
OowBeotuotnTl, atva expnuatnoav vmovpyoi, yevikoi Oorkntal
(BaAn vali), apxnyoi otpatwtikav cwudtwy, kalaoképar [kazaske-
rai] (avdtatal 6L1<a0’£ai), nipéoPetc n mAnpe&ovotor vrovpyoi, Iat-
piapxot 1 xaxaunaoar [chachampasai] (ueyaldor papivor), eic otpa-
TNYOUS KL vAvapxovs KalL ev YEVEL EIC MPOOWTIA KEKTNUEVA TAG
QATMALTOVUEVAC LOLOTNTAG.

Armenian:

Cerakuti andamnakc‘utiwn krnay Snorbuil ayn anpaston andzanc’,
oronk® varac en naxararut'ean paston, kusakalut vwn, zérabanakac® hra-
manatarutiwn, kazaskérutiwn, despanuttwn, patriark‘utvwn, xaxa-
maglxcut 7wn. Noynpés kinay Snorbuil covayin ew c‘amak‘ayin zérac*

116 For the meaning of “nation,” Arabic already used umma for Ottoman millet.
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férikneru, ew at hasarak ayn andzanc® or pétk® elac paymannern am-
boljapés unin.

Bulgarian: Senatorskoto dostoynstvo moZe da sa dade na lica, koito privremeno ne s
na sluzba, no koito si ispalnyavali sluzbr kato Ministry, Glavny upra-
viteli (Valii), komandanty na voenny téla, Kazaskeri, Poslannicy ili pal-
nomostny Ministry, Patriarsy, Xaxamabasii, Devizionny generaly na su-
xopiitnata i morska voyska i, viobste, na lica koito sd edinyavat ve sebe si

izyskvanyté usloviya.
Judaeo- Los senatores son nombrados por toda la vida. La dinyita (mansub) de
Spanish: senator puede ser dada a las personas ke no estan en funksiones ma ke

fueron ministros, governadores de provinsias, komandantes de los ordis,
kazi askier, ambasadores, patriarkas, xaxam [0577] basi, los ferikes de la
armadas de tierra i de mar, 1 en cenere las personas ke tienen las kualitas
menesterozas.

The elegant French translation has preserved two Ottoman terms, cazi-asker and
kbakbambachi. Whereas the first term indeed appears to be untranslatable, it is
more difficult to explain why the “Grand Rabbi” is referred to here under his
Turkish name (kbakbam-bachi). Interestingly enough, all versions of the Ottoman
Constitution use at least the first element, haham,''” although equivalents exist in
the respective languages (only Greek adds a synonym). The military grade of migir
“marshal” is rendered by “commandant de corps d’armée.”

Clearly, the “contemporary English version” was also translated from the
French version.

The Greek version follows the French translation. However, it sometimes adds
synonyms, either the original Ottoman term (vali) when a Greek term is used, or
Greek equivalents for Ottoman terms (kazasker and hahambagi). Cf.:

Terms Used for Administrative Functionaries

Ottoman: Greek:

meclis-i ayan (sénat) vegovoia gerousia (< géros “old;” cf.
Latin senes)

elgi (ambassadeur) nEéoPug presuys

Vek:l (ministre) VTIOLQEYOG Ayponrgos

17 < Hebrew hakham “sage.” This term is not used for “rabbi” in Hebrew; the Ottoman term
actually reflects Karaite usage.
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Ottoman: Greek:

vali (gouverneur général) veviog dowryng (BaAn) gentkos dioketes
(vale)

Ferik (général de division) oteaT YOS stratégos

Ordu miigiri (commandant d’armée) AQXN YOS OTOATWTIKWV CwUdtwV arche-

Los stratiotikon somaton

kazasker kalaokéoneg kazaskeres (aviratog di-
kaots [“Supreme Judge™])

babambast xaxaumnaong chachampases (peydAog oa-
Bivog [Grand Rabbi“]).

The Armenian version has taken into account the Ottoman text. It is the only ver-
sion which does not contain the addition “...or Minister plenipotentiary,” which
features in the French version (“ambassadeur ox ministre plénipotentiaire”) but not
in the Ottoman Turkish original. There, only elilik “ quality and functions of an
envoy” occurs. The Armenian version uses despanutiwn (from despan “ambassa-
dor”), which corresponds exactly to elilik. Like the Turkish, the Armenian version
also employs abstract nouns for the different functions (kusakalutiwn, ka-
zaskérut Gwn, patriark‘ut‘iwn, xaxamaglcut 7wn, etc.). Unlike the French translation,
the Armenian translation has also preserved the Ottoman term ferik “General of
division” even though there were corresponding Armenian terms.!!8

Otherwise, the translation is puristic. Even the Ottoman term habambagilik is
partially translated: Armenian xaxamglxut 7on (from xaxam [< Turkish “rabbi”]1?
+ glux “head” + suffix —ut5wn). Cf.:

Ottoman: Armenian:

meclis-1 ayan (sénat) cerakut (< cer “old”)
mazul (sans emploi, disponible) anpaston

elgi (ambassadeur) despan

vekil (ministre) naxarar

vali (gouverneur général) kusakal

ferik (général de division) Serik

18 Mihran Apiguian in his trilingual dictionary ErekTezuean andardzak Bataran talkerén —
bayerén — gatlierén, Istanbul, 1888, gives zdrabasni hramanatar.
119 The Armenian word for rabbi is rabbuni.
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Ottoman: Armenian:

ordu miigiri (commandant d’armée) z0rabanakac’ bramanaiar (z6rabanak
“corps d’armée” Turkish kolordn)

The Bulgarian version clearly indicates that it was not “translated from Turkish”
(“prevedeno ot turski”) as it is said on the title page of Arnaudov’s collection. The
translation corresponds exactly to the French version. It does contain the addition
“...or Minister plenipotentiary” (Poslannicy i palnomostny Ministry), which fea-
tures only in the French (and Greek) versions (vide supra). The Ottoman terms
contained in the text are the same as in the French version. There is, however, the
Bulgarian term for “Governor-General” (Glaven Upravitel) to which is added the
Turkish term (vali) between brackets like in the Greek version by which it may
have been influenced.
Otherwise, ranks and titles appear in their Bulgarian equivalents. Cf.:

Ottoman Bulgarian

vekil (ministre) ministr

elgi (ambassadeur) poslannik

ordu miisiri (commandant de corps komandant na voenny téla
d’armée)
ferik (général de division) devizionny general

It should be noted that the Bulgarian terms are mostly identical with those exist-
ing in Russian.!?? Some of them (e.g. komandant) have become obsolete in the
modern language.

Ottoman Judaeo-Spanish:

vekil (ministre) ministro

elgi (ambassadeur) ambasador

ordu miigiri (commandant de corps komandante de los ordis
d’armée)

ferik (général de division) ferik

120 1 have not come across a Russian translation of the Kanun-i esasi. But it is highly probable
that it existed.
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A totally different picture appears in the two versions of the “Islamic languages.”
Cf.:

Ottoman: bey’et-1 ayan azalig kayd-i hayat iledir.
Bu memuriyetlere viikelalik ve valilik ve ordu miisirligi ve kazi‘askerlik
ve elgilik ve patriklik ve habambagsilik memuriyetinde bulunmug olan
mazulinden ve berri ve babri ferikanindan ve sifat-i lazimeyi cami” sair
zevatdan miinasibleri tayin olunur.

English: “The senators are nominated for life.
The rank of senator may be conferred on persons “en disponibilité,” having
exercised the functions of minister, Governor-General, Commandant of
Corps dArmée, Judge, Ambassador or Minister Plenipoteniary, Patriarch,
Grand Rabbi, General of Division of armies by land or sea, and generally
on persons combining the requisite conditions”

French: Les sénateurs sont nommés a vie.
La dignité de sénateur peut étre conférée aux personnages en disponibilité
ayant exercé les fonctions de ministre, gonverneur général, commandant de
corps d’armée, cazi-asker, ambassadeur ou ministre plénipotentiaire,
patriarche, kbakbam-bachi, anx généranx de division des armées de terre
et de mer, et, en général, aux personnes réunissant les conditions requises.

Arabic: udwiyyat hay’at al-ayan tabqa ma damat al-hayat
wa yata‘ayyanu bi-hadhibi F-ma’miriyyat dbawat min ma‘zili Fwukal@
wa Fwulat wa musiri -mu‘askarat wa qudat al-askar wa s-sufard’ wa -
batarika wa rw’as@’ al-kbakbamat wa min furaqa@’ al-barriyya wa k-
babriyya wa min s@’ir adb-dbawat al-jamii s-sifat al-lazima.

Persian: az@’=ye hey’at-¢ a’yan da’emi va madama I-hayat ast,
wa baraye in ma’miriyat in mi tavanad kasani ma’mir beSavand ke dar
kbedmat wa ma’miriyat-e vokald’i va valigar? va mosiri-ye ordig va
qazi-‘askari va ilfigari va patriki va kbakbambasigari bide va az
mazillan baSand va az farigan-¢ babri va barri va az digar askbas ke
owsaf-e lazeme-ye in ma’miriyat rd jame’ and.

Here, we have the surprising phenomenon that the vocabulary of the three ver-
sions is almost identical. In the Arabic version only the Turkish and Persian words
of the Ottoman text are different: ordu miisirligi becomes musiri -mu‘askarat (Ara-
bic mu‘askar “camp”) and elgilik becomes as-sufara’ “the ambassadors.” Haham-
bagsilik is rendered by ri’asa@’ al-khakhamat “heads of the khakhams.”

In the Persian text, even the above mentioned Turkish words are retained since
orda and il¢i are not unknown in Persian. A more complex case is khakhambasi-

gari. The term kbakham is used today for “rabbi,” but this usage seems to be rela-
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tively new. The word does not figure in the older dictionaries (Vullers, Steingass).
The term kbakhambasi may have been adopted from Ottoman Turkish.12!

Conclusion

Throughout the 19t century, Ottoman legislation was made available to the mi-
nority groups through translations in their respective languages. It is therefore not
surprising to find that the Constitution of 1876 (Kanun-i esasi), too, was published
promptly in the minority languages.

A comparison of these translations, of which there is an impressive variety, re-
veals a number of conspicuous features. One can divide them into two groups:
“Oriental-style” (or “Islamic”) and “Western-style” versions.

The “Oriental-style” versions use an almost exclusively Arabic terminology.
This is the case of the Ottoman, the Persian and, of course, the Arabic version.
The terminology of the three languages is almost identical. This is less surprising
in the case of Persian since this language adopted as a model the new political
terminology created by the Ottoman Turks (by drawing almost exclusively from
the Arabic stock) in the wake of the Tanzimat. It is also Persian that has remained
most faithful to Ottoman political terminology:12? the term ganin-e asasi is still
used in Persia today. The identical terminology is more surprising in the case of
Arabic. This language had already started to differentiate itself more and more
from Ottoman Turkish by developing its own terminology; this occurred not only
in Egypt but even in the Arabic provinces under direct Ottoman rule (especially
Syria and Lebanon).!23 One of the results was the adoption of dustir for “Consti-
tution.” This term had already replaced al-ganin al-asasi when the Ottoman Con-
stitution was reintroduced in 1908. The fact that the Arab translators stuck slav-
ishly to the words used in the Ottoman text is significant, but it is difficult to find
a satisfactory explanation for this practice.

The “Western-style” versions present a more complex picture. Their terminology
is variegated and reflects both foreign influences and national traditions — or even
aspirations. Some of these versions were purist and used exclusively terms drawn

121 1t is not listed in Dehkhoda’s monumental dictionary but in S. Haim, New Persian-English
Dictionary, 2 vols. (Teheran: Farhang Moaser, 1960-1962), 1:687: kbakhambasi “a chief
rabbi, a (Jewish) pontiff.”

122 See Johann Strauss, “Turco-iranica: échanges linguistiques et littéraires irano-ottomans a
I’époque des Tanzimat,” in Contact des langues dans Uespace arabo-turco-persan I. Actes du col-
loque organisé par 'INALCO (ERISM), I'Université de Téhéran et I'IFRI, ed. Taghi
Azadarmaki, Christophe Balay, and Michel Bozdémir (Teheran: Inst. Francais de Recher-
che en Iran, 2005), 59-87.

123 See Johann Strauss, “Mouvements de convergence et de divergence dans le développement
d’un vocabulaire de civilisation des langues islamiques (turc-arabe-persan),” in Contact de
langues II: Les mots voyageurs et I'Orient, ed. M. Bozdemir and Sonel Bosnali (Istanbul:
Bogazici Universitesi Yayinlari, 2007), 87 — 127; here: 122-124.
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from their own linguistic resources. Others relied on the terminology of foreign
languages. But all of them have in common that they hardly use any term bor-
rowed from Ottoman Turkish, or coined according to an Ottoman model. One
has the impression that by 1876, the languages of the major communities had al-
ready established a nearly standardized system of rendering Ottoman terminology
in their respective languages, thereby demonstrating their cultural independence.
Written Greek and Armenian were highly puristic.!?* Even borrowings from
French common in Ottoman Turkish (e.g. komisyon, biidce) were not adopted by
these languages. Turkish terms had to be avoided. When such terms had to be
quoted, they were usually accompanied by a translation. (In Greek, Ottoman
terms were also adapted to the rules of Greek morphology: chattion “hatt,” firman-
ion “ferman,” veration “berat,” etc.). One may interpret this as an attempt of the
language users to distance themselves from the language of the rulers. This is cor-
roborated by the fact that most “Western-style” versions of the Kanun-i esasi tended
to be translated from the French version rather than from Ottoman Turkish
(though the Armenian - and perhaps the Judaeo-Spanish - version may have been
checked against the original Ottoman text). In some instances, Greek may also
have been the language of reference. For all of these languages, French was the
model and the source of the terminology, either by direct borrowing or through
calques.

The different versions of the Kanun-i esasi therefore also reflect religious, ideo-
logical and other divisions existing in the Ottoman Empire. There is a sharp di-
viding line between those communities using the same alphabet and/or sharing
the same religion, and the others. For reasons that cannot be dealt with here, Ot-
toman Turkish, the composite language of the rulers, did not have a unifying ef-
fect. It was relatively successful in the case of Arabic as far as terminology was
concerned. But it had little impact on the written and literary languages of the
non-Muslim (and non-Turkophone) population and was unable to contribute sig-
nificantly to their enrichment.

124 1t has to be stressed that this purism did not exist in the spoken languages of these com-

munities, where Turkish loanwords were a most common phenomenon.



© 2016 Orient-Institut Istanbul



Authoritarianism and Constitutionalism Combined:
Ahmed Midhat Efendi Between the Sultan
and the Kanun-i Esasi

Abdulhamit Kirmizi

The outstanding intellectual figure of the late Ottoman Empire, the famous nov-
elist, journalist and publisher Ahmed Midhat Efendi (1844-1912) is known as an
admirer of Sultan Abdiilhamid II (1842-1918) and a backer of his authoritarian
regime (1876-1908). Despite his close affiliation with authoritarian Hamidian
policies, Ahmed Midhat always propagated the vital importance of the first Ot-
toman constitution (1876) and tried to convince the Sultan to take steps in this
direction. This article examines the dual character of Ahmed Midhat’s political
opinions, which was able to combine Hamidian autocracy and the constitutional
regime. His famous work Uss-i Inkilab (1878) and his booklet Tavzib-i Kelam ve Tas-
rih-i Meram (1880) will be examined in order to find a more accurate portrait of
Ahmed Midhat’s political stance and to gain insight into the intellectual aura of
the first constitutional regime.

The Many Faces of Abmed Midhat Efend:

Scholars of Ottoman intellectual history have tried to draw a consistent portrait
of Ahmed Midhat Efendi, who had seemingly contradictory views regarding the
political regime. Although a master of languages and a careful student of Western
culture, Ahmed Midhat Efendi obviously was a loyal defendant of the traditional
and religious norms of Ottoman society.!

Ahmed Midhat Efendi wrote a supplementary essay defending the harmony of Islam and
modern sciences in Niza“i llm i Din 1-4 (Istanbul: Terciman-i Hakikat Matbaasi, 1313-18
[1895-1900]), which was his critical Turkish translation of John William Draper’s History of
the Conflict between Religion and Science. Strauss notes that Ahmed Midhat serialized in his
newspaper Terciiman-i Hakikat two works written in defence of Islam by the mufti of St. Pe-
tersburg, Ataullah Bayezitoff (1846-1911). Johann Strauss, “’Kiitiip ve Resail-i Mevkute’:
Printing and Publishing in a Multi-Ethnic Society,” in Late Ottoman Society: The Intellectual
Legacy, ed. Elisabeth Ozdalga (London: RoutledgeCurzon, 2005), 228. Another example
of Ahmed Midhat’s religious writings is an 1883 polemic with the American missionary
Henry Otis Dwight (1843-1917). A series of articles appearing in the Terciman-i Hakikat
under the title “Miidafaa” (Defence) provoked sharp reactions because Ahmed Midhat vio-
lently attacked not only the missionaries but also the fundamentals of Western Christian-
ity He published the series under the title Miidafaa: Ebli Islim: Nasranivete Divet Edenlere
Kargi Kaleme Almmuisdir (Istanbul, 1300); see ibid, 242.
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Carter V. Findley identified Ahmed Midhat as Sultan Abdiilhamid II’s collabo-
rator and publicist, who on the one hand is easily branded as a conservative, but
on the other had progressive convictions. Findley stressed Ahmed Midhat’s belief
in the preference of social, economic and cultural change, in contrast to the pro-
gressive ideologues who took constitutionalism as their “symbol of western mod-
ernity.”? The prolific author was definitely one of the vanguard supporters of
women’s emancipation, yet he was also an intolerant critic of the “overwester-
nized” men of high society, whom he caricatured in his well-known fictive charac-
ters of Feldtun Bey and Sururi Efendi As part of this critical stand, he wrote an
essay on European good manners.* According to Mardin, Ahmed Midhat was a
modernist eager to appropriate Western technology, but not lifestyle. He was a
populist intellectual of humble descent who, therefore, faded into the background
among the arrogant liberal constitutionalist group of the New Ottomans (Yeni
Osmanhlar) and became a supporter of Sultan Abdiilhamid I1.5

Ironically, it was Midhat Pasha (1822-1884), the leading political figure of the
Ottoman constitutionalists, on becoming Grandvizier (1876-1877) and opening
the way to the promulgation of the constitution, who took Ahmed Efendi into
state service and gave him his name,® according to an old bureaucratic tradition.
Ahmed Midhat Efendi began his early career in Ruscuk (Ruse) as a protégé of
Midhat Pasha, then the governor of the model wilayet of Tuna. After Midhat Pa-
sha’s fall and exile, Ahmed Midhat Efendi, just having been made director of the
Matbaa-i Amire (Imperial Printing Office), turned against his mentor and praised
the Sultan in his writings.”

Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s relation with the Sultan could be described as a col-
laboration. This is especially convincing when we remember not only his state
service, but also that he was chosen to be sent highly decorated by the Sultan to
international events like the congress of orientalists in Stockholm and the World
Exhibition in Paris, both in 1888.

Stkrii Hanioglu analyzed two articles written by Ahmed Midhat in 1878 in
which the Ottoman intellectual defended the regime of Abdtilhamid IL. In his ar-
ticle “Istibdad,”® Ahmed Midhat made a distinction between autocracy and abso-

2 Carter Vaughn Findley, “An Ottoman Occidentalist in Europe: Ahmed Midhat Meets

Madame Giilnar, 1889,” American Historical Review 103.1 (February 1998), 21.

See Serif Mardin’s careful literary examination of the characters in Ahmed Midhat’s novel

struggling with the dilemmas brought on by the dualism of traditional and modern life in

“Tanzimat’tan Sonra Asir1 Batililasma,” in id., Tiirk Modernlesmesi (Istanbul: Iletisim, 1991),

21-79.

4 Avrupa Adab-i Muagereti yabhud Alafranga (Istanbul: Tkdam Matbaasi, 1312 [1894-5]).

5 Mardin, Tiirk Modernlesmesi, 59.

6 Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Otoman Empire, 1856-1876 (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1963), 153- 154.

7 Ibid., 402.

8 Terciiman-i Hakikat, July 3, 1878.
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lutism: According to him, absolutism was synonymous with lawlessness. An abso-
lutist government would be the consequence of corrupt statesmen. In another ar-
ticle entitled “Hrriyet-i Kanuniye,” law is defined as the representation of the
general custom, while the ruler upholding it is characterized as a just ruler. People
obedient to the just ruler are defined as “free people.” The antithetical system to
just rule is absolutism, which, again, would result from a selfish group of bureau-
crats misusing freedom in pursuit of their self-interest. Hanioglu in his analysis
further claims that Ahmed Midhat’s opinions on the difference between autoc-
racy and absolutism affected his European friends like Sidney Whitman, who
wrote an article entitled “Abdul Hamid an Autocrat not a Despot.”1? This, of
course, was met by disagreement in many of the Young Turks’ writings.!!

Moreover, Ahmed Midhat defended the bureaucracy in the columns of his
newspaper against Teodor Kasap (1835-1905), the liberal editor of Istikbal and Di-
yojen, who had opposed the idea of selecting the members of parliament with the
help of his bureaucrats. Kasap had written that “consultation” did not mean the
consulting process between the Sultan and his appointed officials, but that the
people had both the right and maturity to elect their representatives themselves.
Before concluding with the argument that the Ottoman case had no similarity to
the French constitutional revolution, Ahmed Midhat, answered Kasap by writing
that “there is no aristocracy in the Ottoman case. The state and the nation are not
different at all. Statesmen are chosen from simple citizens. Does this not mean
that the government is in the hands of the nation itself?”12

Hilafgiran and Tarafgiran in Abmed Midhat’s Uss-i Inkilab (1878)

Ahmed Midhat’s Uss-i Inkilab (Base of Reform) was written on orders of the Sul-
tan, who wanted him to defend the policies after the closing down of parliament,
to justify the exiling of the constitutionalist ex-grand vizier Midhat Pasa, and to
explain the Ottoman defeat in the Russian war. Ahmed Midhat’s book praised the
Sultan’s liberalistic acts and policies, and described him as the father of freedom
and liberty whenever he mentioned his name. Ahmed Midhat wrote that “the
germ of freedom which fell on the fertile soil of public opinion did not find a
fruitful place of ideas and could nourish itself only in the thoughts of his majesty
Abdiilhamid II, and the first leaf to blossom from this germ of freedom was his
imperial rescript published at the beginning of his imperial enthronement.”!3

9 Terciman-i Hakikat, July 4, 1878.

10 New York Herald, Paris, August 17, 1896.

11 M. Sitkrit Hanioglu, The Young Turks in Opposition (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1995), 27.

12° Tark Zafer Tunaya, “Osmanli Basin1 ve Kanun-i Esasi, in Tanzimat'tan Cumburiyet’e Tiirkiye
Ansiklopedisi,” 6 vols. (Istanbul: Iletisim, 1985), 1:73.

13 Ahmed Mithat, Uss-i Inkdab. Kism-i Sani. Ciilus-i Hiimayundan Birinci Seneye Kadar (Istan-
bul: Takvim-i Vekayi Matbaasi, 1295), 2:177.
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He categorized the political positions in society toward the Kanun-i Esasi, the
constitution, into two parties, hilafgiran and tarafgiran, the adversaries and the ad-
herents, both divided into two subsidiary groups. A part of the hilafgiran saw the
constitutional monarchy as “bzdat,” an innovation or novelty without roots in
traditional practice. According to them, the representation of non-Muslims in the
parliament was irreconcilable with Islam. Another part of the hilafgiran did not see
the constitution as a bid‘at, but politically harmful (siyaseten muzir). The tarafgiran,
on the other hand, who favored the parliament’s use of power within the limits of
the constitution, were also divided into two groups. One group thought that a
constitution was something not to be granted by the state, but to be realized by
the people. Therefore, the constitution and its supplementary laws had to be real-
ized by the people, not decreed by the statesmen. The second group of the tarafgi-
ran, with whom Ahmed Midhat identified himself, argued that the Ottoman con-
stitution could not be compared with European constitutions because it was
granted by the state; therefore, naturally, the laws had to be prepared by the state,
too.!* After this brief introduction to the political groupings in accordance with
their stance toward the constitution, Ahmed Midhat continued with a more de-
tailed analysis that described the adversaries and adherents of the constitution
and discussed their arguments.

Constitutional monarchy, Ahmed Midhat argued, is not a religiously inadmis-
sible innovation (#idat). The clear definition of the rights of all social groups and
classes under Islamic law was identical with constitutionalism itself. Ahmed Mid-
hat presented many examples from the Koran, the Hadith, the early history of Is-
lam and, furthermore, pointed to the marginal position in the diplomatic arena of
the Ottoman state in order to defend the Islamic nature of constitutional monar-
chy including the representation of non-Muslims in the parliament. After that, he
criticized the deportation to the Mediterranean Islands of some members of the
ulema who were agitating against the constitution. According to Ahmed Midhat,
it was exaggerated to call these opponents “traitors” as long as the constitution
had not been realized.!?

Ahmed Midhat criticized the arguments of the second group of hilafgiran, who,
he wrote, thought that the constitutional monarchy was harmful (muzir) because
it limited the rights of the Sultan (hukuk-i hazret-i padisahiyi tahdid). Ahmed Mid-
hat argued that writing down all the rights of the Sultan in a constitution did not
limit these prerogatives, but confirmed and secured them (hukuk-i padisahi tabdid
edilmis olmaz, teyid ve temin edilmis olur). If a ruler was patriotic enough to seek his
personal interests in the general interests of his people, he would demand the
constitution by himself, like the current Sultan who, according to Ahmed Mid-
hat, had made freedom his motto (hikimdar-i hiirriyet-siarimiz). On the other

14 1bid., 179
15 Tbid., 180-186.
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hand, if a Sultan saw himself superior to his people and even mankind, he would
consider the mere word “freedom” to be blasphemy as the former Sultan Ab-
dilaziz Han did. It had happened during the time of the authoritarian regime
that the once befriended peoples of the Balkans had become enemies of the Ot-
toman state; and thereafter all subsequent attempts of reconciliation came too
late, he argued.’® Ahmed Midhat attacked the opponents whom he described as
“eager to gain the favor of the Sultan by opposing the constitution.”!” He gave as
strange an example as Namik Kemal, who is known for his liberal political think-
ing, but once wrote to the Sultan that the constitution “touches, above all, the
holy rights of the Sultan” (berseyden ziyade hukuk-i seniyye-i sehinsabilerine do-
kunuyor).18

The first group of the tarafgiran thought that constitution had to be achieved
by the people and not given by the state, and that the people had to work out the
constitution by themselves. Ahmed Midhat calls this group “people of extremist
thoughts” (efkar-i mufrita erbabi). These extremists, according to him, did not have
the right to compare the Ottoman case with the European case because of the na-
ture of the Ottoman state: the Ottoman Sultan was in the position to adopt the
constitution in the name of the state and in the name of the nation.

Ahmed Midhat situated himself in the second group of the tarafgiran, a moder-
ate fraction which legitimated the granting of the constitution by the Sultan stat-
ing that there never had been a European ruler who admired freedom so much
(biirriyet-perver) as did Abdilhamid II. Even the fact that the Sultan had commis-
sioned him, Ahmed Midhat, to write the book Uss-i Inkilab is interpreted by its
writer as further evidence for the Sultan’s rejection of absolutism and for the fun-
damental difference between the Sultan and the rulers of Europe.

Addressing the first group of the tarafgiran, whom he defined as being of the
opinion that a constitution had to be achieved by the people, Ahmed Midhat in-
sisted that there was no problem with a constitution granted by the Sultan: As the
Sultan had no obligation to grant the people the constitution, there was no rea-
son that should hinder the sovereign from commissioning the preparation of the
constitution (which, Ahmed Midhat said, was essentially a work of jurisdiction) to
the statesmen (beyer-i erkdn-i devlet) instead of leaving it to the people.!® Especially
interesting is the explanation given by Ahmed Midhat as an answer to those who
regarded the Ottoman constitution as deficient and whom he therefore consid-
ered as extremist adherents of constitutionalism. Not only, he wrote, should the
constitution be evaluated in accord with the historical and contemporary political
circumstances of the Ottoman Empire, but in addition, in accordance to the lim-
its of Islamic law. Islamic jurisprudence should be taken into account. In his an-

16 Thid., 186-189.
17 1bid., 198.
18 Thid., 198.
19 Tbid., 189-194.
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swer to one of those whom Ahmed Midhat considered extremist constitutional-
ists, Teodor Kasap Efendi, he explained the British and French paths to their re-
spective constitutions and showed the incompatibility of these examples with the
Ottoman case.?’ Ahmed Midhat admitted that constitutions were made by the
people and not granted by the state in Europe; but he explained this with the cir-
cumstance that Europe never had seen a ruler such as Abdiilhamid II, who was an
admirer of freedom. Therefore, Ahmed Midhat concluded, there was no reason to
blame the statesmen who prepared the constitution without the participation of
the people.

Tavzib-i Kelam ve Tasrib-i Meram (1880)

A reconsideration of Ahmed Midhat’s opinions on constitutionalism can be
found in the booklet Tavzih-i Kelam ve Tasrib-i Meram (Exposition of Word and
Expression of Aspiration) published in 1880.2! This short work shows that Ahmed
Midhat’s opinions on constitutionalism are more complex and have a far more
sophisticated character than hitherto assumed.

This booklet was written about two years after Uss Inkilab. 1t argued against
rumors that the Sultan wanted to reinstate the constitution and reopen the par-
liament, but that some ministers and bureaucrats were opposing his will. After
such rumors had emerged from letters written from Istanbul and were circulating
in the European press, Ahmed Midhat presented this pamphlet to the palace. Is-
mail Kara notes on the importance of the booklet that it has to be seen as com-
plementary to Uss-i Inkilab, and requires us to reconsider the arguments bluntly
characterizing Ahmed Midhat Efendi as an unconditional supporter of Sultan
Abdiilhamid, an adherent of his despotism and a opponent of constitutional gov-
ernment.??

The title chosen by him for this booklet leaves the impression that Ahmed
Midhat intended to clarify his views on the constitution he had expressed in his
earlier book Uss-i [nkilab. The key argument of those who argue against the consti-
tution was that Islamic law protected the independence of the Sultan more than
did the Kanun-i Esasi and that the latter was harmful to the Sultan’s rule because
it infringed on the Sultan’s rights by limiting them. Ahmed Midhat’s booklet ar-
gued against this view. In four chapters, it tries to reaffirm the importance of the
constitutional regime for the Sultan.

20 “Mubharrir-i Fakir Ahmed Midhat'n Rodos’tan Yazip Ittihad Gazetesi’ne Dercettirdigi
Mektuptur,” in Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i Inkilab, 2:245-254.

21 Ahmed Midhat, “Tavzih-i Kelam ve Tasrih-i Meram (8.5.1296),” transcription published in
Hilafet Risaleleri, ed. Ismail Kara, 4 vols. (Istanbul, Klasik 2002), 1:111-138.

22 Cf. the concise summary and analysis of Ahmed Midhat’s booklet by Ismail Kara, Hilafet
Risaleleri, 1:11-13.
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In the foreword, Ahmed Midhat called for awareness of the intrigues of some
circles in Istanbul (mebdfil ve mecdmi) working against the constitutional regime
who gained advantage from the above-mentioned rumors. In this context, he ar-
gued bluntly that it was the Sultan’s utmost desire to resummon the parliament.
He also did not fail to characterize the Sultan as an admirer of, and even the fa-
ther of freedom (biirriyet-i vicdan: ve sadakat-i lisani gercekien sever bir padisah-i biirri-
yel-perver, sebriyar-i hiirriyel-siarimiz ve hitkiimdar-i ebu’l-abrarimiz).

In the first chapter of his booklet, entitled “Ser‘an mesele-i hilafet,” Ahmed Mid-
hat proposed that the Kanun-i Esasi was a kind of religious law and had to be pro-
tected by the Sultan. The condition of submission to the caliph in religious law
was his ordering the good and forbidding the evil (emr-i bi'l-maruf ve nehy-i ‘an’il-
miinker). This religious law at the same time defined the rights and obligations of
the caliph, and the very act of defining was not directed against the liberty of the
caliph. Defamation of the constitution was, therefore, defamation of religious law.
Abdiilhamid is here again described not as a tyrant, but as the grantor of freedom.
A constitution would be his bodiless political guard (Kanun-i Esasi-i miinif dabi bir
mubafiz-i manevi-i siyasi olacagr), as was the religious law. And it was for that reason
that the Sultan himself protected the constitution from the assaults of its oppo-
nents.

In the second chapter “Siyaseten Mesele-i Hitkiimrani,” Ahmed Midhat tried to
explain the similarity of constitution and religious law. Decisions made by par-
liaments were like “iema-i simmet,” the consensus of Muslims, one of the four fun-
damental pillars of canonical law. If icma-i simmet accepted a decision and the Sul-
tan consented, this decision would become law. The rights and responsibilities
adopted in European constitutions were similar to those of the caliph and the
ummah, the community of believers, in Islamic law. Opposing the Kanun-i Esasi
with the argument that it limited the rights and responsibilities of the Sultan was
like forgetting that Islamic law likewise limited the rights and responsibilities of
the caliph. Additionally, both the Kanun-i Esasi and Islamic law protected the
rights and responsibilities of the Sultan by delimiting and delineating them. Both
were like a wall that protects a garden by creating an obstacle to any trespassing
and thereby protecting the garden from assaults coming from outside. A constitu-
tion protects a ruler so powerfully, said Ahmed Midhat, that even an elected
president, like the French one, was obeyed like a dynasty with a legitimizing tradi-
tion of hundreds of years. In countries with a constitution, rebellions and revolts,
he claimed, were very rarely seen. As the British example demonstrated, constitu-
tional regimes were not bound to result in democracy or end in a republic (cum-
bur/ bitkumet-i cumburiyye). In the end, the constitution did not restrict the rights
of a ruler, but protected them to the degree that it formed a mutual declaration
(sened-i miitekabil) in which the ruler promised just rule to the nation and the na-
tion, obedience to the ruler.
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According to the third chapter, “Kanun-i Esasi’nin Vaz’'indaki Teblike veya Men-
faat,” there is no danger but only advantage in creating a constitution. The consti-
tution does not delimitate the Sultan’s prerogatives vis-a-vis the council of minis-
ters and the parliament, but strengthens him against both of them and the people
by resting on law. The Ottoman state is a Rechisstaat because so many laws are en-
forced there. But is it possible to be a Rechisstaat without a constitution? A consti-
tution serves as a guide for jurisprudence. The Sultan does not have to accept any
parliamentary decision; he can reject them or even close the parliament because
of its insistence on a certain decision. Even in the absence of a constitution, the
Sultan does not decide on his own but by asking advice from his ministers and
commanders. Even God asked the souls of human beings “Am I not your Lord?”
at the beginning of creation and the souls answered “Yes.” Another fact, accord-
ing to Ahmed Midhat, was that the people were more moved by love and loyalty
than they could possibly be any council of ministers. Those who opposed the
opening of the parliament out of concern for the Sultan’s rights were neglecting
to consider the situation of the council of ministers: With its executive power, the
cabinet was in constant danger of slipping into despotism. Because of the small
number of ministers, the cabinet was able to unite in a matter against the state
and people. By adopting illegitimate means, the cabinet could extend its power.
The summoned representatives of the people would be a more accurate and more
secure source of information for the Sultan. This would also be in accord with the
habits of former Sultans: In earlier times, Sultans traveled the provinces by them-
selves or they sent loyal servants to collect information.

In “Kanun-i Esasi’nin Mabvindaki Menfaat ve Tehlike,” the fourth chapter, Ahmed
Midhat explained the pros and cons of abolishing the constitutional regime.
Whereas the Sultan would not be affected by the absence of a constitution, the
ministers and officials would mostly benefit. It was they who opposed any at-
tempt of reinstating the constitution in order to escape from control, supervision
and accountability to the parliament. Ahmed Midhat also argued that it would be
dangerous to simply abolish the constitution after having granted the people the
taste of freedom of thought.

Another problem for Ahmed Midhat was the Europeans, who did not and
were unwilling to understand the extent of freedom Islamic law granted Chris-
tians. This was because they themselves were intolerant towards non-Christians
and therefore assumed that Islam had the same negative attitude. Whereas in
some places, like Romania and Bulgaria, Muslims benefited from a constitution
and the rights it granted, the absence of one in the Ottoman state created a con-
siderable danger and prepared the ground for opposition. The nihilist movement
angering the Russian government was gaining ground exactly because of this rea-
son, the absence of a constitution. By mentioning the support for Russian nihil-
ists in Europe, Ahmed Midhat covertly tried to intimidate the Sultan. Ahmed
Midhat asked in this context whether it was a virtue to make millions of people
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willing and grateful slaves (kemal-i minnetle abrarane kul etmek) or to make them
hostile in slavery (esirane diisman etmek), and concluded that being considerate of
the glory and honor of the caliph was a religious duty for all his loyal servants.

Between Constitutionalism and Autocracy

Looking closer at his diagnosis, Ahmed Midhat turns out an autocratic loyalist
who believed in “legal autocracy.” According to him, the best guarantee for the
preservation of autocratic power was the establishment of clearly delineated re-
sponsibilities and rights, both for the Sultan and the people. After stressing the
rights of the Sultan (padisah hukuku), Ahmed Midhat argued that the constitution
would grant the advantages and avoid the disadvantages of autocratic rights. An-
choring these rights in a constitution did not mean limiting these rights but rather
strengthening them. A constitution would not restrict the rights of the Sultan, but
secure and reinforce them. By being written down and thus fixed, the divine
rights of His Majesty would not just be kept in the minds and thoughts, but re-
main under the commitment of and contract with the people.?3

Ahmed Midhat usually blamed disastrous government politics and harmful
administrative action on ignorant, selfish and corrupt bureaucrats who allegedly
had obstructed the ruler’s true intentions or had deliberately kept him unin-
formed. Positive reforms and concessions, on the other hand, were attributed to
the personal efforts and perseverance of the sovereign himself. Ahmed Midhat
clearly shared the traditional deep-seated belief in the personal goodness and
power of the Sultan and the sinister role of his servitors.

The ideal was to return to the autocracy of old, where the population was both
consulted by the Sultan and in direct contact with him without bureaucratic in-
terference and with its personal liberty protected. The rule of law and autocracy
he deemed to be compatible. The observance of legality in the bureaucratic and
social realm, Ahmed Midhat would have us believe, was not necessarily synony-
mous with a Western-style political constitution curtailing the rights and powers
of the autocratic ruler. Even with the constitution, the autocrat does not share his
political power with anybody; they are not in conflict. The monarch was not
bound by anything nor curtailed in his right to change the administrative order
whenever he deemed it necessary. The Sultan remained the sole sovereign source
of power and hence retained his freedom to alter the political order at any given
time. The requirement of legality was absolute and thereby transcended any par-
ticular administrative structure.

B “Hukuk-i mezkurun kaffesi Kanun-i esasi’ye derc olundukdan sonra Hukuk-i Padisabi tabdid

edilmis olmaz, teyid ve temin edilmis olur.” Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i [nkilab, 2:187.
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The Constitutional Autocrat

Here we have a contradiction: The Sultan’s power would continue to be unlim-
ited in that he would retain the right to change the existing form of government
at any time, yet the rule of law was to prevail. Would the ruler not be bound by
the law, too, and thus cease to be autocratic? Ahmed Midhat continued to profess
his faith in the autocrat’s personal and unlimited rule. The notions of legality and
popular consultation (mesveret) were to bridge the gap between the two irreconcil-
ables. No matter how fervently Ahmed Midhat believed in the supremacy of le-
gality, his pragmatism forbade him to point to the inevitable consequences for
the Sultan’s power.

According to Ahmed Midhat, Ottoman methods of government were still
maintained by unwritten laws called “teamiil-i kadim,” which were still stronger
than written laws. Society needed to see these unwritten laws as a “concrete law”
(mitisabbas kanun) in the form of a very man, who must be the ruler. The ruler is
the embodied law, the law in person (sahsi kanun or kanun sahsi).?* The people’s
deep-seated faith in the ideals of truth, justice and moral order required “a living
incarnation of law” in a single person.

The supreme power of the autocrat was not subject to the law; in fact, law was
seen as incompatible with real authority and the exercise of free will. Instead, the
law was to be an expression of the autocrat’s free will and thus free to be changed,
to serve the autocratic power. According to the opponents of the constitution,
those who sought to replace power with the authority of the law were condemned
to failure.

Although reserving all political and final decisions for the autocratic power,
Ahmed Midhat sought to convince the Sultan of the need for national represen-
tation, which would help to determine the needs and wishes of the population.
Listening to different opinions, he argued, might prove more useful than danger-
ous. Truth is born from the conflict of ideas. Such a concept of political represen-
tation, he believed, was compatible with autocracy. In his eyes, the right of per-
manent participation in legislation would make the throne more stable and se-
cure. His objective was a type of legal autocracy in which the wall of bureaucratic
arbitrariness, ignorance and disunity that separated the Sultan from the people
would be torn down through some form of popular consultation and through le-
gal checks on the workings of the government bureaucracy. He wanted to preserve
the essence of autocracy while altering some of its nonessential forms.

Ahmed Midhat underhandedly warned the Sultan that unless reforms were
implemented and the natural desires of the people satisfied; change would come
through revolution. In both of his works on constitutionalism, he tried to con-
vince the Sultan to affirm the constitution and not to abolish it. He defended

24 Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i Inkilab, 2:114.
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constitutionalism not by opposing the Sultan, but by trying to win him over. His
use of accolades for the Sultan such as hbirriyet-perver, ebu’l-abrar, hiirriyet-siar was
intended to convince him that he had made the right choice when granting the
people a constitution.

Understanding Abmed Midhat Efendi’s Political Position

After the Sultan had established himself safely on his throne some years later,
Ahmed Midhat’s writings about the sovereign no longer included phrases of free-
dom. In Ahmed Midhat’s personal letters he sent after that time to the Sultan -
these letters can be consulted in the Bagbakanlik Argivi in Istanbul (BOA) - Ab-
dalhamid I figures as the holy caliph, the shadow of God on earth, while the
writer describes himself as his humble servant who prays to the Lord for the
health and sublimity of His Majesty.2> Ahmed Midhat was presenting his books
to the court with respects and compliments not only to the Sultan, but also to the
head of the Sultan’s clerks.?¢ He used these opportunities to beg for some benefits
for his friends and family. Sometimes he was successful. Thus, the gravestone of
the famous writer and poet Muallim Naci (1850-1893) was paid for from the per-
sonal treasury of the Sultan, after a petition by Ahmed Midhat Efendi who was,
we should hasten to add, the father-in-law of Muallim Naci.2”

25 “Atebe-i kudsi-mertebe-i hilafet-i Islamiyyenin abd-i sidik: olmak zaten déreynde medir-i necit bir

imtiyaz-i cihan-derecdt iken, bu defa cibansumul olan inaydt-i celile-i cendb-1 hilafetpendbilerine bu
aciz bendenin bir kita madalya ile taltifi hususundaki irade-i merdhim-ifade-1 hazret-i velinimet-i
azamileri dii cesm-1 minnetddri-i kemterdnemi esk-i siirir u ciibir ile tarsi’ derecesinde kullarm:
sevindirmis oldugundan hichir zaman lisan-i sadakat-i bendegdnemin gafil olmadig temdmi-i afiyet
ve tevdflir-i izz i icldl-i cendb-i zillullabileri duasina bir kat daba muvdzabet-i memlukdnemi
miistevcib olmug idiigi mubdt-i dlem-drd-yt sebriyarileri buyrulmakda. Olbabda ve kitibe-i abvdilde
emr i ferman ve lutf u thsan sevketlii kudretlii ve kdffe-i endma merbametlii padisabimiz, padisah-i
avdtif-pendh ve sehingah-i merdbhim-iktinab efendimiz hazretlerinindir. Fi 3 Cemaziyyelevvel 1305
Karantinalar Bagkatibi Abmed Midbat kullar,” BOA, YMTV 31/34, 1305 C 3 [January 17,
1888]. Ahmed Midhat here is expressing his gratitude for being honored with a silver
medal of favor (Giimiis Imtiyaz Madalyas).

“Mabeyn-i Humayun-i Cenab-i Miilukane Bagkitabet-i Celilesine, Maruz-i bende-i kemineleridir
ki,/ Selcukilik ve Osmanhhk iinvanlaryyla Asya’nmin miintehd-y: sarkindan Afrika’nin miintehd-y:
garbina kadar cihani san ve serefle doldurmug olan Tiirk kavm-i necibinin fezdil-i celile-i Islamiyye
ile imtizac eden ulnvv-i ablak: sizerine bi'l-ibtina, acizane kaleme almis oldugum biiyiik roman
kiitiibhane-i hiimayun-i cenab-i hilafetpendhiye vaz'a layik goriiliir ise masriifi-i himem-i celile-i
ddver-i fehmileri buyrulmak niyaziyla — zat-i siitide-sifat-i devletleri iciin olan niisha ile beraber —
takdime cesaret edilmistir. Bu romanin Avrupa alem-i edebiyatinca dabhi mazhar-i takdir olmug ve
nam-i nacizaneme gazetelerde bendler yazilmis bulunmas: kendimce degil, miicerred ciimlemizin
muallim-i hakikisi olan zat-i hikmetsimdt-i cenab-i sehryarinin ciimle-i dsdr-i terakkiydt-i hiima-
yunlarmdan bulunmak haysiyetiyle medar-i miibahdr addeylerim [...] 21 Mayis 1310 [June 2,
1894] / Abmed Midbat.” BOA, YMTV 96/98, 1311 ZA 28.

Ibid.: “Naci merbumun kabri dizerine bir tas vaz’t familya balkinca arzu edilerck bu babda
miisaade-1 celile-i cenab-i sebriyarinin istihsali hususunda dabi inayet-i kerime-i dsafdneleri rica ol-
unur. Herbalde emr i ferman hazret-i veliyyii'l-emrindir.” Under the petition, the clerk noted
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Obviously, Ahmed Midhat’s ideas went out of fashion a good while before the
constitutional revolution of 1908. He was much criticized for his book Uss-i lik:-
lab2® Once named as a “writing machine with forty horse power,”?° he aban-
doned his pen for years until he published the novel Jor Tiirk as a serial in his
newspaper soon after the revolution. Jon Tiirk was the first novel to feature the
Young Turks as its subject matter. It began with the announcement that “the read-
ers who like the Young Turks, the lovely servants of our fatherland, will enjoy the
novel.”3 The plot begins in the year 1897 and touches on many political pres-
sures of the authoritarian Hamidian regime, such as censorship, informers, con-
trol of personal letters, torture, and to exile.3! In his last writings, he openly re-
called the Hamidian era as an absolutist era (istibdat devri) and defended himself
against accusations of being a propagandist of Abdilhamid I1.32 Therefore, Ali
Kemal accused him of being an opportunist and a “timeserver” (her devrin ada-
mi1).33

Although sent into retirement just after the revolution from his office as the
vice-president of the council for health issues (Meclis-i Sihhiye Reis-i Sénisi), the
post-Hamidian period provided new opportunities for Ahmed Midhat Efendi,
with which his last novel must have helped him a lot. He taught history at univer-
sity (dariilfiinun) and became member of some academic foundations, such as the
Society for Islamic Teaching (Cemiyet-i Tedrisiye-i Islamive). He also taught at the
high school of Dariigsafaka, where he died of a heart attack on December 15,
1912.

While some described Ahmed Midhat as having been in fear of the Sultan and
having kept his desire of the abolishment of Abdiilhamid’s rule to himself,3* the
last official historian of the Ottoman state, Abdurrahman Seref (1853-1925),
wrote an article iz memoriam of Ahmed Midhat soon after his death in which he
excused the intellectual’s political stance as having been the result of his sur-
roundings and the requirements of his time (mubitin tesirine ve zamanenin ilcaatina
atfolunmak). He remarked that Ahmed Midhat’s political articles were not deeply

the will of the Sultan: “Miiteveffa-y: mimdileyhin kabri iizerine bir tas vaz’t Hazine-i Hassa’ya
teblig olunmugdur. Fi 3 Zilhicce 1311 [7 June 1894].”

Miinir Siileyman Capanoglu, Ideal Gazeteci, Efendi Babamiz Abmet Mithat (Istanbul: Gaze-
teciler Cemiyeti Yayinlari, 1964), 19.

Teodor Kasap was the first to use this expression to describe him; see Cevdet Kudret, 45-
met Mithat (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Basimevi, 1962), 45.

“[V]atanin sevgili hadimleri olan Jon Tiirkleri seven kdrilerimiz Jon Tiirk romanini da seve seve
okuyacak [...],” Terciiman-i Hakikat, n0.9875, September 10, 1324 [1908], as mentioned by
Alaattin Karaca, “Ahmet Midhat Efendin’in Jon Turk Adli Romani,” Tiirkoloji Dergisi 9.1
(1991), 121-141; here: 124.

31 Ibid., 137-138.

32 H.T. Us, “Ahmed Midhat Kendini Nasil Savunuyordu?,” in ibid., 195-203.

33 Capanoglu, Ideal Gazeteci, 39-40.

34 Capanoglu, [deal Gazeteci, 20, 43.
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analytical (derin bir vukdf hissolunmaz), and, additionally, that nobody had been
harmed by his political stance but himself.3>

It was not only his reputation among constitutionalists that he lost during the
Hamidian era. Ahmed Midhat’s books were seized by the censorship office, de-
spite his title as director of the imperial printing office and his being the Sultan’s
loyal servitor. The copies of one of his books, “Kissadan Hisse,” were confiscated
because they were deemed “administratively harmful and objectionable” (idareten
mazarrat ve mabzurdan gayrisalim),3¢ and the copies of another book of his, “Sabik
Sura-y1 Devlet Bidayet Mahkemesi Reisi Said Bey ve Ahmed Midhat Efendi ara-
sinda Miinazara,” were confiscated for “including harmful political and moral
points” (szyaseten ve ablaken bazi nukdt-i muzirray: samil).>’

Ahmed Midhat Efendi was the most popular modern Ottoman encyclopedist
and novelist of the nineteenth century. But his distancing himself from Midhat
Pasha and his political support of the Sultan, who was an unpopular figure in
Turkish historiography before the 1980s, sufficed as a reason for widespread disin-
terest in research on Ahmed Midhat’s life and work.38 There is still much uninves-
tigated material in his countless writings that might contribute to a better under-
standing of the political thoughts of this important Ottoman intellectual.

35 “Jshu etvdrindan hichir ferd manen ve maddeten zarardide olmanus, eger ondan bir leke kalmuy ise

suf nefsine ait ve munbasir bulunmusdur,” Abdurrahman Seref, “Ahmed Midhat Efendi,” Ta-
rih-i Osmani Encimeni Mecmuasi, no. 18, February 1, 1328 [1913], 1113-1119; here:
1118.

36 BOA, MEMKT 660/23, 1320 C 16 [September 20, 1902].

37 BOA, MEMKT 666/49, 1320 B 3 [October 6, 1902].

38 Niikhet Esen-Erol Kéroglu (ed.), Merhaba Ey Mubarrir! Abmet Midbat Uzerine Elegtirel Yaz:-
lar (Istanbul: Bogazi¢i Universitesi Yayinlari, 2006), 2-3. Kéroglu binds Ahmet Hamdi
Tanpinar’s critics to Ahmed Midhat Efendi to the same reason. “Tanpinar’a gore Ahmet
Midhat: Esere Hayattan Girmek Yahut Eseri Hayatla Yargilamak,” in ibid., 329-337; here:
333.
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The Administrative and Judicial Status
of the First Ottoman Parliament
According to the 1876 Constitution:

A. Teyfur Erdogdu

Introduction

Midhat Pasa was a statesman who wished - and managed - to have a parliament
in the Ottoman territory. His ideal - the first Ottoman parliament - held its
opening session on March 19, 1877 despite the fact that he had been removed
from the Sublime Porte one month earlier.

Among the most important reasons for the establishment of an Ottoman par-
liament was the fact that Sultan Abdiilhamid II and Midhat Paga were both con-
vinced they needed England’s support against Russia in order to save the empire.
It was thought that England would be impressed if a constitution were pro-
claimed and a parliament established. Midhat Pasa had even believed that merely
establishing a parliament before — or even without — writing and proclaiming a
constitution, would be enough to secure England’s support for the Ottoman
cause.” Therefore Midhat wanted to make the parliament convene even before
the constitution was promulgated. However, Abdiilhamid II insisted on proclaim-
ing the constitution before creating the parliament and calling elections.?

Finally Abdiilhamid II named Midhat Pasa as grand vizier on December 19,
1876 and promulgated the constitution on December 23. However, the European
states’ and particularly England’s reactions to the promulgation of the constitu-
tion were disappointing. On the other hand, what did impress was the appoint-
ment of Midhat Pasa as grand vizier.* Abdiilhamid II critically observed Midhat’s

1T dedicate this article to Prof. M. Seyitdanlioglu (Ankara, Univ. of Hacettepe), and thank
Dr. B. Sitciioglu (Istanbul, Univ. of Yeditepe), Asst. Prof. B. Ata (Ankara, Gazi Univ.) and
Krista Yiiceoral (Istanbul) for giving me very valuable support and advice.

2 It must be remembered that Britain has never had a constitution.

3 Joan Haslip, Bilinmeyen yonleriyle Abdilbamid, trans. N. Kuruoglu (Istanbul, 1964), 34, 112;
Ahmed S&’ib, Abdiilhamid’in evd’ili saltanat: (Cairo, 1326), 34; Ihsan Giines, Tiirk Parla-
mento Tarihi. Mesrutiyete Gegis Siireci: I. ve II. Mesrutiyet, 2 vols., (Ankara: TBMM, 1997),
1:53; Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey (London: Hurst & Co, 1998),
242.

4 Victor Bérard, La revolution turque (Paris, 1909), 96-98. Lady Gwendolen Cecil, Life of Robert
Marquis of Salisbury (1921), 2:117 quoted in Harold Temperley, “British policy towards par-
liamentary rule and constitutionalism in Turkey (1830-1914),” Cambridge Historical Journal,
4 (1932-1934), 156-191, here 175. For the evidence see Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman
Constitutional Period. A Study of the Midbat Constitution and Parliament (Baltimore, 1963), 58,
87, 88, 93.
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standing in Europe. He felt little incentive for retaining Midhat in his post and
decided to banish him from the grand vizierate. Although he calculated that this
might jeopardize England’s support, he still hoped that the opening of an Otto-
man parliament might serve as a political signal that was sufficient to ensure the
permanence of England’s support. Thus, Midhat was dismissed as grand vizier on
February 5, 1877, charged with plotting against the throne, and therefore declared
dangerous to the state. Europe was shocked.® Yet during the following weeks the
election of deputies was completed. On March 11, Abdiillhamid II personally vis-
ited the building chosen for the parliament to inspect the progress of the work.
He ordered the work to proceed night and day so that the building would be
ready by March 19, the date fixed for the opening of the parliament.® The Sultan
opened the parliament on March 19, 1877 with a grand ceremony.

As indicated above, at the beginning of his rule, Abdiilhamid II shared Midhat
Paga’s idea concerning the necessity of seeking British support, and articulated the
fact clearly in his speech on March 19, 1877 at the opening session of the parlia-
ment, saying that

[...] We proved our sincere and pure intention concerning the carrying out of the wills

and advice given by England, above all, and other European states [...]. Connected with

this, our purpose has always been to guard our right of sovereign power (istikldl). There-

fore, the mentioned purpose was taken into consideration when we decided to establish
the parliament [...].7

England reacted as expected, and right after the opening of the parliament, a new
English ambassador, Henry Layard, was appointed to Istanbul. He believed that
the territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire should be preserved to maintain
the security of British hegemony in India, and he defended this view many times
against Gladstone in the British parliament.® This seemed to confirm the Otto-
man strategy. The new ambassador became one of the important keys of Abdiil-
hamid’s and Midhat’s policy. Abdiilhamid II pursued this policy to the degree
that even though he had suspended the parliament in 1878, he continued to ap-
point new members to the chamber of senators (bey’et-i a’ydn) — the last appoint-
ment dating April 22, 1880.° He also continued to promulgate the decisions con-
sistent with the constitution as provisional laws,including in their titles cunning

For examples see Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 108.

6 The Times (March 17, 1877) quoted in Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 108.

7 Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi [hereafter BOA], Yildiz Esas Evrak [hereafter YEE], 23/344;
Takvim-i Vekayi [hereafter TV], no. 1867 (9 Mart 1293/ March 21, 1877); Basiret, no. 2043,
(5 Ra 1294/ March 20, 1877); 1293 Senesi Meclis-i Meb‘usanin Kiisadinda Taraf: Padisabiden
Irdd Idilen Nutk-1 Padigahi (Dersaadet, 1326), 11-12; Soubhi Noury, Le régime représentatif en
Tiurquie, (Paris: Giard & Briére, 1914), 68.

8 Yulug Tekin Kurat, Henry Layard’in Istanbul Eliligi, 1877-1880 (Ankara: AUDTCE, 1968),
22.

7 Ali Akyildiz, “Meclis-i A‘yAn,” in: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: ISAM,

1988ff), vol. 28 (2003), 243-244, here 244.
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remarks such as “to be proposed as a law in the next session of the parliament’s
general assembly (meclis-i ‘umdminin ictimdmda kdniniyeti teklif olunmak iizere
mer Gyetine)”10 as if he were going to recall the members of the chamber of com-
mons (bey’et-i meb%sdn) to reopen the parliament.!! It was only from April 1880
that the attitude of Abdiillhamid II began to change. Why? Among the many rea-
sons that can be cited, there is one that calls for particular attention: the fact that
in the British election of March-April 1880 the Conservative Party under its
leader Disraeli was defeated and the Liberal Party led by Gladstone came to
power. As is well known, Gladstone opposed the pro-Turkish policy, i.e. preserving
the territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire. Under these circumstances, Ab-
dilhamid II abandoned his policy aimed at appealing to Great Britain and
stopped behaving as if he intended to reopen the parliament in the foreseeable
future.

It should be remarked that even most of the deputies agreed with Abdiil-
hamid’s general political assessment of the constitution and parliament. This was
expressed in the speech presented to the Sultan by Ahmed Vefik Pasa, the presi-
dent of the chamber of commons, on the occasion of the opening or the parlia-
ment. There he stated among other things that

[...] our main purpose has always been to fully guard the holy right of the state, sover-
eignty, and the Ottoman nation (Osmani milleti) as well [...]. In order to protect the sov-
ereignty of the country, the constitution had been proclaimed with the benevolence of
our Sultan and the guidance of England. At the time, we took pride in hearing the news

of the establishment of a parliament with the same intent [...] in order to protect our

country against assaults and molestations by foreigners [...].12

These lines of thought indicate the main reason for the establishment of the Ot-
toman parliament. But there were also other profound and practical reasons. Ot-
toman bureaucrats saw the parliament in the framework of a constitutional mon-
archy as only one method among others that guaranteed an institutionalized,
practical, safe and trendy restriction of the Sultans’ despotic powers. In addition,
by bringing the representatives of different millets under the roof of one parlia-
ment, Ottoman bureaucrats aimed to set their hearts upon a common emotion
and to finally make them all feel as children of one - the Ottoman - motherland.
Both Abdiilhamid II and the Ottoman bureaucrats believed this policy allowed

10 For an example see “Meclis-i ‘Um@iminin ictimi‘inda kAnfiniyeti teklif olunmak iizere

mer‘iyyetine irdde-i seniyye-i hazret-i pAdisahi seref-sudtir buyrulmus olan emlak vergisiyle
agnim ve a‘sir karArnAmesidir,” Diistur, tertib 1, 4:810-813.

11 Recai Galip Okandan, “7 Zilhicce 1293 Kanunu Esasisine ve Bunun Muaddel Sekillerine
Gore Icra ve Tesri Fonksiyonlarile Bunlari Ifa Edecek Organlar Arasindaki Miinasebet-
ler,” Hukuk Fakiiltesi Mecmuasimn c. XII1, sayi: 1, 1947 niishasindan ayr: basi (Istanbul, 1947), 9.

12 BOA, YEE, 23/313/1; TV, 1881, 14 Ra 1294/16 Mart 1293/ March 28, 1877; Hakki Tarik Us
(ed.), Meclis-i Mebusan 1293 Zabit Ceridesi, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Vakit Gazetesi Matbaasi, 1939-
1954), 1:18-19.
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them to prevent discontent ethnic groups and millets from breaking away from
the Ottoman Empire.3

As the outcome of those considerations, the constitution was prepared and the
parliament was opened. However, when we look at the Ottoman constitution
carefully in order to understand the Ottoman parliamentary regime, we see that
the constitution contained some crucial weaknesses and deficiencies that were to
serve as a means to undermine the power and efficient functioning of the Otto-
man parliament. These deficiencies resulted, according to the noted historian II-
ber Ortayli, from the fact that the authors of the Ottoman constitution as well as
the Ottoman bureaucrats in general were ignorant and/or careless of the conven-
tional constitutional procedures of legislation and the basic principles of a typical
constitutional regime.!# In fact, we learn from several primary sources that some
Ottoman bureaucrats regarded the parliament only as a council of consultation
(¢stigare meclisi), or as a council of supervision (nezaret meclisi) like the provincial
councils (vilayet meclisleri) or the councils of non-Muslim communities (cemadt me-
clisleri).’> On the other hand, according to Robert Devereux, for Midhat and “the
liberal party” the primary task of the parliament was to serve as a mechanism to
exercise control over the government and its officials, while its legislative func-
tions were only of secondary importance to them.!® It is therefore not surprising
that the constitution and the parliament had weaknesses and deficiencies and
were different from the conventional (European) examples of a typical constitu-
tional regime, although some features of the Ottoman parliament, such as its bi-
cameral (chamber and senate) aspect, were similar to European examples.

13 TV, no. 1867 (8 Mart 1293/ March 20, 1877); Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:10-11, 17-18.

14 flber Ortayl, “II. Abdilhamit Déneminde Anayasal Rejim Sorunu,” (Tiirkiye’de De-
mokrasi Hareketleri Konferansi, 6-8 Kasim 1985, Ankara), Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 4.1 (1986), 55-74, here 55.

15 BOA, YEE, k/23/11/71/e/1515; Vakit Gazetesi, no. 357 (9 L 1293/ October 27, 1877)
quoted in Asimzade Hakki, Trirkiye'de Meclisi Meb‘usin (Cairo, Matbaa-i Ictihad, 1907),
103-104, 108-109; Basiret, no. 2081 (19 R 1294/ May 3, 1877); Recai Galip Okandan,
Amme Hukukumnzda Tanzimat ve Birinci Megrutiyet Devirleri (Istanbul: Kenan Matbaasi,
1946), 101; Okandan, “7 Zilhicce 1293 Kanunu Esasisi,” 6; Yildizhan Yayla, “Osmanlt
Devleti’'nde Mesrutiyet Kavramy,” in: Tanzimat’tan Cumburiyet’e Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi, 6 vols.
(Istanbul: Iletisim, 1985), 4:950-951; Ebubekir Sofuoglu, “Ahmed Midhat Efendi’nin
Kanun- Esasi ve Meclis-i Mebusan’a Dair Layihast: Tavzin-i Keldim ve Tasrih-i Merdm,”
Toplumsal Tarib, 83 (2000), 55-57, here 55-56. For the discussions on whether a parliamen-
tarian regime is proper according to Sharia or not, see also the same references and Ahmed
Saib, Abdiilhamid’in Eva’il-i Saltanati, 43.

16 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 172. As will be discussed below, this con-
cept was woven into the constitution, being exemplified primarily by the control over the
budget which was granted to the parliament. Beyond this, deputies were granted the right
to interpellate ministers; to voice complaints against them, which, if approved by the Sul-
tan, could result in their being brought to trial before the Supreme Court; and to receive
petitions from private citizens bearing on injustices being perpetrated by government offi-
cials.
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In addition, it was the Achilles’ heel of the Ottoman constitution that it gave
full authority to the Sultan without making him accountable. Additionally, execu-
tive power was not under the authority of the parliament but of the Sultan. As we
will see below, the whole cabinet of ministers was politically accountable to the
Sultan only, while the ministers were only individually politically accountable to
the parliament.!” Moreover, the parliament possessed the right to put the gov-
ernment’s program neither to vote nor to a vote of confidence. On the other
hand, even if all of these deficiencies made the constitution unsuitable for a regu-
larly functioning constitutional monarchy, we have to admit that its Ottoman
contemporaries frequently considered it as perfectly appropriate for the Ottoman
case.!® This was the reason why, when Abdiilhamid II suspended the parliament,
not a single word was heard from the Ottoman bureaucrats or deputies. They
considered the parliamentary regime as just one possible method to save the em-
pire amongst others but not the only and therefore indispensable one. Neither
the Ottoman bureaucrats (seyfiyye, ilmiyye, kalemiyye) nor the deputies formed a
group that was unequivocal in its basic political attitude towards the constitution.
For example, no one less than Hasan Fehmi Efendi, head of the parliament and
deputy of Istanbul to the second session, declared that

[...] the parliament was established based on a necessity: an intermediary between the
Sultan and the Ottoman public had been necessary, an intermediary which was to ex-
plain the Sultans’ opinions to the public and to inform the Sultans of the public opin-
ion [...].1?

This main thesis informs our following analysis of the short-lived first Ottoman
parliament caught between the Sultan and the bureaucrats.

The Life Cycle and the Political Power of the First Ottoman Parliament
and its Relation with Other Parts of the State Apparatus

The first Ottoman parliament (general assembly or meclis-i umumi) consisted of
two chambers: the chamber of commons (beyet-i mebusan), and the chamber of
senators (beyet-i ayan).?’ However, in the current context when we use the expres-

17 Articles 35 and 38 of the Ottoman constitution of 1876. For the full text of the constitu-
tion, see Diistur, tertib 1, 4:4-20 and Kintin-i Esisi (Matbaa-i Amire, Istanbul 1293). ilhan
Arsel, “Birinci ve Ikinci Mesrutiyet Devirlerinde Cift Meclis Sistemi Tecriibesi,” Ankara
Universitesi Hukuk Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 10.1-4 (1953), 194-211, here 198-199. Cf. Okandan,
Amme Hukukumuzda, 99, 109; Okandan, “7 Zilhicce 1293 Kanunu Esasisi,” 11-12; Cemil
Kogak, “Mesrutiyet’te Heyet-i Ayan ve Heyet-i Mebusan,” in: Tanzimat'tan Cumburiyet’e
Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi, 4:961-973, here 964 and Ahmet Ali Gazel, “Osmanli Mebusan Me-
clisi'nde Meclis Arastirmasi (Anket Parlamenter),” OTAM, 15 (2004), 309-331, here 330.
For other weaknesses of the constitution see Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Pe-
riod, 61, 63-79.

19 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:163.

20 Article 42 of the Ottoman constitution.

18
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sion Ottoman parliament in general, we mean the chamber of commons (heyer-i
mebusan).

When we take a look at the life cycle of the parliament, we see that the first Ot-
toman parliament, after holding two sessions — the first one between March 19,
1887-June 28, 1877, and the second one between December 13, 1877-February 14,
1878 - was closed down just after the Russian threat was repelled with English
support, and remained closed until 1908. The parliament held 56 meetings in the
first session, and 29 meetings in the second in the old building of the university
in the St. Sophia district.?! The opening ceremony of the parliament occurred in
the hall of the divan of the palace in Besiktas. According to the protocol, the min-
isters and high ranking bureaucrats stood in line just on the two sides of the Sul-
tan’s throne and the deputies were in front of the throne.??

Let us now focus on the legislative power and the political role of the parlia-
ment. Today we know that the ongoing debates in the Ottoman parliament and
the complaints and dissatisfactions that were expressed there served as a kind of a
relief valve that reduced tension in the Ottoman political system. It should be
remembered that deputies of the first Ottoman parliament were to enjoy com-
plete freedom in giving their opinions and votes, and by no means, could a dep-
uty be accused for opinions declared during discussions in the parliament unless
his respective chamber waived his immunity by majority vote.?3 Contrary to wide-
spread belief, the parliament had no serious share in either the process of political
decision-making or in the supervision of the implementation of decisions. Evi-
dence to support this claim is found in the Ottoman constitution and other pri-
mary sources.

The legislative power of the Ottoman parliament was rather restricted: article
53 in the Ottoman constitution of 1876 specifies: “The enactment of laws or their

21 BOA, Dosya Usulii Iradeler Katalogu [hereafter DUIT], 5/1-4/1/1; 5/4-3/1/2; Vakit Ga-
zetesi, no. 464 (28 M 1294/ February 12, 1877) quoted in Asimzade Hakki, Tiirkiye'de Me-
clis-i Mebusan, 17-19, 32. For the decoration of the parliament, see Basiret, no. 2034 (25 S
1294/ March 12, 1877). “Le Parlement ottoman,” Llllustration, no. 59 (April 7, 1877), 215
and Hlustrated London News, (April 14, 1877) quoted in Devereux, The First Ottoman Consti-
tutional Period, 119.

For the protocol (“Meclis-i ‘Umiiminin resm-i kiisddi hakkinda olicak tegrifit-1 hiimayan”),
see BOA, YEE, 23/313/11/71; TV, no. 1867 (4 Ra 1294/ March 20, 1877); Ahmed Midhat,
Uss-i Inkilab, 2 vols. (Istanbul, Takvim-i Vekayi Matbaasi, 1295), 2:218-222; Mahmud
Celaleddin, Mirdt-1 Hakikat, 3 vols. (Dersaadet: Matbaa-1 Osmaniyye, 1326-1327), 1:273;
Noury Soubhy, Le régime représentatif, 68, Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:4-6; Devereux, The First
Ottoman Constitutional Period, 111, 116, 117; Hasene Ilgaz, “Yiz yil dnceki Meclis-i Ayan
ve Meb’usan,” Egitim ve Ogretim. Egitim, Fikir ve Sanat Dergisi 19.218-219 (1977), 18-22, here
18; Selda Kaya Kilig, “1876 Kanun-1 Esasi’nin hazirlanmasi ve Meclis-i Meb‘usan’in To-
planmasi,” unpubl. MA Thesis, (Univ. of Ankara, 1991); Hakan Karateke, “I. Osmanli
Mebusan Meclisi’nin Acilis Torenleri (19 Mart 1877),” 150. Yilinda Dolmababge Saray:
Ulnslararasi Sempozywmu: Bildiriler, 2 vols., ed. K. Kahraman (Ankara, TBMM, 2007): I,
34-40.

23 Articles 47, 48, 79 of the Ottoman constitution.
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amendment belongs to the council of ministers. The chamber of senators and the
chamber of commons may propose them as well [...].”

A look at the constitution reveals that the right of submitting proposals to en-
act or amend a law was essentially given to the council of ministers. The council
of ministers (heyer-i viikela) was empowered to propose the introduction of laws to
the parliament in any matter. On the other hand, a deputy could request a pro-
posal for or an amendment of a law only in areas falling under its jurisdiction
(vazife-i muayyene). For this he had to present his proposal to the chamber of
commons. In the event of a favorable committee report, the chamber of com-
mons forwarded a memorandum to the grand vizier, asking that the proposal be
sent to the council of state for drafting.*

Although the council of ministers had no right according to the constitution
to return the draft bills approved by the chamber of commons to the parliament
by partially or entirely declining them, the council did this several times in prac-
tice by working the respective ruling of the constitution (“The enactment of laws
or their amendment belongs to the council of ministers”) to its own advantage.
Yet again, according to an official report of the council of ministers (meclis-i viikela
mazbatasi) dated 10 S 1295/ February 13, 1878 and prepared by the council of
ministers for the closure of the parliament, the only duty of the parliament had
been to discuss and to examine a draft of a law enacted by the council of minis-
ters.?

When the parliament wanted to propose a bill or request the amendment of an
existing law, it had first to submit a proposal through the grand vizierate to the
Sultan. If he agreed on its necessity, then details and comments would be de-
manded from the appropriate authority that was responsible for the specific sub-
ject matter of the respective law, and finally the Sultan would forward the cham-
ber’s proposal to the council of state (sura-y: devlet) for elaboration into a draft
law.2¢ A deputy or senator without submitting his proposal through the grand vi-
zierate to the Sultan could still have achieved the same result by persuading a
minister of the need for a particular law. But even ministerial bills had to be
drafted by the council of state. As understood, the main office for the preparation
of a draft was the council of state. The law bills prepared by the council of state
had to be submitted first to the chamber of commons (beyet-i mebusan), and then
to the chamber of senators (beyet-i ayan).?’ If a law bill was refused by one of two
chambers, it could not be discussed again during the period of assembly of that
year.?8 If the chamber of senators had wished, it could have refused all drafts com-

24 Heyet-i Meb‘usan Nizamname-i Dabilisi (Istanbul, 1293), article 27, 28; see also Diistur, tertib
1, 4:36-58.

25 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:407.

26 Article 53 of the Ottoman constitution.

27 Atticle 54 of the Ottoman constitution.

28 TIbid.
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ing from the chamber of commons, thereby completely blocking the constitu-
tional way of legislation. Yet this possibility never materialized.?’ When a law bill
was being debated in the chamber of commons, the members of the council of
ministers and the council of state or their representatives, on behalf of the gov-
ernment, had the right to take part in the chamber’s proceedings in order to an-
swer the critical remarks of the deputies about the bill.3? Interior Minister Cevdet
Pasa, for example, was generally present in the chamber of commons during the
first session whenever the provincial administrative law was being discussed.3! The
session could be held as a closed session if fifteen deputies or one of the ministers
proposed it.3? In addition, during the debating of the draft bill, the ministers did
not have the right to influence the decision in favor of the draft or otherwise.
When the chamber of commons decided to conduct a secret vote, the minister or
his representative had to leave the room.3 If the bill was finally approved by the
parliament, again the Sultan’s permission was necessary for it to become effec-
tive.3¥ No draft bill could become effective if the Sultan did not approve it. In
addition, since the ministers were servants of the Sultan but not civil servants,
Abdiilhamid II was clearly in a position to control the business placed before the
parliament. The Sultan also had the right to send any draft bill he wanted to be
debated first to the council of state, then to the council of ministers, and finally
to the chamber of commons. But the Sultan had no need to send any decree
anywhere. It was nowhere stated that a decree issued by the Sultan would not
have the force of law as had always been the case. In addition, the Sultan had the
right of absolute veto. When we read written reports of assemblies to be found in
Hakk: Taritk Us’s collection Meclis-i Meb ‘usan Zabit Ceridesi or as archival materials,
we have to conclude that in practice the parliament could take an active part in

29 Okandan, Amme Hukukumuzda, 103; Arsel, “Birinci ve Ikinci Mesrutiyet,” 196-197.

30 Article 37 of the Ottoman constitution; Hey’et-i Mebusan Nizamname-i Dabilisi, article 79.
31 See Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1.

32 Article 78 of the Ottoman constitution; Hey’et-i Meb‘usan Nizamname-i Dahilisi, article 85.
For examples see Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:100-102, 282; 2: 104.

Article 37 of the Ottoman constitution; However, Ahmet Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i
Umumisinin Agiligt, Isleyisi ve Kapanmasi,” unpubl. PhD. Thesis, (Univ. of Hacettepe,
2003) Ankara, 140 writes that he couldn’t discover even a single incident of this practice
during the sessions of the first Ottoman Parliament.

Article 54 of the Ottoman constitution. In the constitution of 1876 there was no deadline
indicated for the Sultan’s decision (article 54); Okandan, Amme Hukukumuzda, 104;
Okandan, “7 Zilhicce 1293 Kanunu Esasisi,” 8. Therefore Abdiilhamid II saw no harm in
ratifying the bill concerning the election of deputies accepted by the parliament in 1877 31
years later, in 1908. Cezmi Eraslan and Kenan Olgun, Osmani: Devieti’nde Mesrutiyet ve Par-
lamento (Istanbul: 3F Yayinevi, 2006), 55. After 1908 the chiefs of the Committee of Union
and Progress had inserted a deadline in the modifications of the constitution for this rea-
son. Henceforth the Sultan had to decide within two months whether to ratify or return a
law bill (“Zilhicce 1293 Tarihli Kanun-i Esasi’'nin Bazi Mevadd-i Mu‘adelesine Dair
Kanun,” 5 § 1327/8 Agustos 1325/ August 21, 1909, article 54; Driistur, tertib-i sini, 1:638).

33

34
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legislation only in those areas falling under its jurisdiction (vazife-i muayyene) and
was a mere legislative tool in the hands of Abdiilhamid II.

The chamber of commons, like the chamber of senators and the council of
ministers, had the right to propose the modification of any article of the constitu-
tion, only if the modification was absolutely necessary. In order to become law,
the bill needed to be passed first by the chamber of commons with a two-thirds
majority , then to be confirmed by the chamber of senators with a two-thirds ma-
jority, and finally ratified by imperial decree.??

On the other hand, the legal interpretation of the articles of the constitution
was made not by the chamber of commons, but only by the chamber of senators,
whose members were appointed by the Sultan.’¢ The chamber of senators also
took up matters on which the members of the chamber of commons could not
come to an agreement.

In addition to all that, there was the phenomenon of provisional law. According
to the constitution, when the parliament was on holiday, dissolved or unable to
convene for any reason, binding decisions, as long as they were not contrary to
the constitution, were taken by the council of ministers and were called provi-
sional law.3” Therefore, in spite of their provisional state, the decisions that were
taken by the council of ministers, as long as they were not unconstitutional, had
the force of law (if approved, of course, by the Sultan) until parliament made a
decision on them in its first session.3® However the constitution failed to state
what would happen if the parliament refused to approve the decrees. Although it
can be presumed that the drafters of the constitution intended the provision to
mean that the decrees would become invalid in such an event, this was not stated
in the constitution. Therefore, as Devereux points out, this article could also be
interpreted to mean that the decrees were merely to be presented to parliament
for its information.’

How limited the legislative power of the parliament actually was can be
gleaned from the fact that despite approximately twenty laws’ coming into force
during the parliament’s active period, only one among the several bills proposed
by the parliament was accepted and ratified into law. This was the Dersaadet Bele-
diyye Kéniinu.*0

35 Article 116 of the Ottoman constitution.

36 Article 117 of the Ottoman constitution; Giines, Tiirk Parlamento Taribi, 1:88, 90.

37 Article 36 of the Ottoman constitution; Okandan,*7 Zilhicce 1293 Kanunu Esasi,” 9.

38 Heyet-i Meb‘usan Nizamname-i Dabilisi, article 36. For how this looked in the political prac-
tice, see Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Umumisinin Agilig,” 74-75.

39 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 68, 69.

40 BOA, YEE, 23/313-1/e/11/71; Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i [nkilib, 2:229-248; Ahmed Saib, Abd-
iilhamid’in Eva’il-i Saltanati, 200-201; Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:399; Necdet Oklem, 1877 Me-
clis-i Mebusaninda, Biitge, Iller Kanunu ve It Tiizitk Uzerinde Tartigmalar (Izmir: Ege Univer-
sitesi Yayinlari, 1987), Jongil Kim, “Birinci Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridelerinin Tahlili
(1293/1877-1294/1878),” unpubl. MA Thesis, (Univ. of Istanbul, 1993); Oguz, “I. Mesruti-
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In brief, the parliament was a debating society and a sounding board for griev-
ances rather than a legislative assembly. It spent all its time debating and com-
menting on the draft bills that came from the council of state. Political thinking
in the Ottoman Empire, in general, also supported this kind of role allocation be-
tween the bureaucrats and the deputies. In fact, we know of several controversies
between the deputies and the council of ministers or the council of state. Some of
the deputies distinguished themselves in the first session of parliament by their
generally critical stand toward the government. Despite their critics in the second
elections, the same deputies, like Yenisehirlizade Haci Ahmed (Aydin), Mustafa
Bey (Salonica), Yusuf Ziya (Jerusalem), Nafi Efendi (Aleppo) etc., were re-elected.
According to Devereux, this constitutes the best available proof that the deputies
were far from being mere creatures of the Sublime Porte.! Nevertheless, the
members of the council of state or of the council of ministers regarded them-
selves as superior to the deputies. For instance, when the provisional instructions
concerning the election of deputies (meclis-i mebusan azasinmin suret-i intihabr ve
ta%yinine dair ta‘lmat-i muvakkate)® were being debated in the chamber of com-
mons, a member of the council of state, Midhat Bey stated, “[...] 'm requesting
that you not oppose them in the name of the state [...].”%

The weakness of the Ottoman parliament arose also from its limited supervi-
sory powers. Neither the grand vizier nor the council of ministers needed a vote
of confidence from the parliament to carry out their duties. They were independ-
ent from the parliament and only accountable to the Sultan. As mentioned be-
fore, not the cabinet but only individual ministers were politically accountable to
the parliament.*4

The parliament did not have the right to call for an interpellation nor a way to
achieve a change in the cabinet. But when a deputy requested for a minister to
give an explanation before the chamber of commons or when a deputy made a
complaint about a minister, depending on the rule, this request or complaint had
to be approved by the parliament’s general assembly (meclis-i umumi). Next, a mo-
tion would be sent to the grand vizierate, and after the Sultan’s approval, it would
be passed on to the council of state and then back again to the chamber of com-

yet Meclis-i Umumisinin Agilist,” 74; Eraslan and Olgun, Osmanli Devieti’nde Mesrutiyet,
54-55.

41 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 148.

42 For its full text dated 10 S 1293/ October 29, 1876, see TV, no. 1844, 18 L 1293/ Novem-
ber 6, 1876; Serkis Karakog, Tabgsiyeli Kavinin, 2 vols. (Dersaadet, 1341/1343), 2:34-36;
“Meclis-i Meb‘usan-i Osmani. Intihabat Hakkinda Ta‘limat” (Library of the University of
Istanbul, no. 78881).

43 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:296.

44 Articles 35 and 38 of the Ottoman constitution; Arsel, “Birinci ve Tkinci Megrutiyet,” 198-
199. Cf. Okandan, Amme Hukuknmuzda, 99, 109; Okandan, “7 Zilhicce 1293 Kanunu
Esasisi,” 11-12; Kogak, “Mesrutiyet’te Heyet-i Ayan ve Heyet-i Mebusan,” 964 and Gazel,
“Osmanli Mebusan Meclisi’nde,” 330.
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mons.* A complaint could be brought forward even by ordinary citizens. Once
received, the petition had to be studied by the parliament. If the parliament did
not reject the petition, it would be forwarded to an appropriate ministry for fur-
ther action.*® Afterwards, the minister in question had to respond to the parlia-
ment’s questions either himself or by appointing a subordinate in his stead.*’
When the chamber of commons would carry out secret voting, the minister or his
representative had to leave the room.* The minister, however, could postpone his
appearance if he deemed it necessary to do so by assuming the full responsibility
for his act. Moreover, if the minister had accepted to appear before the chamber
and if the absolute majority of the deputies present at the session where the inter-
rogation took place decided that the minister had to be further investigated, an
official note of complaint would be sent to the grand vizierate. Only with the
permission of the Sultan, would the minister’s file be sent to the Supreme Court
(divan-i 4l}).*° Even then the chamber of commons’ right of accusation pertained
only to a minister’s criminal actions, not to his political acts. The chamber of
commons interpreted this right as extending not only to ministers in office but
also to former ministers and even to all state officials.’® However, there was no
case requiring the application of this rule during the parliament’s existence, al-
though the parliament demanded trials several times during both sessions.’! In
any case, it would have been unclear how a minister was to be tried because the
procedure for such trials had not been determined.?

After the chamber of commons had experienced delayed responses from the
ministers it had summoned, the chamber decided that in such cases if there was
no reply within two weeks, the request would be repeated by the president of the

45 For example, individual deputies interpellated various ministers from time to time on the

conduct of the war with Russia. Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:274-276.

For details see article 52 of the Ottoman constitution and Hey’et-i meb‘usan nizamname-i da-
hilisi, articles 44-50, chapter VIIL. Devereux pointed out that the first chamber of com-
mons received and processed several hundred petitions, while during the second session
they constituted one of the chamber’s principal occupations. Devereux, The First Ottoman
Constitutional Period, 176.

For an interesting example (the speech of Mustafa Bey, deputy of Thessalonica) that dem-
onstrates how deputies interpreted their right to call the ministers to the parliament, see
Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:391: “[...] ‘the minister’ means ‘the servant of the nation’. The min-
isters have to do what the nation wants. They should come just in time when the nation
calls.”

Articles 37 and 38 of the Ottoman constitution. However, according to Oguz this was
never applied during any sessions of the first Ottoman Parliament. Oguz, “I. Megrutiyet
Meclis-i Umumisinin Agiligi,” 140.

Hey’et-i mebusan nizamname-i dahilisi, articles 29 and 31-32; articles 31, 38 and 92 of the
Ottoman constitution of 1876.

For examples see Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1 and 2.

Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Umumisinin Agilis,” 139.

52 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 68.

46

47

48

49

50
51



78 A. TEYFUR ERDOGDU

chamber.3 However, the chamber of commons had no means to enforce sanc-
tions if a minister failed to reply.’* Because members of the council of ministers
or the council of state regarded themselves as representing state authority, they
would not consider themselves accountable to the parliament. If a deputy sug-
gested otherwise, serious debates would follow.>

The chamber of commons made attempts at a better control of the council of
ministers, especially in the second period.’® The most important reason for this
was the decision made by the council of ministers to enter into war with Russia in
1293 (1877-78) and the fact that this war was not going favorably for the Ottoman
side. This development became directly visible to the deputies when Istanbul was
flooded by countless refugees, which caused the government numerous prob-
lems.5” Under these circumstances, deputies were much less reluctant to criticize
ministers than before.>

It has to be remarked, however, that the first Ottoman parliament had rela-
tively more power in the financial and budgetary area. Two aspects have to be
taken into consideration here: First of all, the budgets of the state, prepared by
the council of ministers, had to be submitted to the parliament for ratification
each year immediately after the opening of the session.’® Moreover, the Ottoman
government was forbidden to levy and collect any taxes and to expend any funds
which were not provided for in the budget as approved by parliament.®® Sec-
ondly, the members of the court of accounts (divan-i mubasebat), which was to ex-

53 Us, Meclisi Mebusan, 1:40, 41. For examples of the reply to the request see Us, Meclis-i Me-

busan, 2:304, 388.

For example, 33 days after the deputy of Janina, Davicon Efendi, had sent a note to the

council of ministers, the parliament still had not received a reply; Us, Meclis-i Mebusan,

2:261. Neither in the Ottoman constitution of 1876 nor in its modification dated 5 §

1327/ August 21, 1909 was a deadline for how long a minister could postpone the interro-

gation mentioned (article 38). Later the chiefs of the Committee of Union and Progress

put a limit for such a postponement in the new modifications of the constitution. Hence-
forth a minister had to request permission from the chamber of commons if he wanted to
postpone the questioning (“Zilhicce 1293 tarihli Kanun-i Esasi’nin Bazi Mevadd-i

Mu‘adelesine Dair Kanun,” 5 § 1327/8 Agustos 1325/August 21, 1909, article 38, Diistur,

tertib-i sani, 1:640-641).

Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Umumisinin Agiligi,” 140. Devereux states in addition that

the article was also silent on the consequences of rejection of a minister’s explanations as

unsatisfactory by the chamber of commons. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Pe-
riod, 69. This must also be seen as another weakness of the parliament.

56 Okandan, Amme Hukukumuzda, 123; Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, vol. 2.

57 Alexandre Toumarkine, Les Migrations des populations musulmanes balkaniques en Anatolie
(1876-1913) (Istanbul: Isis Press, 1995); A. Teyfur Erdogdu, “Dahiliye Nezareti tegkilat
tarihi (1836-1922),” unpubl. Ph.D. Thesis, (Univ. of Hacettepe, 2005), Ankara, 269, 272-
273.

58 Mahmud Celaleddin, Mirat-+ Hakikat, 3:22. For an example of harsh criticism made by
Nafi, deputy of Aleppo, see Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:241.

9 Article 99 of the Ottoman constitution.

60 Articles 97 and 100 of the Ottoman constitution.
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amine all financial operations and to submit a yearly report on its work to the
chamber of commons, would be appointed by the Sultan but, once appointed,
could not be dismissed except by a majority vote of the chamber of commons.®!
On the other hand, the parliament’s control of finances was still limited for three
reasons: first of all, if a session should end before the budget law was enacted, the
council of ministers could apply the budget of the previous year.6? And with this
provision the Sublime Porte gained the possibility to avoid parliamentary finan-
cial control entirely by not submitting the new budget until the session was near
its end, when the parliament would no longer have time to act. This was possible
because the constitution failed to include provisions that would ensure the coun-
cil of ministers’ submitting the budget to the chamber of commons at the time
stated.®3 Devereux pointed out that the ministry according to article 44 could also
achieve the same effect “by persuading the Sultan to curtail the length of the ses-
sion.”®* But in practice Abdiilhamid IT acted responsibly to the constitution. The
first session of the parliament had been scheduled to end on June 19, but on that
date the chamber of commons was informed that Abdilhamid II had extended
the session for another ten days. It seems, he took this decision in order to enable
the chamber of commons to rework the budget law, one article of which the
chamber of senators had rejected.®> This constitutionally correct behavior of Ab-
dillhamid IT might be explained by the fact that the Ottoman Empire was still at
war with Russia and in this desperate situation needed England’s support more
than ever before.

The second limitation on the budgetary power of the parliament was stipulated
in article 101. According to this article, the council of ministers could in the case
of urgency caused by extraordinary circumstances when the General Assembly
was not sitting, obtain imperial decrees for raising and expending the necessary
resources, provided that the decrees were submitted for legislative action of the
parliament immediately after the opening of the next session.®

Thirdly, the draft on the actual operation of the definitive budget (mubasebe-i
katiyye kanununun layibasi) did not need to be submitted to the general assembly
until four years after the end of the year to which the accounting pertained.®” It is
clear that, as Devereux aptly pointed out, after that period of time

61 Article 105-107 of the Ottoman constitution. But the special law of the court of accounts’

organization and functions did not pass through the legislative process before the parlia-
ment was on holiday.

62 Article 102 of the Ottoman constitution.

63 Article 99 of the Ottoman constitution.

64 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 72.

65 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 206.

66 Article 101 of the Ottoman constitution. Devereux is right in asking what consequences
would follow in the event that parliament refused to accept the council of ministers’ justi-
fication. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 72.

67 Article 104 of the Ottoman constitution.
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“it would have been difficult, even impossible in many cases to bring derelict ministers
to account for illegal expenditures. And if the Sultan were shown to have ordered the
expenditures in question, nothing could possibly be done.”¢8

This could happen because the minister had to act on the Sultan’s orders, and the
Sultan himself, it should be remembered, was not accountable for his acts.®’

Then again on budgetary issues the Ottoman parliament generally used to
criticize the policies of ministers and of the council of state more harshly than on
the other issues.” It can therefore be stated that even if the parliament had only
very limited capabilities to legislate and control, it had been equipped with the
means to prevent the enforcement of any law that the majority of its members
did not accept, in particular when it came to budgetary issues.”!

The Relationship Between the Ottoman Chamber of Commons and the Sultan

The relations between the first Ottoman parliament and the Sultan may provide
us with further insight into the role and importance of the parliament. One may
ask whether the parliament was docile all along or only in the beginning. Was the
parliament a yes-man parliament as Engelhardt contended’ or a bastion of hard-
headed opposition? The architectural features of the parliament building can pro-
vide some clues to the questions. At the end of the hall of the parliament stood a
box, for use by the Sultan as in ancient times in the council-chamber (dfvan-1
biimayun) in Topkap Palace.

To answer these questions exactly we should focus on the details. In this con-
text we have to give up the idea that all rights and all duties of the chamber of
commons were meticulously defined by law. There is more than one instance of
the Sultan commissioning some of the deputies to perform a duty the constitu-
tion did not provide for. For example, on April 25, 1877 Abdiilhamid II ordered a
few deputies to inspect the imperial shipyard (tersane-i amire) and to produce a re-
port about their inspection during the parliamentary holiday.”3

68  Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 72.

69 Article 5 of the Ottoman constitution.

70 Okandan, Amme Hukukumuzda, 121; Ali Birinci “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Mebusaninda
HiikGmete Yoneltilen Tenkitler,” Sanat, Bilim ve Kiiltiirde Orkun 8 (1983), 22-25, here 24;
Oklem, 1877 Meclis-i Mebusaninda, 55-136. For an example of harsh criticism made by As-
tarcilar Kahyas1 Ahmed, deputy of Dersaadet, see Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:74. For the objec-
tion of Yanko Efendi, a member of the council of state, to criticisms of deputies, see Us,
Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:121-126.

Yildizhan Yayla, Anayasalarimizda Yonetim Ilkeler, Tevsi-i Mezunivet ve Tefrik-i Vezaif (Istan-
bul: Istanbul Universitesi Yayinlari, 1982), 23-25.

Ed. Engelhardt, La Turguie et la Tanzimat ou histoire des réformes dans l'empire ottoman depuis
1826 jusqu’a nos jours, 2 vols. (Paris: Cotillon, 1882-1884), 2:170.

73 BOA, YEE 71/22 quoted in Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Umumisinin Agilig,” 127.
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However, it is not only this kind of extra-constitutional work imposed on the
deputies but also the details of the rights and duties of the parliament towards the
Sultan as prescribed in the Ottoman constitution which testify to the weak posi-
tion of the chamber vis-a-vis the Sultan. The members and the president of the
chamber of senators were selected and appointed by the Sultan, but the president
of the chamber of commons was elected.”* The members of the chamber of
commons had to pledge their allegiance to the Sultan as well as to the country
and the constitution.” Nevertheless, the members of parliament were free in their
voting and in expressing their views and opinions.”®

Article 77 of the Ottoman constitution of 1876 provided that the chamber of
commons should have a president and two vice presidents, and that the Sultan
had to appoint the president and two vice presidents from among three candi-
dates for each of the three posts elected by the chamber of commons by majority
vote. The names of the candidates were then to be forwarded through the grand
vizier to the Sultan. However, as a head of the chamber of commons was needed
at the first opening of the parliament, its president was selected and appointed by
the Sultan. Abdiilhamid II chose and appointed Ahmed Vefik Pasa on March 20,
as the president of the chamber of commons in this way. Ahmed Vefik Pasa was
not even a deputy at the time, for the Istanbul elections had not yet taken place.
Therefore Abdiilhamid II made Ahmed Vefik Pasa a deputy, and the Istanbul
electors ratified the Sultan’s action with little choice on March 1. It is also worth
mentioning here that the last post of Ahmed Vefik Pasa before he was appointed
president of the parliament had been member of the council of state. He is
known to have acted disrespectfully towards the deputies on a number of occa-
sions, silencing speakers in a rude manner, and was famously reported to have
addressed a molla in the chamber with the words “Sus esek! (Shut up, you don-
key!).””7 It is also remarkable in this context that he was a well-known opponent
of constitutional government.”® Lupos apud oves custodes relinquere. The deputies
were quite aware of his arbitrary and autocratic nature. For this reason, at the par-
liament’s first public sitting, some deputies denounced the Sultan’s action. A cou-
rageous deputy, Yusuf Ziya (Jerusalem), rose in the chamber and exclaimed “The
member for Istanbul, His Excellency, Ahmed Vefik Efendi, tells us that he is our
president. Who made him so?”7?

74 Articles 60-62 of the Ottoman constitution.

75 Article 46 of the Ottoman constitution.

76 Article 47 of the Ottoman constitution.

77 Sir Edwin Pears, Forty Years in Constantinople (London 1916), 68 quoted in Devereux, The
First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 158.

78 Recai Galip Okandan, Amme Hukukumuzun Ana Hatlar: (Istanbul: IUHF Yayinlani, 1977),
179-184; Ibniilemin Mahmud Kemal inal, Osmanli Devrinde Son Sadriazamlar, 4 vols. (s-
tanbul: Dergah Yay., 1982), 2:666.

79 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 156.
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At the beginning of the second session, the parliament elected its candidates,
on December 22, and three candidates for the presidency, three candidates for the
first vice-presidency, and three candidates for the second vice-presidency were
presented to the Sultan. Abdiilhamid II on December 30, showed a certain meas-
ure of disrespect for the constitutional procedure and appointed Sheikh Bahied-
din as the first vice-president even though his name was with two other names on
the list of the candidates for the presidency. An even more serious breach of the
constitutional rules occurred with the Sultan’s selection of Hiidaverdizade Ohan-
nes Efendi as the second vice-president of the parliament despite the fact that
Ohannes Efendi had not been nominated on any of the three lists presented to
the Sultan by the parliament.8? The designation by the Sultan of Hiidaverdizade
as second vice-president aroused protests. And Yenisehirlizade Haci Ahmed (Ay-
din) said at the December 31 sitting that “[...] there must be some error here. We
did not elect him.”8! The Sultan’s action was clearly a violation of the constitu-
tion and internal regulation (Heyet-i Mebusan Nizamname-i Dabilisi). But in the
end the protests changed nothing: Suprema lex regis voluntas est.

The Sultan used to supervise the chamber of commons through the chamber
of senators, whose members he chose and appointed as mentioned before. In the
legislative field, the constitution gave the chamber of senators superiority in com-
parison to the chamber of commons. In other words, the chamber of senators had
supervisory power over the chamber of commons’ bills. The chamber of senators
had the right to veto the commons’ bills, or to return them. The former used to
examine the bills given by the latter according to the following points: religious
matters, sublime rights of the Sultan, liberty, rules of the constitution, indivisibil-
ity of country and state, internal and external security of the state, and general
customs. When it found any objection, it had the right to refuse ormodify the
bill, or return it to the chamber of commons. On the other hand, when it ac-
cepted a bill proposed by the latter, the bill could be submitted to the grand vi-
zierate only by the former.82 However, it is not clear how the chamber of senators
applied this right in practice.®3 The chamber of commons in turn had no right to
criticize the chamber of senators, by law, and the head of the chamber of com-
mons would not permit those who wanted to criticize the senators.’*

Moreover, there were rumors that Abdiillhamid IT had had ‘agents’ in the par-
liament since its inception, and the deputies reacted harshly the rumor. It is re-
markable, however, that during the discussions over the potential agent, Kadri
Efendi, the deputy of Aleppo, wrote a report (jurnal) to inform Abdilhamid II

80 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:22, 26, 30.

81 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:30.

82 Article 64 of the Ottoman constitution.

83 Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Umumisinin Agilig,” 120.
84 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:79.
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about the contributions of deputies criticizing him.? In fact, there were many
other formal ways that the Sultan could find out about the discussions taking
place in the parliament: for example, the members of the council of ministers or
of the council of state could attend the parliamentary meetings. We know that
three types of sittings were held for the parliamentary meetings: public, closed,
and secret. In addition, summaries of the proceedings of the commons were pub-
lished in the official journal Takvim-i Vekayi just as for public sittings.8¢ Neverthe-
less, Abdtilhamid II obviously wanted to know about the gossip whispered even
in the small galleries and lounges as well.

The Regulations Concerning the Opening and Closure of the Parliament

The parliament would be opened each year by the summons of the Sultan at the
beginning of November and would cease to function at the beginning of March,
again by imperial will (irade-i seniyye).8” However, the Sultan could convene or
close the parliament earlier than the normal period.38

Deputies and senators all pledged allegiance to the person of Sultan, the coun-
try, and the rules of the constitution in the presence of the grand vizier on the
first day of parliament.®

In case of a disagreement that could not be resolved between the council of
ministers and the parliament (for example, if the parliament refused the same bill
of the council of ministers twice), it was the Sultan who could either replace the

85 BOA, YEE, 71/11 and 84/112 quoted in Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclisi Umumisinin Agi-
lig1,” 207, 211.
Hey’et-i Mebusan Nizamname-i Dabilisi, article 87 provided that the minutes were to be
published in Takvim-i Vekayi. Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i Inkilib, 2:224. However, the minutes
published there were not the verbatim accounts taken down by the clerical staff but rather
summaries prepared by Ahmed Midhat, the director of Takvim-i Vekayi; cf. Ahmed Mid-
hat, Uss-i Inkildh, 2:226-228. Therefore the deputies and even the ministers complained
frequently that debates were being reported incorrectly in the press. Us, Meclis-i Mebusan,
2:250, 256. Thereupon on January 9, 1878 the chamber of commons voted to have sum-
maries published in a journal other than Takvim-i Vekayi, and Basiret was selected for this
purpose; Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:106, 250. Concerning the chamber of senators, according
to Hey’et-i Meb‘usan Nizamname-i Dabilisi, article 71, all of its sittings were to be closed to
visitors except ministers or their representatives and such deputies as might have been spe-
cifically invited to attend. As a result, newspapers of the day, including Takvim-i Vekayi,
never published any information about this chamber’s proceedings. Therefore, as Deve-
reux pointed out rightly, how often the chamber of senators met, what decisions it made,
the positions taken by individual senators on various question, etc. must remain forever
shrouded in mystery. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 234.
87 Article 43 of the Ottoman constitution.
88 Article 44 of the Ottoman constitution.
89 Article 46 of the Ottoman constitution; Basiret, no. 2044 (6 Ra 1294/ March 21, 1877); Us,
Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:22.
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minister or dissolve the chamber of commons and order the parliament to go on
recess until the next general election.”® We know that Abdiilhamid IT applied this
rule. He replaced Ibrahim Edhem Pasa as grand vizier with Ahmed Hamdi Pasa
on January 11, 1878 because a disagreement occurred between the grand vizier
and the chamber of commons. Abdiilhamid I also requested Ahmed Hamdi Pasa
to get along well with the chamber of commons.’! The grand vizier was not a
head of government in the parliamentary sense of the term, and his only rights
were to preside over cabinet meetings (article 28) and to resolve matters not fal-
ling entirely within the competence of a single ministry (article 29). He remained
a primus inter pares, and the other ministers would keep their posts as long as they
retained the confidence of the Sultan even when in disagreement with the Grand
Vizier. However, we know that the replacement of a grand vizier meant, in Otto-
man political practice, in most case the alternation of the council of ministers.
Therefore the replacement of Ibrahim Pasa caused the downfall of his cabinet. In
the second period of the parliament, Abdiilhamid II changed the cabinet once
again after being informed that there would be a major disagreement between the
parliament and the council of ministers after the defeat of the Ottoman army in
Shipka and the opening of the route to Istanbul to the Russians as a result of the
Armistice of Adrianople of January 31, 1878.%2 In this situation the opposition
deputies met in the parliament building on February 3 to discuss the current
situation of the war. They agreed to raise opposition in the parliament on the fol-
lowing day. But when the chamber of commons convened the following day, it
discovered that Ahmed Hamdi Paga had been dismissed as grand vizier and Ah-
med Vefik Pasa had taken his place. Abdiilhamid changed the post of the grand
vizierate (sadr-1 azamhik) into the post of prime minister (basvekillik) to make sure
that there would be a better dialogue between the council of ministers and the

90 Articles 7, 35, 73 of the Ottoman constitution. Devereux points to a sin of omission: if the

Sultan wished neither to dismiss the minister nor to dissolve the chamber of commons, he
had merely to order the minister to withdraw the law bill in question, which he could then
promulgate directly by virtue of his inherent decree power. Here again the power of par-
liament was tempered as is cleatly seen. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period,
68. But Abdilhamid II never exercised this possibility.

91 BOA, YEE, 75/19 quoted in Oguz, “I. Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Umumisinin Actlis,” 147;
Mahmud Celaleddin, Mirat-i Hakikat, 3:22-23. Devereux, however, on the authority of
Mahmud Celaleddin’s book, Mirat-i Hakikat, claims the true reason had been that Ibrahim
Edhem Paga had failed to take what the Sultan considered a sufficiently determined stand
against the deputies. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 235.

92 Although Abdiilhamid II changed the cabinet twice and didn’t dissolve the parliament
during these periods, Prof. Aldikacti points out that the authority of Sultans to change
cabinets or dissolve the parliament was vested by the constitution in article 35 not in order
to make him an arbitrator between these two state apparatuses, but to force the parliament
to obey the Sultan's wishes; cf. Orhan Aldikacti, Anayasa Hukukumuzun Gelismesi ve 1961
Anayasas: (Istanbul: TUHF Yayinlar, 1982), 58.



THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND JUDICIAL STATUS OF THE FIRST OTTOMAN PARLIAMENT 85

parliament.”® However, this intervention of the Sultan was criticized by the oppo-
sition in the parliament since the modification of the title (from grand vizier to
prime minister) was not in accordance with articles 27-29, 115, 116 of the Otto-
man constitution. On February 9, the special committee of the parliament re-
ported back that the change had indeed violated the constitution® because the
constitution called specifically for a grand vizier and constitutional government
required strict compliance with the constitution. The opposing deputies also re-
quested on February 5, that the Supreme Court be constituted to try Mahmud
Nedim Pasa, former grand vizier, and numerous military leaders for criminal be-
havior and incompetence. After heated debate the motion was accepted despite
strong opposition and warnings by the moderate and pro-government deputies.”

In brief, the Sultan had all rights in case of necessity (lede’l-iktizd) to convene
the parliament, to send it on holiday, or even to close it down for good according
to the Ottoman constitution.”®

Towards the Anxious End

Ne cesaretle olur miinkesif ebnd -y vatan
Dehget-dliid-i cebdnet eb-i mesriitiyyet
Yoksa diinyada nasib olmiyacak mi bilmem
Bize, nev*i beserin hakk: olan hiirriyet.”’

By then, a strong opposition not only against the council of ministers but also
towards Sultan Abdiillhamid II had developed. Opposition in the parliament ar-
gued that “the chamber of commons should either function according to the constitution or
be abolished.”*® The end was in sight.

Abdiilhamid II, on February 13, 1878, invited the president of parliament and
two deputies together with forty other distinguished persons to serve as members
on his new advisory board (meclis-i mesveret) formed after the Russian approach to-
wards Istanbul. One of the deputies, Astarcilar Kethtidasi Ahmed Efendi, a deputy
of Istanbul, replied in the meeting critically with unprecedented frankness:

93 BOA, Y.EE, 75/20, 1 S 1295/5 Subat 1878; William J.J.R.N. Spry, Life on the Bosphorus. Do-
ings in the City of the Sultan. Turkey, Past and Present. Including Chronicles of the Caliphs from
Mahomet to Abdul Hamid II (London: Nichols, 1895), 267.

94 Mahmud Celaleddin, Mirat-i Hakikat, 3:61; Osman Nuri, Abdiilbamid-i Sani ve Devr-i Sal-
tanati: Hayai-i Hususiyye ve Siyasiyyesi, 3 vols. (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Osmaniyye, 1327), 1:340;
Abdurrahman Seref, Tarib Musahebeleri (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Amire, 1339), 261, 265; Us,
Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:310-312, 371, 372; Sina Aksin, “Birinci Mesrutiyet Meclis-i Mebusan-
min Ele Aldig1 Baslica Sorunlar,” Ankara Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 25.2
(1970), 101-122, here 115.

95 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:296-302.

9%  Articles 7 and 27 of the Ottoman constitution; Okandan, “7 Zilhicce 1293 Kanunu
Esasisi,” 10.

97 Ziya Pasa in Inal, Son Sadriazamlar, 1:345.

98 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:346, 347.
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Our help should have been sincerely requested when it was possible to avert disaster.
You are asking for our opinion far too late[...] Thus, we do not accept any responsibil-
ity. No decision of the parliament has been carried out [...].%

This kind of criticism was not new, but voiced by a deputy directly to Abdil-
hamid II was the last straw. Vulnerant omnes, ultima necat. In fact, during the war
with Russia, the deputies had not hesitated to blame Abdiilhamid IT and the min-
isters for what they regarded as a scandalous conduct of the war.1% Abdiilhamid
IT wanted this deputy to be punished and declared he had made a mistake in imi-
tating the soft-minded reform policy of his father Sultan Abdiilmecid, and hence
felt forced to follow in the footsteps of his grandfather Sultan Mahmud I1.10! Alea
tacta est.

Abdurrahman Seref, the last official chronicler in the Ottoman Empire, gave
another reason, besides internal and external (for the latter particularly the Rus-
sian factor) reasons!%? (the latter particularly being the Russian factor) for the clo-
sure of the first Ottoman parliament, stating that in the second session of the par-
liament criticisms and attitudes of deputies towards the government and bureau-
crats went too far, and he wrote “[...] the end became inevitable and disaster is
mutual [...].”19 Tension between the deputies and the ministers was actually tre-
mendous in the second period.1% Sir Edwin Pears, the correspondent of The Daily
News in Istanbul commented aptly that “[...] the hostility between the Chamber
and the pashas became serious, and various correspondents predicted that within
a short time the Chamber would upset the rule of the pashas, or the pashas would
get rid of the Chamber [...].”19 Indeed the Ottoman cabinet wrote to the Sultan
proposing to close down the parliament temporarily.106

99 Said Pasa, Said Pasa’nin Hatirat: (Istanbul: Sabah Matbaasi, 1328), 207; Mahmud Celaled-
din, Mirat-i Hakikat, 3:81. More, slightly differing versions of this incident are docu-
mented in Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:401-404.

100 BOA, YEE, 23/1797/11/71, 2 M 1295/5 January 1878; BOA, DUIT, 5-1/5-4, leff 1, 11 S
1295/ February 14, 1878.

101 Mahmud Celaleddin, Mirat-i Hakikat, 3:82; Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:401.

102 For other reasons, see Biilent Tanér, Osmanks mparatorlugunda Anayasal Gelismeler (Istan-
bul: Der Yaymnlari, 1991), 90-91; Yilmaz Kiziltan, “I. Mesrutiyetin Ilan1 ve Ilk Osmanl
Meclis-i Mebusany,” unpubl. PhD. Thesis (Gazi Universitesi, 1994), Ankara, 157-158; Fran-
cois Georgeon, Abdiilhamid 11, le Sultan calife (Paris: Fayard, 2003), 89.

103 Abdurrahman Seref, Tarih Musabebeleri, 265, 266.

104 BOA, YEE, 23/1821/11/71, 10 S 1295/ February 13, 1878; Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:105-117.
For the diverse criticism of and opposition to the government during the first and second
sessions see Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 149, 150.

105 Quoted in Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey (London: Oxford Univ. Press,
1961), 165. For the similar observation of another British correspondent, see The Times
(January 8, 14 and 15, 1878) and Layard (Istanbul) to Derby, June 2, 1877 Accounts and Pa-
pers, Turkey, no. 26 (1877). Further correspondence respecting the affairs of Turkey quoted
in Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 149, 150, 152.

106 BOA, DUIT, 5-1/5-4, leff 1, 11 S 1295/ February 14, 1878; Us, Meclisi Mebusan, 2:407.
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The next day on February 14, 1878, when the chamber of commons was in the
middle of the meeting, the Sultan’s decision to ask the parliament to prorogue for
an undetermined period arrived.'"” Humiles laborant, ubi potentes dissident.

In addition, Astarcilar Kethudasi Ahmed was arrested and jailed but released a
few hours later. Soon after, ten opposing deputies were exiled from Istanbul on
February 20, according to article 113 of the constitution which authorized the
Sultan to exile anyone deemed dangerous to the security of the state.!8 Le grand
coup vient d'étre porté contre eux. Although parliament ceased to exist, the chamber
of senators legally continued to exist, and its members continued to hold the
dignity of senator; they also continued to be paid.

In the end, the parliament was suspended!?’ without notable opposition. Only
the ten deputies protested the order as completely illegal and unconstitutional,
and one of them, Yusuf Ziya (Jerusalem), wrote two letters to the prime minister
in order to get him to enforce the provision of the constitution.!!0 Perhaps it was
not easy to raise opposition in that period. In any case, the constitution granted
this right to the Sultan. We should also remember that if there was opposition by
some deputies and some journalists, it was not about the closure of the parlia-
ment but about the exiling of deputies from Istanbul.!11

107 BOA, DUIT, 5-1/5-4, leff 1, 11 S 1295/ February 14, 1878; Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2: 406-
407. Yavuz Ercan, “Tartigma,” (Tirkiye’de Demokrasi Hareketleri Konferansi, 6-8 Kasim
1985, Ankara), Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 4.1 (1986), 106-109 calls for
prudence in the speculation of possible reasons for the closure of the parliament.

108 Us, Meclisi Mebusan, 2:410, 412; Bekir Sidki Baykal, “93 Mesrutiyeti,” Belleten, 6.21-22
(1942), 45-83, here 81; Georgeon, Abdiilhamid I1, 89.

109 1 juridical terms the imperial irade ordered the parliament not to be dissolved (according
to articles 7 or 35) but to be suspended (according to article 7); BOA, DUIT, 5-1/5-4, leff
1, 11 S 1295/February 14, 1878.

10 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:410-411.
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© 2016 Orient-Institut Istanbul



Islam, Modernity and the 1876 Constitution

Nurullah Ardig

Introduction

In this chapter I analyze the 1876 Constitution and various other texts that played
significant roles in the modernization of Turkey with a particular focus on the
discursive role played by Islam. I will contextualize the proclamation in 1876 of
the first constitution (Kanun-1 Esasi) and the institution of the first General As-
sembly (Meclis-i Mebusan) by first focusing on two important reforms, the Reform
Decree (the Tanzimat Ferman: of 1839) and the Reform Edict (the Islabat Fermarn:
of 1856) in terms of the way they reflect and construe the relationship between re-
ligion and state. I will then proceed to the debates over the next significant re-
form, the 1876 Constitution, which are illustrative of the above theme. Finally, I
will analyze the Constitutions of 1876, 1921 and 1924 in a comparative fashion,
focusing on similarities and differences between the 1876 Constitution and the
others, and paying attention to the evolution of the discourse on the role of Islam
in the public sphere. The analysis of these texts can give important clues about
the nature of the modernization and secularization process in Turkey.

My method in this chapter is discourse analysis based particularly on Foucault’s
approach. He basically means by the term discourse “a regulated practice that ac-
counts for a number of statements.”! His “theory” of discourse is closely related to
the notions of “truth,” “power” and “knowledge,” for it is because of these ele-
ments that discourse produces its effects. His work focuses partly on the ways in
which social subjects struggle to exclude certain forms of knowledge from being
considered as “true.” He is also critical of a negative understanding of power and of
what he calls the “repressive hypothesis” - that power is always about prevention,
constraint and repression. This ‘productive’ model of power implies that it is dis-
persed throughout social relations and produces certain forms of behavior and
thought as well as restricts others. For him, a proper textual analysis should be
concerned with the “discursive formations,” by which he means a set of rules con-
cerning the formation of “objects,” “subject positions,” “enunciative modalities,”
“concepts” and “strategies.” Foucault’s approach in his “archaeological” studies in-
cludes two major theoretical insights: the idea of discourse as constitutive and con-
structive of social relations and identities, and of the interdependency of discursive
practices. The first point above involves the notion that discourses actively pro-
duce and shape social reality, more specifically the objects of knowledge, social

1 Michel Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, [transl. S. Smith] (London: Tavistock, 1972),
80.
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subjects, and the self as well as social relationships and various conceptual frame-
works, whereas the latter emphasizes that they, as “texts,” are in constant relation
with each other, referring to the concept of intertextuality. Despite these strengths
of his model, however, it lacks a dialectical understanding of the relationship be-
tween discourse and social reality, paying less attention to the interaction between
the pre-constituted dimensions of reality (social subjects, objects, etc.) and the dis-
course that helps constitute them, and overemphasizing the constitutive power of
the latter.

Foucault calls discursive organization of objects, concepts and “enunciative
modalities” a “strategy,” which involves different “theories” and - less coherent
and stable — “themes.” Finding this concept too general, I distinguish three levels
within it. A “meta-discursive strategy” is the most general one, which consists of
the different discursive strategies that in turn contain different “discursive tech-
niques” at the most specific level. Thus, for example, the strategy of invoking the
sacred texts of Islam for legitimation involves such techniques as abstracting
verses and hadiths from their contexts, and emphasizing some concepts in them
while ignoring others, etc. This strategy in turn is part of the larger discursive
strategy of deriving justification from Islam, which was the main pattern in the
secularization process in the Middle East.

This article argues that the relationship between Islam and secularism is one of
accommodation as well as conflict, and that the nature of the process of seculari-
zation in Turkey involves an extensive use of the discourse of “serving religion” or
“protecting Islam.” The traces of this discourse that included many Islamic ele-
ments can be found in the very first attempts at modernization in the Ottoman
Empire. An analysis of these early attempts as well as the later corner-stones of
modernization in the 19t century, including the Tanzimat Fermani, the Islabat
Fermani and the 1876 Constitution, shows that the meta-discursive strategy of justi-
fication with reference to the Islamic Sharia was extensively applied in these re-
forms. The two discursive strategies frequently employed in them included “invok-
ing sacred Islamic texts” and “maintaining the superiority of the Sharia.” The
main discursive technique employed in these texts was that of “renewing the existing
institutions in accordance with the rules of Sharia,” which justified extensive re-
forms in the state system. When Selim III (1789-1807) first started the moderniza-
tion of the army by inviting European experts and founding a new, Western-style
army, he justified his attempts with reference to a famous hadith [saying of the
prophet Muhammad] that states that “you can use your enemy’s weapon.” He
maintained that there is nothing against Sharia in “defeating the infidels by using
their own weapons.” Similarly, when Mahmud II accelerated the reforms that

2 Ibid., 64fF.

3 Quoted in Halil Inalcik, “The Nature of the Traditional Society: Turkey” in: Political Mod-
ernization in_Japan and Turkey, ed. E. Ward and D. Rustow (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ.
Press, 1968), 49.
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had been started by his uncle, Selim III, he resorted to the same discourse. For in-
stance, in his 1838 speech at the opening ceremony of the Royal Medical School
(Dar-ul Ulum-u Hikemiyye ve Mekteb-i Tibbiyye-i Sabane), which was going to be a
source of change towards Westernization, the Sultan referred to the “sacred-
religious duty” of protecting human health, which is one of the duties of the state
and the legal system according to the Islamic Sharia, saying that he had “given
precedence to this school because it [would] be dedicated to a sacred duty - the
preservation of human health.”* The Sultan then went on to comment on the
fact that the language of instruction would be French, and insisted that it was
necessary to take the medical knowledge from Europe instead of the Muslim
world due to its obsolete character in the latter. The ultimate justification for the
Westernization of education was to serve the cause of Muslims according to Sul-
tan Mahmud, who paved the way for the Tanzimat reforms.

The Reform Decree (1839) and the Reform Edict (1856)

The Tanzimat era was the second phase of the Ottoman-Turkish modernization af-
ter the “New Order” of Selim III and Mahmud II. It began, as mentioned above,
with the Royal Decree of Giilhane (Tanzimat Fermanz; sometimes called the “Giil-
hane Charter”) on November 31, 1839, inaugurated by Sultan Abdiilmecid I. It
included several modernizing reforms especially in the legal system. A product es-
sentially of the pressures of the European states and the modernist, ‘enlightened’
intellectuals, the decree, which proclaimed the principles of the Zanzimat, granted
and guaranteed certain rights called “the fundamentals” (Mewvadd-1 Esasiye) such as
the guarantee of life, property and honor for all subjects of the Sultan - non-
Muslims as well as Muslims. Although the decree was aimed at delimiting the
realm of the Islamic Sharia and separating the government’s temporal authority
from the Caliph’s religious sovereignty, it was filled with Islamic terminology and
references to the Qur’an and the prophetic Sunna. The very first sentence stated
the need for a change in the state institutions, which had been a widespread as-
sumption — and a discursive strategy — in all modernizing reforms since the late
18 century, and justified the reforms with reference to the “blessed Sharia”
which had not been obeyed properly, unlike the earlier times when “the orders of
the Holy Qur’an and the rules of the Sharia were observed perfectly.” The decree
then declared the Sultan’s order for issuing a number of “new laws” (kavanin-i
cedide) that would regulate the legal and financial system “relying on the help of
the Almighty God and the spirit of the blessed prophet.”>

4 Ruza Tahsin, Mir'at-r Mekteb-i Tibbiye, (Istanbul, 1906), I, 18; quoted in Niyazi Berkes, The
Development of Secularism in Turkey, (New York: Routledge, 1998), 113.

The original Turkish text of the Tanzimat Ferman: was published in Takvim-i Vekayi, no. 187
(15 Ramadan 1255/1839); see also Tanzimat 1. Yiziincii Yildoniimi Miinasebetile (Istanbul:
Maarif Matbaasi, 1940), 48-50; Mehmed O. Alkan (ed.), Modern Tiirkiye'de Siyasi Diigiince I:
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Also, a Consultative Council prepared a protocol which stated the conditions
upon which the Tanzimar Decree was built as follows:

a) the old disordered system has to be replaced by one based upon new laws,

b) these laws will be in accordance with the Sharia,

c) they will be based on the inviolability of life, property, and honor as legal fundamentals,
d) they will be applicable to all Muslims and to the peoples of the millets.®

A basic presupposition in the protocol as well as in the decree was the idea that
“the old disordered system has to be replaced by one based upon new laws,” the
necessity of a change, which was explicitly mentioned in article (a).” What was
implicit, however, was the direction of this change: the change in the legislative
system would be towards the secular West. The “new laws” mentioned in the text
and article (a) of the protocol were the ones that would limit the authority and
domain of the Islamic Sharia, as well as that of the Sultan, which would be
proven by later developments - e.g. the institution of the first-ever constitution
and parliament in 1876. That is why the authors of the protocol needed to refer in
the next article to the Sharia as the source of legitimation, unlike in older times
when the necessity of a law being driven from Sharia had been taken for granted
and was not mentioned in the legislative process, as it was associated with the
realm of “doxa” - a set of uncontested beliefs and ideas of which subjects are of-
ten unaware.® This protocol paved the way for the positioning of the Sharia as an
object of the discourse of secularization - as a source of legitimacy in law making.
However, its objectification would take a different form in later years, and its dis-
cursive status as the only source of legitimacy would shift to that of being in need
of protection by the political-legal system as well.

Thus, the significance of these texts lies in the fact that they involved many Is-
lamic elements on the discursive level and yet signified an important departure
from the sovereignty of Islamic law in the current legal system. It is explicitly men-
tioned both in the decree and in article (b) above that all new laws should be “in

Tanzimat ve Megrutiyet’in Birikimi, Istanbul: Iletisim, 2001), 449-451. English translations
can be found in various sources, including Edward Hertslet, The Map of Europe by Treaty, 3
vols. (London: Butterworths, 1875), 2:1002-5; and Frank Edgar Bailey, British Policy and the
Turkish Reform Movement: A Study in Anglo-Turkish Relations 1826 — 1853 (Cambridge: Har-
vard Univ. Press, 1942.), 277-79.
Quoted in Berkes, Development, 145. The complete text of the protocol can be found in
Resat Kaynar, Mustafa Resit Paga ve Tanzimat (Ankara: TTK, 1954), 172-73.
A parallel discursive technique that assumes the backwardness of Islamic society, for which
“tradition” is blamed, was a common pattern among statesmen and intellectuals in the
Second Constitutional Period as well. However, actors also always insisted that the “true
Islam” that could be found in “sources” (sacred texts and early Islamic history) was not to
blame; on the contrary, the solution was deemed to be found in “returning to the
sources”; see [smail Kara, Islamcilarin Siyasi Goriigleri, vol. I: Hilafet ve Megrutiyet, ond e, (Is-
tanbul: Dergah, 2001), 20-21.
8 Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critigue of the Judgment of Taste (London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1984).
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accordance with the Sharia,” acknowledging the superiority of Islamic law over the
Sultan’s (or the government’s) will. Moreover, the basis of these proposed new laws
as stated in article (c) again was Islamic law. The principles of the “inviolability of
life, property, and honor,” together with those of ‘reason’ and ‘generation’, consti-
tute what is known as the “five goals of Sharia.” According to Islamic figh, all rules
and laws exist ultimately for the purpose of protecting these five elements of hu-
man life.” We see therefore a clear reference to an Islamic framework for the justifi-
cation of the reforms that were proposed by the royal decree.

However, the discourse employed in the protocol had an important implica-
tion: it proposed to limit the authority of the Caliph-Sultan. The decree, too,
which was itself signed by the Sultan, limited his sovereignty, making him an ex-
ecutive bound to the laws made by others — by the councils of deliberation (Me-
calis-i Megveret). So, the sources of legislation would become these councils whose
members would increasingly consist of high-ranking staff officers who had a
Western-style education. Moreover, it is very significant that although the decree
acknowledges the Sharia, and although it obviously concerns it, the proclamation
of the decree was unusually not accompanied by a fetva (religious permit) by the
Seybulislam, the Caliph’s chief religious deputy, indicating a decline in the Seyhul-
islam’s power. In traditional practices of passing a law or issuing a decree, a fetva
had been considered a must in order to provide a practice with legitimacy. Thus,
the lack of fetva — as a discursive practice itself - signifies the first formal breach
between “the temporal” and “the religious” in legislation. This is highly signifi-
cant especially when we consider the fact that even as late as 1922, almost a cen-
tury later, Mustafa Kemal and his friends #id need a fetva by the chief Miifti when
they decided to abolish the Ottoman monarchy.

A similar observation can be made for the Reform Edict (Islabat Ferman),
which was proclaimed on February 28, 1856 — again as a result of the pressures
by the European countries to further extend the privileges of Christians living in
Turkey -- and granted important privileges to the non-Muslim subjects of the
Empire.!% This meant the creation of a whole new institution, the modern citizen-
ship, and a further step towards the formation of a modern state. The edict in-
cluded the reaffirmation of older rights and privileges as well as additional rights
such as the guarantee of equal treatment of non-Muslims in matters of education,
military service, administration of justice, taxation, and the appointments to gov-
ernmental posts; the right of foreigners to own property; the reform of the judi-
cial tribunals and penal and commercial codes; and the representation of religious

9 “Abdalkarim Zaydan, A-Wadjiz fi usil al-figh, 3rd ed. (Mu’assasat al-Risalah, Maktabat al-
Basha’ir. 1411/1990).

10" For the full text of the Edict in Turkish see Enver Ziya Karal, Osmanl: Taribi (Ankara: TTK,
1947), 5:266-72; Alkan, Siyasi Diisiince 1, 451-454; for the English version, Bailey, British Po-
licy, 287-91.
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communities in the Supreme Council. The edict described the non-Muslim sub-
jects of the Empire as “the emanet trusted by Almighty God,” and granted equality
for all subjects “who are related to each other with the sincere bonds of citizen-
ship.” There was, however, much less reference to the Islamic Sharia in the edict
compared to the Tanzimat Decree. Instead the edict extensively employed another
discourse: that of ‘catching up with contemporary civilization’. The edict granted
privileges to non-Muslims with reference to the principle of freedom of con-
science. As a justification of the proposed regulations, it stated the necessity “to
improve the conditions [of the citizens] in accordance with the glory of our Sub-
lime State and the eminent place it holds among the civilized nations.” Therefore,
the edict implied, as Berkes observes,!! political, legal, moral, religious, educa-
tional, and economic reforms in which such notions as equality, freedom, mate-
rial progress, and rationalism form the “background.”!?

What we see in the two reform projects, then, is an attempt to separate reli-
gious and temporal authority, and delimit both the sovereignty of the Sultan and
the authority of the Sharia, which was made possible with the help of the dis-
course of renewing the old institutions in accordance with the Sharia. This argu-
ment based on the inadequacy of the old institutions, including laws, and the
need to replace them with new ones would be repeated time and again in the later
reforms that would embody and reproduce the ideology of secularism. Supported
by the two reforms, the political and economic developments which brought the
Ottoman State closer to Europe in that eral3 paved the way for the first-ever con-
stitution in Turkish history.

Debates on the 1876 Constitution and the Parliament

The young Sultan Abdiillhamid II came to power by means of a deal he made
with the Young Ottomans, promising them a transition to the constitutional sys-
tem. This would also be a proper response to the European powers, including
Russia, that were pressuring Istanbul for further economic and political reforms,
reforms that would open the Ottoman borders to European capitalists and further
expand the rights of non-Muslim Ottomans. The proclamation of the first consti-
tution (Kanun-i Esasi) and the institution of the first General Assembly (Meclis-i
Mebusan) in 1876, which marked the beginning of the First Megrutiyet era, were
important corner stones on the way to the secularization of the Ottoman State.
For they signified a radical, even though partial, change in the foundation of the

11 Berkes, Development, 153.

12 See Serif Mardin, “Turkish Islamic Exceptionalism Yesterday and Today: Continuity, Rup-
ture and Reconstruction in Operational Codes,” Turkish Studies 6.2 (2005).

13" Roderic Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire 1856-1876 (Princeton: Princeton Univ.
Press, 1963).
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state’s sovereignty by assigning ‘the people’ part of the basis for its legitimation
and thereby limiting the domain of the monarchy. In his royal decree, the Sultan
defined the purposes of the new general assembly as follows:

To guarantee the complete enforcement of the laws needed; to make them in accordance
with the Sharia and the real and legitimate needs of the country and the people; to su-
pervise the balance of revenues and expenditures of the state.14

Again we see here the same meta-discursive strategy employed in virtually all
modernizing reforms in the pre-1924 era of the Ottoman modernization. From
the late 17 century on, all social, political and legal changes had been justified
with reference to the Sharia. The theme of the congruence of the new laws with
the Sharia had already been maintained in the Tanzimat decree. Here, too, there is
a clear reference as a complementary discursive technique to the ‘implementation
of the rules of the Sharia in a more efficient way’ in the institution of the new Par-
liament, which constituted another step in the formation of modern state. Within
the intra-discursive realm, therefore, there is the relationship of what Foucault
(1972) calls “presence” between the two texts: the discourse embodied in the ear-
lier text(s) is present in the latter, too. Although this element of discourse seems
to be in a “relationship of opposition” to secularism it is actually “complemen-
tary” to the process of modernization because it is part of a strategy that binds Is-
lam to the process of reform.

Moreover, Abdiilhamid II, the sultan who signed the decree, was not sympa-
thetic to the “Westernizers’ (Young Ottomans) and secular reforms; on the con-
trary, as mentioned above, he pursued a Pan-Islamist policy during his sultanate.
However, due to the delicate balance of power relations with the European states
and the Young Ottomans, he had to cooperate with them in instituting the As-
sembly and proclaiming the Constitution in 1876, which he later abolished when
he found the opportunity in 1878. The significance of this point lies in the fact
that it was not only the reformers but also the anti-Westernists (conservatives)
themselves who resorted to the same discourse of serving Islam when attempting
to modernize the political system.

A similar example illustrates this point even further. After the Sultan’s decree,
the issue was brought to the Council of Ministers and then to a larger convention
where approximately two hundred persons, including ministers and the dignitar-
ies of the civil, military, and #lema ranks, discussed the institution of a parliament.
Despite the opposition by the majority of the wlema, and the accusation that
Midhat Pasha, the Sadrazam (Grand Vizier) and a leading figure among the Young
Ottomans, who was called the “Father of the Constitution,” behaved in an
un-Islamic way by letting the ‘infidel’ (non-Muslim) deputies into the Parliament,

14 Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i [nkilab, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Takvimhane-i Amire, 1294-1295), 2:281
[my italics].
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he succeeded in winning over the #lema.'> He did this with the help of some
members of the ulema themselves, the Constitutionalist members who justified
the idea of a parliament with reference to the Qur'an. Among them, for example,
Chief Justice (Kadiasker) Seyfeddin Efendi played an important role:

Seyfeddin again explained at length, “by akli [rational] and nakli [textual] evidences,”
that megveret [consultation, which he interpreted as ‘Parliament’] was “perfectly in accor-
dance with Islam.” To the delight of the constitutionalists who interpreted megveret on
their own way, Seyfeddin supported Midhat Pasha with a number of hadiths and the
Qur’anic injunctions such as washawir hum fi’l amri and wa ta’murn baynakum bi-ma’rufin
(“and consult with them upon the [conduct of] affairs” [III, 59]; and “and consult to-
gether in kindness”[LXV, 6]).16

In fact, this is another example of a situation where we often see that modernists
apply the strategy of deriving justification for a reform (here, for a constitutional
government) from the Qur’an, by employing different discursive techniques in-
cluding dissecting the sacred texts; abstracting verses, sentences, or even phrases
from their context; and applying these to the solution of an emerging problem in
terms of the lexicographical meaning of the selected phrases. Moreover, in the
above quote, Islam (or the Qur’an) still preserves its ‘object position’ as being the
primary source of legitimation for a constitutional change. However, the verses
that were cited by the speaker were being transformed through a brand new and,
given the centuries-long tradition of zafsir (the interpretation of the Qur’an) in Is-
lam, unusual interpretation.!” This — what I would like to call - “transformative
technique” by which meanings of verses as objects of knowledge were trans-
formed would frequently be repeated; hence the new meanings attributed to

15 See Cemil Oktay, “Hum Zamirinin Serencami: Kanun-1 Esasi [lanina Muhalefet Uzerine
Bir Deneme,” Hum Zamirinin Serencam: (Istanbul: Baglam, 1991).

16" Berkes, Development, 233 quoting from Mahmud Celaleddin, Mir'at-: Hakikat, 3 vols. (Is-
tanbul: Matbaa-i Osmaniye, 1326-1327), 1:189. The Qur’anic concepts of sura and megveret
were also interpreted as “democracy” and “parliament” by a member of the so-called
Islamist Welfare Party in the early 1990s, indicating the continuity of the same trend in
contemporary Turkey. Serif Mardin, Religion and Social Change in Modern Turkey: The Case of
Bedinzzaman Said Nursi (Albany — New York: SUNY Press, 1989) analyzes how the Islamic
“idiom” was used by Said Nursi, a leading Islamic figure in late Ottoman and early Repub-
lican periods, for cultural and religious mobilization of the masses in Turkey. For accounts
of the use of the Qur’anic idiom in political discourses in different secularized contexts —
in contemporary Yemen, Iran, and Egypt, see Brinkley Messick, The Calligraphic State. Tex-
tual Domination and History in a Muslim Society (Berkeley etc.: Univ. of California Press,
1993); Anabelle Sreberny-Mohammadi and Ali Mohammadi, Smaill Media, Big Revolution:
Commaunication, Culture, and the Iranian Revolution (Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota Press,
1994) and Gregory Starrett, Putting Islam to Work: Education, Politics, and Religious Transfor-
mation in Egypt (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), respectively.

The interpretation of the Qur’anic verses in unusual ways became a very common discur-
sive technique, especially after 1908, in accordance with the pace of modernization in Tur-
key; see Suat Mertoglu, “Osmanlr’da II. Mesrutiyet Sonrast Modern Tefsir Anlayist (Sirat-1
Mistakim/Sebiliirresad Dergisi Ornegi: 1908-1914),” unpubl. PhD Thesis, Istanbul: Mar-
mara University, 2001.
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them would be reproduced, in subsequent attempts at Westernizing political insti-
tutions and secularizing the political sphere. Furthermore, in the text the speaker
put himself, and other Constitutionalists whom he represented, in a subject posi-
tion where he had the authority to interpret the sacred text in an unusual way,
and thus to bring about change in a state institution in accordance with his politi-
cal agenda. Finally, the non-discursive element that made his discourse possible
was the institutional position he occupied - his being the Minister of Justice and
a member of the ulema class. His bureaucratic position and scholarly authority
not only made it possible for him to perform this speech-act, but also to consoli-
date the subject position constituted in his speech by legitimizing his authority to
be an interpreter of the Qur’an based on his power/knowledge. This, then, is an
instance of a situation where we can detect the interaction between discursive and
non-discursive structures.

On the other hand, the fact that a member of the #lema, albeit a supporter of
the Constitutionalists, referred to the authority of the Qur’an and hadiths to prove
the compatibility of a Western institution with Islam indicates again that impor-
tant changes in the way of modernization were often realized in both discursive
and political spheres by resorting to Islam itself. In other words, we see in the
quote above that the recurrent theme of the congruence of a reform with Islam
appears again, however with a different technique. Although he encountered great
opposition, Seyfeddin successfully integrated the Islamic elements, which were
supposed to belong to a different, even an opposite, field of statements, into a dis-
course that he deliberately employed to make his case in the debates over the insti-
tution of the Parliament, lending a life-saving support to Midhat and the Constitu-
tionalists. This case is one of the early examples of the imbrication of power with
knowledge where the secularists, up until 1924, were often in desperate need of the
support by the modernist #lema who were the only social group who could draw
upon Islam for the justification of the secularizing reforms.!® One of the most im-
portant of these reforms was the proclamation of the 1876 Constitution.

Constitutions and the Formation of the Modern State
a — The 1876 Constitution (Kanun-i Esasi)
The Kanun-i Esasi [Basic Law],!® the first-ever constitution in Turkish history, in-

cluded 119 articles and was more developed than the next (1921) constitution
(Zeskilat-1 Esasiye) which was prepared in the midst of war. The main discursive

18 For discussions on the 1876 Constitution, see Cemil Oktay, “Hum’ Zamirinin Serencamu:

Kanun- Esasi Ilanina Muhalefet Uzerine Bir Deneme,” in id., “Hum” Zamirinin Serencami
(Istanbul: Baglam, 1991).

See Diistur, tertib 1, 4:4-20, see also Tarhan Erdem, Anayasalar ve Secim Kanunlar: 1876-
1982 (Istanbul: Milliyet, 1982), 3-26; Suna Kili, Tiirk Anayasalar: (Istanbul: Tekin, 1982).
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strategy employed in the former constitution was the inseparability of Islam and
the Caliph-Sultan, and many of the articles contained in it expressed different
techniques comprising this main strategy. For example, the Kanun-i Esasi main-
tained first and foremost that both the sultanate and the caliphate belonged to
the Ottoman dynasty (Ar. no. 3), and that the Sultan was the protector of Islam
and the ruler of the subjects of the Ottoman Empire (Article 4). The Constitution
also glorified the Sultan maintaining that “the blessed Sultan himself is sacred
and unaccountable” (Ar. no. 5). However, because Abdiilhamid II abolished the
Constitution in 1878 and set himself as the absolute ruler until 1908, the Consti-
tution would later be amended by the ruling CUP in 1909 by adding a new sen-
tence to Ar. no. 3 requiring an oath by the Sultan that he be loyal to the “blessed
Sharia and the rules of the Basic Law [the Constitution].” Also, the Sultan’s au-
thority to abolish the Parliament (Ar. no. 73) was abrogated later in 1914. Thus,
the absolute ruler’s authority was gradually limited through modifications in the
articles of the Constitution. In accordance with the earlier pattern, this was done
by applying the same discursive strategy, ‘by reference to the Sharia’, as is evident
in the requirement of the oath which would also be in the name of God. Taking
an oath in the name of God, which was required of both the Sultan and deputies,
and not only in this but also in the following two constitutions (1921, 1924) was
a discursive practice that functioned as part of the larger strategy to derive justifi-
cation for a modern institution (the Parliament) from Islam.

Moreover, the original version of the Constitution itself limited the authority
of the Sultan and the Sharia. For instance, the principle of the separation of pow-
ers was adopted, and separate sections were devoted to the executive branch, insti-
tuting a modern government with a prime minister, ministries and a cabinet (Ar.
nos. 27-38); to the legislation (Ar. nos. 42-80) restraining the power of the Caliph-
Sultan; and to the jurisdiction (Ar. nos. 81-91), which involved a bifurcation in
the legal system separating the religious courts (Mebakim-i Ser’iyye) from the ad-
ministrative ones (Mehakim-i Nizamiyye). Bifurcation was also maintained in the
education system, which involved in higher education both religious schools (#z¢-
dreses) and ‘secular’ ones (mektebs). The adoption of the modern principle of the
separation of powers, which had originally been put forward by Montesquieu
(1834), was another important element of a modern state (“Constitutional Abso-
lutism”) characterized by the co-existence of what Max Weber calls bureaucratic
or “legal-rational” and “traditional” authorities.20

The Constitution also maintained that the official language of the State was
Turkish (Ar. no. 18), and the state religion was Islam, but that all other beliefs and
religions could also be freely practiced (Ar. no. 11). Furthermore, it was stated that
“all subjects of the State have personal freedom” (Ar. no. 9), which included, in

20 See Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, (New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press 1947).
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accordance with the regulations in the earlier Reforms, the non-Muslims living in
the Ottoman territory who were granted, together with Muslims, other rights such
as equality before the law (Ar. no. 17) and equality in public employment (Ar. no.
19). All these regulations meant the ‘constitutionalization’ of citizenship, as an-
ticipated in the earlier Reform Decrees, making the inhabitants of the Empire
both ‘subjects’ of the Sultan and ‘citizens’ of the state at the same time — another
indication of the hybridity of the Ottoman (traditional and legal-rational) politi-
cal system.

Finally, the granting of freedom of the press (Ar. no. 12) also contributed to the
modernization as both secularand religious ideas gained a ready soil for dissemi-
nation, and to the limitation of the Sultan’s sovereignty, especially considering
the fact that the press was the main basis of the opposition and the basic tool that
disseminated the revolutionary ideas towards 1908. That is why Abdiilhamid II,
after abolishing Parliament, censored the press and exiled the opposition leaders
(who then founded the CUP abroad), who were also the publishers of various
newspapers, particularly in France and Macedonia. That is also why the CUP
leaders added, after the 1908 Young Turk revolution, the phrase “with no censor-
ship” to the same article, though later (after 1913) they themselves would censor
the press.

b— The 1921 Constitution (Tegkilat-1 Esasiye)

The CUP controlled the Ottoman state from 1908 until the end of World War I,
when the three leaders of the Committee, Enver, Cemal and Talat Pashas, fled the
country. But it was the CUP leaders, including also Kara Kemal, who organized
the resistance movement in Anatolia by first founding an underground organiza-
tion called the “Karakol,” which would later turn into the “Anatolian Association
of the Defense of Rights,” and appointing Mustafa Kemal, a mid-ranking military
officer and relatively unknown member of the CUP, as its leader. By the end of
the war against the Greeks, which ended in August 1922, Kemal had gradually
come to be the only leader of the movement by receiving the help of other CUP
leaders and by eliminating his rivals within the CUP.2!

In April 1920 the resistance proclaimed the opening of the Grand National As-
sembly in Ankara, which would be the center first of the movement and later, the
Turkish Republic. The second Constitution?? was thus prepared during the War of
Independence by the leadership of the Turkish nationalist movement headed by
Mustafa Kemal. The same meta-discursive strategy of deriving legitimacy from Is-

21 Jan Erik Ziircher, The Unionist Factor. The Réle of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926 (Leiden, etc.: Brill, 1984).

22 This constitution was published in Resmi Gazete on February 7, 1921. See Diistur, 1:196; see
also Erdem, Anayasalar, 27-30; Kili, Tiirk Anayasalari.
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lam was applied throughout the text. In fact, Islam was emphasized even more
here than in the earlier texts we have analyzed, due to warfare and the need to le-
gitimize the nationalist movement (initially an insurgency) and to organize the
resistance against occupation. The 1921 Constitution consisted of only 23 articles
and was much less sophisticated compared to the earlier one. One of the reasons
for this was the adoption of the principle of the unification of powers (Ar. nos. 2-
3), including no separate sections on the executive and the judiciary, which also
constituted an important difference between the two constitutions. The basic dif-
ference, however, was stated in the first article:

Article 1 - Sovereignty belongs, with no restrictions and no conditions, to the nation...

Emphasizing this first article, some have claimed that this constitution completed
the shift in the basis of sovereignty.?? For them, it completely changed the basis of
sovereignty by granting no authority to the Caliph-Sultan -even though the mon-
archy and the caliphate had not yet been abolished- but instead to the Grand Na-
tional Assembly (GNA) that represented the “nation.” Thus, the proclamation of
the Constitution was an important corner stone in the process of secularization,
for it curtailed the functions and power of the caliphate in practice, before this
was officially done in 1924. However, this shallow and teleological view ignores
both the uncontested dominance of the Islamic discourse in the rest of the text
and the actual conditions upon which the new Parliament and Constitution were
built. The Constitution was proclaimed in a context where Istanbul, the Ottoman
capital, was under British invasion and the Caliph-Sultan and the FAP govern-
ment were powerless — except that they had sent Mustafa Kemal to Anatolia and
were actively supporting the resistance militarily and economically.?* Despite the
fact that the Palace had little political authority in Anatolia, the resistance leader-
ship, including Mustafa Kemal, and members of Parliament were still loyal to the
Caliph-Sultan until mid-1922: they conducted the war against the Greeks in the
name of the Caliph.

The 1921 Constitution instead still maintained a partial change in the basis of
sovereignty, a process that had been started with earlier reforms and made explicit
in the Kanun-i Esasi. The underlying discursive strategy in the former was, unlike
in the latter, which emphasized the inseparability of the Caliph-Sultan and Islam,
that the “nation” and Islam co-existed as the two bases of sovereignty. In this con-
figuration, the GNA represented the “nation” and the Caliph represented Islam.
The Islamic character of the new Turkish state would later be reinforced when the
Constitution was amended on the day the Republic was proclaimed (October 29,

23 See e.g. Berkes, Development; Ergun Ozbudun 1921 Anayasasi (Ankara: Atatiirk Aragtir-

ma Merkezi Yayinlani 1992); Biilent Tandr Osmank-Tirk Anayasal Gelismeleri (1789 — 1980)
(Istanbul: AFA, 1995).

24 Ziircher, Unionist Factor; Idem., Turkey. A Modern History (London — New York: Tauris,
1993), 141.



ISLAM, MODERNITY AND THE 1876 CONSTITUTION 101

1923) by adding a new article to it that read: “The religion of the state is Islam”
(Article no. 2). Moreover, in the text “the nation” was not defined on the basis of
(secular) ethnicity, and did not exclude non-Turkish Muslims; the ethnic dimen-
sion would enter into the 1924 Constitution, though not in an anti-religious
framework.

However, the insertion of “the nation” into the Constitution was still a step
towards secularization, though this relatively radical change in practice was
smoothly materialized at the discursive level. For, the ‘strategic’ discourse em-
ployed in the text was again that of serving Islam and the Sharia. For instance, ar-
ticle no. 7 regulated the GNA’s authority over the “implementation of the rules of
the Sharia” as well as the way of making, implementing and abolishing other laws,
and declaring war. The same article maintained that all laws and regulations must
be “in accordance with the rules of the fik/ [Islamic jurisprudence] that are com-
patible with the needs of the time and practices of the people.” This article is il-
lustrative of the main theme of this study as well as an important element of the
secularist ideology in Turkey. As in the CUP’s programs and Ziya Gokalp’s writ-
ings,?® this text, too, employed two different discursive techniques at the same
time — that of implementing the Islamic sharia and of ‘the needs of the time and
of the people’. The discursive strategy underlying these techniques was the idea
that Islam and modern civilization were compatible and that Islam only needed
to accommodate modernity. It thus referred to Islam as a source of legitimation
but also limited its domain. It maintained that all laws and regulations would be
in accordance with the Islamic Sharia #nsofar as it was compatible with the re-
quirements of modern life.26 Within the intra-discursive realm, therefore, these
two techniques, which were employed frequently not only by politicians but also
by intellectuals, and not only by secularist actors, but by modernist Islamists as
well, are in what Foucault calls a “relationship of complementarity,” as part of the
same “discursive strategy.”

¢ — The 1924 Constitution (Ieskilat-1 Esasiye)

After the independence movement had defeated the Greeks, the GNA separated
the caliphate from the sultanate and abolished the latter in November 1922;
signed the Lausanne peace treaty in July 1923 with Western powers, including
Greece, wherein they all recognized Turkey’s independence ; then Mustafa Kemal
and his newly-founded party, the Republican People’s Party (RPP), proclaimed the

25 Cf. Ziya Gokalp, Turkish Nationalism and Western Civilization: Selected Essays of Ziya
Gokalp, transl. and ed. by Niyazi Berkes (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1959).

26 Mustafa Kemal would later (in 1927) claim that he had influenced the content of the Con-
stitution and that the direction of the developments in his mind at that time was towards
the secular West; cf. M. Kemal Atatiirk, Nutuk, 3 vols. (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi,
1961), 2:445ff.
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Republic on October 29, 1923; they also abolished the caliphate, and together
with it, the Office of the Seybulislam and all religious schools, on March 3,1924 -
though a Faculty of Theology and the Department of Religious Affairs were
founded in place of the latter two — and sent the Ottoman dynasty into exile.

The 1924 Constitution?’” was adopted six months after the declaration of the
Republic and only three weeks after the abolition of the caliphate. By that time
Mustafa Kemal had succeeded in becoming the leading power actor in Turkey, a
status he later consolidated by first crushing the Kurdish opposition in 1925 and
then completely eliminating his political rivals (ex-members of the CUP and his
old friends) in 1926. His party, the RPP, had established a single-party system and
controlled every state institution in the country, including the GNA by eliminat-
ing the pre-1923 opposition, and then proclaimed a new constitution in 1924.

The basic difference between this constitution and the earlier ones concerns
the regime of the new state, which is stated in the very first article:?8

Article 1 - The State of Turkey is a Republic.

This dictum was in fact a confirmation of the existing situation, where the monar-
chy had already been abolished and the Republican regime was declared by
Mustafa Kemal and his party, but also referred to a breakaway from the earlier re-
gime by implying the upcoming radical secular reforms in the way of Westerniza-
tion. However, as in the 1876 Constitution, it explicitly and immediately referred
to Islam as the official religion of the State (Ar. no. 2).2° The next article stated
again that “sovereignty belongs, with no restrictions, to the nation” signifying the
(partly) secular basis of it. These two articles revealed the underlying discursive
strategy employed: that Islam and “the nation” co-existed as the two bases of state
sovereignty, which implied, as in the previous (1921) Constitution, that the state
had not yet been completely secularized - this would be gradually achieved
through amendments during the late 1920s and 1930s.

In addition, like the first constitution and unlike the second one, the 1924
Constitution adopted the principle of the separation of powers (Ar. nos. 4-8), de-
voting separate sections to the legislative, which was maintained to belong to the

27 See Diistur, 5:576-585; see also Erdem, Anayasalar, 31-45; Kili, Tiirk Anayasalar:.

28 This sentence had already been added, though in a slightly different form, to the 1921
Constitution with the declaration of the Republic in 1923.

This sentence would, however, be removed from the Constitution in 1928 and the princi-
ple of secularism would enter it in 1937. Secularism was one of the six principles of Kemal-
ism, which are also called the “six arrows of the RPP,” and it entered the Constitution to-
gether with others including Republicanism, Nationalism, Populism, Etatism, and “Revo-
lutionism.” That the article stating the official religion of the Turkish State was replaced by
Atatiirk’s (or the RPP’s) principles is another indication of the fact that Kemalism was per-
ceived among the state elite as a “secular religion” with its own sacred book (7he Speech), its
various rituals and sacred sites, such as the Anutkabir in Ankara, and a savior (Kemal
Atatiirk). This is also evident in the RPP’s programs; see, for example, CHP Tiiziigs, 1935
(Ankara: Ulus Basimevi, 1935).
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GNA (Ar. nos. 9-30); to the executive that maintained the institution of a gov-
ernment and also — different from the first constitution — the presidency as the
head of the executive branch (Ar. nos. 31-52), rather than the office of the
Sadrazam; and to the judiciary, abolishing the system of legal bifurcation (Ar. nos.
53-67). (Bifurcation in higher education had already ended on March 3, 1924 with
the abolition of religious schools by the ‘Law of the Unification of Education’.)
Another indication of the incorporation of Islamic elements in the constitution is
a familiar discursive practice: that the President and deputies would take their
oaths “on my honor and in the name of God [Vallahi]” promising “loyalty to the
principles of the Republic” (Ar. nos. 38, 16). Unlike the first constitution, how-
ever, there was no mention of loyalty to “the rules of the Sharia.” Moreover, the
clause “in the name of God” would, together with Article no. 2, be removed in
1928 and replaced by that of “I promise.” Similarly, another Islamic element, the
clause “the application of the rules of the Sharia” as one of the exclusive duties of
the GNA (Ar. no. 26) was kept in the original version, and removed in 1928.
Another important trend that went hand in hand with secularization emerged
in the 1924 Constitution: nationalization. Nationalism had already been under-
way since the Balkan War of 1912, which caused the loss of the Balkan lands oc-
cupied by Christian — and some Muslim - peoples, and accelerated with the
struggle for national independence during 1919-1922. As a discursive strategy, ‘na-
tionalization’ contributed to the separation of ‘the nation’ from Islam, implying
the secularization of the new Republican elite’s mentality. The first Zegkilat-1
Esasiye of 1921 had used the word “Turkish state,” and mentioned the ‘Grand Na-
tional Assembly’ as well as ‘the nation’ but never specified their “Turkishness’ due
to the fact that ‘the nation’ was not yet independent and the country was still un-
der invasion. It was only after independence that the second Teskilat-1 Esasiye
(1924) could include articles on Turks, and qualified the name of the GNA as the
“Turkish Grand National Assembly’. It also stated that “the official language [of
the Turkish State] is Turkish, and its capital is Ankara” (Ar. no. 2). Moreover,
unlike the Kanun-i Esasi (1876), it exclusively spoke of ‘the Turks’ in the section
devoted to individual rights, which was entitled “the Public Rights of Turks” (Ar.
nos. 68-88). Article no. 88 maintained that “[t]he inhabitants of Turkey, regardless
of religion and race, are called Turks,” which indicated the contrast between the
cosmopolitanism of the first constitution, which recognized the multiplicity of re-
ligions among the citizens, and the nationalism of the last constitution, which
denied the different ethnicities among the inhabitants of the country, a stance
that has been a problem to this day. In addition, as a further step towards secular-
ism, the definition of citizenship on the basis of Turkishness caused religion to
lose its status as a basis of the classification of identity. In fact, this is another in-
dication of the project to replace religion with secular nationalism as the main
source of identification for the people. Unlike the Kanun-i Esasi, in which ‘the
citizens of the Empire’ were classified on the basis of their religious affiliation,
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and were granted autonomy accordingly, this constitution not only made nation-
ality the basis of the categorization of citizens, which is an important strategy of
instilling in them a ‘national consciousness’, but also denied the diversity of na-
tionalities among the country’s inhabitants.

Therefore, this new discursive technique - of replacing Islam with ethnicity as
the basis of identity and citizenship - that belonged to a non-Islamic (Western)
framework is a reflection of the gradual influence of Western discourses, which
became increasingly more effective after World War I, particularly after the aboli-
tion of the caliphate in 1924. Moreover, defining citizenship on the basis of na-
tionality constitutes another dimension of the project of state formation and na-
tion building in modern Turkey; and this process was intensified with the incor-
poration in 1937 of Nationalism into the Constitution as one of the basic
principles of the state.

A comparative analysis of these three constitutions indicates, therefore, that
they played an important role in the process of the modernization of Turkey.
They were significant developments that both reflected and contributed to the
constitution of an increasingly secularized state that gradually evolved into a na-
tion-state. An important trend that we observe in the three constitutions is the
fact that Islam, as in all other attempts at modernization in Turkey, was present as
the fundamental source of justification - the main discursive strategy moderniz-
ing actors employed in their projects. The secularist discourses employed in the
modernizing reforms always incorporated various Islamic elements; and the un-
derlying strategy was to better serve Islam by replacing the old institutions with
new ones. We also observe, however, a discursive pattern that involves a gradual
decrease over time in the extent to which Islamic elements were incorporated in
the constitutions, though legitimation by Islam was always there: the three consti-
tutions share a “relationship of presence,” as the same discourse is present in all.
Whereas the 1876 Constitution gives priority to serving Islam and to the rights of
the Caliph-Sultan, the Constitution of 1924 involves much less reference to Islam
and certainly no reference to the caliphate in particular, because the caliphate had
already been abolished. Also, it would later get rid of most of the Islamic ele-
ments in 1928 in a period during which the most radical secularizing reforms,
from the famous ‘Hat Revolution’ to the adoption of the Latin alphabet, took
place. Finally, I have argued that these important texts not only contributed to
the ‘constitution of reality’ but also are a reflection of it. The adoption of various
articles in these constitutions, such as the institution of a modern government,
and bifurcation in the legal and educational systems in the Constitution of 1876,
and their unification in that of 1924, indicates the evolution of a discursive strat-
egy reflecting the changes in the current socio-political conditions. However, 1
also argue that these texts instituted and implicated certain actual developments
as well, including the separation of powers in the Constitutions of 1876 and 1924,
and their unification in the Constitution of 1921, the institution of a parliament



ISLAM, MODERNITY AND THE 1876 CONSTITUTION 105

and an election system in 1876 and various modifications in the constitutions,
which shaped reality in different ways. They were all justified with reference to the
‘exigencies of time’ as well as to the Islamic Sharia, the main discursive strategy
applied in modernizing reforms.

Conclusion

As many prominent scholars have demonstrated,’? Islam was one of the most im-
portant social forces that penetrated not only the cultural life but also the politi-
cal institutions of the Ottoman Empire, playing an important role in the mod-
ernization of Turkey during the 18% and 19th centuries. This article has argued
that at the discursive level the secularism of modernization in Turkey did not take
the form of an explicit confrontation between the sacred and the profane, an
open struggle between Islam and modernity; but rather that secularization was
presented as a way of serving Islam, helping it better function, and of placing it in
its proper place to protect its authenticity. To demonstrate this argument, I have
analyzed various important texts including the Reform Decree and the Reform
Edict, as well as debates over the 1876 Constitution, and the texts of the Consti-
tutions of 1876, 1921, and 1924. I have also briefly touched upon the fact that the
discourse of accommodating Islam with modernity was also employed in the
early attempts at military and educational reforms by Selim III and Mahmud II. I
have subsequently shown that the Islamic Sharia was resorted to as a basic source
of justification in both the Tanzimat Decree (1839) and the Islabat Edict (1856),
both of which aimed at limiting the authority of the Sharia and the sovereignty of
the Sultan. The Kanun-1 Esasi of 1876 marked a partial change in the basis of sov-
ereignty and further limited the respective domains of the authority of the Sultan-
Caliph; nevertheless its purpose was stated as “making the laws in accordance
with the Sharia.” It also enjoyed strategic support from some members of the tra-
ditional ulema, the only social group that could make an effective use of Islamic
elements in legitimizing the first Ottoman constitution and other ‘secular’ re-
forms. The 1921 Constitution still marked a partial change in the basis of sover-
eignty and involved the notion of the separation of the temporal and religious au-
thorities. It utilized, however, the discourse of “serving Islam” by applying its
rules more effectively. The 1924 Constitution, which firmly established the no-
tion of popular sovereignty and brought the regime change (from monarchy to

30 See e.g. Serif Mardin, Din ve Ideoloji, (Istanbul: Tletisim Yay., 1983), Idem, Religion and So-
cial Change in Modern Turkey: The Case of Bediuzzaman Said Nursi, (Albany & New York:
SUNY Press, 1989), Mumtaz’er Tirkone, Siyasi Ideoloji Olarak Islamciligin Dogusu (Istanbul:
[letisim Yay., 1991), Ahmet Davutoglu, “Philosophical and Institutional Dimensions of
Secularization: A Comparative Analysis” in A. Tamimi and J. Esposito (eds.) Islam and
Secularism in the Middle East, (New York: NYU Press, 2000), Ismail Kara, Dir ile Modernlesme
Arasinda, (Istanbul: Dergah Yay., 2003).
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republic), maintained Islam as the official religion of the new state, and required
the President of Turkey and the deputies to take an oath in the name of God.
(These regulations were, however, removed later in 1928, and the secular character
of the new Republic was formalized in 1937.) This text also marked the beginning
of the process in which the Turkish secularists tried to replace Islam as the fun-
damental frame of reference and source of identity with Turkish nationalism (the
Kemalist ideology), by defining citizenship on the basis of nationality (Turkish-
ness).

Therefore, it is safe to argue that, due to the centrality of Islam, the Turkish
case offers an example of a different path to secularization. It differs from the
Western cases where, as David Martin®!' and others describe, despite the regional
differences, there was mostly an open conflict between religion and politics,
unlike in Turkey where the discursive secularization of the public sphere did not
involve an explicit challenge posed by the secular forces against Islam. The Turk-
ish case can thus be explained by means of the “accommodation paradigm”
(which also includes a degree of ‘conflict’), rather than the “confrontation para-
digm,” of the relationship between religion and modernity.

31 David Martin, A General Theory of Secularization (Oxford: Blackwell, 1978).



The Debate on Parliamentarism
in the Muslim Press of Bulgaria,
1895-1908

Milena B. Methodieva

The convening of the first Ottoman parliament in March 1877 was an unprece-
dented moment in the history of the Ottoman Empire. It was the first time that
over a hundred deputies from all parts of the Empire met in the capital Istanbul
to pass legislation and deliberate on its internal and foreign affairs.! The conven-
ing of the parliament, along with the promulgation of the first Ottoman constitu-
tion in December 1876, were regarded as a decisive victory of the liberal groups,
represented most notably by the Young Ottomans and the pro-constitutionalist
bureaucrats led by Midhat Pasha (1822-1884), and the culmination of years of
struggle and reform. Yet others attached great hopes to it as the solution that
would bring stability to the Empire after the series of crises that had shaken it for
over a year.? The parliament, its successes notwithstanding, turned out to be
short-lived. After convening for several sessions, the second Ottoman parliamen-
tary chamber was abruptly ended on February 14, 1878 by an imperial decree is-
sued by the Sultan citing as justification the urgent circumstances facing the Em-
pire. Over the previous eight months the Ottomans had effectively been at war
with Russia and by early 1878 the Russian army had advanced to the outskirts of
Istanbul, forcing the Ottomans to sign an armistice at Edirne. At the time the
proroguing of parliament was perceived as a temporary measure,® but in fact no

The author would like to thank the organizers and participants of the symposium “The
First Ottoman Experiment with Democracy: the First Ottoman Parliament, 1877-1878. An
Attempt for New Approaches,” as well as Professors Siikrii Hanioglu, Stephen Kotkin and
Robert Finn of Princeton University for their feedback and comments on this paper.

The first parliamentary chamber met in the period March-June 1877 and the second con-
vened December 1877-February 1878; on the first Ottoman parliament see Robert Deve-
reux, 1he First Ottoman Constitutional Period: a Study of the Midhat Constitution and Parlia-
ment, (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1963).

As it will be recalled, starting from 1875 through 1876 the Empire experienced a series of
challenges - ill-fated revolts in Bosnia and Bulgaria, a war with Serbia, insistent demands
from the liberal opposition and bureaucrats for the promulgation of a constitution, the
forceful deposition of two sultans and increased great power pressure to introduce reforms
favoring the non-Muslim nationalities; on these events see e.g. Roderic Davison, Reform in
the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963); Barbara and
Charles Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States, 1804-1920, (Seattle: Univer-
sity of Washington Press, 1986); Francois Georgeon, Abdsilhamid II: Le Sultan Calife (1876-
1909), (Paris: Fayard, 2003).

It should be noted that while the request of the ministers initiating the parliament’s pro-
roguing included the word “temporary,” the Sultan’s decree did not, a fact which in the
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other parliamentary session was convened for the next three decades. As Sultan
Abdiilhamid IT (1876-1909) increasingly consolidated his control over the Em-
pire’s government and institutions, “parliament” joined the list of words and top-
ics proscribed or consciously avoided in public discussion. However, the memory
of parliament and the idea of parliamentarianism continued to live and to be de-
bated within Ottoman society, and they were further incorporated into the politi-
cal discourse of various groups opposing the Hamidian regime, among them the
Young Turks. What did parliament come to mean for Ottoman society over the
three decades following its suspension until the Young Turk revolution of 1908?
The current article will address this question by looking at the Muslim Turkish
press coming out in Bulgaria between 1895 and 1908 since this press remained
largely uninfluenced by the censorship practices that affected publications in the
Empire at the time and since certain local reformist journals actively published
comments of Muslims from the local community and the Ottoman state. This ar-
ticle explores the debates among the Muslim public in Bulgaria and the Ottoman
Empire regarding the principle of consultation (mesveref),* the institution of the
parliament and the various types of political systems as expressed in three of the
most popular local Muslim Turkish publications - the pro-Hamidian Gayret and
the reformist and Young Turk publications Sebat and Balkan (Plovdiv).

The Bulgarian Principality (1878-1908),
the Muslim Community and the Local Muslim Turkish Press

Given the strict control and censorship over the Ottoman press from the early
1890s onwards, as well as the widely spread practices of spying and reporting on
any kind of activity deemed to be antagonistic to Sultan Abdiilhamid II, one of
the ways to follow the contemporary attitudes and debates within Ottoman soci-
ety is through examining the Muslim press published in territories outside the
Empire’s effective control. Among these territories, Bulgaria had a special place
because of its relationship to the Empire and the presence of a sizable Muslim
community.

light of subsequent developments was seen as an indication of Abdiilhamid II’s intentions,
Devereux, 237.

This principle provided religious legitimacy to the arguments for introducing representa-
tive government. According to Islamic tradition, mashwara (Arabic) or megveret (Turkish),
the principle of consultation by the ruler of his advisors, was practiced by the proghet
Muhammad, the early Islamic caliphs, and was sanctioned in the Qur’an. In the 19% c.
however, this concept became largely synonymous to parliament, Bernard Lewis, “Mash-
wara” or “Mashara,” The Encyclopedia of Islam. New Edition, vol. 6, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1991),
724-725.
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Bulgaria separated from direct Ottoman rule following the Russo-Ottoman war
of 1877-78.> In accordance with the provisions of the Berlin Treaty, it became an
autonomous principality within the confines of the Empire and maintained this
status until September 1908, when it declared independence and proclaimed itself
a kingdom. From the very beginning of its existence, however, the Bulgarian Prin-
cipality demonstrated an inclination to act much more independently than its vas-
sal status implied and on a number of occasions rebuffed Ottoman attempts to in-
fluence its internal affairs. The press was among the institutions that functioned
independently from Ottoman control, and the various Bulgarian governments and
political parties attached importance to maintaining freedom of public expression.
Censorship was banned by law, which was generally observed. In some cases in-
volving the Muslim Turkish journals, it was the Ottoman Commissioner, Istanbul’s
highest diplomatic representative to Bulgaria, who most often alerted the local au-
thorities about publications offensive to the sultanate and demanded sanctions.
That being said, one must not assume that free press, even by the standards of the
time, was always the norm in Bulgaria. The Principality knew cases of infringement
of press freedom and indirect censorship throughout the rule of certain govern-
ments in the thirty years of its existence.” There were instances of legal prosecution
or outright assault against newspaper editors and their offices, both Muslim and
Bulgarian, as well as cases when journalists or publishers were forced to abandon a
certain political line through paternal advice or open threat.?

> On the Congress of Berlin see W. N. Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and Affer: a Diplo-
matic History of the Near Eastern Seitlement, 1878-1880, ( London: Methuen & Co., 1938).
For an overview of the history of Bulgaria during that period see Richard J. Crampton,
Bulgaria 1878-1918. A History, (New York: Columbia University Press, East European
Monographs, Boulder, 1983).

See, for example, the cases involving the following Muslim journals: Malumat, Bagbakanlik
Osmanlt Arsivi, Istanbul [Prime Ministry Ottoman Archive, Istanbul, henceforth BOA]
Y.PRK.MK 7/50 October 17-28, 1896; Gayret, BOA, YPRK.MK 7/76 June 29 - July 13,
1897; Feryad, Sark BOA, YMTV 288/39 Ottoman Commissioner (henceforth OC) Sadik
el-Mieyyed to Mabeyn, July 3, 1906; Muvazene, Abali, Temasa-i Esrar, Efkdr-1 Umumiye
BOA, AMTZ.04 127/87 OC Sadik el-Miieyyed to Sadaret, April 12, 1907; Malumat,
Fiinun, Balkan (Russe), Gayret Tsentralen Durzhaven Arhiv (Central State Archive, Sofia,
henceforth TsDA) f. 321k, op. 1, a. e. 1241, January 17, 1898 - June 29, 1898.

The most well-known period of infringement upon press freedom in Bulgaria was the re-
gime of Stefan Stambolov (1889-1894) and his National-Liberal party, although even then
opposition newspapers did exist, see Crampton, 125-161 and Duncan M. Perry, Stefan
Stambolov and the Emergence of Modern Bulgaria, 1870-1895, (Durham: Duke University
Press, 1993). Yet, there were cases of violating this freedom in the preceding and subse-
quent years, see for example Vasilka Tankova, Svobodata na pechata v Kniazhestvo Bitlgaria i
Iztochna Rumelia, 1878-1885, (Plovdiv, 1994).

For a case involving the Muslim journal Balkan published in Russe, see “Vazi’-i Kanun,
Sansiir Slan Sehr Muhafizi” (Turkish section), “Gradonachalnik zakonodatel i tsenzor”
(Bulgarian section), Balkan (Russe), no. 7, June 20, 1898, 1-2, 3-4; and BOA, AMTZ.04
56/46 OC to Sadaret, June 22, 1898; on the attacks on the offices of the Bulgarian Vecherna
Poshta newspaper see BOA, AMTZ.04 127/87 OC Sadik el-Mileyyed to Sadaret, April 12,
1905.
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Bulgaria had a sizable Muslim population, most of it Turks, who were a living
legacy of the centuries-long Ottoman presence in the region. Towards the end of
the 19th c. the Muslims in the Principality numbered about 650,000 and repre-
sented a fifth of the country’s inhabitants.” They were deeply attached to their na-
tive places in Bulgaria but also felt inherently connected to the Ottoman state,
which they saw as their primary protector. On many occasions they referred to
themselves as being part of the Ottoman nation and spoke of the Empire as their
homeland. They followed closely the developments taking place there, which was
facilitated by Bulgaria’s geographical proximity: Bulgarian cities with significant
Muslim communities, such as Plovdiv, the largest city in the country after the
capital Sofia, and Varna, the major port on the western Black Sea coast were just a
few hours away from Istanbul by train or ship. The exchange and spread of in-
formation was further facilitated by trade, labor migration and by the press. Even
though literacy levels among the Muslims in Bulgaria were low (3.86% for all
Muslims and 3.96% for the Turks in 1905),10 the establishment of kiwraathanes
(reading rooms) and the widely spread practice of reading newspapers aloud and
discussing their contents in coffeehouses ensured that the information they con-
tained reached a wider public than those who could read and write.

Muslim newspapers and journals in the Principality were in a more delicate po-
sition than their Bulgarian counterparts. They had to toe a tight line between ef-
fectively advocating the interests of the Muslims in Bulgaria, including protesting
against various assaults and demonstrating their loyalty to the Bulgarian state. Al-
though rarely spoken, there was always the concern among the editors of Muslim
journals that excessive criticism of Bulgarian policies and actions could jeopardize
the very existence of their publications. Yet, the development of the local Muslim
press and the fortunes of individual newspapers during the period under discus-
sion did not depend only on their relations with the Bulgarian authorities, but on
a variety of external and internal factors. Among them were the state of Bulgar-
ian-Ottoman relations, Bulgarian willingness to abide Ottoman requests to ban
Muslim journals accused of maintaining anti-Hamidian rhetoric and an inclina-
tion to use the issue as leverage in obtaining concessions,!! concern about the
protests of the political opposition,!? and the editor’s political alignment.!3

9 Among the Muslims, there were about 570,000 Turks, see Statisticheski godishnik na Bilgar-
skoto Tarstvo, 1909, (Sofia: Durzhavna pechatnitsa, 1910), 38-39.

10 Statisticheski godishnik, 65, 72-73; it should be noted though that there were considerable
variations between the literacy levels among urban and rural populations, as well as differ-
ences according to gender. Thus, among the Muslims the category with the highest literacy
raters — over 20% — were Turkish men living in the cities.

11" For example TsDA, f. 321k, op. 1, a. e. 1397 Agent Geshov to Bulgarian PM Ivanchov, Oc-

tober 21, 1899, 1, regarding the journal Is/ib.

See for example Bulgarian arguments for refusing to have a special Ottoman envoy inves-

tigate the actions of a group of Muslims in Russe, among them the former editor of Sebat
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However, in comparison to the Empire at the time, the Muslim press in Bul-
garia was subject to relatively lesser restrictions. During the reign of Sultan Ab-
dilhamid IT the press, both local and imported foreign periodicals, book publish-
ing and public expression in general were subjected to censorship and various
other limitations. Abdiilhamid II was not the person to introduce censorship in
the Empire, nor was his period of rule the last time in Ottoman history when it
was practiced. Yet, it was a characteristic feature of the period that left a palpable
imprint on its intellectual and political life. Censorship and self-censorship made
their way gradually along with the development of Ottoman print culture. In the
first years after Abdiillhamid’s accession to power the press was relatively free, but
the rules became tighter towards 1889-1890.14 This was when terms like “revolu-
tion,” “dynamite,” “republic,” “constitution” and proper names such as “Mace-
donia,” “Armenia” and “Murad” (referring to the Sultan’s dethroned brother) be-
came extinct from public use. The Ottoman newspapers were prevented from re-
porting and commenting on ongoing political crises and sensitive subjects, such
as the Armenian crisis of 1894-96. Furthermore, the press was not allowed to
make the faintest allusion to assassination of monarchs or heads of state lest such
reports engendered dangerous thoughts among any disgruntled Ottoman sub-
jects. Thus, the American president McKinley was reported of having died of an-
thrax and the Serbian King Alexander and Queen Draga of indigestion.! It is
against this background that the Muslim press in Bulgaria, particularly the reform-
ist Young Turk publications, stood out. They openly discussed and opined on cur-
rent developments, while some of them regularly published opinions from their
readers in Bulgaria and the Empire. These letters are particularly valuable since
they allow us a glimpse into Muslim popular attitudes and public opinion at the
time.

The first attempts to issue Turkish Muslim journals in Bulgaria were made in
the 1880s, but more active publication activity developed from the middle of the
1890s as a consequence of a series of interrelated events. In Bulgaria the political
climate and press regime experienced relative liberalization after Stefan Stam-

» <«

that will be discussed below, on the grounds of distributing Young Turk propaganda,
TsDA, f. 176k, op. 1, a. e. 936 MFRA to Agent Dimitrov, July 25, 1896, 17a-18a

In the case of Balkan (Russe) mentioned above, it is likely that the Bulgarian authorities
pressured its editor Ahmet Zeki to close his publication not only because of insistent Ot-
toman requests. Ahmet Zeki was involved in the local branch of the National-Liberal party
of Stefan Stambolov that was forced out of power in 1894 and replaced by Konstantin
Stoilov’s People’s (Narodna) party regime (1894-1899). Thus, Ahmed Zeki’s sympathies with
the political opposition could have provided another motive to make him stop issuing Bal-
kan, on his political activity see “Sair mahallarda...,” Sebat, no. 9, March 31, 1895, 4.

14 Georgeon, 162-164; Donald Cioeta, “Ottoman Censorship in Lebanon and Syria, 1876-
1908” International Journal of Middle East Studies 10 (1979), 167-186.

For some other anecdotal cases see Siileyman Kéni Irtem, Abdiilhamid Devrinde Hafiyelik ve
Sansiir, (Istanbul: Temel Yayinlar, 1999), 217-234.
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bolov and his National-Liberal party stepped down from power in 1894.1¢ The
other development was the arrival of Young Turk émigrés who were fleeing perse-
cution in the Empire. Soon Bulgaria acquired the reputation of a suitable ground
for Young Turk opposition activity: the Bulgarian authorities often neglected Ot-
toman requests to extradite the troublemakers or bring them under legal prosecu-
tion, and setting up a journal was easier. At the same time Bulgaria’s proximity
provided ample opportunity for smuggling Young Turk publications!” and main-
taining contact with sympathizers in the Empire proper. The expansion of Young
Turk activity in Bulgaria had an important affect on the local Muslim community,
as it contributed to the rise of a cultural and political reform movement, and in-
tensified the debates about the place of the community in Bulgaria, with regard
to the Empire and the modern world.

The polarization among the Muslims in Bulgaria from the middle of the 1890s
onwards was reflected in their press. Between 1895 and 1908 out of the seven
most significant Muslim journals that came out for a year or longer, two were pro-
Hamidian publications (Gayret (Zeal) and Ragbet (Desire)) and the remaining five
(Sebat (Perseverance), Muvazene (Equilibrium), Balkan (issued in Plovdiv), Tuna
(Danube), and Ubuwver (Brotherhood)) were reformist publications associated
with the activity of the Young Turks. The divisions within the community were
also manifested in the divergent opinions on the necessity of parliament for the
Ottoman state. On one hand, there were many Muslims who saw the Sultan and
the Empire as their primary protectors. Thus, they supported the existing regime
and maintained that the type of government a state practiced should correspond
to the character of its people. They criticized those who demanded the reopening
of the parliament as having succumbed to the influence of the hostile foreign
powers who wished the Ottoman Empire’s dissolution. Some of them also argued
that the Ottoman Empire already practiced consultation in its governance and
administrative institutions. On the other hand the reformists and Young Turk
sympathizers argued that reconvening the parliament, along with restoring the
constitution, was the only viable solution for the challenges facing the Empire.
According to them, a parliament was expected to bring equality and justice; it

16 Stefan Stambolov, a highly controversial historical figure, and his National-Liberal party

dominated Bulgarian state affairs between 1888 and 1894. He took guidance of the Bulgar-
lan state in a critical moment after a Russophile officer coup had dethroned and sent into
exile the first Bulgarian prince Alexander Battenberg; the subsequently chosen head of state
Ferdinand was not internationally recognized and relations with Russia were severed. In the
course of time Stambolov consolidated his personal hold of Bulgarian government, curbed
the actions of the opposition and established very good relations with the Ottoman Em-
pire. He stepped down in May 1894 under increasing pressure from the allied opposition
and about a year later he was assassinated, see Crampton, 105-161 and Perry, passim.

On the Young Turk activities in the Balkans, including Bulgaria, see Siikrit Hanioglu, The
Young Turks in Opposition, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), (henceforth Opposition)
89-90, 109, 122-124, 165-166; on smuggling from Bulgaria see Edhem Ruhi Balkan, Edhem
Rubi Balkan Hatiralar: — Canly Taribler 6, (Ankara: Tiirkiye matbaasi, 1947), 33.
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would prevent separatist tendencies among the various nationalities. While the
former group saw the parliament as the cause that would ultimately lead the Em-
pire to perdition, the latter argued that the Ottoman state would collapse unless it
was reinstated. The discussions examined here are of further importance since
they reflect the opinion of larger segments of Muslim society, including people
from the Ottoman provinces, that allow us an insight into the popular repercus-
sions of debates taking place among the elites in the capital and in exile.

Gayret: the People Deserve the Government They Get

To present the perspective of those who supported the regime in the Empire, this
section examines Gayret, one of the longest-running Muslim newspapers in the
Bulgarian Principality. Gayret was first issued in January 1895 and continued ap-
pearing until 1903, when the Sultan requested its closure and demanded that its
owner cede the printing equipment.!8 It started as a weekly but subsequently be-
gan coming out twice a week. The journal’s place of publication was Plovdiv, the
second largest city in Bulgaria at the time and one of the well-established cultural
and economic centers in the region. Gayre's owner and editor-in-chief was Ali
Riza Pasha Ibrahimov, a native of Plovdiv. Born in 1850, he had acquired a posi-
tion of respect for being a member of the local court and one of the city’s suc-
cessful rice merchants. In the period 1895-1903 Riza Pasha also ran as a candidate
in Bulgarian parliamentary elections probably as an independent but was elected
only once in 1897.1% Even though after the Young Turk revolution he would pre-
sent himself as a vocal critic of Abdiilhamid II and one of his victims, at the time
he was apparently deeply devoted to the Sultan and the Empire. Riza Pasha kept
close relations with the Ottoman representatives in Bulgaria, who referred to him
as a “friend of the sultanate,” praised his loyalty and tried to intervene in his favor
in the few cases when distribution of his newspaper in the Empire was stopped
because of publishing features that the Ottoman censors found objectionable.?
In 1898 as a reward for his services, Riza Pasha was given a monthly salary of
1,500 gurus from the Ottoman treasury.?! Gayret was granted permission for free
distribution throughout the Empire almost immediately after its establishment,??
and it appears that it was widely read in both Bulgaria and the Empire, also reach-

18 BOA, AMTZ.04 136/40 OC Sadik el-Miieyyed to Sadaret, December 5, 1905.

19 Biilgarski almanah, 1897, (Sofia: 1898), XIV; Bulgarski almanah, 1902, (Sofia: 1903), 680;
TsDA, f. 371k, op. 5, a. e. 16, 1901 parliamentary elections, 31; February 1902 parliamen-
tary elections, 56-57.

20 See for example BOA, Y.PRK.A 9/75 Second Secretary in Plovdiv to Sadaret, January 11,
1895; AMTZ.04 181/32, Second Secretary to Sadaret, November 10, 1895, 7; Second Sec-
retary to Sadaret, November 25, 1895, 13; A.MTZ.04 79/1 OC Ali Ferruh to Sadaret, May
27,1902, 1.

21 BOA, A.MTZ.04 59/3 July 27, 1898 - October 31, 1898.

22 BOA, A.MTZ.04 179/9 July 1895, 12.
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ing other neighboring countries, such as Romania.?3 According to the claims of its
owner, at the peak of its popularity the newspaper had over 2,000 subscribers,
many of whom lived in the Empire.?4

Gayret printed primarily reports and opinion pieces discussing current political
events although it was careful not to publish anything potentially offensive to
Abdilhamid even for the sake of refuting it. It explicitly advocated Ottoman in-
terests, the policy of the existing Ottoman regime, as well as the interests of the
local Muslim community. The articles rarely bore a byline, so while we know the
names of a few of its contributors, it is difficult to determine the precise author-
ship of the various pieces.?’> The newspaper seldom published feedback from
readers, but even then such pieces did not deal with subjects that could be politi-
cally sensitive for the Ottoman administration.

In April-May 1895 Gayret printed a series of articles titled “Gazi Sultan Abdiil-
hamid Sani” that praised the Sultan and his style of rule.2 The motives for pub-
lishing this feature are not immediately obvious, but perhaps the direct occasion
was the honoring of Riza Pasha with a Mecidiye order along with the decoration of
several other Plovdiv notables.?” Another compelling reason was the desire to de-
fend the Sultan in the midst of the unfolding diplomatic and internal crisis from
growing European criticism provoked by the recently suppressed Armenian revolt
in Sasun.?® While it did not talk explicitly about parliament, the article addressed
the issue indirectly by discussing the political system in the Empire. The piece
was a eulogy of the Sultan and his contributions to the glory of the Ottoman
state; it vowed gratitude for his paternal guidance and extolled the welfare of all
Ottoman subjects, proclaiming their unconditional love and devotion to their
ruler. Yet the last part went even further to denounce the Europeans and the crit-
ics within the Empire who accused the Sultan of despotism. It justified the Sul-
tan’s methods of rule, which were best suited to the character of the Ottoman na-
tion, and pronounced the government system in the Empire as a non-oppressive
autocratic rule. To discredit the critics’ arguments Gayret contrasted the safety
within the Ottoman state with the insecurity in Europe caused by the actions of
radical groups.

23 See the letter of some Muslims from Romania who inquired about why they were not re-

ceiving Gayret, “Romanya’da Toksofu Kariyesinden” followed by Muwvazene’s comment,
Muvazene, no. 278, May 14, 1903, 4.

24 BOA, A.MTZ.04 79/1 OC Ali Ferruh to Sadaret, May 27, 1902, 1.

25 Among the initial contributors were Prigtineli Selim and Selanikli Hilmi, yet both were
pressured to resign, the former for allegedly importing “harmful publications,” BOA,
AMTZ.04 31/62 November 4, 1895; BOA, A.MTZ.04 33/96 May 19 - June 11, 1896, 1,
2, 6.

26 “Gazi Sultan Abdiilhamid Sani,” Gayret, no. 16, May 3, 1895, 1.

27 “Teveccithat ve Nisan,” Gayret, no.12, April 8, 1895, 1; BOA, A.MTZ.04 76/142 Second
Secretary Ibrahim Fethi to OC Mehmed Nebil, January 7, 1895.

28 Hanioglu, Opposition, 75; Georgeon, 286-309.
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It is a pity that after so many great foreign and internal political and cultural successes
that were the sole result of the right governance of Ottoman sultans, some greedy Euro-
pean politicians do not shy away from criticizing the present-day organization of the
Ottoman administration. ‘... to tread on people’s freedom with tyrannical government
means an insult to humanity; at the end of the 19th c. in such progressive times no so-
ciety should be ruled by an absolute government.” In such a way they are trying to con-
fuse the minds of the people. Since such subjects always invite discord we are writing
the following to those prejudiced against the government.

Personal rule, absolutist rule, constitutional government, republic, democracy, aristo-
cratic rule — all these types of government have their special advantages and disadvan-
tages. More precisely, the enumerated advantages and disadvantages from the point of
view of society’s wisdom are nothing at the end, everything is relative. In that respect
since practicing good government is quite difficult ... to say that constitutionalism is
good or republic is good is nothing but stupidity. The best type of government for the
noble Ottoman nation is absolutist government, because [it] suits best the morality and
the condition of the great Ottoman society.

[...]

Why do the anarchists and nihilists who oppose the different European administrations
and create such crises and disturbances that make governments feel as if they sit on top
of a volcano emerge? Is this because Europe’s governments are good or bad? Ottoman
society is secure and it has not seen anarchism, socialism or communism. The current
Ottoman system of administration is not the absolutist rule of a single person but rather
a non-oppressive autocratic rule. Even if this government is not the absolutely best one,
it is still the best for Ottoman society.?”’

Gayrer’s assertions that the system of rule a state adopted should match the peo-
ple’s character and moral preparedness resembled arguments made by other pro-
Hamidian journals published in the Empire. Probably the best-known example of
the agenda they maintained was Ahmet Midhat (1844-1912), the contemporary
writer and publicist, whose articles expressed the stance of the ruling regime.
Since he enjoyed the special favor and financial support of the Sultan, he had the
rare opportunity to discuss sensitive issues. In a piece published in May 1896 in
the Terciiman-1 Hakikat, Ahmet Midhat Efendi argued that representative govern-
ment would be detrimental to a multi-national and multi-religious state like the
Ottoman one. The parliament would pass laws that could violate the powers of
the people, and thus they would eventually have to be annulled.30 Yet, such

29 “Gazi Sultan Abdiilhamid Sini,” Gayret, no. 16, May 3, 1895, 1.

30 Ahmet Midhat in Hanioglu, Opposition, 31; on the Sultan’s views see ibid. 31, f. 219. Inci-
dentally, this statement represented a significant departure from an earlier stance he ex-
pressed in 1880 in an opinion letter addressed to the Sultan. In this letter Ahmet Midhat
argued that the parliament and the constitution did not intrude upon the ruler’s authority;
it was their absence that threatened to strengthen the power of the ministers. He further
warned that in spite of the recent war and hostility the Muslims in Bulgaria would acquire
legal freedom sooner than their co-religionists in the Empire since they lived in a country
ruled by a constitution. The idea of Muslims under non-Muslim government enjoying
more freedom than Muslims under the protection of an Islamic ruler seemed particularly
disturbing to the author and perhaps to many other Muslim Ottoman contemporaries.
Ahmet Midhat Efendi, “Tavzih-i Kelam ve Tasrih-i Meram,” (May 20, 1880) haz. Cengiz
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claims were also advanced by some of the members of the earlier Ottoman liberal
opposition. Another “well-wisher” to the sultanate, either from Plovdiv or from
among the customs officials at the Sirkeci railway station that received publica-
tions from Bulgaria for distribution in Istanbul, sent a copy of Gayref’s piece on
Abdtlhamid 1II together with other issues of the newspaper it deemed problem-
atic to the Grand Vizier’s office. A note under the article in all likelihood scrib-
bled by the sender warned that its author’s real intentions were to awaken the
ideas of Ali Suavi in the capital.’! Such an allegation could have serious conse-
quences for the newspaper and its owner. Ali Suavi (1839-1878), one of the lead-
ing figures of the Young Ottoman movement, experienced a series of dramatic
ideological transformations throughout the period of his intellectual and political
activity. Initially, he was a staunch supporter of constitutionalism and among the
first to argue that Islamic traditions commanded democratic consultation, but
later he turned to criticizing this political process. Eventually he met a tragic end
after leading a group of Muslim refugees in an attack on Abdiilhamid’s palace.?
In an article published in exile in the journal Ulum which was among the first Ot-
toman writings to use the word “democracy,” Ali Suavi argued that the type of
government in each state should be chosen in consideration of the moral charac-
ter and condition of its people. Ali Suavi also made a distinction between democ-
racy and parliamentary government. While he advocated the introduction of a
parliamentary system, he insisted that democracy or equality, as he alternatively
called it, was not suitable for the Ottoman state because of its large size, diverse
population and since its subjects were of bad morality.33

It is not clear whether the Ottoman authorities proceeded to investigate the al-
leged ideological connection between Ali Suavi and the political line pursued by
Gayret. By the time they received this report, the newspaper had already been
suspended, the immediate reason being a piece criticizing British policy towards
the Empire with regard to the Armenian question.’* Eventually Riza Pasha was

Seker, Hilafet Risdleleri. 1. cilt, II. Abdiilhamit Devri, ed. Ismail Kara, (Istanbul: Klasik, 2002),
111-138. T would like to thank Abdiilhamit Kirmizi for bringing this document to my at-
tention.
31 BOA, A MTZ.04 177/90 July 23, 1895, “when (the article) is examined well, the matter will
become clear” the informer continued.
Serif Mardin, The Genesis of Young Otioman Thought, (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press,
2000, orig. publ. by Princeton University Press, 1962), Huseyin Celik, Al Suavi ve Dinems,
(Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1994) and Ali Suavi, “Democracy: Government by the People,
Equality,” in Charles Kurzman, ed. Modernist Islam, 1840-1940. A Sourcebook, (Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 2002), 138-143.
According to Ali Suavi, in the Ottoman case such “[a] government is required that will not
only satisfy the material needs but also see to the moral needs of such an immoral and lep-
rous people,” in Kurzman, 140.
34 BOA, AMTZ.04 179/9 June 19 - August 8, 1895.
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again allowed to import Gayret into the Empire3® and became stricter in his self-
censorship.36

Sebat: a Case of Popular Debate

Gayrer’s article on Abdiilhamid II provoked a reaction from Sebat, the other Mus-
lim journal issued in Bulgaria at the time. Sebar openly disputed Gayrer’s claims
that absolutist rule was better for the Empire than constitutional and parliamen-
tary government, and invited men of political wisdom to express their views on
the matter. Furthermore, Sebat published Abdiilhamid II’s ferman promulgating
the constitution issued in December 1876, thus signaling its Young Turk leanings.3”
Shortly after, the newspaper received a warning from the Ottoman authorities and
halted the initiative although it did not completely abandon the idea.®

Sebat was published in Russe, the capital of the former Ottoman Danube vilayet
and the largest Bulgarian city on the Danube. Its owner and editor was Iskender
Mahmudov, a local notable and later a member in the Bulgarian parliament.3® The
journal was first published in February 1895 and came out once a week for a year,
after which it closed down due to financial constraints and technical difficulties: it
did not have a printing press, so until the end it was handwritten and litho-
graphed, which cost its publishers significant efforts. At the time obtaining print-
ing equipment with Arabic fonts was not easy and could be considerably expen-
sive. The two closest centers from where one could purchase printing presses were
Istanbul and Vienna. The export of presses from the Empire was subject to severe
limitations and was allowed in rare cases only after a thorough investigation of the
background of the potential publishers. On the other hand, obtaining equipment
from Vienna was twice as expensive and Sebat, could not afford to buy it without
incurring a large debt or collecting in advance the fees from its subscribers. Since
the authorities in Istanbul considered Sebar’s publishing team unreliable, they re-
jected its requests.** Apparently, they had enough good reason for that. As time
passed and it became clear that the newspaper would not obtain a printing press,
its publishing team, i.e. its owner and editor Iskender Mahmudov, the translator

35 BOA, A.MTZ.04 177/90 Sadaret to OC Mehmed Nebil, July 23, 1895.

36 For example in September Gayret received a few anonymous letters which were allegedly
offensive to the Ottoman state and the newspaper’s agenda. Gayret published only vague
warnings against their sender without referring to the specific charges these letters were
making. “Ahval-1 Dabhiliye,” Gayret, no. 35, Sept. 15, 1895, 2; “Muameleye Gore Mu-
kabele,” Gayret, no. 36, Sept. 22, 1895, 2.

37 “Filibe’de nesr olunan...,” Sebat, no. 15, May 11, 1895, 1.

38 BOA, AMTZ.04 9/9 OC Mehmed Nebil to Sadaret, June 11, 1895, 57.

39 TsDA, f. 371k, op. 5, a. e. 10 February 1902 parliamentary elections, 338; BOA, A.MTZ.04
79/75 OC Ali Ferruh to Sadaret, July 31, 1902.

40 “Idarehanemizin Rica ve Hasbihali,” Sebat, no. 17, May 26, 1895, 2; “Ihtar ve I‘tizar,” Se-
bat, no. 37, October 19, 1895, 1.
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Ahmet Zeki and another collaborator, Muamelecizdde Emin Aga, gradually re-
vealed their Young Turk sympathies. In addition, one of the printers turned out to
be Mustafa Ragib, a former student in the Imperial Medical School in Istanbul and
a Young Turk who was sought by the Ottoman authorities. He fled the Empire in
1892 first to Berlin and then to Bulgaria.*! After Sebar’s closure all these individuals
expanded their involvement with the opposition organization,*? and later they
were involved in the publication of other Young Turk journals such as Balkan (is-
sued in Russe), Is/éh (Improvement/Reform) and Feryad (Cry).

In the autumn of 1895 Sebar’s columns featured a heated readers’ debate about
the necessity of parliamentary government in the Ottoman Empire, which was in-
tensified by the critical events in the Empire — the Armenian revolts, their sup-
pression and the Great Power response. The crisis originated with the ill-fated
Sasun uprising in November 1894, after which the Empire came under growing
European pressure to introduce reforms in the eastern provinces explicitly favor-
ing the Armenians, but the situation deteriorated in the autumn of 1895. On Sep-
tember 30, 1895 the Hunchak committee organized a political demonstration in
the capital to present a petition to the Ottoman government. However, the peace-
ful march turned into a violent melee after some extremists brandished guns and
the gendarmerie fired on the demonstrators. The incident was followed by a series
of attacks on Armenians in the capital and eastern Anatolia. The Sultan was in-
duced to proclaim a plan for reforms and in the course of the crisis replaced four
grand viziers.® The sentiments these turbulent events provoked among the Mus-
lims in Bulgaria were well reflected in Sebat and to some extent in Gayret, which,
in contrast to the Ottoman press, widely discussed the crisis. Besides the articles
and editorials, Sebat also published readers’ letters which give us an opportunity
to follow the popular perceptions and debates on representative government and
the current events in the Empire.

On September 22, 1895 Sebat published a letter from a Muslim from Varna
whose name was withheld.** The letter accounted the following story: recently the
author had visited Istanbul on personal business and one evening his host had
taken him to a learned gathering. There the guests participated in literary and

41 BOA, YMTV 285/69 OC to Dahiliye, March 17, 1906; Ibrahim Temo, fbrabim Temo’nun Ii-

tihad ve Terakki Anilari, (Istanbul: Arba yayinlari, 1987), 57-58. In his memoirs Temo mis-

takenly reports the journal’s title as Tiuna (Danube). According to the available evidence
there was no such journal in Russe at the time and comparison with other developments
suggests that the publication in question was Sebat.

See for example the correspondence between the Ottoman Commissioner and the Bulgar-

ian authorities, TsDA, f. 176k, op. 1, a. e. 936, May 24, 1896 — Oct. 29, 1896, 6-26.

43 On those events see Georgeon, 286-296; Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, History of
the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, vol. 2, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1977), 200-205.

44 “Varna’dan Mektub-u Mahsus,” Sebat, no. 33, Sept. 22, 1895, 4-6.
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scholarly debates, whose grace and details stunned the visitor from Varna. Even-
tually, the conversation turned to the state of current political affairs. The author
immediately became alert and began listening carefully so that he could write
about the discussions to Sebat, an idea which he had entertained for some time.

First, the guests discussed the questions of Macedonia and Thessaly, and since
the author was from Bulgaria, they asked him about the local state of affairs re-
garding these issues. The party agreed that because the Great Powers supported
the Greeks and the Bulgarians they would continue to advance their plans in the
contested areas. Then, the guests moved to the projects for Armenian reforms. Af-
ter discussing in detail various articles in the European press on this issue, the
company speculated that it would be necessary to grant certain concessions to the
Armenians which would be to the disadvantage of the Turks.

Finally, the party addressed the larger question of why the various nationalities
in the Ottoman Empire sought to separate from its control. Some of the guests
suggested that because of their close connections with the Europeans, the Otto-
man Christians had been awakened, their wealth increased and they had started
looking down on the Muslims. Being subjected to Muslim rule hurt their feelings,
and that is why they decided to break away. Others, however, argued that since
the Ottoman state did not adopt the principle of consultation (usul-i megveret), it
pushed public affairs into evil hands, which led to general dissatisfaction. The ma-
jority of the attendees agreed with this second opinion.

Then a knowledgeable gentleman took the floor and enumerated the various
benefits of consultation. He supported his view with Qur’anic verses, hadiths and
historical examples. Then he stated that it was the Turks rather than the Armeni-
ans who deserved the sympathy of the Europeans, since they were the ones who
carried the heavy duties of military service. This person urged that it was the right
time to explain this to the Europeans and attract their support by using the vari-
ous newspapers published in Europe. He was abruptly silenced by the other
guests, who agreed with his point that consultative government was necessary but
argued that it would be a disgrace for the Muslims to use the European press for
such purposes. Everybody was unanimous that since the Rashidun caliphs no
other Muslim state had worked as hard for the benefit of the Muslims and for the
protection of religion as the Ottoman one. At that point in the text the Muslim
from Varna considered it necessary to reassure the readers that no offensive word
was uttered against Sultan Abdiilhamid II.

At the end the party began thinking of a way to overcome “the suppression of
free thought” (mezalim-i ¢fkar) in the Ottoman state. The solution for that was to
appeal through the foreign journals to the Sultan to rely on his people, reopen
the parliament, dismiss his incapable advisors and restore freedom of the press.
Even though the guests had initially deprecated the notion of using the foreign
press to make their voices heard, eventually the majority accepted the idea. On
this note the gathering came to an end. The Muslim from Varna promised then
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and there that he would write about the issue to Sebat and enthusiastically ap-
pealed to the journal’s editor to publish his letter for the sake of patriotism.

The letter immediately evoked responses among the Muslim public in Bulgaria
that expressed divergent views. Among the first to write back was another Muslim
from Varna who signed as “a Turk” (Bir Tiirk).*> At the beginning the author
praised the press for its role as a guide of public opinion and morals and then
turned against his fellow townsman, pejoratively referring to him as an “unintelli-
gent Turk” and then as “a person of unknown nationality.” Among the Ottomans,
he argued, there were people who had ideas about reform but others, like the
“Western mannered Turk” in question read the lies published in the European
press and complained about a great state of 650 years. He further condemned the
“fake Turk turned European” for being one of the “disgraceful people.”

This second Muslim from Varna admitted that the people, i.e. the Ottomans,
were deprived of free press and freedom of thought but rather than appealing to
the European press and thus offending the exalted caliphate, he suggested that a
more successful strategy would be to plead with the Sultan to restore these free-
doms. He even argued that there were already positive signs for loosening various
restrictions, such as the fact that the grand vizier Said Pasha had lifted the ban on
some previously prohibited books and allowed the journal Zérciiman, printed in
the Crimea, to be circulated in the Empire. Very soon, the author prognosticated,
the people in the Empire would gain freedom of press and thought and would see
the implementation of reforms.

The same issue of Sebat also published a response from Silistra signed as Mu-
hibb-i Sadik bin Ali, who was understood to be a member of the ulema.*6 He of-
fered a harsh response to the first letter from Varna accusing it of instigating “con-
fusion in the minds” and being completely devoid of wisdom. Similar to Gayret,
the ‘@lim warned about succumbing to the treacherous foreign publications that
only instigated disobedience and consequently brought many terrible events
upon the Ottoman state. But above all, he stressed, the deed of the Varna Muslim
lacked dignity: important state matters were discussed in official places, and it was
not pertinent to talk about government affairs in the “konaks, ordinary houses,
coffeehouses, and pubs” because everybody knew that in such environment no
one would be safe from erring. The Silistra Muslim went on to praise the current
state of the Ottoman Empire: the ruler had entrusted the government into the
hands of competent officials, and there was not even the smallest reason for
complaint. “If we open our eyes by thinking with fairness and mercy, we find our-

45 “Muharrir Efendi...,” Sebat, no. 35, Oct. 5, 1895, 5. Letters published in the journal were
usually signed with a pen name, but their authors were required to confirm their real name
and address to the editorial office, “Ihtar,” Sebat, no. 34, Sept. 29, 1895, 8.

46 «Silistre’den Mektub-u Mahsus,” Sebat, no. 35, Oct. 5, 1895, 7-8.
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selves living in a blissful age. Even the most powerful pens are weak in praising
and appreciating it.” He extolled the advances of the Ottoman state and Abdiil-
hamid II’s role in their enhancement and ended with a promise to address the
question about the necessity of free press and parliament in another letter.

The debate became particularly heated after one of Sebar’s self-proclaimed most
devoted readers, who identified himself simply as “the Sailor” (Gemici) joined in.4”
He wrote in a fiery impulsive style and appeared well informed about ongoing
events in the Empire and abroad, and also alluded to his Young Turk sympathies.
The Sailor expressed support for the second letter from Varna, but he scorned the
“Glim from Silistra for his disregard of current events in the Empire, which proved
the necessity for change. To strengthen his criticism, he sought to challenge the
‘Glim by means of religious argumentation. “I am asking if this person is really a
dervish, for let him remember the words of the caliph ‘Ali ‘wherever there is no
consultation there is no right’ and let him not speak against the principle of con-
sultation proclaimed by the most glorious of prophets.” The Sailor also accused
the Silistra Muslim of being one of the people anticipating awards from the Yildiz
palace and ended his letter by appealing to those in charge of the homeland (in
that case apparently the Ottoman Empire) to devote and if necessary sacrifice
their lives for its sake and not to listen to false advisors.

The Silistra ‘@lim responded promptly, pointing out that the Sailor had not un-
derstood his main argument: “It is admitted that even a small matter, let alone the
important affairs of state, cannot be resolved without consultation; in our previ-
ous article we did not say a single world against consultation and we will never do
so; such an idea does not even exist in our imagination.” 8 He further accused
the Sailor of creating the wrong impression that Ottoman governmental affairs
proceeded without consultation, an idea which “even the schoolchildren nowa-
days” found inconceivable. All branches and offices of the Ottoman government
were bound by the Sharia and functioned in accordance with the principle of
consultation. The @im thanked the Sailor for labeling him a eulogizer, since he
considered it an honor and duty to support the Ottoman state, and called upon
him to declare openly his ideological convictions.

To those challenges the Sailor replied with the following statement:

O, brother! The consultation required by a constitutional government is one thing and
the consultation among a few people is another. In a place where there is no constitu-
tional government the power to issue orders to bring reforms and reorganization in ac-
cordance with the regional necessities could pass into the hands of seditious spies and
corrupt officials.

In the places where there is constitutional government no matter how much evil there
is, it could be prevented by trusting the people and electing patriotic representatives; all

47 “Bir Gemici Taifesinden Alinan Tahriratin Suretidir,” Sebaz, no. 36, Oct. 13, 1895, 7-8.
48 “Silistre’den Mektup,” Sebat, no. 38, Oct. 26, 1895, 4.
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kinds of benefits will ensue and evil will be averted through consultation and discussion
among those respectable individuals. Even though I am a sailor, I have observed and
learned this. In view of that, with respect, there is no doubt that everything in this world
comes with consultation. Even we ... (the) sailors consult with each other what time to
eat the mamaliga (maize bread) let alone the important government affairs.

So, as I've said above, constitutional consultation is one thing, absolutist consultation is
another.*

After this fiery letter, Sebat announced that it would not publish any further cor-
respondence on this subject. Its editor did not give any specific reasons for this
decision, and while it is possible that he had received a warning, it might as well
be that technical difficulties pressed him to cut the number pages by half, and
thus there was no space for such lengthy readers’ letters.

While Sebat gave the opportunity for divergent views to be expressed, its edito-
rial team openly supported the idea that reconvening the parliament was the best
way to improve the state of the Empire. This stance was initially visible from Se-
bat’s first response to Gayret, but it became more outspoken throughout the fol-
lowing months. In a lead article on October 26, 1895 Sebat objected to the Otto-
man decision to introduce reforms in the eastern vilayets undertaken in response
to western pressure, since it made the Muslims “very sad.”0 It criticized the Is-
tanbul newspapers which wrote and repeated one another in stating that reforms
would be implemented in accordance with the preparation of the local popula-
tion but did not dare to voice the people’s demands. And what all the Muslims
without exception wanted, Sebat maintained, was the reopening of the parliament.
A parliament would secure peace in the east, curb the illegitimate demands of the
Europeans and prevent them from interfering in the internal affairs of the Otto-
man state under the pretext of humanity and protection of the Christians. The
newspaper expressed hope that the Sultan would agree to issue the necessary or-
der since this was the right thing to do.

A letter from a “Muslim patriot from Kosovo” threw more light onto the atti-
tude towards current events and the parliament in the Ottoman provinces. The
author of this letter probably belonged to the ranks of the Ottoman military since
he appeared to be well informed about the condition of the army contingent sta-
tioned in the Kosovo vilayet. He also gave a clue about his Young Turk sympa-
thies by alluding positively to a “patriotic newspaper,” about to be issued in
Europe, which in all likelihood was the Young Turk organ Mesveret. The Muslim
from Kosovo spoke with anger about the recent events in Istanbul. 3 He pro-
tested that the Armenians were being appointed to various administrative posts

49 “Mubharrir efendi...,” Sebat, no. 39, November 2, 1895, 3-4.

50 “Temal,” Sebat, no. 38, Oct. 26, 1895, 1.

51 “Kosova’dan Bir Muhibb-i Vatan Bir Islamin Sedasidir,” Sebat, no. 37, Oct. 19, 1895, 2-41;
on Megveret see Hanioglu, Opposition, 77-78.
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and gaining advantages at the expense of the Muslims, but that rather than being
grateful, they revolted. He was also indignant at the inactivity of the press in the
Empire and stated: “If we didn’t get information from the newspapers issued by
patriots in the Crimea, Bulgaria, Bosnia, and Cyprus, we would not know any-
thing, but our destruction would be underway.” The author asserted that the only
way out of this disastrous situation was the reconvening of the parliament. Fur-
thermore, he assured the readers that such demands did not mean that those who
advanced them were against the Sultan since he also desired the best for his sub-
jects. The author concluded his letter with the appeal “If the parliament is not re-
convened we are doomed!”

The discussions featured in Sebat in the autumn of 1895 suggest that the debate
concerning the parliament and the political system in the Empire was not the ex-
clusive priority of the elites in the Ottoman capital or exiled in Europe but in-
volved wider social segments. The Muslim public were interested and through
various channels followed the current events in the Ottoman state and used the
press published abroad to voice their opinion.

Edhem Rubi and the Balkan Daily:
the Activist Young Turk Perspective

Invariably, the most vocal in their demands for parliament and their criticism of
the Hamidian regime were the Young Turks. The Committee for Union and Pro-
gress (CUP), which was the organization’s formal name, was founded in 1889 in
opposition to Sultan Abdiilhamid II by students of the Imperial Medical Academy
in Istanbul, but its members developed more significant activity from the mid
1890s onwards. In 1894-95 a series of arrests among students in the higher schools
in the Empire sent many of the organization’s sympathizers into exile. Following
the 1902 congress of the Ottoman opposition in Geneva, the organization split up
into rival factions advocating different strategies for continuing the struggle, which
left it weakened. Young Turk ideology was inspired by social Darwinism, positivism
and science, and parliament and constitutionalism featured prominently in the or-
ganization’s political rhetoric. This trait, along with the fact that the Young Turks
initiated the revolution of 1908, led many historians to qualify them as a constitu-
tional movement. This suggestion has been challenged by Stkrit Hanioglu, who
has argued that the Young Turk opposition bore little resemblance to other consti-
tutional movements, such as those in Europe and North America. For the Young
Turks the notions of parliament and representative government were of little real
significance beyond being symbols of modernity and an instrument for preventing
Great Power encroachment upon the Empire’s internal affairs. Largely influenced
by elitist theories, the original members of the CUP saw the parliament as “a het-
erogeneous crowd” that could potentially be harmful to the “scientific” admini-
stration they sought to establish. However, as they expanded their activity and al-
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lied themselves with other opposition groups, their ideology gradually evolved and
modified its initial character.>?

Regardless of whether the Young Turk leadership sincerely believed in the
benefits of consultative government for the Ottoman state or not, calls and ar-
guments for reconvening the parliament were regularly present in the Young Turk
press, including that published in Bulgaria. Emphasis on the parliament became
another way of challenging the legitimacy of Abdilhamid II’s regime. To make
their claims more forceful, Young Turk journals in Bulgaria often juxtaposed the
Principality and the Empire, extolling the former for its parliamentary and consti-
tutional system and its political advances. Comparing Bulgaria, one of the main
Ottoman rivals on the Balkans, to the Empire in such a favorable way was sure to
irritate at least a few officials in Istanbul. To present the Young Turk perspective,
the following section will examine one of the most influential Young Turk news-
papers in Bulgaria, which was the mouthpiece of the reform movement at the
time, the Balkan daily published between 1906 and 1910 in Plovdiv.

Balkar’s editor-in-chief was Edhem Ruhi, who was among the most distin-
guished leaders of the Young Turk organization’s activist wing. Born in Istanbul,
Edhem Rubhi joined the ranks of the opposition movement in the 1890s while a
student in the Imperial Medical Academy. In 1898 he was arrested along with
other members of the organization and sent to prison and exile in Tripoli.”3 After
spending two years there, he managed to escape to Geneva, where he joined the
Young Turk émigré circle and became involved in the publication of the organiza-
tion’s central organ Osmanli. Soon Edhem Ruhi was appointed director of the
branch, partly in recognition of his wide popularity and charismatic character.>
He moved along with the newspaper to London and then, following the 1902
Congress, to Cairo.»

Edhem Ruhi sided with the organization’s activist wing and gradually devel-
oped a more explicit Turkist discourse and a more radical line. According to his
autobiography, while in Egypt he became tired of writing and wanted to be in-
volved in more extreme but effective actions, “to do terror.” “The only successful
way to overthrow the dictatorial regime (of Abdiilhamid II) was through terror”
he stated in his memoirs. To carry out his plans in 1904 he traveled to Bulgaria,
where he visited the reliable branches of Russe, Vidin and Varna and, among oth-
ers, met with Sebar’s former editor Iskender Bey.5 His plan to assassinate the Sul-
tan, however, came to naught as the dynamite smuggled from Bulgaria via the

52 On the history and ideology of the Young Turks see Hanioglu, Opposition, passim; and

idem. Preparation for a Revolution: the Young Turks, 1902-1908, (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2001) (henceforth Revolution); on Young Turk views of the parliament and constitu-
tionalism, see Opposition, 28-32.

53 Edhem Ruhi, 6-13; Hanioglu, Opposition, 121.

54 Edhem Rubhi, 24-25; Hanioglu, Opposition, 142-146.

55 Edhem Ruhi, 24-30; Hanioglu, Revolution, 53-59.

56 Edhem Ruhi, 29.
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mountainous border was captured along with the direct perpetrator.’’ In the face
of such fiascos, Edhem Ruhi decided to give up his political activity and make
peace with the Istanbul regime. He was given the position of secretary at the Ot-
toman Commissioner’s office in Sofia, where he remained for a few months in
1905.58 However, another unsuccessful attempt on Abdilhamid’s life threw him
back into the opposition camp. Although Edhem Ruhi had no connection with
the plot, suspicion fell on him and he was sentenced to death in absentia. To
avoid further Ottoman persecution he married into a prominent Muslim family
from Plovdiv and apparently changed his citizenship.’® Soon afterwards he started
publishing in Plovdiv the weekly Rumeli and from 1906 onwards the popular
daily Balkan. With his straightforward ideas and at times populist rhetoric, he ap-
pealed to the growing group of disgruntled members of the organization, mostly
from the ranks of the military, who advocated urgent revolutionary actions.®?

A series of editorials Edhem Ruhi wrote for Balkan in 1907 entitled “Fither a
constitution or our annihilation is certain!” was an example of how he and many
Young Turks viewed the parliament. Similar to the contributors to Sebat, Edhem
Ruhi presented the parliament and the constitution as an instrument to prevent
foreign intervention and a symbol of modernity. Their absence was seen as the
inherent reason for the misfortunes and territorial losses the Empire had suffered
in the recent decades.

There is no one who doesn’t know the nature of the various calamities that have af-
fected the imperial government over the past thirty years. Isn’t counting the territories
that have detached from Ottoman rule during the last thirty years mind-boggling? I
don’t know whether the Ottoman nation could easily forget the pain caused by the loss
of the huge island of Crete given to the Greeks as a present on top of their defeat by the
lion-like Ottoman soldiers who roared at Domokos, Yenisehir and Velestin. And those
before Crete? Those huge territories, didn’t they go for nothing? [...] There is uprising
and restlessness not only in Turkey, there is bloodshed also in Russia and Romania. But
they are different. No one can say anything to them, no one can pen a word on their
domestic affairs. What is the reason for that? Why doesn’t Europe see the wood in its
eyes, why should it always see the splinter in the eyes of the Turks?

This reason is very simple. It is not because we are Muslims; it is because we have not
opened our eyes earlier and did not become a member of the European balance of
power and civilization through organizing and reforming our administration. To meet
this necessity we had a constitution and a parliament but they were abolished thirty
years ago and because of that we cannot stand up to the Europeans.®!

57 Edhem Rubhi, 30; Hanioglu, Revolution, 57.

58 BOA, A.MTZ.(04), Irade, June 14, 1905; Edhem Ruhi, 31.

59 In spite of that the Bulgarian authorities still made an attempt to extradite him, see Edhem
Ruhi, “A¢ik Bir Mektup,” Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 111, Dec. 15, 1906, 1; Edhem Ruhi, “Tebsir
ve Tesekkiir,” Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 112, Dec. 25, 1906, 1; Edhem Ruhi, “Hakikat-1 Hal,”
Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 118, January 16, 1907, 1; Edhem Ruhi, 33; 36.

60 Hanioglu, Opposition, 146.

61 Edhem Ruhi, “Ya Kanun-i Esasi Ya Mahvimiz Mutlak! - 1? Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 173,
April 4, 1907, 1.
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These lines undoubtedly touched a chord among the Muslims of Bulgaria since
the events they described reminded them of their own fate. Three decades earlier
Bulgaria had become one of the irretrievably lost pieces of the Ottoman realm,
and the Muslims who stayed in its confines felt most immediately the conse-
quences of this transition. This was a sentiment on which Edhem Ruhi could rely
to gain support for his arguments and newspaper.

The parliament and the constitution were further seen as the guarantee for jus-
tice and law. Spying and reporting on people’s actions, two practices widely
spread at the time of the Hamidian regime and which were condemned by the
author, would cease. “If there is a parliament and a constitution in our country
those injustices will not be committed. The rule of justice will settle more or
less.”62 Edhem Ruhi acknowledged the objections of those skeptics who believed
that justice was bought with money rather than achieved by law, but argued that
it was in the power of the people to bring the rule of law or neglect it. To demon-
strate the benefits of constitutional government, he embarked upon a contrast be-
tween the absolutist government in Istanbul and the constitutional regime in
Bulgaria, presenting the latter in an idealized light and painting a dark picture of
the former.

In Bulgaria, a Bulgarian cannot even be taken out of his house without being ques-
tioned or without a ruling of the court because the constitution does not permit it. But
is it like that with us? Today more than hundreds even thousands of people are sepa-
rated from their homes, children and family in a beastly way and are being thrown into
the deserts of Fezzan because of a simple spy report or the will of someone in the pal-
ace. Why is that? Because we do not have a constitution and a parliament. In a country
that has a parliament injustice is unacceptable and cannot reach such levels.53

On various other occasions Edhem Ruhi expressed his fascination with the par-
liamentary system in Bulgaria calling the local parliament a “temple of freedom,”
“foundation of law and justice,” “a sacred building, home to a young state and
nation of thirty years.” The Bulgarians, Balkar’s editor asserted, had lived together
with the Ottomans for 600 years, but they were at a more advanced political and
social level because they had a parliament. He also pointed out how Bulgarian
Prince Ferdinand evoked his subjects’ love and admiration as he appeared in per-
son to open the session of the newly elected national assembly.®*

Furthermore, Balkan saw the lack of a constitution and parliament as the in-
herent reason for the hostility and conflict among the various nationalities in the
Empire,® a view that echoed the letter of the Varna Muslim to Sebat from over a
decade earlier. In this spirit Balkan published an appeal entitled “Brotherhood in
the Ottoman Empire” from “a patriotic Ottoman Muslim” who remained anony-

62 “Ya Kanun-i Esasi Ya Mahvimiz Mutlak! - 4,” Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 180, April 12, 1907, 1.
63 “Ya Kanun-i Esasi Ya Mahvimuiz Mutlak! - 5,” Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 181, April 13, 1907, 1-2.
64 Edhem Ruhi, “Sobranya’da Ne Gérdiim,” Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 485, July 3, 1908, 1.

65 “Ya Kanun-i Esasi Ya Mahvimiz Mutlak! - 6, Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 209, July 5, 1907, 1-2.
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mous to the readers but was probably another Young Turk political émigré. Using
Ottomanism as a banner to rally the various religious groups in the Empire, the
appeal compared the Ottoman state to a big family and its population to family
members. “Oh, Muslim, Christian and Jewish Ottomans! Our country, our be-
loved mother is groaning under oppression. She is stretching her hands power-
lessly under the severity of despotism asking us for help, crying such words: ‘Oh,
my dear children! Don’t separate from each other, don’t abandon each other,
don’t plunge into discord, unite yourselves!”” The article criticized the current Ot-
toman regime as oppressive and dictatorial — a few greedy people were in charge
of government affairs but they worked only for their personal benefit and robbed
all the rest regardless of their religion. The only way out of this situation, the au-
thor argued, was to reconvene the parliament. It would bring about justice, free-
dom equality and rights, and in such a way the Empire would reach the level of
the civilized foreign countries. He further called on everyone to overcome their
religious differences in a spirit of secular Ottoman patriotism. “Every individual is
responsible for his religion only to God, but all of us are collectively responsible
to the homeland” the author asserted authoritatively and concluded: “The happi-
ness and peace of our country and homeland are dependent upon gaining free-
dom and constitution. Shout until you are out of voice ‘we want freedom, we
want justice, we want parliament!” making yourselves heard all around.”¢

Conclusion

As seen from the examples discussed, the Muslims in the Empire and the Bulgar-
ian Principality were divided as to whether the parliamentary system was the most
appropriate form of government for the Ottoman state. Among the letters and ar-
ticles of those who supported the re-opening of the parliament one can identify
two main themes. First, the parliament was perceived as a major instrument for
warding off European pressure from the Ottoman Empire and an institution that
would be in the interest of the Muslims. Instead of implementing reforms favoring
a specific group, the introduction of parliamentary government promised to bring
equal treatment and representation of all ethnic and religious communities in the
Empire. In fact, it would be to the advantage of the Muslims and would quell
growing discontent over the granting of privileges to the Christians at the expense
of the Muslims, an attitude that was demonstrated particularly by the examples in
Sebat. This concern was also one of the reasons that turned Midhat Pasha, the ma-
jor proponent of the constitution in 1876, to favor the idea of convening a parlia-
ment, although initially he had spurned it as harmful to a multi-national Empire.¢’
Second, the parliament was seen as being an inviolable guarantee of justice, the

66 “Memalik-i Osmaniye’de Kardeslik,” Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 226, July 30, 1907, 1-2.
67 Hanioglu, Opposition, 30.
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common good and the proper functioning of state affairs. Thus, it was often ideal-
ized and presented as the universal remedy for all the problems the Empire experi-
enced and the solution to the various Muslim grievances — the alleged injustice,
loss of territory, Christian demands for concessions, Great Power pressure for re-
forms or more practical matters such as the poor provisioning of the army.

But when it came to the situation in Bulgaria, the two sides shared remarkably
similar views. Those who objected to re-opening the parliament in the Ottoman
Empire, believed that in Bulgaria the parliamentary institution served the interests
of the local Muslim community. Gayret, for example, faithfully advocated Abdiil-
hamid II’s autocratic regime in the Empire, yet its owner Riza Pasha ran in elec-
tions and made it into the Bulgarian parliament. The Ottoman representatives in
the Principality also followed vigilantly the number and actions of the Muslim
members of parliament,%® and even the Sultan himself showed personal interest in
this matter.®> On the other side of the debate, Sebar’s owner and editor Iskender
Mahmudov was a member of parliament, and Edhem Ruhi agitated the Muslims
from the pages of Balkan to take part in the Bulgarian elections and vote for rep-
resentatives capable of defending their rights.”® For the local Muslim community
the parliament was more than an abstract and idealized notion - it was a way
through which the Muslims could safeguard their interests.

68 On the insistence of the Ottoman Commissioner to have more Muslim representatives in
the Bulgarian parliament see BOA, AMTZ.04 74/22 OC Ali Ferruh to Sadaret, Feb. 23,
1902, 2; and his boastful report that the Muslim MPs finally united under his guidance,
A.MTZ.04 69/62 OC Ali Ferruh to Sadaret, March 21, 1901.

89 TsDA, f. 321k, op. 1, a. e. 1050 Agent Dimitrov to MFRA Nachovich, Oct. 27, 1894, 27-29.

70 “Bulgaristan Intihabcilarina,” Balkan (Plovdiv) no. 455, May 29, 1908, 3-4; see also the
praises for the activity of certain Muslim members of parliament and how they served the
interests of the community, “Agizimizi Degil Goztimuzii Agalim,” Balkan (Plovdiv), no.
388, March 12, 1908, 3; “Gozumiizti Acalim Ama Neye?” Balkan (Plovdiv), no. 428, April
28,1908, 1. After 1908 he himself would be elected to the Bulgarian parliament.



Mustafa Bey of Radovis (1843-1893):
Bureaucrat, Journalist and Deputy of Salonica
to the First Ottoman Parliament:

Selcuk Aksin Somel

Mustafa Bey, or “Mustafa bin Mollazide Hisrev Radovisi,” as his official seal
reads, is not a well-known personality in present-day Ottoman historiography.?
However he used to be quite well known in Salonica in the 1870s and 1880s. He
was the publisher of the weekly newspaper Rumeli and, then, Zamdn. These pa-
pers were rather independent publications, relatively critical of the Ottoman ad-
ministration between 1873 and 1876 and becoming, to a certain extent, a voice of
independent Muslim opinion in this major provincial port city. While serving as
deputy to the first Ottoman parliament, Mustafa Bey emerged as an outspoken
critic of government encroachments on constitutional rights and was forcibly de-
ported to Salonica following the closure of parliament. During the autocracy of
Abdiilhamid II, Mustafa Bey became a member of the educational bureaucracy
and functioned as the Director of Education in the provinces of Salonica and the
Archipelago. Before his death in Istanbul, he was the head of the Department of
Secondary Schools at the Ministry of Public Education. Mustafa Bey is an ances-
tor of the well-known Turkish journalist and author Sevket Rado.

Early Life

Our knowledge about the life of Mustafa Bey of Radovis is limited to three
sources, namely the Registers of Services of Government Employees (Sicill-i Ab-
vdl), located at the Prime Ministerial Ottoman Archives, the Sicilli Osmdni, the

I would like to thank the staff of the Atatiirk Kiitiiphanesi in Istanbul for providing me
with the digital copies of the available Rumeli and Zamdn collections. My thanks also go to
the ISAM and Siileymaniye libraries for allowing me to use their rich book collections. I
am also grateful to the Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi for giving me access to the Sicill-i Abvdl
registers.

I discussed Mustafa Bey of Radovis on three occasions, mainly as the provincial director of
education who sent detailed reports concerning the educational situation in the rural areas
of Salonica. See Aksin Somel, Das Grundschulwesen in den Provinzen des Osmanischen Reiches
wdihrend der Herrschafisperiode Abdiilhamids II (1876-1908) (Egelsbach; Frankfurt; St.Peter
Port: Hinsel-Hohenhausen, 1995), 136; idem, The Modernization of Public Education in the
Ottoman Empire 1839-1908: Islamization, Autocracy and Discipline (Leiden; Boston; Koln:
E.J.Brill, 2001), 169-172; idem, “Maarif Midiri Radovisli Mustafa Bey’in Raporlart ve
Miislim ve Gayrimiislim Egitimi: II.Abdiilhamid Devri Selanik Tagrasinda Maarif Meselesi
(1885-1886),” Tarih ve Toplum. Yeni Yaklagimlar 2 (2005), 113-147.
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Ottoman biographies compiled by Mehmed Siireyya, and the salndmes, i.e. offi-
cial yearbooks.? These sources inform us that Mustafa Bey was born in Radoviste,
present-day Macedonia, in 1259/1843 to Radovisli Hiisrev Bey. His father was a
local financial official, responsible for the collection of the tithes (kaza dsdr me-
muriyeti). The Sicill-i Ahval reports that Mustafa continued his education at the lo-
cal Seha Ali Efendi Medresesi, the only madrasa of Radoviste.* He studied Islamic
sciences until the level of Monla Cami’s e-Kdfiye, a well-known treatise on Arabic
grammar for students with an intermediate-level of Arabic proficiency.’ It appears
that he left madrasa education and became a clerk at local courts. Between
1278/1862 and 1286/1869 Mustafa acted as a secretary (kitdbet) at the courts of lo-
cal kaza- and sancak-centers such as Stib (Istip), Shkodér (Iskodra) and finally
Skopje (Uskiip).¢ Having a madrasa-background, we may assume that it was only
natural for Mustafa to work at Islamic kadi-courts.

Mustafa Bey as a Civil Servant in Salonica,
the Archipelago and Istanbul

This more or less Islamic career seems to have changed around 1287/1870, when
Mustafa moved to Salonica and entered government civil service.” He first acted
as a document drafter (miisevvid) at the Secretary of the Government of Salonica
(Seldnik Mektubi-i Vildyet Kalemi), but apparently Mustafa was able to prove him-
self, and within two years he rose to the position of chief clerk (miimeyyiz) at the
same office (1872).8 In addition to being a chief clerk, we see Mustafa Bey from
1873 onwards as a member of the “Provincial Educational Commission” (Vildyet
Madrif Komisyonu), a service which lasted at least until 1875.° This membership of
a provincial educational council might have been Mustafa Bey’s first encounter
with educational issues, with which he would later become closely involved. He
seems to have continued his position of chief clerk at the Government of Salo-

3 Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi [BOA] Sicilli Ahval Defteri I/1, Sira No.60760, p.54; Meh-
med Sireyya: Sicilli Osmani, 6 vols. Ed.by Nuri Akbayar (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yay-
inlari, 1996), 4:1145; official yearbooks of the state (Salndme-i Deviet-i Aliyye-i Osmdniyye) as
well as official yearbooks of the province of Salonica (Seldnik Vildyeti Salndmesi).

4 Somel, Maarif Midiirii, 116; S.S4mi, “Radoviste,” in idem, Kamiis al-Alim. Vol. 111 (Istan-
bul: Mihran Matbaasi, 1308), 2240.

5 Somel, “Maarif Miidiirii,” 116; Hulusi Kilig, “El-Kéfiye,” in: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim

Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Aragtirmalart Merkezi, 1988ff)

[henceforth TDVIA] (2001), 24:153-154; Cevat Izgi: Osmanl Medreselerinde Ilim. 2 vols. (Is-

tanbul: iz Yayincilik, 1997), 70-71.

Somel, “Maarif Miidiirii,” 116.

Ibid.

Ibid.

See Selinik Vildyeti Salndmesi 1291. Def’a 4 (Selanik: Vilayet Matbaasi, 1291), 36; Salndme-i

Seldnik. Sene 1293. Def’a 6 (Selanik: Vildyet Matbaasi, 1293), 33. About provincial educa-

tional councils, see Somel, Modernization, 92-105.
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nica when Sultan Abdiilaziz (r. 1861-1876) was deposed and the pro-Young Ot-
toman Prince Murad acceded the throne (May 31, 1876).1° In February 1877
Mustafa Bey was promoted to the Second Grade Class Two (rithe-i saniye sinif-i
sdlis) of the Ottoman bureaucratic rank order.!!

When Grand Vizier Midhat Pasha proceeded with the opening of the First Ot-
toman Parliament, Mustafa Bey became one of the eleven Salonican deputies to
the parliament.!? However, Mustafa rejected his election (February 1877).13 Al-
though there is no source explaining this rejection, we know for certain that
Mustafa Bey was a sympathizer of the Young Ottomans (see below), and possibly
also of Midhat Pasha. The sudden dismissal of Midhat Pasha from the grand
vezirate and his banishment to Italy might have created a major shock to his
sympathizers such as Mustafa Bey. The subsequent opening of parliament may
have appeared to be mere window-dressing, with no real political significance. If
this conjecture is correct, it could explain why Mustafa Bey rejected his election
to parliament. However, when new elections were made for the second parlia-
mentary period and Mustafa Bey was elected for a second time, he accepted his
nomination and joined the parliament.!* As we will see below in more detail,
Mustafa Bey became one of the main voices of parliamentary opposition. When
parliament was closed down on February 13, 1878, Mustafa Bey and a few other
well-known oppositional figures were forcibly sent back to their home provinces.
We learn from the Sicilli Abvdl report that following his return to Salonica,
Mustafa Bey began to act first as the Director of the Archive of the Government
of Salonica (vildyet evrdk miidiirliigii), and shortly afterward to resume his former
position of chief clerk (mimeyyiz) of the the same office. The Sicill-i Ahvdl report
ends in 1295/1879, observing that there had been no complaints about Mustafa
Bey and that he was never taken into custody. In addition, the governor of Salo-
nica, the future grand vizier Halil Rifat Pasha, praised him as a capable official.!?

The continuation of Mustafa Bey’s official story can be traced from the limited
information provided by the Sicilli Osmani, official yearbooks and the three re-

10 Selinik 1291, 36; Seldnik Vildyeti Salndmesi 1292. Def’a 5 (Selanik: Vildyet Matbaasi, 1292),
34; Seldnik 1293, 34.

W Zamin, no. 189 (21 Muharrem 1294/February 5, 1877); Selinik Vildyeti Salndmel si] Sene

1294. Def°a 7 (Selanik: Vilayet Matbaasi, 1294), 34.

For the number of deputies representing Salonica, see Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman

Constitutional Period. A Study of the Midhat Constitution and Parliament (Baltimore: The Johns

Hopkins Press, 1963), 264.

13 Somel, “Maarif Miidiirii,” 116; Zamdn, no. 192 (12 Safer 1294/February 26, 1877). Also
see Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 267 no. 46.

14 Somel, “Maarif Midir,,” 116; Zamdn, no. 226 (21 Sevval 1294/October 29, 1877) and
no. 227 (28 Sevval 1294/November 5, 1877); Salndme [-1 Devlet-i Aliyye-i Osmaniyye]. Sene
1295. Defa 33 (n.d), 103.

15 Somel, “Maarif Madiirii,” 116.

12
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ports he submitted to the Ministry of Public Education.!® Despite the positive
opinion conveyed by the above-mentioned Sicill-i Ahvdl report, it is very probable
that the regime of Abdiilhamid II distrusted him due to the role he played in par-
liament. Looking at the state official yearbooks, it is conspicuous that his name is
never mentioned in connection with any government office in Salonica between
1881 and 1884.17 It seems that Mustafa Bey remained unemployed for at least
three years. After 1884, however, he reappears on the official scene as the director
of education of the province of Salonica.!® He kept this position for no more
than one year, as we observe him then transferred to the province of the Archi-
pelago, again in the position of director of education of.! This transfer from a
major port city such as Salonica to the peripheral town of Chios appears to be a
sort of banishment. Mustafa Bey acted as director of education in this province
between 1885 and June 1888.20 During his time in Chios, Mustafa Bey sent a se-
ries of detailed reports to the Ministry of Public Education in Istanbul in which
he described the educational situation in the province of Salonica, outlined his
activities and deeds to promote instruction among the local Muslim population,
and warned about the “dangerous” political influences of foreign educational in-
stitutions as well as native non-Muslim schools among the non-Muslim Ottoman
subjects.?! It is striking that these reports mostly dealt with the educational condi-
tions in Salonica, whereas their author resided in Chios and did not discuss the
region of his assignment. It might be that by sending these reports Mustafa Bey
was trying to draw the attention of the ministry to the situation in Salonica, and
at the same time to ensure his return from Chios to Salonica as director of educa-
tion. He apparently was rather unhappy to remain in the region; we learn from
Namik Kemal, the well-known Young Ottoman administrator (mutasarrif) of the
sub-province (sancak) of Chios, that Mustafa Bey was promoted, probably around

16 For a detailed discussion of Mustafa Bey’s educational reports, see Selcuk Aksin Somel,

“Maarif Mudiirii.”

Salndme-i Deviet-i Aliyye-i Osmdniyye. Otuzyedinci def’a ([Istanbul]: Mahm(d Bey Matbaast,
1299); 1300 Sene-i Hicriyesine Mabsis Salndme-i Devlet-i Osmdniyye. Otuzsekizinci sene (Kon-
stantiniyye: Matbaa-i Ebtizziya, 1299); 1301 Sene-i Hicriyesine Mabsiis Salndme-i Devlet-i Ali-
yye-i Osmdniyye. Otuzdokuzuncu def°a ([Istanbul]: Matbaa-i Osmaniyye, 1301); 1302 Sene-i
Hicriyesine Mabsiis Salndme-i Deviet-i Aliyye-i Osmdniyye. Kurkinci def’a ([Istanbul: Matbaa-i
Osmaniyye, 1302]).

1303 Sene-i Hicriyesine Mabsiis Salndme-i Deviet-i Aliyye-i Osmdniyye. Kirkbirinci def’a (Der-
saddet: Mahmd Bey Matbaasi, 1303), 426.

1304 Sene-i Hicriyesine Mabsis Salndme-i Devlet-i Altyye-i Osmdniyye. Kirkikinci def’a ([Istan-
bul]: Mahmad Bey Matbaasi, 1304), 402.

1305 Sene-i Hicriyesine Mabsiis Salndme-i Deviet-i Altyye-i Osmdniyye. Kurkiigiincii def’a (Der-
saddet: Mahmtid Bey Matbaasi, 1305), 310; 1306 Sene-i Hicriyesine Mabsiis Salndme-i Devlet-i
Aliyye-i Osmdniyye (n.d.), 618; Somel, “Maarif Midiirii,” 138; Fevziye Abdullah Tansel
(ed.), Ndmik Kemdl’in Husdsi Mekiuplar: IV. VIL-VIIIL. Rodos ve Sakiz Mektuplar: (Ankara:
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1986), 560-561.

21 For the details of these reports, see Somel, “Maarif Miidiirii,” 118-131.
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June 1888, to the office of the Chief Secretary (mektitbcu) of the Archipelago prov-
ince, but was still unhappy and applied for the same position in {zmir.22

Finally, in 1889, Mustafa Bey was able to leave Chios; the Ministry of Public
Education transferred him from Chios directly to the ministerial bureaucracy in
Istanbul. It is noticeable that his new position within the ministry was a rather
modest one; Mustafa Bey became Chief Secretary (bagkdtib) of the Administration
of Primary Schools (Mekdtib-i [btidéiyye Idéresi).23 He remained in this position for
around two years. During this period Mustafa Bey apparently found the favour of
the Hamidian regime; on June 6, 1890/ 17 Shawwal 1307 he was decorated with
the Osmdni-medal, third rank.?* It is possible that he was protected by Miinif Pa-
sha, at that time Minister of Public Education.?’> When a new department was
founded in 1891 within the ministry, i.e. the Administration of Secondary
Schools (Mekdtib-i I'didiye Idéresi), Mustafa Bey became its director.26 These pro-
motions and the increasing responsibilities within the Ministry of Education are
indicative of Mustafa Bey’s rising star as a bureaucrat, and in fact of his coming to
terms with the autocratic regime of Abdiilhamid II. However, he died on 15 Zil-
kade 1310/May 31, 1893, around the age of fifty.2”

The Journalist Mustafa Bey

The bureaucratic story of Mustafa Bey shows us a rather colourless clerk who first
worked at the Islamic courts of minor provincial towns in the province of Salo-
nica, then shifted to the civil service at the provincial capital, and finally lived the
last years of his life as a medium- to high-level functionary at the Ministry of
Education in Istanbul. However, only the fact that he was elected twice to the Ot-
toman parliament reveals that he was a notable public figure in the province of
Salonica. Indeed, Mustafa Bey was the founder of the weekly newspaper Rumeli.
He remained its publisher from of its first publication on February 24, 1873 until
June 27, 1876. Meanwhile Rumeli was renamed Zamdn in September 1874. Follow-
ing Mustafa Bey’s resignation from the editorship, Zamdn continued to appear

22 Letter of Namik Kemal to Menemenli Rifat Bey, dated July 12, 1888, in Tansel, Ninuk
Kemil, 560-561.

23 1307 Salndme-i Devleti Aliyye-i Osmdniyye. Kirkbesinci def'a (Dersaddet: Matbaa-i Amire,

1307), 348; Sicill-i Osmdni, 4:1145.

1308 Salndme-i Devleti Aliype-i Osméniyye. Kirkaltnct sene (Dersaidet: Matbaa-i Amire,

1308), 350.

25 About the life and deeds of Miinif Pasha (1830?-1910), one of the enlightened bureaucrats

of the late Tanzimat and early Hamidian periods, see Ali Budak, Basulilagma Siirecinde Cok

Yonlii Bir Osmanl Aydini: Miinif Paga (Istanbul: Kitabevi, 2004).

1310 Salndme-i Devieti Aliyye-i Osmdniyye. Kirksekizinci sene (Dersaidet: Matbaa-i Amire,

1310), 384; Sicill-i Osmdni 4:1145.

27 Sicill-i Osmdéni, 4:1145.
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until 1880. It appears that during his editorship, a major part of the newspaper ar-
ticles were authored by Mustafa Bey himself.28

Rumeli and then Zamdn have still not received the scholarly attention they ac-
tually deserve.?? They are either regarded wrongly as a local official newspaper,3°
or described as a paper where small bits of encyclopedic knowledge about every-
thing are represented together with occasional letters from readers.3! In fact, Ru-
meli is among the earliest private Ottoman-Turkish language newspapers which
appeared outside Istanbul and within the Ottoman borders in the strict sense.32

Despite the fact that the weekly paper was printed at the printing house of the
provincial administration (Seldnik vildyeti matbaast), Mustafa Bey insisted on the
independent character of his newspaper. In the very first issue of Rumeli he under-
lines the importance of the journalistic profession.?3 In the article titled “Talk
About Blessing” (Tahdis-i Nimet) it is stressed that journalism promotes “the light of
education,”* while “in civilized countries exchange of ideas is realized through
newspapers.”3> At this point Mustafa Bey refers to the prominent Young Ottoman
author Namik Kemal’s statement that “the flash of truth emanates from the clash
of ideas.”® According to the editor, the clash of ideas is realized through the
newspapers. The article then underlines the necessity for the newspapers to be fi-
nancially independent, unlike others which are subsidized by the state. If certain
obstacles could be overcome, the number of independent newspapers certainly
would increase within the Ottoman Empire.3” By pointing to other independent
provincial newspapers such as the Bosnian Giilsen-i Sardy and the Smyrniote Devir,

28 Tbid. According to the Eski Harfli Tiirce Siireli Yaynlar Toplu Katalogu (Ankara: Kiltiir ve
Turizm Bakanligt Milli Kiitiiphane Bagkanligi Yayinlari, 1987), 304, Rumeli kept its name
until issue no. 77. From no. 78 onwards the name of this newspaper was changed to
Zamdn.

In Turkey the collections of Rumeli and Zamdn are located at Atatiirk Kiitiiphanesi and
Hakki Tarik Us Kitiiphanesi in Istanbul and at the National Library in Ankara. However,
none of these collections is complete.

Hifz1 Topuz, relying on Orhan Kologlu’s Osmanli’dan Giiniimiize Tiirkiye’de Basin (Istanbul:
[letisim Yayinevi, 1994), states that Rumeli appeared in Bitola (Manastir), which is obvi-
ously a mistake. See Hifz1 Topuz: II. Mahmut’tan Holdinglere Tiirk Basin Tarihi. Second Edi-
tion (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 2003), 33-34.

Meropi Anastassiadou: Salonique, 1830-1912. Une ville ottomane a I'dge des Réformes (Leiden;
New York; Koln: Brill), 37.

The earliest private Ottoman-Turkish provincial newspaper appears to have been the Giil-
sen-i Saray, published by Mehmed Sakir in Sarajevo (1286/1870). This was followed by the
Devir (Izmir), published by Mehmed Salim and Yanko Resmi. The first issue appeared on 3
Receb 1289/September 6, 1872. Another private Ottoman-Turkish newspaper, lzmir, ap-
peared from 1877 onwards. See Eski Harfli Tiirkge Siireli Yayinlar Toplu Katalogu, 53,82,129.
33 “Gazetecilik bir biiyitk vazife oldigr.” Rumeli, no. 1 (26 Zilhicce 1289/February 24, 1873), 1.

29

30

31

32

34 “Gazete envdr-1 madrifin ndsirifdir].” Ibid.

35 “Divel-i miitemeddinede gazetelerle miidédvele-i efkdr olunur.” Ibid.

36« Asrimizin edib-i meshiirs Kemdl Bey’in dedigi gibi ‘bérika-i hakikat miisddeme-i efkdrdan cikar’”
. Ibid.

“Bazi esbdb-1 mdnia bertaraf edilmis olsa daba nice gazetelerin ¢ikacag siibbesizdir.” Ibid.
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Mustafa Bey indicates that there had been a growing interest among people in the
provinces to read private newspapers — a development which, according to Musta-
fa Bey, was not valid for official newspapers.38

Mustafa Bey seems to have seen Rumeli as a kind of bulletin aimed at creating a
patriotic consciousness about issues related to Salonica as well as the empire as a
whole.3? The editorial text mostly consists of topics such as economy and trade,
of the need for educational investment, ethics, military service, law and justice,
provincial administration, municipality, etc.

As stated above, Mustafa Bey strongly emphasized the necessity for newspapers
to be independent from state authority or official financial support. At this point
it is legitimate to ask how Mustafa Bey could manage to found Rumeli/ Zamdin
and succeed in sustaining its publication for years. Though the newspaper was
printed at the provincial administration’s printing house, this favourable condi-
tion itself certainly would not have made it financially feasible for Mustafa Bey to
issue Rumeli/ Zamdn on his own. In other words, it is clear that there must have
been stable financial backing for Mustafa Bey’s newspaper venture. An indirect
clue for the existence of such a backing might also be sensed in Mustafa Bey’s
self-confident manner and language when, by implication, he attributes Rumeli/
Zamdn the function of being a patriotic voice of the Salonican civil population.
This was an attitude that a non-governmental publisher would not have so easily
dared to express without feeling confident of the powerful support of a certain
segment of the local population.

There is no document or direct evidence available that would inform us about
the nature of this probable support which Mustafa Bey apparently enjoyed during
the publication of Rumeli/ Zamdin. However, it is possible to make an assumption
based on some traces of information. For example, we are informed that Mustafa
Bey, while being in the office of the director of education of the province Salo-
nica, was extremely helpful in the process of founding the Muslim private school
Feyz-i Stbydn Mektebi (“School for the Enlightenment of Children”) in 1885. The
founders of the school were Mustafa Tevfik Bey, a local civil servant, and his
brothers. The involvement of our Mustafa Bey in the establishment of this school
included providing free timber for the construction of the school building as well
as donating 200 gold mecidiyes for other construction expenses, all of this support
provided from the funds of the educational administration of Salonica province.
During the construction of Feyz-i Sibydn Mektebi, Mustafa Bey was also a member

38 Ibid.

39 This aim is clearly expressed in a reply to a reader’s letter in Rumeli no. 4 (18 Muharrem
1290/March 18, 1873), 2, where Mustafa Bey states that “the service our paper will offer
consists of awakening the patriots and arousing and encouraging public-spirited people
[for patriotic action] through warning them (gazetemizin edecegi hidmet ehl-i vatan: tkaz ve er-
bab-1 hamiyyet ve himmeti tabrik ve tesvik yolunda ihtdrdan ibdretdir).
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of the school board.*? It is important to note that Feyz-i Sthydn Mektebi was set up
by members of the Karakag-sect, part of the Cryptojewish Donme (“Convert”)
community of Salonica.*! In addition, it has also been claimed that Mustafa Bey
supported Semsi Efendi, member of the Kapanci-group within the Dénme com-
munity, at the founding of the Mekieb-i Sibydniye-i Osmdniye (“Ottoman Primary
School”) in 1872, when Mustafa Bey supposedly held the office of director of
education of Salonica province.*? However, this piece of information appears to
be unreliable since Mustafa Bey did not act as director of education in the 1870s
and also because at that time Mustafa Bey would not have had the power and/or
the resources to support the foundation of a private school. Notwithstanding the
degree of reliability of these bits of information, one does have an overall impres-
sion that Mustafa Bey maintained a close relationship with the Ddnme commu-
nity of Salonica.

The Donmes were converts from the Jewish Sabbatean movement to Islam after
1666, and despite being nominally Muslims, they retained their communal iden-
tity until the early twentieth century. In the course of the Tanzimat-moderniza-
tion the Ddnme community of Salonica emerged as a wealthy Muslim merchant
social stratum that had close commercial ties with Europe and pursued a cosmo-
politan way of life.# In the second half of the nineteenth century, Salonican
Dénmes became famous for founding modern private Muslim schools both in Sa-
lonica and in Istanbul. In these schools a combination of Islamic education,
modern instruction and professional training were offered.** As will be seen in the
following passages discussing Rumeli/ Zamdn we encounter a similar combination
emphasizing Islamic values together with a discourse of modernization and fre-
quent calls for the development of private commercial initiatives to compete with

40 Mert Sandalci, Feyz-i Stbydn’dan Istk’a. Feyziye Mektepler Taribi (Istanbul: Feyziye Mektepleri
Vakfi, 2005), 40, 41.
41 Ozcan Mert, “Atatiirk’iin Ik Ogretmeni Semsi Efendi (1852-1917),” Atatiirk Arastirma
Merkezi Dergisi 720 (1991), 337.
42 Ismail Eren, “Atatiirk’iin Ilk Hocas1 Semsi Efendi” in Belgelerle Tiirk Taribi Dergisi, 5.26
(1969), 5-7; Faik Resit Unat, “Atatiirk’iin Ilk Ogretmeni Semsi Efendi ve Okulu,” in Egitim
1-36 (1963), 40; Mert, 337. All these authors base their information on Osman Sevki, Yeni
Usdl Talim-i Kiraat. Kemdldt-1 Milliye. VI.Kisim (Selanik, 1330), 209-217, where a detailed bi-
ography of Semsi Efendi was published.
Marc Baer, “Globalization, Cosmopolitanism, and the Dénme in Ottoman Salonica and
Turkish Istanbul,” in Journal of World History 18.2 (2007), 5-6.
See Osman Ergin, Istanbul Mektepleri ve Ilim, Terbiye ve San’at Miiesseseleri Dolayisiyle Tiirkiye
Maarif Taribi. Second edition. 2 vols. (Istanbul: Eser Kiiltiir, 1977), 470-472; Mehmet
O.Alkan, Imparatorluk’tan Cumburiyet’e Seldnik’ten Istanbul’a Terakki Vakfi ve Terakki Okullar:
(Istanbul: Boyut Yayin Grubu, 2003), 59-79; Sel¢uk Aksin Somel, “Autonomous Dynamics
of Cultural Modernization at the Provincial Level: Muslim Private Educational Initiatives
in the Ottoman Provinces (1856-1908)” (unpublished paper presented at the conference
The Ottoman Empire in the 19th Century: Aspects of Reform and Change, University of Haifa,
June 11-13, 2007), 11-16.
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the foreign economic presence. In a sense, Rumeli/ Zamidin could be considered to
be a newspaper representing the interests of the Muslim middle class of Salonica.
On the basis of these arguments, one may assume that Mustafa Bey was sup-
ported by at least a segment of the Ddnme community in Salonica to publish a
newspaper which would reflect the modernist and commercial outlook of the
Muslim Dénme middle class of this port city.

The first issue of Rumeli includes an article about the province of Salonica, its
geography and natural as well as human resources The main idea is that Salonica
has major economic potential thanks to its harbor as well as the railway line to
Skopje, which was still under construction and in the near future would provide
immense commercial wealth to the local inhabitants. Here, Mustafa Bey warns
the readership of the danger of the domination of foreign capital in Salonica at
the expense of the local population and urges Salonicans to be more active in the
economic life of the town.®

The subject of the editorial text in the following issue of Rumeli is the impor-
tance of education. In the introductory section, the author states the necessity of
education both in terms of material progress and preservation of the fatherland*®
and also as a means of religious fulfillment. Then Mustafa Bey discusses Ottoman
history, claiming that the early Ottoman expansion and military successes were
made possible by high moral qualities as well as education.*’ Similarly, the em-
pire’s decline is attributed to the abandonment of the path of progress, which re-
sulted in negligence and decadence,*® while the neighboring nations invested in
education, sciences and industry. Here, the author appears to be optimistic, stat-
ing that if the Ottomans worked hard for education and the sciences they would
be able to surpass within fifty years the European achievements of the last one
hundred years. At this point Mustafa Bey turns to the issue of Ottoman Christian
citizens, showing them as an example of hard work, who without government
support were able to establish schools.*” The Muslims, however, despite the en-
couragements of their religion, do not strive enough for education, according to
the author.’® Finally Mustafa Bey strongly recommends his Muslim fellow citi-

45 “Bizim iciin birinci derecede nazar dikkate alinmast elzem olan sey memleketimizin mevkien héiz

olub kariben gisterecegi ticdret ve serveti yalniz ecdnib ellerinde gormemek ve kendi elimize almak iiz-
ere mevkufiin aleyhi bulunan esbdb i vesdile simdiden miirdcaat ve istibsdline itind ve dikkat idiigi
rebin-i riithe-i beddbetdir.” Ibid.

“Vatanlarmin servet i mamiiriyet ve seldmetini madrifle istibsal.” See Rumeli, no. 2 (4 Muharrem
1290/March 4, 1873), 1.

“Bu muvaffakyet adedlerinde kesret degil belki madrifleriyle mekdrim-i ablaklarinin netdyic-i mem-
dithasidir.” Ibid.

“Tavr-1 terakkiden yiiz cevirdigimiz vakitleri elbette devr-i ibmdl ve seféhat gormek tabi’idir.” Ibid.
“Bakiniz Hiristiydn vatanddslarimiz sa’y i himmetleri semeresiyle bize miisdbakat etdiler. Devlete
bér olmaksizin kendiiliklerinden mekitebler yapdilar.” Ibid.

“Biz ki Islimiz madrifle terakkiyi madrifi sa’yle tabsili bize Seriat-1 Mutabbara emr eder. Uliivo-i
himmet en ziydde bize yakisur iken hakkwyle caligmiyoruz.” Ibid.
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zens to invest in education, since “only through education will we be able to
learn how to exploit the natural resources of our fatherland.”>!

The next issue of Rumeli concentrates on the importance of morality (#hlik) in
society. Mustafa Bey argues that proper morality (biisnii ablik) is one of the major
foundations of civilized societies. Therefore, governments have always made an ef-
fort to preserve justice and proper morality.>? Since individuals with proper moral-
ity treat each other equitably, the fortunate members of such a civilized population
prefer to serve the progress of society rather than their personal interests. Acting in
this manner, they do not think of anything else than serving the prosperity, safety
and felicity of the fatherland and society.® The author claims that proper morality
leads people to work hard, and as a consequence the most civilized and happiest
societies are those where proper morality predominates. Among other qualities at-
tributed to proper morality, Mustafa Bey cites harmony (ittifik), unity (ittihdd),
obedience (itdat), submission (inkwydd), effort and zeal (sa’y 4 gayretf) and endeavor
(zctibdd). The successes of the early Islamic and later Ottoman conquests were the
result of proper morality, which helped to strengthen social ties. On the other
hand, the oppressive rule of those cursed tyrants such as Hulegu and Tamerlane
did not last long. Their lack of morals was destructive both to their government
and to their society.’® Similarly, the neglect of later Ottoman governments to
promote proper morality led to the catastrophes inflicted by the Janissaries.> At
the present time, Mustafa Bey continues, the Muslims of Central Asia are losing
their freedom and their rights as a consequence of Russian occupation. According
to the author, ignorance and bad morals had created discord among the Asian
Muslims, which weakened their ability to resist successfully.”® Mustafa Bey con-
cludes this article by underlining that the future and stability of nations depend on
proper morals, which is also true for the Ottoman Empire. According to him the

SU “Vatammizin servet-i tabi’iyesinden istifide esbdbini arayalim grenelim. Meydina cikaralim. Bu

da madrifle olur.” Ibid.

“Hiisnii ablik cemiyet-i medeniyenin a’zam esbdbindan oldigi cibetle yeyiiziinde nevbet nevbet zubiir
eden hiikiimetler addletle hiisnii abldkin mubdfazasina itind eylemislerdir .” See Rumeli, no. 3 (11
Mubharrem 1290/March 11, 1873), 1.

“Hiiznii ablak efrddi yekdigeriyle olan mudmeldtinda addletle temin etdigiciin cemiyet iginde yasayan
babtiydrlar heyet-i medeniyelerinin terakkiydti hidmetini miinferiden sabislarma rdci olan menfaate
tercih ederek vatan ve cemiyetin mamiiriyet ve seldmet ve saddetinden ozge efkdra disiinmezler.”
Ibid.

“Hiilagit ve Timur gibi tdriblerde nefrin ile ydd olunan zaleme bu dlem-i insdniyetde neler yapdilar.
Anlar bir seyl-i beld gibi diinydy: istild etmigler iken fesdd-1 abliklart cok siirmeyiib cemiyet ve
biitkdimetlerini berbdd ve perisin etmis.” Ibid.

“Ve bu Deviet-i Osmdniyede Yeniceriler yiiziinden zubiira gelen ficialar dabi biisnii abldkin mu-
béfazasinda vaktiyle miibdldr olunamamasindan hésil olmugdur ” Tbid.

“Elyevm vukudtini teessiifle gazetemize yazmakda oldigimiz Asya Miislimanlarint Rusya pengesine
diigiiren ve hukuk-i biirriyetlerini mabv i harab eden cebdletle si-i ablik degil midir. Bunlar
Rusya’nin kuvvetine mukavemet edebilecek kudret-i sabiheye mdlik itken aralarinda olan ittifdksizlik
gayretsizlik gozleri oniinde firdde firdde miilk # milletlerinin eziliib mabv olmasint intdc ediyor.”

Ibid.
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development of education in recent years had strengthened proper morality within
the empire. However, more remained to be done.

Mustafa Bey wrote similar editorials to warn society of potential dangers
threatening the Ottomans and the Muslims in particular. A crucial portion of the
pages of Rumeli and Zamdn were devoted to events and developments taking
place in Istanbul, in other Ottoman provinces and also in foreign countries. His
sources for such news were newspapers from Istanbul such as fbret, Basiret, Vakit,
Sems, Ruzndme, Hdidika and Phare de Bosphore. This means that these media
reached Salonica within days of their publication in the capital. Since the Istanbul
papers themselves were mostly dependent on British and French newspapers, it
would be difficult to talk about “close currentness” of the news published in
Mustafa Bey’s paper. It can be said that the news reports from Istanbul were
probably the most current. These consisted mostly either of official news (public
announcements from ministries or promotions) or news on developments in the
press life of the capital (news on publishers such as Ahmed Midhat Efendi or
Teodor Kasap Efendi). News from the provinces were about diverse topics such as
an earthquake in Beirut, the foundation of new schools in Izmir, construction of
the railway track between Bursa and Mudanya, etc.

As for international news, it should be noted that Mustafa Bey seems to have
been particularly interested in developments related to Muslims living outside the
Ottoman borders. A significant portion of the issues of Rumeli/ Zamdn, published
under the editorship of Mustafa Bey, reported on the conditions of Muslims un-
der non-Muslim rule. One of the countries that Rumeli/ Zamdin focused on was
Russia. An article titled “Asya” in the first issue of Rumeli discusses in detail Rus-
sian expansion in Central Asia, the military operations of General Kaufmann (Jen-
erdl Kafmdn) and the Russo-British negotiations concerning Afghanistan.’’ The
next issue contains three separate news items about Russia. An article titled “Iran”
reports that the Shah of Persia is planning to sign an alliance with Russia. How-
ever rumours have been heard that Russia aims to annex the northeastern Iranian
province of Khorasan. The article concludes with the recommendation that the
Shah ought to read the “Testament of Tsar Peter” (Petronun wvasiyeti), where the
Tsar allegedly urges his successors to conquer Asia.’® Just below this article is an-
other article titled “Ingiltere,” which actually is again about Russia. The report
states that Lord Chandler (Lord Canler), as a representative (vekdlet) of the Queen,
stated in the opening speech of the British parliament that the most important
problem for Britain was Russian expansion in Central Asia and the Russian threat
to Afghanistan.” This text is followed by another piece, titled “Asya,” which de-
scribes how the Russians were transferring artillery weapons and additional mili-

57 “Asya,” in Rumeli, no. 1 (26 Zilhicce 1289/February 24, 1873), 3.
58 “fran,” in Rumeli, no. 2 (4 Muharrem 1290/March 4, 1873), 4.
59 “Ingiltere,” Ibid.
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tary units from Caucasia to Central Asia. The same article also contains informa-
tion about Count Shuvalov’s visit to Britain in order to discuss Russian policies
in Asia with the British authorities.®® Articles of a similar vein, which included the
struggle of the Muslims of Sinkiang against Chinese imperial power or the resis-
tance of the Achenese and Javanese against Dutch colonial rule, continued in
other issues of Rumeli/ Zamdn.o!

News concerning Muslims in Asia was nearly always based on articles pub-
lished in Basiret. Basiret was an influential paper representing conservative Muslim
opinion in Istanbul. In the 1870s this newspaper issued articles propagating the
cause of solidarity and union among the world’s Muslims against the colonial
powers, which was labeled Ittibdd-: Islim (“Union of Islam,” after 1875 “Panislam-
ism” in Western languages).®? Mustafa Bey published a series of articles from
Basiret concerning Panislamism and also regarding the international importance
of the office of caliph for the cause of union of Muslims around the world.®

While discussing Rumeli/ Zamdn’s reporting of international news, the question
about Mustafa Bey’s foreign language proficiency should be raised. It can be said
that Mustafa Bey, in addition to Turkish, received some intermediate-level classi-
cal Arabic training and knew — perhaps — some degree of colloquial Bulgarian.
But what about his proficiency in modern European languages? As stated above,
one of the news sources for articles in Rumeli/ Zamdin was the Phare de Bosphore,
the Istanbul French-language press organ of the Ecumenical Patriarchate.®* It is
probable that Mustafa Bey had at least passive reading skills in French; while
Mustafa Bey was deputy in the Ottoman parliament in late 1877, we encounter
incidentally in the minutes of the parliamentary debates a statement of where he

60 “Agya,” Ibid.

61 In Rumeli articles on Russia can be found in no. 3 (11 Muharrem 1290/March 11, 1873);
no. 7 (9 Safer 1290/April 8,1873); no. 14 (29 Rebiyiilevvel 1290/May 27, 1873); no. 22 (26
Cemaziyiilevvel 1290/July 22, 1873); no. 24 (10 Cemaziyiilahir 1290/August 5, 1873); no.
33 (14 Saban 1290/October 7, 1873). On the issue of Sinkiang Rumeli includes articles in
no. 4 (18 Muharrem 1290/March 18, 1873); no. 13 (22 Rebiyiilevvel 1290/May 20, 1873);
no. 19 (4 Cemaziyiilevvel 1290/June 30, 1873); no. 22 (26 Cemaziyllevvel 1290/July 22,
1873); no. 25 (17 Cemaziytldhir 1290/August 12, 1873); no. 34 (21 $aban 1290/October
14, 1873). On the Muslims in the Dutch East Indies Rumeli contains texts in no. 18 (27
Rebiytildhir 1290/June 24, 1873); no. 21 (18 Cemaziyilevvel/July 14, 1873); no. 31 (30 Re-
ceb 1290/September 23, 1873).

62 Roderic Davison: Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876 (New York: Gordian Press,
1973), 275-277; Serif Mardin: Yeni Osmanli Diisiincesinin Dogusu. Transl. by Mimtaz’er
Tiirkéne, Fahri Unan and Irfan Erdogan (Istanbul: Iletisim, 1996), 73; Miimtaz’er
Tiirkone: Bir Siyasi Ideoloji Olarak Islamciligin Dogusn (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1991),
198-199, 208-234. About the publisher of the Basirer newspaper, see Basiret¢i Ali Efendi:
Istanbul’da Yarim Asilik Vekayi-i Mithimme. Edited by Nuri Saglam (Istanbul: Kitabevi,
1997).

63 In Rumeli the issues no. 19 (4 Cemaziyiilevvel 1290/June 30, 1873) and no. 34 (21 Saban
1290/October 14, 1873) include articles on Panislamism.

64 About Phare de Bosphore, see Topuz, Tiirk Basin Taribi, 39.
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cites an article from La Tiurquie,®> another French-language newspaper based in Is-
tanbul.6®

Another noteworthy function Rumeli/ Zamdn fulfilled as a paper was to act as
the voice of the local people. This can be seen clearly in a case where Rumeli en-
tered into a conflict with the administration of Salonica. This affair emerged from
a judicial case among certain Orthodox individuals of the district of Gorice (pre-
sent-day Korgé, Albania). According to the record, a minor orphan girl, Konstan-
dia, encouraged by a certain Nikola, made a legal petition to the local judicial
commission to have an inherited piece of land handed over to her direct disposal
from her legal guardian Yovan, who was also her uncle. When this petition was
approved by the commission, Yovan, her guardian, considered this transaction to
be unlawful and dangerous, and applied to the Court of Appeal of Salonica to
stop this process. However, his application was rejected by the court. Thereupon
Yovan published a long letter in Rumeli where he reported his grievances.t” The
publication of Yovan’s letter in Rumeli apparently created a strong negative reac-
tion among the members of the Court of Appeal, who published a declaration in
the local official paper Seldnik. In this declaration the court members accused Ru-
meli of interfering in affairs which were not the business of the paper.®® Mustafa
Bey’s reply to this attack is noteworthy as to how it displays Rumeli’s independence
from the provincial administration. Mustafa Bey emphatically stated that “the
function of a newspaper is to be the interpreter of the opinions of the nation.”®?
According to him “newspapers have to provide service to the country, to the na-
tion, to society, to civilization and to education. They do not respect arbitrary au-
thority but rather the rights of the nation. Newspapers do not allow the suppres-
sion of the rights of the nation.””® According to the editor of Rumeli, newspapers
have the right to demand from the government the administration of justice. They
are the voice of the people against injustice.”! By making these statements, Mustafa
Bey underlined the civilian character of the paper and even its ability to oppose il-
legitimate actions of the administration and the judicial apparatus.

This rather independent journalistic attitude of Rumeli can be observed particu-
larly in its first twenty issues. It is possible that the increasing pressures on the

65 About La Turquie, see Topuz, Tiirk Basin Tarihi, 38, 60.

66 Hakki Tank Us (ed.), Meclisi Meb’usan 1293=1877, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Vakit, 1939-1954),
2:40-41.

67 Rumeli no. 6 (3 Safer 1290/April 2, 1873), 3-4.

68 Rumeli, no. 7 (9 Safer 1290/April 8, 1873), 1.

9 “Gazete ne demek oldigim: heniiz anladamadik. Yahud anlagilmak istenilmiyor. Bir daba séyleyelim

gazete milletin terciimdn-1 efkdnidiy” In “Sasilacak Sey,” Rumeli no. 8 (16 Safer 1290/April 15,

1873), 1.

“Hidmet-i miilke millete cemiyyete medeniyyete marifete ve kezd keyfe degil milletin hukukin: gozedir

ezdirmez.” Ibid.

U “Iiikiimetden ihkak-1 hakk: taleb eder. Bab-1 devletden addlet ister.... Velbasil haksizhiga kars: durub
bagurir ¢agiry” Ibid.
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press after mid-1873 also left its mark on Rumeli/ Zamdn. We can see this in the
changing quality of Mustafa Bey’s editorials. While he previously confronted lo-
cal authorities about a variety of problems such as the inefficiency of the admini-
stration, the police or the judiciary, later editorials concentrate on issues that did
not provoke the local government, such as education or economics. Nevertheless,
these papers continued to publish numerous letters from places in the province of
Salonica as well as from other towns in the Balkans or the Archipelago which re-
flected the grievances of the local population, Muslim and non-Muslim alike. It
would have been very interesting to see the reaction of Zamdn to the incident of
the murder of the French and German consuls by an angry Muslim crowd on
May 6, 1876.72 However, the collections available to the researchers do not con-
tain issue no. 158 of the paper, which would have corresponded to May 9, 1876.
We learn from a government announcement published in issue no. 159 that the
newspaper was closed down by the government for two weeks for “publishing in-
formation contrary to reality” and “containing comments exceeding the limits of
the function [of a newspaper].””3

Mustafa Bey as a Politician in the First Ottoman Parliament

With the Balkan crisis turning into an international issue, the government of Mid-
hat Pasha considered it imperative to convene parliament as soon as possible. Due
to the impossibility of carrying out free elections at the imperial level in a short
time, a provisional measure was the implementation of the “Provisional Electoral
Regulation” (October 28, 1876). This regulation authorized provincial councils at
the levels of kaza, sancak and vildyet to elect deputies for parliament. According to
the regulation, members of the local councils were given the freedom to propose
possible names for parliament, which would then be counted at the provincial
level, with those names that appeared in the majority becoming deputies.’* In the
case of Salonica, however, the governor, Esref Mustafa Pasha, apparently did not
allow members of the local councils to proceed with the elections, but himself ap-
pointed three of the Muslim deputies while requiring heads of the non-Muslim
communities to proceed likewise.”> This fact is interesting, as it thus appears that
Mustafa Bey was one of the three Muslim deputies appointed by Esref Mustafa Pa-

72 For the details of this incident, see Mark Mazower: Salonica. City of Ghosts. Christians, Mus-
lims and Jews 1430-1950 (London: HarperCollins Publishers, 2004), 170-175.

“Zamdn gazetesinin bu hafta ¢tkan 158 numeroln niishas: hakikat-1 hile miindfi baz: seyleri ve
déire-i vazifesi haricinde miitdlealar: havi oldig.” In Zamdn no. 159 (21 Rebiyiilahir 1293/May
16, 1876), 1.

For details concerning the electoral procedures, see Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional
Period , 124-126.

Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period , 127. For a list of the governors of Salonica,
see Sinan Kuneralp, Son Dinem Osmanli Erkdn ve Ricdli (1839-1922). Prosopografik Rehber (Is-
tanbul: Isis, 1999), 37-38.

73

74

75



MUSTAFA BEY OF RADOVIS (1843-1893) 143

sha. This indicates that Mustafa Bey was held in some esteem by the governor. As
stated above, Mustafa Bey was promoted in February 1877 to Second Grade Class
Two of the Ottoman bureaucratic rank order, which also would not have been pos-
sible without the support of the governor. However, as discussed earlier, Mustafa
Bey turned down this appointment to the first parliamentary period.

We do not know why Mustafa Bey decided to accept his second nomination to
parliament in October 1877. It could be assumed that he felt he could serve his
province and also the Ottoman Empire better while present in the assembly. Un-
doubtedly the disastrous development of the Russo-Ottoman War affected Bal-
kan towns such as Salonica to a major degree. The city was flooded by refugees,
which created a humanitarian crisis.”® In addition to the refugee crisis, martial law
was declared in Salonica. Perhaps Mustafa Bey had learned that the first parlia-
mentary period was much more than window-dressing, and that substantial issues
could be raised during the debates at the sessions.”” What we know is that
Mustafa Bey took part in the second parliamentary period, which began on De-
cember 13, 1877 and ended on February 13, 1878.

Following the opening of the second parliamentary period, Mustafa Bey was
elected one of the four secretaries of the assembly (December 22).78 According to
Devereux, the main functions of the secretaries were as follows:

The principal duty of the secretaries was to aid the presiding officer, helping him on
such matters as voting and ascertaining whether a quorum was present, etc. The regula-
tions specifically made them responsible for maintaining the register of deputies who
had indicated a desire to speak on a certain topic, for editing the minutes, and for read-
ing at each sitting the minutes of the preceding sitting. Then, once the minutes had
been approved by the Chamber, at least two of the secretaries had to sign them. [...] the
secretaries, like the president, were ex officio members of any delegation named by the
Chamber.”?

Shortly after his election to secretary of the assembly, we see Mustafa Bey emerg-
ing as one of the main political figures who were highly critical toward the gov-
ernment. One routine procedure following the opening of the Ottoman parlia-
ment was the preparation of an official text expressing the gratitude of the parlia-
ment in reply to the sultan’s opening speech. During the debate over the content
of the reply text, certain deputies, Mustafa Bey among them, expressed the view
that grievances concerning the misconduct of war should also be included in the
text, which would reflect the discontent of the parliament about the government.80

76 Zamdn no. 200 (9 Ramazan 1294/September 17, 1877) and the following issues.

77 Concerning the unexpectedly oppositional spirit during the first session of parliament, see
Hakki Tarik Us (ed.), Meclis-i Meb’usan, 1:156-157, 201-208, 212-222, 226-228, 235-242, 258,
286-288, 295, 338-339, 342-344; Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period , 150-152.

78

Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period , 164.

79 Ibid.

80 The debate took place on December 31, 1877. See Hakki Tarik Us (ed.), Meclisi Meb’usan,
2:35-37.
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On January 2, 1878 Mustafa Bey triggered a debate over the situation on the
Balkan front, drawing attention to the military operations of Romanians and Serbs
deep in Ottoman lands and the danger of banditry in Macedonia. While underlin-
ing the need to protect the Muslim civilian population in the region, Mustafa Bey
requested parliament to summon the Minister of War (Serasker) to the assembly
and question him about the security measures for the protection of the population
as well as about the military precautions taken at the Balkan and Anatolian
fronts.8! When on the same day a telegram reached the assembly, sent by the Mus-
lim nobility of Skopje and containing information about the Serbian army’s move
toward the south, Mustafa Bey denounced the government ministers for being un-
able to use the ironclads of the Ottoman navy to transfer sufficient numbers of
troops and artillery to the front. He again insisted on the need to summon the
Minister of War to the assembly to question him.82 When Russian troops occupied
Edirne and refused Ottoman initiatives for a cease-fire, Mustafa Bey on January 31,
1878 submitted a proposal to parliament to invite government ministers to discuss
the present war situation as well as the issue of defending the capital against a pos-
sible Russian invasion. This proposal underlined the fact that Russian troops were
moving from Edirne toward Istanbul, and thus it was incumbent upon the parlia-
ment and the government to enact measures to defend the city against the enemy.
It was also stated that it would be possible to raise from Istanbul an army of nearly
two-hundred-thousand men, including the Balkan refugees, to protect the rights of
the state and as well as the honour of the miller. Mustafa Bey’s proposal was ac-
cepted by a majority of the deputies.®?

On February 2, 1878, Mustafa Bey expressed his concern over the application
of martial law in Salonica and claimed that the court martial in that city was in-
volved in activities which were contrary to the interests of the state. He also un-
derlined that the declaration of martial law by the Sublime Porte was itself legally
questionable, since no legal justification document was submitted to parliament.
Mustafa Bey’s statements opened a major debate in parliament, where it became
apparent that the existing ruling concerning martial law was invalid, since it had
not been previously approved by parliament. Finally the majority of the assembly
agreed to demand from the Sublime Porte a legal explanation concerning the ap-
plication of martial law in Istanbul and Salonica.?*

When a proposal was submitted on February 4 to set up a court martial with
the aim to try those military commanders responsible for the defeats during the
warfare together with the former Grand Vizier Mahmud Nedim Pasha, considered

81 Ibid., 75.
82 Ibid., 78.
83 Ibid., 270.
84 Ibid., 283-286.
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to be responsible for the outbreak of the Russo-Ottoman War, Mustafa Bey was
one of the deputies who strongly supported this proposal.8> Another issue ad-
dressed by Mustafa Bey was the opening of a parliamentary inquiry concerning
the war conduct of Rauf Paga, the Minister of War. On February 11, 1878,
Mustafa Bey presented a request to cross-examine Rauf Pasha at the assembly on
the grounds of his failure to coordinate the Ottoman armies, the impropriety of
the orders issued by him leading to the defeat and retreat of the Ottoman troops
as well as the massacres committed by Russian troops upon the Muslim civil
population due to wrong decisions again taken by Rauf Pasha.8¢ As Devereux re-
ports, Rauf Pasha was a favourite of the sultan, and the accusations directed at the
Minister of War were probably perceived by Abdiilhamid as an indirect attack
against him.%” During the second session on the same day, Mustafa Bey an-
nounced a telegram concerning the military situation, dated February 7 and sent
by Silleyman Hiisnii Pasha, the commander-in-chief of the Ottoman Balkan ar-
mies. The author of the telegram, addressing the palace, the cabinet, the Ministry
of War as well as the Ministry of the Navy, reported in a worried tone about the
Russian move toward the Aegean Sea and the Dardanelles and accused the gov-
ernment for not utilizing the battleships, lying idly in Istanbul, to transport
troops to counter the Russians in Thrace. After stating that he, as a commander,
did not have the power to deliver his troops, being “his religious brethren and
compatriots” (din ve vatan kardeslerim) passively into the hands of the enemy,
Stleyman Pasha threatened to resign his command if battleships were not sent to
the front within two days. This rather desperate-sounding telegram made a deep
impact on the deputies. Mustafa Bey and other deputies demanded to summon
Mehmed Said Pasha, the Minister of the Navy as well as the Minister of War to
parliament to explain the content of this telegram.38

Mustafa Bey was among those deputies who appeared most vocal in their criti-
cism of and opposition to the government.?? This group of deputies, through
their activities and criticisms, rebelled against the Constitution of 1876, according
to which the parliament was designed to be no more than an advisory assembly
to the government and to hold no significant political authority. However, these
deputies were highly conscious of their role as representatives of Ottoman society,
and thus acted accordingly. Consequently, they felt it their right to accuse mem-
bers of the government concerning the conduct of warfare and to demand a po-

85 Ibid., 296-300.

86 Ibid., 376-381.

87 Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 240-241.

88 Hakka Tarik Us (ed.), Meclis-i Meb’usan, 2:389-391.

89 These deputies included Abdiirrahim Bedran Efendi (Syria), Emin Efendi (Aydin), Halil
Ganem Efendi (Syria), Manuk Efendi (Aleppo), Mustafa Bey (Janina), Nafi Efendi
(Aleppo), Rasim Bey (Edirne), Yenisehirlizide Ahmed Efendi (Aydin), and Yusuf Ziya
Efendi (Jerusalem). See ibid., 410-412.
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litical explanation.?® The increasing sovereign attitude of the parliament as a body
was one reason among others leading to its closure by Abdiilhamid IT on Febru-
ary 13, 1878.°1 It should be noted that the sultan did not consider merely closing
parliament to be a sufficient measure; those deputies who were the most outspo-
ken in their criticism and incited parliamentary debate, including Mustafa Bey,
were regarded too dangerous to be allowed to remain in the capital. Conse-
quently, ten deputies, including Mustafa Bey, were forcibly deported from the
capital to their home provinces.”?

Concluding Remarks

Mustafa Bey of Radovis was a member of the first generation of Ottomans born
following the declaration of the Edict of Giilhane in 1839. This first generation,
to which the Young Ottomans also belong, mostly did not receive a modern for-
mal education. With the exception of his intermediate level religious medrese
education, Mustafa Bey should be considered an autodidact. In other words, this
early Tanzimat-generation grew up under the strong influence of traditional and
Islamic values, while at the same time experiencing the modernist changes the
empire was going through. Considering that Mustafa Bey came from a small town
in the Ottoman periphery and lacked a strong family basis, it is rather remarkable
how he was able to establish himself in Salonica and publish an independent
newspaper. The fact that he was twice elected as a deputy for Salonica during the
First Constitutional Period is proof of his importance as a public figure in Salo-
nica.

Looking at Mustafa Bey’s journalistic activities and the ideas he expressed in
Rumeli/ Zamdn, the following statements can be made about his thoughts during
the period between 1873 and 1876. Above all, Mustafa Bey considered himself to
be a professional journalist. He never grew tired of emphasizing the importance
of journalism for Ottoman society. For him journalism was important because he
saw a close connection between proper journalism and patriotism.

At this point we may be able to establish an intellectual relationship between
Mustafa Bey and the Young Ottomans. It is known that the Young Ottoman
movement emerged together with independent oppositional journalism. This
journalism, initiated by Ibrahim Sinasi (1826-1871) and continued by Namik Ke-
mal (1840-1888), constituted a proto-nationalist reaction with strong Islamist fea-
tures against the Ottomanist policies of Ali Pasha and Fuad Pasha. The Young Ot-

90 Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 208; Stanford J. Shaw & Ezel Kural Shaw,
History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey. Volume II: Reform, Revolution, and Republic:
The Rise of Modern Turkey (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 187.

91 Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 234-240.

92 Hakki Tarik Us, Meclis-i Meb’usan, 2:410-412.
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tomans were worried about the social and political disadvantages for the Otto-
man Muslims brought about by the legal equality between Muslims and non-
Muslims since 1856. The Young Ottoman intellectuals also considered the con-
temporary government to be too lenient to diplomatic pressures from the Euro-
pean powers and lacking any zeal for protecting the territorial integrity of the Ot-
toman Empire. The administration of Ali Pasha, in addition, had strong auto-
cratic features which did not tolerate political opposition. Under these
conditions, Young Ottoman journalism displayed features of Islamism and patri-
otism while giving importance to developing public opinion among Muslims and
making demands for popular political participation.”

We can say for sure that Mustafa Bey admired Namik Kemal as a journalist. In
the very first editorial of Rumeli his name is mentioned as a source of inspiration.
The missions Mustafa Bey attributed to journalism such as to be a forum for the
clash of different opinions to reach the truth, to create a critical public opinion,
to educate the population, to stir patriotic sentiments among the people, to re-
main independent from political authority, to represent public grievances and to
search for justice — all these can be also seen in the Young Ottoman style of jour-
nalism. In addition, Mustafa Bey’s occassional manifestations of sensitivity con-
cerning the declining role of Muslims in Ottoman socio-economic life was quite
close to Namik Kemal’s Islamist sentiments. Also, the rather Panislamistic news
taken from the conservative Basiret seem to be akin to Namik Kemal’s vision of a
Panislamist union among the world’s Muslims. Therefore one could claim that
Rumeli/ Zamdn under the editorship of Mustafa Bey were to a certain extent the
provincial versions of Namik Kemal’s [fret. Considering that Rumeli/ Zamdin
served as forums for popular grievances, and that Mustafa Bey tried to preserve an
independent attitude vis-a-vis the administration, one may understand the popu-
larity of these papers, which were apparently read throughout the Balkans.

It is possible that Mustafa Bey received substantial financial backing from a
segment of the Dinme-community of Salonica for the publication of Rumeli/
Zamdn. If true, this could also explain Rumeli/ Zamdn’s self-confidence in consid-
ering itself as the voice of the provincial civil population. The Dénme-community
constituted an important Muslim segment within the city of Salonica, emerging
as a commercial middle class that was entering into economic competition with
non-Muslim as well as foreign merchants. And Rumeli/ Zamdin strongly propa-
gated the development of private Muslim economic initiatives.

It is noticeable that Mustafa Bey shared a political trajectory comparable to
that of most of the other Young Ottomans. Despite the fact that Rumeli/ Zamdn
began to appear a few years after the death of Fuad Pasha and Ali Pasha, Mustafa
Bey shared the Young Ottoman distance toward the bureaucratic hegemony of

93 Mardin, Yeni Osmanh, 24-26, 32-38, 304-305, 315-347, 361-368; Tiirkone, Siyast fdeoloji
Olarak, 63, 67, 68, 71, 86, 96-97.
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the Sublime Porte. Like the main Young Ottoman figures, Mustafa Bey was en-
gaged in journalistic activity with the aim of creating critical public opinion vis-a-
vis the administration. When Sultan Abdiilaziz was deposed and a prospect of a
constitutional regime emerged on the horizon, Rumeli/ Zamdn was quite enthusi-
astic about this possibility. And as discussed previously, Mustafa Bey was one of
the chief oppositional figures in the parliament. However, like some of the Young
Ottomans, he eventually came to terms with the autocratic regime of Abdil-
hamid II. Following his deportation to Salonica, Mustafa Bey was banned from
holding official positions for a few years. Later, he served as director of education
in Salonica and in the Archipelago province. A similar fate can also be observed
for Young Ottomans such as Namik Kemal, Ziya Pasha, Stileyman Hiisnii Pasha,
Bereketzade Ismail Hakki, etc., who were sent to provincial posts from 1877 on-
wards.”* Finally, Mustafa Bey apparently gained the confidence of the Hamidian
regime and succeeded in moving to Istanbul; prior to his death he had been
promoted to the “First Rank Second Degree” (Uli-i Sini ) bureaucratic rank.%
Looking at the Young Ottomans, we see that names like Ahmed Midhat Efendi,
Ebiizziyd Tevfik, even Ziya Pasha and Namik Kemal cooperated with the
Hamidian regime.”® One could argue that the catastrophic Russo-Ottoman War
of 1877-1878, which brought the empire to the brink of collapse, eliminated the
previous optimism in regard to the constitutional political future of the empire,
possibly leading to a “rude awakening” to the basic developmental and infrastruc-
tural needs of the empire. Cooperation with the autocracy was probably seen as
justified by the necessity of “saving the empire.”

A final observation should be made about the quality of Rumeli/ Zamin as
possible sources for the social history of the city of Salonica as well as the local
towns of the province. From the beginning of its appearance onwards, Rumeli and
then Zamdn regularly published readers’ letters (varaka) from Salonica, from the
district towns of the province of Salonica as well as from more distant towns of
other Balkan provinces. These letters contain a variety of topics such as judicial
cases, complaints about schools, conditions of the medreses, theater perform-
ances, the functioning of the newly built railroad between Salonica and Skopje,
the working of the municipalities and the local administrative councils, agricul-
tural conditions, forestry, etc. These were printed on the second and third pages
of the newspaper. Some letters are long enough to form continuous series of arti-
cles. Despite expected differences in the quality of the information contained in

94 Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey (Montreal: Mc Gill University Press,

1964), 250.

1311 Salndme-i Devlet-i Aliyye-i Osméniyye. Kirkdokuzuncu sene (Dersaidet: Matbaa-i Amire,

1310), 402.

%6 Serif Mardin, Yeni Osmanly Diigiincesinin Dogusu, 90-91; M.Orhan Okay, “Ahmed Midhat
Efendi,” in: TDVIA, 2:100-103; Ziyad Ebiizziya, “Ebiizziya Mehmed Tevfik,” in: TDV 1A,
10:374-376.

95



MUSTAFA BEY OF RADOVIS (1843-1893) 149

them, it can be said that quite a few of these readers’ letters constitute a new
source for the study of the social history of Salonica and its surroundings for the
period between 1873 and 1878. Considering the rather independent character of
Rumeli/ Zamdn, these letters form a source which possibly reflects the authentic
thoughts and feelings of a literate and non-official group of provincial people,
mostly Muslims but sometimes also non-Muslims. However, due to their letter
format these texts have their specific limitations in terms of the amount of infor-
mation, and therefore could be consulted mainly as an auxiliary to more compre-
hensive historical projects.
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A Prosopographic Study on some ‘Albanian’
Deputies to the First Ottoman Parliament

Biilent Bilmez / Nathalie Clayer

Introduction

This article presents the biographies of some ‘Albanian’ deputies elected to the
first Ottoman parliament. Of course the term ‘Albanian’ is problematic. In fact at
the beginning we considered covering all the deputies of the provinces of Yanya
(Ioannina/Janina), Iskodra (Shkodra/ Shkodér) and Kosova (Kosovo) (i.e. the cen-
tral-western fringe of the Balkan Ottoman territories), on whom we had some ma-
terial. However, as specialists of Ottoman-Albanian studies, we found that our
material was silent on deputies who were not considered without hesitation as
‘Albanian’. More precisely, looking at the lists of the deputies from Yanya given
by Robert Devereux and Hakki Tartk Us, we were not able to trace the three
Christian deputies of the first session (Nicolas Chanaka - also present in the sec-
ond session, Algivyadi Lambi and Argiri Kantarji from Volos). Probably there is
more information to be found in Greek sources on these deputies, as well as on
Davicho Levi, a Jew from Yanya. For the wilayet of Iskodra, we present all the
deputies except Angeli Efendi, deputy in both sessions. Of him, we only know
that he was also known as Ejll Paloka, a Catholic from a notable family in
Iskodra, and member of the commercial court there, and that he was sent to the
first Ottoman parliament to represent the Catholics of the wilayet instead of Alek-
sandér Bonati. He died in the Ottoman capital on April 10, 1878, shortly before
his planned return to Iskodra. For the wilayet of Kosovo, which comprised also the
districts of Nis, Sofia, and Samokov, we present only a single biography, that of
Omer Sevki Efendi, because we were unable to find information on other depu-
ties such as Zeynelabidin of Prishtina.

The data in this study were almost all drawn from secondary sources, which are
not very reliable by nature: they are either studies with a strong (nationalist or
communist) bias or texts that have some similarities to oral history. They give us
not only a partial, but also an incomplete image of the persons in question. Fur-
ther research, using Ottoman and, above all, diplomatic sources is needed in or-
der to correct and complete this account. The nationalist bias in the historiogra-
phy is closely linked to the context of the opening of the parliament. Let us recall
that the Constitution was proclaimed by Sultan Abdiilhamid, the elections for
the parliament organized and the parliament convened, partly because of intense
troubles which broke out in the Balkan Ottoman territories directly threatening
the essence of the Ottoman state. The revolts in Herzegovina and Bulgaria in
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1876, the preparation of insurrections in Epirus and Thessaly, the Russian-
Ottoman War between April 1877 and January 1878, concluded by the San Ste-
fano Treaty (March 1878), had all led to the real or potential loss of a great part of
the Empire’s European territories. Faced with this menace, different actors in the
Balkans reacted. In particular, the context favoured the manifestation of an Alba-
nian nationalism in connection with different solutions to the crisis that were en-
visioned within the Ottoman framework or outside of it. One of these reactions
was the famous “League of Prizren” which, as a mythologized moment, became
the key episode of the Albanian nationalist narrative. As can be expected, this
narrative systematically and exaggeratingly linked many deputies who came from
these regions and participated in meetings, protestations, and/or negotiations
with the ‘League’. All these attempts to respond to the crisis are generally inter-
preted as steps towards independence, or at least towards an autonomy designed
to put an end to “Turkish’ (i.e. Ottoman) rule. This, of course, was not always the
case. Despite the lack of sources and the bias in the existing ones, the collected
data in this study allow us to confirm the fact that all deputies were notables. As
far as the wilayet of Yanya is concerned, all the Muslim deputies were members of
the important bey families of the northern and western part of the wilayet. As for
the non-Muslims, we only know that one of them was a wealthy tobacco mer-
chant from the north of the vilayet. In the smaller vilayet of Iskodra, the elected
persons were members of bey families who represented central Albania: a mufti,
deputy from Podgorica in the northern part of the vilayet, and three deputies from
Iskodra, each one representing a religious community (Muslim, Catholic and Or-
thodox) and all apparently members of local wealthy families involved in com-
merce and themselves members of local courts. Last but not least, the deputy of
the wvilayet of Kosova, whose biography we were able to draw up, was also from a
wealthy family and additionally enjoyed personal religious authority as a miiderris.

We must also add that our study is mainly prosopographic. We have therefore
mostly neglected the political activities of these deputies in the parliament (both
in the plenum and in the parliamentary committees). These activities need to be
analyzed in a separate study. Furthermore, it is important to underline that the
general problem of insufficient primary and secondary sources on the election
and the parliamentary and extra-parliamentary activities of the ‘Albanian’ deputies
in the first Ottoman parliament also applies to the deputies from other regions of
the Empire. The essential lack of the official minutes from the parliamentary ses-
sions, which were lost in a fire in later years, prevents us from drawing a reliable
and comprehensive picture of the activities in parliament. Hence, based on the
informal minutes published by Hakki Tarik Us, which rely mainly on the press of
that time, we would have to confine ourselves here to stating that Abdiil Bey and
Mehmet Ali Bey, two deputies of Yanya in the second session who occupy rather
prominent places in our study, were also among the most active deputies in the
parliamentary negotiations in general.
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Finally we would like to add two technical remarks: While the various ver-
sions/spellings of the names of deputies in different sources will be indicated in
this work, the Ottoman-Turkish version appearing in Hakki Tarik Us’ work will
serve as our standard here: e.g. Abdul Bey, instead of Adyl Beu or Abdullah
Hiisnii; Omer Sevki, instead of Ymer Prizreni; etc. As there are also different ver-
sions/spellings of the place names including the constituencies in the Ottoman
Empire, the Ottoman-Turkish version appearing in Hakki Tarik Us” work will be
given first followed by other versions in brackets: e.g. Yanya (Janina/loannina),

Iskodra (Shkodra/Shkodér), etc.

Deputies
Abdiil (Abdullah Hiisnii) Bey (Yanya, Muslim) (1839-1892)

He was a deputy for Yanya province [Janina/loannina], today a city in northern
Greece, in the second session of the first Ottoman parliament between December
13, 1877 and February 14, 1878. Abdiil has been glorified as one of the fathers of
Albanian nationalism in the modern Albanian historiography with the name Ab-
dyl Frashéri and was awarded by the socialist Albanian state the title “Hero of the
People” in 1978. It is not surprising, therefore, to observe that extensive informa-
tion on him can be found in different sources and studies in different languages,
where one encounters various versions/spellings of his name: Abdiil Bey; Abdyl
be Frashéri; Abdyl Frashéri; Abdoul Phrashari; Abdoul Bey [of] Phrachari; Abdul
Bey Frassari; Abdulj Fraseri; Abdyl Frasheri; Abyl Fracheri; Abdul Bey [Beu];
Fragarli Halid oglu Abdullah Husnii; Abdyl Hysni; Abdullah Husni Fragheri;
Abdullah Hysni; Abdiil Fragari; Abdiil Frageri; and Fragarlt Abdiil Bey.

The construction of Abdiil’s image as the heroic leader of the national struggle
had started already at the beginning of the twentieth century in the Albanian
press and folk songs. This image was consolidated in the scholarly and popular
historiography in twentieth-century Albania. Abdiil is represented in the official
encyclopaedia of socialist Albania, Fjalori enciklopedik shgiptar (1985), as a “distin-
guished patriotic democrat, one of the progressive ideologues of the national
awakening [Rilindja Kombétare], one of the main pioneers of the Albanian League
of Prizren [Lidhja Shqiptare té Prizrenit], and Hero of the People.”

The eldest of the famous Frashéri Brothers (Abdil and his younger brothers
Naim [1846-1900] and Shemseddin Sami [1850-1904]), who have been glorified
in Albanian historiography for playing a decisive role in the Albanian nation-
building process, Abdiil was born on 29 August 1839 in the mountain village of
Frashér, then a relatively large village in the Premedi (Pérmet) district in the Ergiri
(Gyirokastér) sub-province of Yanya province (vilayet) — today a small village in the
Pérmet district in southern Albania. The grandfathers of Abdiil’s father Halid Bey
(1797-1859) had supposedly moved to this village from Berat in southern Albania



154 BULENT BILMEZ / NATHALIE CLAYER

where he used to own the fief (¢zmar) to Frashér. Halid’s second wife and Abdul’s
mother, Emine (1814-1861), was from an aristocratic family of Imrabors in Gorice
(Korga), their history going back to the illustrious Koca Imrahor Ilyas Bey of the
fifteenth century. Abdil had younger sisters, Nefise (b. 1841) and Shanisha (b.
1848); and five younger brothers: Sherif (1843-1874), Naim (1846-1900), Sami
(1850-1904), Tahsin (1853-1876) and Mehmed (1856-1918).

Coming from a Bektashi family, Abdiil spent his childhood in his native vil-
lage, where he, like his younger brothers, was partly educated by Baba Alushi in
the Bektashi lodge (tekke), while probably also attending the conventional primary
school (szbyan mektebi) there. According to his brother Sami’s encyclopaedic entry
on Abdill, the latter was barely fourteen (1853) when together with his father he
took part in the military campaigns on the Ottoman-Greek border.

Having already been engaged with business together with his father in Yanya,
Abdiil continued doing business in Yanya also after his father’s death in 1859. Af-
ter the death of his mother in 1861, Abdiil, as the eldest of the eight orphaned
children, took on the burden of raising his family through his activities as a minor
merchant in the region. In 1865 he moved his family to Yanya, where his younger
brothers attended the Greek Zosimea secondary school. While working in Yanya
as a merchant, Abdiil had the opportunity as an entrepreneur to travel in the re-
gion and to learn the political, cultural and economic relations in other countries
during his activities in business. He is supposed to have known Albanian, Greek,
Turkish and French.

At the beginning of the 1870s, Abdul’s family was going through significant
changes: his younger brother Naim left Yanya for Saranda (in today’s southern
Albania) to work as a customs officer there, and Sami left for Istanbul to become
a writer/journalist. His sister Nefise died of tuberculosis while his younger sister
Shanisha left the family when she married Ibrahim Starova. Abdil himself mar-
ried Ballkéz (Balkiz/Belkiz) in 1874, whose family was originally from Frashér,
now living in Yanya. After his brother Sherif married and left the house during
this period, Abdil and his wife were living together with Abdul’s two younger
brothers Tahsin and Mehmed, who were both still attending school. His brother
Sherif died in 1874 in Yanya and his younger brother Tahsin died in 1876 also in
Yanya.

Abdil entered the service of the Ottoman Empire and was appointed at the
beginning of 1877, according to the daily Istanbul newspaper Terciiman-1 Sark, as
the head of the customs office in Yanya.

It was in this period of his life that he started writing for different periodicals in
different languages. The earliest known text by Abdil is an article with the title
“Albanian Language” sent from Yanya on December 18, 1875 to be published in
the Istanbul newspaper Basiret by his brother Semseddin Sami Frashéri who was
among the publishers of this paper. The article couldn’t be published, however,
because the periodical was closed down by the government at the end of that
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year. Sami informed his elder brother Abdill in a letter on 11 January 1876 that
the article would be published as soon as the periodical was allowed to be printed
again; however, this never happened. Hence, we know neither what the content
of this article was nor whether it was later published anywhere at all.

After the first Ottoman parliament was convened and the Russo-Ottoman War
broke out on April 24, 1877, Abdil co-organized a meeting among the local elite
in Yanya in May 1877 to initiate a resistance movement against the Greek plans to
capture some (allegedly Albanian) territories of the Ottoman Empire. According to
the conventional historiographical narrative, the ‘committee’ formed during this
meeting aimed to create a large ‘Albanian’ vilayet out of the four existing (allegedly
mainly Albanian-speaking) Ottoman provinces (vilayets) of Iskodra (Shkodra),
Kosova (Kosovo), Manastir (Monastir) and Yanya (loannina/Janina); the new vila-
yet was to be administered by the Albanians, and Albanian schools were to be
opened there. There is not enough evidence to suggest, however, that the demands
of this meeting (and also of the later ones) organized by the Albanian elite went
beyond demanding a union of the four wilayets in question and refusing any possi-
ble territorial annexation by their neighbours. It is important to emphasize that
this (mostly shared) objection to the annexation was in favour of the Ottoman
government’s interests and that the local resistance movement was therefore ini-
tially supported (if not initiated) by the latter.

It was in the same year that Abdiil led the first round of the covert negotiations
with Greek authorities in Yanya (in July 1877) in order to achieve an alliance be-
tween Greece and the Albanians for the establishment of an autonomous Alba-
nian state within Greece or in a sort of federative Greco-Albanian state. These ne-
gotiations ended, however, without any significant results.

Thus, when Abdiil was elected deputy in November 1877 he had already been
active in Albanian elite circles in Istanbul and Yanya, first as a modern entrepre-
neur and the head of the customs office and then as a local political activist.

Before going into his election as deputy, it must be clarified that the election of
the deputies for the Ottoman parliament was taking place through the votes of
the electors, who were the members of the local administrative councils under the
direct influence of the governor of the province (vaf). Still the voice of native so-
cial, political and economic circles were also playing albeit a small role in this
election. The elections of the deputies of Yanya province, especially of Abdiil, for
the second session could be a good example for this: Three Muslim and three
non-Muslim deputies were supposed to be selected by the 570 secondary electors
chosen in January 1878 for the election of deputies from Yanya to the first session
of the parliament. These electors, Kristo Frashéri guesses, must have been more
independent in the November 1878 elections for the second session, because the
vali and other top administrators could not apply their power to the usual extent
due to the extraordinary conditions caused by the ongoing Russo-Ottoman war.
According to Kristo Frashéri, the abovementioned ‘Albanian committee’ founded
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in Yanya and headed by Abdiil to fight against the annexation must have played a
role in this election, and did mostly achieve its goals of sending deputies from
their circles. A letter from the French vice-consul in Yanya on 9 November 1877
to the Foreign Ministry in Paris summarizing the news in the provincial (vilayet)
official newspaper (November 8, 1877) about the elections in Yanya, stated that
the rank of the Muslim candidates according to their votes was as follows: Musta-
fa Nuri Bey (Vlora) with 46 votes, Mehmet Ali Bey (Vrioni) with 39 votes, Riistem
Pasa (Leskoviku) with 27 votes, Abdiil Bey (Frasheri) with 24 votes, Naki Bey (Li-
bohova) with 21 votes and Miislim Aga (Vasjari) with 20 votes. Apart from Naki
Bey, they were all members of the Albanian committee in Yanya; however, Ab-
dil, as the fourth on the list, would not become a deputy with these results be-
cause only the first three Muslims were to represent Yanya in parliament. Never-
theless, Abdil became deputy because Riistem Pasa (Leskoviku) stepped back.
Kristo Frashéri claims that the reason for this must have been the efforts of the
committee to send Abdil as one of the deputies of Yanya, although he does not
offer any persuasive evidence for this claim.

After the elections in Yanya in November 1877, Abdiil came to Istanbul to at-
tend the second session of the parliament starting from December 13, 1877. While
in Istanbul, Abdil took part in the foundation meeting of the so-called ‘Central
Committee for the Defence of the Rights of the Albanian People’ (Komiteti Qen-
dror pér Mbrojten e t¢ Drejtave t¢ Kombésisé Shqiptare) in December 1877 in Istanbul.
It has commonly been stated in the historiography that Abdil and his younger
brother Sami in Istanbul were among the founders of this society and that Abdl
was supposedly elected as the head of this ‘Central Committee’, the activities and
aim of which is still questionable although it has been univocally claimed in all
Albanian and some international sources that it was founded to strive ‘to obtain a
certain autonomy for the Albanians within the Ottoman Empire’. It was also dur-
ing this period of his stay in Istanbul that he led the second round of secret nego-
tiations with Greek authorities in Istanbul in December 1877 in order to achieve
an alliance between Greece and the Albanians for the establishment of an
autonomous Albanian state within Greece or in a sort of federative Greco-Alba-
nian state. These negotiations also ended without any positive results.

Regarding Abdil’s activity in parliament, it must be underlined that, as a low-
ranking bureaucrat and local political activist in Yanya, Abdiil was actually not a
well-known figure before or during his rather short membership of parliament.
He became a historical personality rather due to his activities immediately after
the closure of the parliament. He was later glorified by modern Albanian histori-
ography also as a prominent active deputy with a clear ethnocentric Albanian atti-
tude, although the first Ottoman parliament in general has been to a large extent
overlooked by the same historians. It is emphasized in Albanian historiography
that Abdil usually gave examples from Albania in his speeches in parliament and
that he criticized the absence of any school teaching the Albanian language in the
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region as well as the policy of the Ottoman government to prevent Albanian
schools in general. One of the main reasons for these general statements about
Abdil’s allegedly ethnocentric efforts in parliament is a talk he delivered in par-
liament on January 14, 1878. What Abdiil was actually advocating for in this talk,
which represented a modernist discourse, was the inevitability of and necessity for
the development of modern education in the Ottoman Empire in general, and
thus he stressed the role of education in the wide-ranging modernization process
in the Ottoman Empire.

Abdul’s participation in parliament can be observed through his interventions
during the discussion sessions and his memberships in different committees.
Contrary to the common narrative in Albanian historiography, Abdil did not
display any clear ethnocentric Albanianism in parliament, but rather demon-
strated a progressive liberal attitude in his interventions, advocating the continua-
tion and consolidation of the modernization process in the whole empire. Appli-
cation of the current educational and administrative reforms and the enhance-
ment of these reforms were the main motifs in his speeches on January 14, 1878,
January 24, 1878 and January 30, 1878. One other piece of evidence used in the
historiography to demonstrate his ethnocentric attitude is that he was sensitive to
the issues in Albania and especially in the Balkans during these sessions; however,
this is quite naturally to be expected in the attitude of any deputy caring for the
region he or she represents.

Regarding Abdul’s post-parliamentary activities after the closure of the parlia-
ment on February 14, 1878, as the now de facto redundant Yanya deputy staying in
Yanya, Abdiil was one of the main leaders of the activities of the Albanian elite in
Istanbul and Albania against the new territorial regulations in the Balkans decided
in the Treaty of San Stefano (March 3, 1878), which was signed after the ultimate
defeat of the Ottoman army by the Russian forces on January 31, 1878.

Abdul’s involvement in the resistance movement against the implementation
of decisions of the San Stefano Treaty was first exposed through the publication
of some articles in Ottoman, and other newspapers, reflecting the opposition
against the annexation of the territories in question from the Ottoman Empire.
He discussed the recent developments in the ‘Albanian’ wilayets and advocated the
rights of the Albanians in his letter (memorandum) published in the Istanbul
daily Basiret on 21 April 1878, two months after the closure of the parliament.
Abdil discusses in this “Letter from Yanya,” signed as “Deputy of Yanya, Abdiil,”
the Albanian question within the current international and Ottoman context; and
he concludes that nobody, not even the nominal ruler, i.e. the Ottoman Empire,
had the right to stop Albanians from defending their territories. Adbil also pub-
lished seven articles in the French-language periodical Messager de Vienne in Vi-
enna advocating the Albanian cause on April 26, 1878, May 3, 1878, May 17,
1878, May 24, 1878, May 31, 1878, June 7, 1878 and October 24, 1878. In the
same period he published an article in the Greek-language Kleio in Trieste on May
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23, 1878 with the same aim of informing the foreigners about the Albanian ques-
tion. In another article published in Terciman-1 Sark on June 10, 1878, Abdil criti-
cised the attitude of the Greek newspaper Neologos in Istanbul towards the ques-
tion of the Greco-Ottoman border. Implying the first (albeit vague) ethnocentric
claims by an Albanian-speaking Muslim elite it was through this article, according
to Hasan Kaleshi, that the ‘Albanian question’ was introduced to the Ottoman
public opinion. Abdiil published articles in the same newspaper also on Septem-
ber 7, 1878 and September 15, 1878.

Abdiil organized a meeting in the Bektashi lodge (tekke) of his native village
Frashér at the end of May 1878 in order to organize local resistance against the
implementation of the decisions of San Stefano and in order to influence the de-
cisions of the upcoming Congress of Berlin. Following an invitation from the
government, Abdil left Frashér for Istanbul while the meeting was in session and
arrived there during the first days of June 1878. After an endless wait for a meet-
ing with the prominent statesmen and the Sultan himself, Abdiil and his friends
decided to leave Istanbul in order to take part in the general assembly in Prizren
due to start on June 10, 1878. Abdiil left Istanbul on July 8, 1878 by train and ar-
rived in Prizren, via Ferizaj (Firzovik), on July 9, 1878.

The meeting in Prizren took place on June 10, 1878 and mainly (but not only)
Albanian and Muslim delegates from all over the western Balkans participated in
this assembly with the knowledge that it was implicitly supported by the Otto-
man state. Abdiil, who was supposedly representing the ‘Central Committee in Is-
tanbul’ and the Albanians of southern Albania, is claimed to have given a speech
in the first meeting of the League; however, this information is rather arguable.
The resolutions (Kararname) of the League signed by some Albanian local nota-
bles (forty-seven &eys) on June 18, 1878 refused to recognize the foreseen annexa-
tion of any territory to Serbia, Montenegro or Greece, and demanded formation
of an autonomous (Albanian-speaking) province.

The general assembly in Prizren ended on June 17, 1878, and Abdiil and an-
other deputy of Yanya Mehmet Ali (Vrioni) were elected (probably in their ab-
sence) to the commission for foreign relations/affairs. According to Kristo Frashéri,
Abdiil left, together with Jani Vreto, for Berlin immediately after the opening
meeting of the Prizren League (on June 10, 1878) for Berlin, where he met Bis-
marck during the Congress of Berlin. He returned from Berlin to Prizren at the
end of June 1878.

Abdiil and Mehmet Ali (Vrioni) sent a petition to the Sultan on June 23, 1878
appealing for the rejection of the implementation of the decisions of the Con-
gress of Berlin regarding the handover of the Albanian territories to neighbouring
Balkan countries. It was stated in this memorandum that Albanians were “
ready to fight to the end for the defence of their national identity and the territo-
rial integrity of the Albanians.
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Ultimately, the Congress of Berlin (June 13 - July 13, 1878) confirmed the in-
dependence of Romania, Serbia and Montenegro and did not recognize the claims
of the League (and indeed the very existence of the Albanians as a separate ethnic
group). The Congress also foresaw the annexation of some Ottoman territories
(claimed to be Albanian-speaking and hence Albanian in the nationalist discourse)
to Montenegro, Serbia and Greece. It was decided in the Congress of Berlin on
July 5, 1878 that some Ottoman territories in Thessaly and Epirus were to be an-
nexed by Greece, whereas the details of these new frontier settlements were left to
a future international committee.

Immediately after returning from Berlin, Abdil took part in the meetings in
Prizren on July 1 and 2, 1878 summoned to rephrase the rather conservative and
pro-Ottoman decisions of the previous meeting ending on June 17, 1878 while
Abdil had been in Berlin.

In mid-July 1878 Abdiil was in southern Albania to organize local committees
(branches) of the League and gather troops to fight against the annexation of Ot-
toman territories in Yanya by Greece. The struggle in the South was also sup-
ported by the Ottoman government, who wanted to represent it as the voice of
the native people who could influence the attitude of the international commit-
tee set up after the Congress of Berlin to decide the new boundary between the
Ottoman Empire and Greece. According to Hasan Kaleshi, the struggle of the
Yanya committee in the South under Abdill’s leadership towards organizing a re-
sistance movement in southern Albania was much more successful than similar
efforts in the North. Accordingly, there were copious telegrams from the region
against the new settlement of the Greek border. As a part of these efforts, Abdul
first managed to bring Muslim and Christian elites together for an assembly at the
Bektashi monastery in his native village Frashér at the end of July 1878. The reso-
lutions of this assembly were signed on July 24, 1878, and were apparently more
radical than those of the League of Prizren in June 1878, as they included clearer
demands of autonomy. The assembly sent a telegram to the Sultan on August 4,
1878 protesting the plans for the annexation of territories to Greece.

On August 29, 1878 Abdil wrote a letter to the Istanbul-based Ottoman-
Turkish newspaper Zerciman-1 Sark, which was published by his brother Sami, in
response to an article published in the Istanbul-based French-language periodical
Phare du Bosphore. This “Letter from Yanya” was published in ZTerciman-1 Sark on
September 7, 1878.

- After the assassination of Mehmet Ali Pasa in Yakova (Gjakova) on September
6, 1878, Abdil went to Istanbul. Abdil was in Istanbul in mid-September and
there took part in a secret meeting of the Central Committee of Istanbul. A
more radical program with demands for autonomy from the Ottoman govern-
ment was formulated during this meeting. This program was published by Ab-
dul’s brother Sami in the daily newspaper Zerciman-1 Sark in Istanbul on Sep-
tember 27, 1878 and it was going to be recognized on November 27, 1878 also
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by the League of Prizren, which had been going through a process of radicaliza-
tion among the remaining Albanian opposition led by Abdiil after the separa-
tion from the Ottoman state From Istanbul, Abdiil returned to Yanya again, in
order to proceed with his activities in the region. Before leaving for the Alba-
nian cities in the North, Abdiil wrote an article in French with the title “Alba-
nian League” to be published in Messager de Vienne on October 24, 1878. As part
of his activities in the region between Debre (Dibér, Dibra) and Avlonya (Vlora)
aimed at organizing networks of resistance during this period, Abdiil, as the rep-
resentative of southern Albania, took part in the convention of Debre (Dibér),
which issued a five-point memorandum on November, 1 1878 demanding pub-
licly from the Ottoman government the creation of an autonomous unified Al-
banian province. This memorandum, signed also by Abdiil, was submitted
through a delegation headed by llyas Pasa Debre to the Sultan in January 1879.
Leaving Debre for a propaganda trip in the southern cities of Elbasan, Berat,
Fier, Vlora, Gjirokastro and Delvina, Abdil took part in organizing the assem-
bly in Preveze starting on January 11, 1879 and issuing a memorandum on
January 28, 1879 to protest against Greek demands for the annexation of the
Ottoman (‘Albanian’) territories in Epirus (today’s southern Albania and north-
western Greece). Some historians have maintained that during the organization
of this assembly in the second half of January 1879, Abdiil severely opposed the
plans for the control of the Epirus region by Greece in discussions with Gazi
Ahmet Muhtar Paga, the head of the Ottoman delegation in the commission for
the settlement of the Greek border in Preveze, In the assembly Abdil was
elected to serve as head of the delegation to be sent to Istanbul to discuss with
the government the formation of an autonomous Albanian vilayet. After the Ot-
toman-Greek negotiations for the settlement of the frontier changes foreseen in
the Congress of Berlin started on February 6, 1879, Albanian representatives still
in Preveze issued on February 28, 1879 another memorandum prepared also by
Abdiil and addressed to the governments of the Great Powers, repeating the
demands contained in the previous memorandum of Preveze. As the program
of the Preveze convention was not recognized by the Sultan and because the
Ottoman-Greek negotiations met some difficulties, making the role of the in-
tervention of the Great Powers in this issue more important, another memoran-
dum was issued on March 22, 1879 by the Albanian elite led by Abdiil. This
memorandum again was addressed to the governments of the Great Powers.

After their failure to secure the support of the Great Powers through these con-
ventions and memorandums, Abdill and Mehmed Ali Vrioni (also deputy of
Yanya in the second session of the Ottoman parliament) travelled in spring 1879
to the European capitals Rome, Paris, London, Berlin and Vienna in order to
propagate against the Greek territorial claims and to defend the Albanian/Otto-
man cause. Abdiil and his companion left Preveza for Italy on March 31, 1879. In
Rome, while negotiating with the Italian government in May 1879, a memoran-
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dum signed by Abdiil and his friends was sent to the French, German, British and
Austro-Hungarian governments. During his trip to the European capitals, Abdiil
himself is supposed to have written memorandums and petitions declaring the ex-
istence of the Albanian nation, which had been denied its right of existence and
identity because of the European powers’ predatory interests. During this period
Abdil published in Moniteur Universel on May 2, 1879 his last article known to us.

After returning from this rather unsuccessful European journey to Yanya, Ab-
dil Bey travelled together with other two deputies Mehmet Ali (Vrioni) and Vey-
sel (Dino) to Istanbul on August 13, 1879 to try to assume any role possible in the
Ottoman and Greek negotiations on border issues about the resumption of which
they had been informed as representatives of the local people.

During his stay in Istanbul this time, Abdiil took part in the foundation of the
‘Society for the Publication of Albanian Writing’ (Shogéria e t¢ Shtypuri Shkronja
Shqip) founded in October 1879 in Istanbul. He was one of the signatories to the
Statute of this society dated October 12, 1879.

Following his failed efforts to achieve union among Albanians in all regions,
Abdiil managed to organize an assembly of the elites of southern Albania in Ergiri
(Gjirokastér) on July 23, 1880 in which some delegates from the North also took
part. This assembly produced the most explicit revolutionary program to date,
strongly demanding the union of the supposedly ‘Albanian’ vilayets that they be-
lieved should have an autonomous status as one integrated wilayet in the Ottoman
Empire. Similar demands and complaints about the policy of the Ottoman gov-
ernment in the region were summarized also in a memorandum (lzyzha) signed by
“Abdullah Hiisnii” and addressed to the Sultan on October 13, 1880, archived in
the State Archive in Istanbul. Abdiil advocated this program in the second general
convention of Debre (Dibér) starting on October 20, 1880, where the radical wing
of the movement was gathered. Apparently, Abdil spent the following few
months in Istanbul propagating this program.

The ultimate resolution of the question of the new Ottoman boundaries with
both Montenegro in the North and Greece in the South was reached in late 1880
and early 1881 through the intervention of the international forces, but was op-
posed by the League. This opposition changed the image of the now disobedient
Prizren alliance into a dangerous illegal movement in the eyes of the Ottoman
state, who decided to put the opposition down through military force. Although
the radical program was not accepted by the moderates, Abdiil decided to try to
implement a policy of armed struggle together with his comrades, also from Kos-
ovo: Although he was under strict police surveillance because of this new devel-
opment, Abdiil managed to go to Prizren in December 1880 and take part there
in a meeting starting in December 1880 and ending in January 1881. After Mi-
trovica (January 18, 1881) and Prishtina (January 25, 1881) came under the con-
trol of the forces of the so-called ‘Provisional Government’, in January 1881 Ab-
dul deposed the local governor (mutesarrify of Debre (Dibér), which was also in-
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cluded in the territory claimed by the resistance movement, in order to put this
city also under the de facto administration of the ‘Provisional Government’. Abdiil
had to leave Debre on March 4, 1881, travelled within Manastir vilayet for a few
weeks and then returned to Prizren on March 20, 1881.

As the issue of the new Ottoman-Greek frontiers was finalized in the Second
Conference of Istanbul on March 25, 1878, the Ottoman government, no longer
in need of the local representatives’ pressure on the Great Powers against Greek
territorial demands, reacted fiercely to the action in Debre and to other attacks by
the local Albanian resistance movement in the region and in spring 1881 sent in
troops under the command of Dervig Pasa to repress the resistance movement,
which was only temporarily able to stand firm in some places. Before the re-
capture of Prizren on April 23, 1881 by state forces, Abdiil managed to leave for
Debre to organize the local resistance there. The notables there instigated an as-
sassination attempt against Abdiil, during which Abdiil managed to escape while
two of his companions were wounded. After Prizren fell into the hands of state
forces, sporadic local resistance in the region continued until autumn 1881; how-
ever, following the defeat in Debre during the last week of April 1881, Abdiil was
forced to escape. Dervis Pasa, the head of the state forces, apparently had prom-
ised a prize for Abdil’s capture.

Abdil was arrested while crossing the Shkumbin River near Elbasan on his way
to the Adriatic coast via Debre and Tirana, in an attempt to escape abroad. He
was first sentenced to death by a military court in Prizren, but the sentence was
commuted to life imprisonment. After spending three years in jail and twenty
months in exile (internment), Abdiil was pardoned in late 1885 or early 1886
(supposedly through the mediation of Gazi Osman Pasa, the heroic Ottoman
champion of Plevne) and went to Istanbul. According to Abdul’s brother Sami,
after the former was pardoned and came to Istanbul, he became a member of a
municipal council (“Sehremaneti meclisi azaligr”). He held this position with a
small salary from 1886 to 1888 until he became bedridden due to his deteriorat-
ing health. In this period Abdil prepared in 1887 and in 1888 two memorandums
on the present and future problems of Albania, addressed to the Italian prime
minister Francesco Crispi (1860-1900), whom the former had met during his visit
in Italy in Spring 1879 when Crispi was not yet prime minister. Still bedridden,
Abdiil prepared another memorandum in 1890 addressed to Crispi.

Abdil died on October 23, 1892 after a long illness and was buried in Merdi-
venkdy, in the cemetery of the bektashi tekke.

Abdil’s brother Sami states in his encyclopaedic entry on Abdiil that he left
behind two children: a toddler daughter and a son, who were adopted by Sami
when their mother Ballkéz (Balkiz/Belkiz) and Sami started to cohabit in 1894,
following Abdul’s death in 1892 and the death of Sami’s wife Emine Veliye in
1893. We don’t know much about Abdul’s daughter Emine; however, his son
Midhat (1880-1949), who lived in Istanbul from 1883 on, and later on became an
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Ottoman administrator in Salonica, was going to play an important role in the
Albanian history of the first half of the twentieth century, as an important actor
in the development of Albanianism in the Ottoman Empire, and then in the Al-
banian state. As a leader of an anti-communist resistance movement, he fled
abroad in 1944 and died in New York in 1949. The vast collection in his personal
library, which was confiscated by the new socialist regime in 1945, was to form
the main basis of the current National Library in Tirana.

Abdiil’s remains were transferred from Istanbul to Albania and reburied in Ti-
rana in 1978 during celebrations of the centenary of the League of Prizren, while
Abdiil was designated “Hero of the People.”
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Ali Naki Bey [Lebhova] (Yanya, Muslim) (1842-1904)

One of the three Muslim deputies from Yanya [Janina/loannina] province in the
first session, various versions/spellings of Ali Naki Bey’s name can be found in
different sources: Ali Naki Bey, Lebhovali Ali Naki Bey, Neki Pasa Libohova and
Neki Beu [Bey].

Ali Naki Bey was born in 1842 in Lebhova [Libohova], a town not far from
Gjirokastér in southern Albania. His father, Malik Naili Paga (Janina 1810 - Libo-
hova 1892), beylerbey of Rumelia, was a scion of the famous and rich landowning
Libohova-Arslan Pasali family, named after this small city where Ali Pasa Te-
pedelenli had built a fortress for his sister Sahnisa (or Shenisha).

Before being elected as a deputy, Ali Naki Bey was governor of Gjirokastér. He
became paga and member of the State Council in Istanbul. Regarding his election
as a deputy, it was stated in a letter from the French vice-consul in Yanya to the
Foreign Ministry in Paris on November 9, 1877 (summarizing the official vilayet
newspaper report (November 8, 1877) about the elections in Yanya) that Naki Bey
also took part in the elections in Yanya for the second session of the parliament
but failed, getting only 21 votes, which made him fifth on the list.
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Regarding his extra-parliamentary activities during his parliamentary member-
ship, it must be stated that Ali Naki Bey took part in the convention/assembly of
Gyjirokastra.

Ali Naki Bey died in Istanbul in 1904.

His spouse Behixhe Hamza was a Circassian from Taupse, sister of the third
wife of Mehmed Ali Vrioni (another deputy of the wvilayet), with whom he had
four sons and one daughter. Among his sons, there were Ahmet Myfid (1876 Li-
bohova - 1927 Saranda), who was in the Ottoman diplomatic service and later
became a minister in independent Albania, and Mahmut Ekrem Bey (born in Gji-
rokastra in 1882), who occupied high offices in inter-war Albania. Under the Ital-
ian occupation during the Second World War, he took part in the government.
He died in Rome after the war.
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Filip Aga Rosto (Skodra, Orthodox Christian)

Serving as the deputy of Iskodra [Shkodra/Iskodra] in both sessions, Filip Aga
Rosto is known also as Filip Efendi, Filip Aga [Agha] Rosto, Filip Risto Vugkovi¢
or Philippe Effendi.

A Christian Orthodox, Filip Risto Vugkovi¢ (probably from the small Ortho-
dox community of Iskodra, if we consider the family name “Vugkovi¢”), was born
into a quite wealthy family from Iskodra, where he became member of the court
of appeals.

Elected as a deputy to the first Ottoman parliament, after returning from Is-
tanbul, he retired in Elbasan (central Albania), where he had relatives and where
he died when around the age of 100.
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Mebmed Ali Bey (Yanya, Muslim) (1842-1895)

Deputy of Yanya (Janina/lonnina) in the second session, Mehmed Ali Bey was
from Berat. His name is spelled variously in different sources: Mehmed Ali Bey,
Mehmet Ali Vryoni, Mehmet Ali Beu [Bey], Mehemed Ali Bey of Berat, Me-
hemed Ali Vrion, Mehmet Ali Vrioni, Mehmed Ali Vrion and Mehmet Ali Berati.
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Mehmet Ali Bey (1842-1895) was from the famous Albanian landowning ey
family of Berat (southern Albania) named Vrioni, a family that increased its
wealth and power during the modernization process in the Ottoman Empire of
the nineteenth century. The French vice-consul in Yanya described Mehmet Ali’s
family, in his letter to the Foreign Ministry in Paris dated November 9, 1877, as
one of the ‘best’ landowning families and the wealthiest Albanians in Berat.
Mehmet Ali was a grandson of Omer Pasa, one of the generals of Tepedelenli Ali
Pasa, and later governor of Epirus, and the son of Hiiseyin Pasa, who was gover-
nor of Berat between 1845 and 1863. His mother was Sabush Hanim Toptani,
daughter of Ali Bey Toptani of Tirana. In his abovementioned letter the French
vice-consul in Yanya wrote that Mehmet Ali Bey had received a quite good educa-
tion in Istanbul and therefore, without the help of his origins or support from his
family, he had prospects of making a good administrative career. He spoke Alba-
nian, Turkish, Greek and French.

Mehmet Ali Bey was elected deputy to the second session of the first Ottoman
parliament with 39 votes, giving him the second best result in the election for the
vilayet of Yanya. Mehmet Ali’s name is not included in Hakki Tarik Us’s list of
deputies because it was missing in the Official Yearbook (Devlet Salnamesi) that he
used. Only the three non-Muslim deputies of Yanya are on his list. The author
does note, however, that this must be a mistake, and, as it was also reported by
the newspaper Basiret, that Beratli Mehmet Ali Bey must have also been an
elected deputy because his name appears in minutes and on commissions.

Regarding his activities in parliament, it is of note that Mehmet Ali Vrioni was a
member of the special committee at the beginning of the second session tasked
with drafting the reply of the Chamber of Deputies to the speech by the Sultan. In
general, he was a quite vigorous deputy in parliament, actively taking part in dis-
cussions on a variety of issues and in forming different commissions in parliament.

As regards his extra-parliamentary activities, Mehmet Ali Vrioni was, according
to Albanian historiography, a member of the Albanian Committee (Komiteti Shqip-
tar) of Yanya founded in May 1877. He had led a large militia force with at least
one thousand men, and he had been successful as the leader of a 1,500-thousand
strong militia force in the fighting in Herzegovina in fall 1876. He wanted to re-
peat this in Epirus (southern Albania), but he was elected deputy of Yanya. Ac-
cording to mainstream Albanian historiography, Mehmet Ali Vrioni, who had
come to Istanbul as deputy of Yanya, was, together with some other Albanian
deputies, one of the founders of the Komiteti Qendror pér Mbrojten e t¢ Drejtave té
Kombésisé Shqiptare (Central Committee for the Defence of the Rights of the Alba-
nian People) founded by members of the Albanian elite in Istanbul in December
1877. Together with Abdul Bey Frasheri, he led negotiations with the Greek au-
thorities in July and December 1877 in order to achieve an alliance. In spring 1879
he visited, with Abdul Bey and Abidin Dino, the main European capitals (Rom,
Paris, Berlin, Vienna) in order to defend the fate of the Albanian territories.
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While taking part in the organization of the resistance movements, Mehmet Ali
Vrioni, like other deputies, still saw himself as a deputy of the (albeit suspended)
Ottoman parliament, and, hence, having learned of the resumption of the Otto-
man and Greek negotiations on border issues, he, together with two other deputies
from Yanya, Abdil Bey and Veysel (Dino), travelled on August 14, 1879 from his
region to Istanbul to try to play any role possible as a representative of the local
people in those negotiations in the capital. According to Albanian historiography,
he remained one of the members of the central committee of the “League of Priz-
ren” from its inception to its end. With the repression of the “Albanian League,”
he was arrested in 1881 but was able to flee to Corfu. According to the nationalist
narrative in the official Albanian encyclopaedia, his last known ‘patriotic act’ was
the signing of a memorandum in 1890 together with Abdiil Bey.

Mehmet Ali died in 1895.

He had married two wives of relatively local important families - Emine
Hanim Klisura and Hiisniye Hanim Vokopola - and a Circassian woman, Mihri
Hanim. With Hiisniye Hanim he had a son, Ilyas Bey (born in 1882 or 1883).
[lyas Bey Vrioni studied at the Mekteb-i Miilkiye, became mayor of Berat after the
Young Turk revolution, participated in the Assembly of Vlora in 1912, which de-
clared Albanian independence, and was twice prime minister of Albania, and sev-
eral times member of parliament, minister and ambassador in the new Albanian
state before his death in 1932. He married a woman from the well-known Dino
family (from Preveza), and had three children with her, among them Yusuf Vrioni,
the translator of Ismail Kadare into French.
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Mibail Harito Efend: (Yanya, Orthodox Christian) (1836-1897)

Deputy of Yanya in the second session, Mihail Harito Efendi is named differently
in various sources: Hiristo Efendi; Mihail Efendi; Mihail Hiristo Efendi; Mihal
Harito Efendi[u]; Mihal Haritoja, Harito E. or Mihal Kristo.
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Mihal Harito was from a wealthy Orthodox Christian family from the Alba-
nian-speaking village of Nivan, in the mountainous Zagori region, north-east of
Ergeri [Argirikastro/Gjirokastér], in the north of the vilayet of Yanya/Ioannina. He
and his brother, Qiro Harito, had bought the tobacco trade monopoly in the ka-
zas of Avlonya [Vlora/Vlonja] and Arnavut Belgrad: [Berat], as well as the ad-
ministration of the post of Ergeri [Argirikastro/Gjirokastér]. They also controlled
a caravan transport between Gjirokastér and Thessaly.

In his letter to the Foreign Ministry in Paris, sent on 9 November 1877, the
French vice-consul in Yanya describes Mihail Harito as a “Hellenized Albanian,”
who was “not lacking in intellect, criticism or education.” He could speak Alba-
nian, Greek and Turkish. He also states that Mihail Harito had held the presi-
dency of the commercial court in Preveze [Preveza] and Ergeri [Argirikas-
tro/Gjirokastér], and also served as the director of the exclusively Christian town
of Himara; however, his staff was not satisfied with his work and attempted to re-
place him with a Muslim statesman. Still this ‘strange’ event does not seem to
have affected Harito’s career very much.

Mihal Harito was a benefactor for the Christians in his native region: in 1861,
with his brother, he built a church, and in 1881, with Petro Kondi, he founded a
school. He is said to have been in favour of an Albanian Orthodox Church.

In 1877, he became a member of the first Ottoman parliament. In a letter from
the French vice-consul in Yanya on 9 November 1877 to the Foreign Ministry in
Paris summarizing the news in the official vilayet newspaper (November 8, 1877)
about the elections in Yanya, it was stated that Mihail Hristo [Harito] Efendi ob-
tained only 14 votes and actually came in sixth in the election for the non-
Muslim deputies of Yanya, from where three non-Muslim deputies were supposed
to be sent to the parliament. However, in the end Harito Bey was sent to parlia-
ment as the third non-Muslim Yanya, because the other non-Muslim candidates
Algivyadi Lambi Efendi (29 votes), Kantarci Efendi (28 votes) and Zoidhi Efendi
(15 votes) decided not to take part in the parliament. The reason for this decision
seems to be that their business had suffered much during their service in Istanbul
as deputies in the first session as they had had to stay away from their hometown
for a long period of time.

According to the dominant narrative in Albanian historiography, Mihail
Harito, who had come to Istanbul as the deputy of Yanya, was one of the mem-
bers of the Central Committee for the Defence of the Rights of the Albanian
People (Komiteti Qendror pér Mbrotjen ¢ té Drejtave t¢ Kombésisé), the association
founded in 1877 by a group of Albanian intellectuals in Istanbul, three Albanian
deputies of Yanya (Abdil Frashéri, Mehmet Ali Vrioni, Mustafa Nuri Vlora)
among them.

Regarding his participation in parliament, it must be stated that he took part in
several negotiations in the chamber, and on one occasion on January 9, 1878, for
instance, Mihail Hristo was involved in the discussions in the Chamber about the
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responsibility for the failure of the Ottoman Empire in war against the Russians,
questioning the interference by Istanbul and the incapability of military com-
manders.

He died in 1897 at the age of 61.

One of his sons, Petro Harito, was a member of the Albanian parliament sev-
eral times during the inter-war period.
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Mustafa (Nuri) Bey (Yanya, Muslim) (1830/31-1885/86)

Deputy of Yanya in both sessions, Mustafa (Nuri) Bey was from Avlonya
[Vlora/Vlonya]. Different versions of his name can be encountered in different
sources: Mustafa Bey [Beu]; Yanyali Mustafa Bey; Yanyali Ahmed Pasazade
Mustafa Bey; Moustapha Bey; Mustafa Paga; Mustafa Paga Vlora; Mustafa Nuri
Bey Vlora; [Yanya Mebusu] Mustafa Efendi[u].

Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora was born in 1246/1830-31 into the famous ey family
of Vlora (Avlonya) in southern Albania, in the wiayet of Yanya [loannina]. His fa-
ther was Beqir Bey or Avlonyali Hac1 Ebubekir Bey, a treasurer, and the brother of
Selim Paga (b. 1820) who was mitesarrif [official local governor] of Gjirokastér sub-
district. According to his biography in the Ottoman registers, he received a tradi-
tional religious education with a private professor. However he also studied other
subjects, as he was able to speak, read and write not only Turkish, Arabic and Per-
sian, but also French and Greek. He could also speak Italian and Albanian. After
an unsuccessful rebellion by his family against the central authorities, he was
banned to Konya, where he stayed with his brother and his cousins between 1848
and 1851. However, a few years later he began a career in the Ottoman administra-
tion. In 1854-55 he was appointed a member of Seyyar Komisyonu in the wvilayet of
Yanya, and the following year he became member of the wilayet assembly. He then
occupied several posts of kaymakam: in Ergeri [Argirikastro/Gjirokastér]| (1862-63),
in Gorice/Korgé (1863-64), and in Narda (1864-65). Then he was appointed Mid-
hat Pasa’s deputy, vali of the Danube wilayer (1865-66). In 1867-68 he was pro-
moted to mutessarif and occupied different posts as such, successively in Resmo
(Rethymno) 1867-1870 and in Kandiye (1870-71), both in Crete. In 1873, after a
five-month stay in Vloré, he was sent to Herzegovina as a mutessarsf In 1876, he
stayed in Vloré for seven months before being appointed councillor of the vali of
Crete. In 1877, he resigned and remained without an administrative position for
fourteen months.
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A letter from the French vice-consul in Yanya to the Foreign Ministry in Paris
on 9 November 1877 reported that Mustafa Bey was elected with the largest
number of votes (46 votes). According to Albanian historiography, Mustafa Nuri,
who had come to Istanbul as the deputy of Yanya, was, together with some other
Albanian deputies, one of the founders of the so-called Komiteti Qendror pér Mbro-
Jten e t¢ Drejtave t¢ Kombésisé Shqiptare (Central Committee for the Defence of the
Rights of the Albanian People) founded by the Albanian elite in December 1877
in Istanbul.

As pointed out by Robert Devereux, Mustafa Nuri Vlora (Yanya) was one of
“[...] the ten most prominent opposition deputies [...]” who were going to be
deported on 15 February 1878 from Istanbul after the Chamber was dissolved.
Mustafa Nuri Vlora (Yanya) was, together with nine other opposition deputies,
“[...] summoned [on Februaryl5, 1878] to the Ministry of Police and informed
curtly that, with the Chamber having been dissolved, they no longer had any
business to transact in Istanbul and they were therefore required to leave the capi-
tal for their homes by the first available ship. The ten deputies protested the order
as completely illegal and unconstitutional [...] the deputies had no choice but to
board the Austrian ship Mars, which sailed from Istanbul on February [1878].”
According to the correspondent of The Times, on February 25, 1878, the govern-
ment even refused the deported deputies their travelling expenses, which they
were indeed entitled to by the Constitution.

Regarding his extra-parliamentary activities, we know that at that time in Yanya
(Janina/loannina), Mustafa Nuri mobilized volunteers to defend the Ottoman-
Greek border against any attempted intrusion by the Greeks before he was elected
deputy to the first Ottoman parliament. This is probably why in 1878-79 he re-
fused an appointment as mutessarif of Gorice (Korgé). As a consequence, he was
dismissed and his salary was cut. In June 1878 he was elected the head of the Vlora
branch of the ‘Albanian League’ (Lidhja Shqiptare) and took part in the preparations
for the protests against the Great Powers at the Berlin Congress. According to Neil
Shehu, the author of the entry on Mustafa Nuri in the official Albanian encyclo-
paedia, “the head of the Vlora branch of the League, Mustafa Nuri, in a conversa-
tion with the deputy consul of Austria-Hungary in Vlora, frankly expressed his
opinion about the policy of Vienna, a policy intending to extend the conquest of
the Balkans over a broader area, especially in Kosovo, Macedonia and up to the
Aegean Sea. He did not believe the deputy consul’s words about the ‘help’ for Al-
bania, which he promised in the name of the Viennese government.” In Februray
1879 he represented Vlora at the Preveza meeting of the Albanians (mbledhj e
Prevezés), summoned to discuss the ongoing problem of settling the border be-
tween Greece and Ottoman Albania. Mustafa Nuri was pursuing a kind of ‘cultural
Albanianism’ by replying that ‘the language of the region is Albanian and all cor-
respondence should be in Albanian’, when the Austro-Hungarian deputy consul in
Vlora suggested to him that the Commercial Court should use Greek rather than
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Turkish. On July 7, 1880 Mustafa Nuri Vlora, as the head of a commission from
the South, visited Iskodra [Shkodra/Shkodér] to talk with the Albanians in the
North about cooperation between the southern and northern Albanians in pro-
tecting the current (Ottoman) Albanian borders against the external plans for ces-
sion. In 1881, he was arrested with other Albanian leaders and exiled to Canakkale,
where he spent some time. In 1883, he was again appointed as a mutessarif in
Mentese district, a post from which he resigned at the end of 1884.

During a stay there, he had made several gifts (two fountains, a building for a
riisdiye and a street between the city and the port) to his native town.

He died in 1885 or 1886, in Minne while he was making the pilgrimage to
Mecca.

He was married to Naile Hanim Yanina, of the Aslan-pasali family, with whom
he had four sons (Neget Pasa, Mehmet Ferit Paga, Stireyya Bey and Namik Bey)
and two daughters (Nasip Hanim and Melek Hanim). Ferid [Ferit] Pasa became
grand vizir in 1903.

Sources:

Ismail Kemal Bey 1920:27; Vlora 1973:275-277; Shehu 1985:1172; Kaleshi 1981:428 [Albanian
translation with some mistakes: Kaleshi 1996b:127]; Kaleshi 1981:433 [Kaleshi 1996¢:183];
Devereux 1963:247-248, 247248 fn. 24, 248 fn. 26, 263, 271; Pollo & Buda 1965:147; Alpan
1978:36; Rizaj 2001:100 & 104 ; Frashéri 2004:287. Hysni Myzyri, “Komiteti Qendror pér
Mbrotjen e té Drejtave té Kombésisé,” Buda et al. 1985:501; Aristarchi Bey 1878:351; Us
1954:20, 79, 154, 410-411; Kim 1993:127, 133 ; Shehu 1979/81:112-114; Belegu 1939:69 ;
Korkuti 1979/81:94-95; Giines 1998:14, 19, 218-219, 714 and passim; Kutay 1960a:6207; Mile
1978:101 [The letter of the French vice-consul in Yanya on 9 November 1877 to Foreign Minis-
try in Paris summarizing the news in the official wilayer newspaper (08.11.1877) about the elec-
tions in Yanya for the second session. (Quoted from AMPJ LPK, Vol. 9, pp. 168-173)], Sicill-i
Abval defieri n°1, p. 110; Haus-, Hof-, und Staatsarchiv (Vienna), PA XIV/7, Liasse V/1, Ranzi,
Valona, 18/4/1905.

Omer Sevki Efendi (Prizren/Kosova, Muslim) (18202-1887)

In the sources on the first Ottoman parliament the name of one of the deputies
from the Kosovo province (vilayet) in the second session usually appears as ‘Omer
Sevki’, albeit with different spellings and with the epithet ‘Nardal’ showing that
he was from Narda/Narta in present-day north-western Greece and in the Otto-
man province of Yanya of that time: Nardali Omer (Sevki) effendi; Omer Sevki
Efendi; Omer effendi or Omer Shevki Effendi or Nardali Omer Efendi. This
“Nardali Omer Efendi” version also appears in some Ottoman-Turkish docu-
ments.

It is commonly accepted in Albanian historiography both in Kosovo and Al-
bania, on the other hand, that this deputy was the well-known Albanian figure of
that period Omer Prizreni (1820/21-1887), whose name appears in a number of
versions in various sources in different languages: Haxhi Ymer Prizreni; Haxhi
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Ymer Efendiu (i Prizrenit) [Effendi]; HadZi Imer-efendi Prizreni; Hadji Omer Ef-
fendi; Sheh Umer Prizreni; Haxhi Ymer Efendiu; Myderriz Ymer Prizreni,
Myderiz Omer Effendi, Sheh Omer Prizreni, Sheh Ymer, Ymer Efendi Prizreni;
Omer Efendiu nga Prizreni; myderiz Omer Efendi(u); Ymer Prizreni and Prizrin’li
Hact Omer.

It can be inferred from this list (without speculating about the reasons) that the
versions without ‘Sevki’ (Shevki) have prevailed in these sources. Exceptions to
this can be seen in the collections of documents, where also the names Amer
Chevki, Amer Shevki, Ymer Shefki[u], Omer Shevki and Omer Chevki are used
for Ymer Prizreni.

Regarding the question whether the person named in all of these sources is, as
commonly suggested, the same person, it must be noted that Narda/Narta was
not in the Ottoman wvilayet of Kosova but rather in Yanya, whereas the deputy in
question was elected from Kosovo province. The minutes of the first parliament
compiled by Hakki Tarik Us, for instance, report that Omer, the deputy of Kos-
ova wvilayet, was from Narda. The source for this information, which has been re-
peated in some other studies on the first Ottoman parliament, is totally unclear; it
is striking, however, that no one has questioned how someone from the wvilayer of
Yanya became a deputy of the wilayet of Kosova in the Ottoman parliament.

Leaving aside the question of two different people with the name Omer, we
will focus here on Omer Prizreni, who commonly has been suggested to have
been the deputy of Kosovo to the first Ottoman parliament, while noting that we
do not possess much information about Omer from Narda/Narta.

Omer [Alb. Ymer] Prizreni is a historical figure that one comes across in almost
every study on the history of Kosovo between 1878 and 1881, and has been glori-
fied in Kosovo as one of the fathers of Albanian nationalism. He was described in
a short entry on “Haxhi Ymer Prizreni” in the official encyclopaedia of socialist
Albania as one of the “distinguished” activists of the National Movement, one of
the main pioneers of the Albanian League of Prizren and head of the provisional
government established at the end of the League.” His recently mythologized im-
age in the Albanian historiography in Kosovo can be seen as the counterpart to
Abdil Frashéri’s (Yanya) place in the Albanian historiography of Albania. This
image of Omer as “the heart and soul of the Albanian League” is believed to have
been overshadowed in the historiography by that of Abdiil, and Omer Efendi is
introduced as the “progressive cleric, enlightener, genuine son of the Albanian
people, and patriot, who not only formed the Albanian League but also remained
its devoted leader to the end.”

Omer was from a Muslim clerical family from Zgatar, a village near Prizren. As
it is not known when his father Stileyman Efendi Zgatari (a religious instructor
[miiderris] in the religious school [medrese] of Bayrakli Mosque in Prizren) moved
from Zgatar to Prizren, it is not clear in which of these places Omer was born.
Siileyman Efendi’s father (i.e. Omer’s grandfather) Ali Nuhi, on the other hand,
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had been the founder and the first imam of the Zgatar Mosque. Omer had two
brothers: Ali and Osman. Omer Efendi was supposedly from a rich family that
was one of the initiators of modern (capitalist) business in Prizren, and had stead-
ily increased its wealth. Running a tannery, the family also owned land around
Prizren and Opoje, the region in southern Kosovo where the family was from.

There is also disagreement about the date of Omer’s birth in the historiogra-
phy; it is usually accepted, however, that he was born either in 1820 or 1821.

Omer attended primary and secondary school in Prizren and graduated from a
religious school (medrese) in Prizren, supposedly the ‘Mehmed Pagsa Medrese’, and
worked as a religious instructor (miiderris) in the same town from the 1860s on. It
is sometimes claimed that Omer studied law, philosophy and theology in Istan-
bul; however, no evidence is given for this information. It is sure that Omer was a
cleric (as a muiftii of Prizren and as a religious instructor [miiderris] at the medrese
of the Bayrakli Mosque in Prizren).

His Albanian biographers maintain that Omer spoke “Albanian, Gorange or
Gorani, a Slavic/Bulgarian language spoken among the Muslim Slavs of the
Opoja region, Turkish, Arabic, Persian and French, and understood German.”
This information is, however, rather unreliable, as it is doubtful that he knew
French or German.

Belonging to the Nagshbandi mystical order (tarikat/tariqa), Omer Efendi also
carried the epithet Hac: following his pilgrimage, in addition to his other labels
such as Miiderris, Miifiii, Sheyh and Hoca.

He is supposed to have taken part in the preparations for the so-called ‘Alba-
nian League’ (allegedly from the second half of 1877 on) by organizing the resis-
tance of local forces against the military campaigns of the neighbouring countries
into the Ottoman territories during the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 and by
fighting for the rights of the Albanians in the region. He organized a committee
for self-defence in the district (sancak) of Prizren, which, like many other such
committees in Kosovo, was preparing for military resistance against the annexa-
tion of the region by the Serbian forces and organizing help for many refugees
escaped from the Serbian armies into Kosovo.

In 1877, the year Omer was elected deputy of Kosova province for the second
session of the first Ottoman parliament, he became a member of the so-called
‘Central Committee for the Defence of the Rights of the Albanian People’ (Ko-
miteti Qendror pér Mbrojten e t¢ Drejtave t¢ Kombésisé Shqiptare), which was allegedly
established in December 1877 in Istanbul under Abdil’s (Yanya) leadership.

According to mainstream Albanian historiography, Omer was the head of the
commission that in spring 1878 prepared the general assembly of local elites to
take place in Prizren in June 1878, during which the League of Prizren was
founded. It has been claimed by one of his biographers that the assembly in Priz-
ren actually did not start on June 10, 1878, as commonly believed, but with the
meeting at the Bayrakli Mosque (Alb.: Bajrakli Xhami) on June 4, 1878, where
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Omer held the opening speech. Ending on June 18, 1878, this assembly suppos-
edly elected Omer as head of the ‘central committee’ (Cemiyet-i Merkeziyye-i Itti-
hadiyye) formed during the first assembly in Prizren, which was dominated by
those from the radical wing not only fighting against the plans for the annexation
of some territories by the neighbours, but also striving for a unified autonomous
Albanian province under the Ottoman Empire. It is generally claimed that he was
later elected on July 2, 1878 to the General Board of the League and on October
3, 1879 as the head both of the whole Albanian League and of the so-called ‘Pro-
visional Government.” According to Albanian historiography in January 1881 this
government declared an autonomous Albania, which is of course a distorted vi-
sion of reality, even if Omer did play an important role locally. One can find
Omer’s signature (“Amer Chevki”) under a memorandum written in French and
addressed by “Des Délégués Albanais” to the British diplomat A. H. Layard, on
July 10, 1879. During the organization of local forces fighting against the imple-
mentation of the resolutions of the Berlin Congress and secondarily striving for
the formation of a unique and autonomous province, Omer’s role apparently be-
came more important. In his report of June 12, 1880, the British consul in Prizren
St. John, who gives a critical analysis of the meaning of this resistance movement,
states explicitly that “[...] a person named Hadji Omer Effendi is exercising great
influence at Prisrend. This man has now adopted the character of a ‘dictator’, tak-
ing a very active part in public affairs, political and judicial, the Mutessarif who
nominally represents the Government being completely set aside.” While the
geographic scope and substance of Omer’s power may be disputed, it is clear
from this report that Omer had gradually built a power structure within a certain
range.

Omer Efendi was also one of the organizers of the second assemblies in Prizren
on July 22, 1880 and in Dibra (Debre) between October 20 and 23, 1880.

The resistance of this rather faithful movement against the demands of first
Montenegro and then Greece had proved very helpful for the Ottomans in their
international negotiations over the new borders. However, once those borders
had been settled on, some factions of this regional movement became undesir-
able for the Ottoman state so that in spring 1881, Dervish Paga was commis-
sioned by the Ottoman state to control or suppress these factions that had by
then become disloyal.

After the suppression of the Albanian League of Prizren by the Ottoman ar-
mies in April 1881, which could not be overcome by the weak local armed resis-
tance groups, Omer managed to escape to Ulqin in Montenegro. While there are
different speculations about his final destination, it is claimed by one of his biog-
raphers that Omer left Prizren on April 30, 1881 for Durrés (Dirag). On his way
to Dirag, Omer secretly stayed in Iskodra in the house of Yusuf Efendi [Golemi],
one of the leaders of the resistance movement in the region; after six days he left
this city for Ulgin in Montenegro, where he arrived on May 18, 1881. Although
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the Ottoman government had apparently sent him delegates in 1884 to call him
back with the promise of amnesty, he is claimed to have refused to return to the
Ottoman Empire and obtained refugee status from Montenegro.

While different years for his death are given in different sources, according to
the inscription on his tombstone in Ulgin in Montenegro, Omer died in Hicri
1304, i.e. between September 30, 1886 and September 18, 1887. Enver Baftiu, re-
lying on a document he had, clarified that Omer was killed in front of his house
in Ulgin on “Hicri 20 Ramadan 1304,” i.e. June 12, 1887. His tomb remains in
Ulgin in Montenegro to this day.

A Turkish encyclopaedia states that he (“Prizrin’li Hac:t Omer”) is the father of
Besim Akalin (1862-1940); however this information is probably wrong as no re-
lation between these two persons is mentioned in the entry on Besim Akalin him-
self in the same volume. Referring to a document dated “Hicri 13 ramazan
[Ramadan] 1307, i.e. May 3, 1890, some Kosovar historians have maintained,
however, that Omer Efendi was married to “Fatime” and had a daughter called
“Ajshe” [Ayshe]. It is also stated that both Fatime and Ajshe were interned first in
Thessalonica and later in Izmir for an unknown period, and returned to their
“motherland” around 1890. Ayshe was married to an Albanian named Vehbi
Fluku, who was supposedly Omer Efendi’s student in the medrese. Relying on in-
terviews with Omer’s descendants, some Kosovar historians have claimed that
Omer also had a son who died very young.

Sources:

Altiparmak 1981; Pirraku 1978; Verli 2002; Verli 2003; Mataj 2002; Kolge 1985; Pirraku 2002a;
Pirraku 2002b; Pirraku 2003; Rizaj 2002; Baftiu 2002a; Baftiu 2002b; Kosova 2002; Rexha 1979;
Mataj, Ferizi & Halilaj 1979/81; Devereux 1963:271.

Selim Aga Goriz (Iskodra, Muslim) (-1885)

Selim Aga Goriz, also known as Selim Efendi; Selim Goriz Aga [Agha/Aga] and
Selim Aga Gjyrezi, was the deputy of Iskodra [Iskodra/Shkodra] to the second
session of the first Ottoman parliament.

Selim Aga Goriz (Gjyrezi in Albanian) was born in Shkodér into a rich family
of merchants, who had also acquired lands. His father was involved in trade with
Venice. He was himself a member of the esnaf of salt in 1846. In 1861, he was ap-
pointed president of the commercial court of the city, and he was elected deputy
to the first Ottoman parliament. At that time, he became involved in the local
movement against the cession of some territories to Montenegro, in particular
against the cession of Ulcinj in 1880.

Selim Aga died in 1885, in Shkodér, at a very old age.

His sons Ibrahim and Muhamet held political positions in inter-war Albania,
the first as a deputy from 1923 to 1924, and the other as president of the Shkodér
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municipality; however, they had to leave the country in 1925 because of their
opposition to Ahmet Zogu.

Sources:

Bushati 1998:539, 554-555; Bushati 1999:174-176; Devereux 1963:272 and passim; Kim 1993:
124, 127, 131; Giines 1998:17; Us 1954: 148, 155 and passim. Pollo et al. 1984:239

Toptanzade Sami Bey (Skodra, Muslim)

Toptanzade Sami Bey, whose name appears also as Sami Bey or Toydanzade Sami
Bey in different sources, was the deputy of Iskodra [Shkodér/Iskodra] in the first
session.

Devereux gives his name as “Toydanzade Sami B” and states that he is a Mus-
lim Albanian, and that his “residence” and “occupation” are not known. Jongil
Kim mistakenly states in his MA thesis that he is Arab [sic]. It is known, however,
that his name was Toptanzade (and not Toydanzade) Sami Bey, and that he was a
member of the famous Toptani family (originally from Krujé), which came to be
the most powerful family in Tirana and surroundings, in central Albania, from
the beginning of the nineteenth century onwards. He was the son of Haci Meh-
med Pasa, and the grandson of Kaplan Pasa (d. 1816).

We know almost nothing about Toptanzade Sami except that he was elected to
the first Ottoman parliament, and that in the parliament, according to Devereux,
he was elected together with Yenisehirli Ahmed (Aydin) and Mihaliki Efendi (Se-
lanik), as one of the administrative officers who “[...] were responsible for super-
vising the Chamber’s clerical staff and other employees (doormen, ushers, etc.).”

His only son, Celal Bey, died in Plevne in 1877.

Sources:

Bakiu 1998: 33; Devereux 1963: 165 and 264 and passim; Aristarchi Bey 1878:348; Us 1954:18,
133, 415 and passim; Glines 1998:12, 132 and passim; Kim 1993:14, 124

Veysel Bey [Dino] (Yanya, Muslim)

Veysel Bey was one of the deputies from Yanya to the first session of the first Ot-
toman parliament. Different versions of his name can be encountered in different
sources: Veysel Bey, Veissel Bey, Vesil Bey, Vesel Bey, Vessel Bey, Vesel beg, Vesel
beu, Vesel bej Dino and Vejsel Bey Dinua.

Veysel Bey was from the famous Dino family of Albanian notables from
Caméri (west of Ioannina). He was the son of Ahmet Paga Dino (1785-1849) of
the Preveza district, who died during the cholera epidemic during the 1880s in
Ankara, where his son Abidin Pasa was serving as governor. His mother was
Saliha Dino. His brother, Abidin Pasa Dino, vali and Ottoman Minister of For-
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eign Affairs in 1880, was one of the founders of the Komiteti Qendror pér Mbro-
jten e té Drejtave té Kombésisé Shqiptare (Central Committee for the Defence of
the Rights of the Albanian People) founded by the Albanian elite in December
1877 in Istanbul.

At the end of the 1870s, Veysel Bey Dino was head of the Military Commis-
sion of the wilayet of loannina.

In 1877, he was elected to the first Ottoman parliament. Relying on a report in
the Stamboul newspaper (January 31, 1877), Devereux states that Veysel Bey was
“[e]lected when Hiisnii B., a notable of Larissa, declined to serve.”

He was one of the leaders of the southern branch of the ‘Albanian League’ to-
gether with his brother Abidin Pasa Dino Preveza, Abdyl Bey Frasheri (Yanya)
and Mehmet Ali Bey Vrioni (Yanya).

Like Feyzi Efendi (also deputy of Yanya), Veysel Bey was, according to Deve-
reux, a member of “one of the most important” special committees in the parlia-
ment — “[...] an eleven-man group, comprising four Muslims and seven Chris-
tians, created on June 6, 1877, to consider ways and means of raising the funds
needed by the government for the prosecution of the war.”

He was a member of the so-called ‘Society for the edition of Albanian books,’
founded in the Ottoman capital under the leadership of Semseddin Sami Frager
[Frashéri] in 1879. In a letter from the British Vice-Consul in Preveza C. A.
Blakeney, to Sir A. H. Layard on March 3, 1879, it was stated that “[a] deputation,
consisting of four members of the Albanian League, two of whom were cadi
[Kadi] of Prevesa and Vessel Bey, brother of Abedin Bey [Abidin Dino Pasa],
called at this Vice-Consulate yesterday morning, and handed to me, under flying
seal, a petition [with the date of February 28, 1879] addressed by them and their
colleagues to the Marquis of Salisbury, [...] The above deputation also informed
me that a similar petition has been addressed to the Consuls of Great Powers for
transmission to their respective governments.”

The petition addressed “by the members of the Albanian League” in Preveza
was protesting against the plans for the cession to Greece of the Ottoman (Alba-
nian!) territories of Preveza, Arta and Yanya. Another petition by “[t|he Albanian
League to Mr. Malet” himself, also enclosed in the same letter, declared that
“[t]he territories of Prevesa [Preveza], Janina [Yanya] and Arta, which Greece
claims, from abantiquo an integral part of Albania, and the cession of these territo-
ries to Greece would be equivalent the extinction of the whole of Albania.”

Edward Malet, the British diplomat in the region, informed his government in
a letter dated April 1, 1879 that “another petition addressed to the Marquis by the
“Albanian Chiefs” had been handed over to him by Vesel Bey. It was declared in
this petition dated March 2, 1879 “[...] that if the Greek Government persists in
its resolve to encroach upon the rights of the Albanian people, we must cast upon
it all the responsibility of the consequences, since for our part we are determined
to die in the defence of our nationality.”
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Underneath another memorandum addressed by “the Albanian Delegates” to
AH. Layard on July 10, 1879, who forwarded it to the Marquis of Salisbury on
July 20, 1879, we can see that the French text was signed inter alia by “Vassal Di-
nor,” whose name was translated into Albanian by Skender Rizaj, who published
both the original and Albanian translation of this document, as “Vasal Dinor.”
The person who signed this petition “protesting any portion of territory to a for-
eign power” was probably Veysel Dino himself.

While taking part in the organization of the resistance movement in the re-
gion, Veysel Dino, like all other deputies, still saw himself as a deputy of the (al-
beit suspended) Ottoman parliament, and hence when he was informed about the
resumption of the Ottoman and Greek negotiations on border issues, he, together
with two other deputies from Yanya, Abdiil Bey and Mehmet Ali Vrioni, travelled
on August 14, 1879 from the region to Istanbul to try to play any role possible in
those negotiations in the capital as a representative of the local people.

Sources:

Clayer 2007:272; Mehmeti 1998:21, 77; Devereux 1963:168-169, 169 fn. 37, 263 and 266 fn. 36;
Faensen 1980:43; Alpan & Kagi 1997:75-76; Korkuti 1979/81:93; Rizaj 1978:128-130 and 264-
265 ; Gunes 1998: 14, 218-219 and 714; Kaleshi 1979: 477-478; Us 1954:20 and passim; Kim
1993:127; Kutay 1960:6348; Kaleshi 1979:477; Aristarchi Bey 1878:351; Kim 1993:127; Rizaj
1978:321 (index) ; PRO 78/2939 (published in Accounts and Papers, 39, 1880, LXXVII, 78, p.
362); PRO F.O. 78/2936 (published in Accounts and Papers, 36, 1878-1879, LXXVII (7), pp.387-
389. See also Rizaj 1978:250-255); PRO, F.O. 78/1879 (published in Accounts and Papers, 36,
1878-1879, LXXVII (77), pp.345-348. See Rizaj 1978:246-249).

Yusuf Ziyaeddin Efendi (Iskodra, Muslim) (ca. 1830-1901)

Deputy of Iskodra [Shkodra/Shkodér] in both sessions of the first Ottoman par-
liament, Yusuf Ziyaeddin Efendi has been named differently in various sources:
Yusuf Efendi [Efendiu], Podgorigeli Yusuf Ziyaeddin Efendi, Youssouf Effendi,
Jusuf Orugi, Jusuf Urugi, Jusuf Ziaeddin Podgoroci, Jusuf Efendi Podgorica, or
Myderiz Jusuf Podgorica.

Generally called Yusuf Efendi Podgorica, or Yusuf Orugi (or Urugi), he was
born around 1830 in Podgorica [Podgorice/Podogorika in present-day Montene-
gro|, into a family originating in the mountainous region of Trieshi (today in
Montenegro). One of his ancestors is said to have settled along the Buna River.
Later on, the family migrated to Podgorica, where they remained until 1879 when
the city came under Montenegrin rule.

Yusuf Efendi himself studied with his father, Haci Ibrahim Rustem Efendi
Urugi, then in the medrese situated in the bazar of Shkodér with the w#lema Salih
Efendi and Sali Efendi Pata, and later on in Istanbul. After completing his studies,
he became mufti and miderris in Podgorica. Because of that, he was named “fetfa-
cia” (fetvact), the one who issues fetvas. He was a learned ‘@lim, who knew Alba-
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nian and Serbo-Croatian, but also Turkish, Arabic and Persian, and he owned a
big library.

Elected as a deputy of Podgorica to the first Ottoman parliament, it is known
that he intervened at least twice during the discussions in the parliament, in April
and December 1877, criticizing the Ottoman authorities and defending the integ-
rity of the Ottoman lands against Montenegro. Devereux states that the newspa-
per “Stamboul, November 23, 1877, identified the second Muslim deputy [of
Iskodra] as Davud E, provincial inspector of schools. Either the newspaper was in
error, or Davud, having resigned before the session started, was replaced by Yu-
suf.” According to Devereux, Yusuf Efendi was one of the most active participants
in the parliamentary discussions the on the ‘Montenegrin problem’ opposing the
cession of any Ottoman-Albanian territory to Montenegro.

Also outside the parliament, he was one of the activists who fought against the
transfer of Ottoman territories to Montenegro.

Two or three years after the inclusion of the Podgorica region into Montenegro
in February 1879, he left for Iskodra because he opposed the schooling of Muslim
children in Montenegrin schools. The Ottoman authorities helped him settle in
Iskodra by giving him the administration of heritages (miras).

He died in 1901 in Isdokra, where he was buried.

He had four sons and one daughter. At least two of his sons performed reli-
gious functions.

Sources:

Aristarchi Bey 1878:348; Bushati 1998: 534-539; Devereux 1963:188-189, 264, 272, 274 fn. 39;
Giines 1998: 12, 17,132, 218-219, 714; Kim 1993:124 and 131; Pirraku 2003:32; Panorama
2006: 14-15; Pirraku (Radio Ylberi); Rizaj 2001:101-102; Ulqini 1982:22; Us 1954:18, 155.
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The “Loyal Nation” and Its Deputies.
The Armenians in the First Ottoman Parliament

Elke Hartmann

In its title this article starts with what seems to be a contradiction. The title refers
to the Armenian deputies of the first Ottoman parliament as representatives of
their community, referred to as the “loyal nation” (millei-i sadika) by the Ottoman-
Turkish ruling elite. But the principle motivating the composition of the parlia-
ment was not to provide proportional representation for each community of the
empire — religious, ethnic, linguistic and the like — but rather to send representa-
tives of whatever affiliation for a given number of male inhabitants of a province
to the capital.! Furthermore, these deputies were not elected by only one - their
own — confessional group. Instead, they had to obtain the votes of those entitled
to vote in all religious groups, whether the (male) population in Istanbul, or elec-
tors in the provinces. Why then, should we look at the Armenian - or Greek or
Arab or Bulgarian - deputies as distinct groups?

Apart from the merely technical, but very legitimate argument that one needs
specific language skills to use sources written in the non-Turkish languages of the
Ottoman Empire, there are also other reasons for this approach. For the contra-
diction lies in the structure of the Ottoman parliament itself. In principle, its
members were supposed to be deputies of the Ottoman people without confes-
sional distinction, eligible only on the grounds of their personal qualities. In fact
their religious affiliation played a role in their nomination and election because
quotas for Muslims and non-Muslims were established. Otherwise, as Devereux
argues, the non-Muslims would have sent hardly anybody to the Istanbul parlia-
ment because deputies were elected by members of the provincial administrative
council, where, by definition, Muslims were always in the majority.2 It should be
noted that Devereux takes it for granted that members of these councils would
have acted not as Ottomans but as Muslim Ottomans, and would never have
considered electing a non-Muslim deputy, whatever his qualifications. The same
lack of faith in the de facto spread of the idea of Ottomanism even among the
members of the elite was obviously shared by the Ottoman government itself,
which guaranteed the participation of an appropriate number of non-Muslims by
establishing quotas.

1 Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period. A Study of the Midhat Constitution
and Parliament (Baltimore 1963), 124-125, 138-141.
Ibid., 124-125.
Ibid.
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The number of deputies per province depended not on the local population,
but on the importance of the province to the central government. Likewise, the
ratio between Muslim and non-Muslim deputies differed from province to prov-
ince.* But the regulations distinguished only between Muslims and non-Muslims;
they did not stipulate ethnic or linguistic criteria because these categories did not
exist in the administrative system of the empire or in Ottoman political thinking
(which does not mean that people were not aware of differences within the Mus-
lim “millet-i hakime”). Newspaper articles, and in some cases also statistics, very
clearly distinguish Turks and Arabs. On the other hand, all other Muslims, obvi-
ously even the non-Sunni Muslims, were lumped together under the general ru-
bric of “Turk,” on the assumption that all Muslims shared the same interests, re-
gardless of their ethnic or linguistic background.

Similarly, the regulations did not make distinctions among the different non-
Muslim millets, although this was indeed a category in Ottoman politics, and,
paradoxically, one of growing importance in the Reform period. It was only then
that the millet-system was fully developed. And it was in this period as well that
the millets changed slowly from religious groups to communities with a growing
national awareness. As result of this shift, the Greek Orthodox mullet split along
ethno-linguistic lines, whereas the Armenian mullet split in consequence of mis-
sionary activities and inner-Armenian socio-political conflicts, as well as reform
movements inside the Armenian Church. The official recognition of these new,
distinct mullets contributed to accelerating the nation-building processes as well as
increasing competition among the different millets. The Ottoman government was
at all times well aware of these differences and this competition and took them
into consideration in its administrative order, making use of them - especially in
the nineteenth century — playing one group off against the other in masterly fash-
ion.t

Geopolitics and demography, history and tradition, as well as social and cul-
tural factors provided very different and sometimes conflicting political options
for the various non-Muslim communities in the Ottoman Empire. Especially un-
der the conditions of 19%-century Ottoman politics, every mille-community
found its own way to place itself in the framework of Ottoman statehood, reform,

4 For details see ibid, 138-141.

Ibid., 145.

About the close connection between miller-system and nation-building in the Ottoman
Empire see Kemal H. Karpat, “Millets and Nationality: The Roots of the Incongruity of
Nation and State in the Post-Ottoman Era,” in: Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire,
ed. Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis, 2 vols. (New York and London 1982), 1:141-169;
for the emergence of the Catholic and Protestant millers see Hagop Barsoumian, “The
Eastern Question and the Tanzimat Era,” in: The Armenian People from Ancient to Modern
Times, 2 vols., ed. Richard G. Hovannisian (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1997), 2:175-201
and Vartan Artinian, “The Formation of Catholic and Protestant Millets in the Ottoman
Empire,” The Armenian Review 28 (1975), 3-15.
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European influence and national aspirations. Given the complexity and diversity
of Ottoman society, the entire non-Muslim population of a region hardly could
have shared the same political agenda and interests.

The Armenian deputies to the Ottoman Parliament were, as we have seen, sent to
Istanbul as Ottomans, as emissaties of a region, as Christians but not as Armeni-
ans. In the tangle of multiple and overlapping identities that every Ottoman sub-
ject lived with, how did the Armenian deputies conceive of themselves? On whose
behalf did they act in parliament? Whom did they represent? And as whose repre-
sentatives were they regarded? Did they speak in the name of the region they came
from? Or did they refer to their religious community? And, if the latter, did they
focus on being Christian or Armenian, perhaps even stressing the distinction be-
tween Apostolic and Catholic Armenians? Or did they try to go beyond the frame
of reference of their own millet and think and act as Ottoman citizens?

We may say, at the outset, that only a few weeks after it was established, the
work of the parliament was dominated and overshadowed by the war with Russia,
a war declared on the pretext that Ottoman Christians needed protection against
Muslim misrule, thus imposing the topic of religious affiliation on the deputies.
In this situation, most Armenian deputies felt obliged to explain their attitude ex-
plicitly as Armenians. They did so more often and more obviously than any other
confessional group.

Who then were these Armenian deputies, and where did they come from?

There is uncertainty even about such basics as names and numbers. According
to the list of names provided in the published minutes of the parliament, there
were 116 deputies at the first session (20.03.1877-28.06.1877), of whom eleven were
Armenian, and at the second session 95 deputies, of whom eight were Armenian.”
However, this list is incomplete. Devereux has collated it with a variety of addi-
tional sources and added to it people who are not mentioned in the official list but
can be traced in the minutes as taking part in the debates.® According to this more
complete list, out of 119 members of parliament at the first session, the following
twelve Armenians were present: Krikor Bzdigoglu Efendi (Adana), Manug Karad-
jian Efendi (Aleppo)?, Mikael (Mike) Altintop Efendi (Ankara), Hagop Sbartalian
Efendi (Izmir)!%, Mardinli Hovsep (Osep) Kazazian Efendi (Diyarbekir), Rupen

7 Hakki Tank Us (ed.), Meclis-i Mebusan 1293 Zabit Ceridesi, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Vakit Matbaasi,
1940-1954), 2:16-20.

8 Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, appendices B and C; 261-275.

In the minutes listed as Karaca Manok, in the Armenian press referred to as Manug Kha-

radjian, in the Armenian Church Register of Aleppo he is mentioned as Manug Karadjian.

Us, Meclis-i Mebusan and Devereux, The First Constitutional Period mention him as Ispar-

talioglu Agop, Armenian literature always as Hagop Sbartalian

10
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Yazidjian Efendi (Edime)!!, Hamazasb Ballarian Efendi (Erzurum)!?, Taniel Kha-
radjian Efendi (Erzurum)!3, Sahag Yavrumian Efendi (Ishak Efendi) (Bursa), Sebuh
Maksudian Efendi (Istanbul), Hovhannes (Ohannes) Allahverdian Efendi (Istan-
bul)'* and Hagop Shahinian Efendi (Sivas). During its second session, the Otto-
man parliament comprised 113 members. Of its Armenian deputies, Manug Kara-
djian (Aleppo), Hagop Sbartalian (Izmir), Hovsep Kazazian (Diyarbekir), Rupen
Yazidjian (Edirne), Sahag Yavrumian (Bursa) and Ohannes Hiidaverdian (Allah-
verdian) (Istanbul) were re-elected. Melkon Donelian Efendi (Ankara)!®, Hagop
(Agop) Efendi (Kayseri, wilayet Ankara), Murad Bey (Varna, vilayet Tuna), Hagop
(Agop) Kazandjian (Ruscuk, zilayet Tuna), Giragos (Kiragoz) Kazandjian Efendi (Er-
zurum)'é, Khatchadur Der-Nersesian (Erzurum)!’, Hagop (Agop) Kazazian Efendi
(Istanbul), Kevork Efendi (Sivas) and Hovhannes (Ohannes) Kiirekian Efendi
(Trabzon) were new-comers. Thus the number of Armenian deputies during the
second session rose to fifteen.

There were also Armenians among the senators (ayan). Among the 27 senators
appointed on March 17, 1877, Servitchen Efendi and Mihran Diiz Bey were Ar-
menian. Among those who joined the senate after the Constitution was sus-
pended was yet another Armenian, Apraham Pasa Yeramian.!® Of the 28 members
of the drafting commission for the Constitution, there were again, three Armeni-
ans: Krikor Odian Efendi, Vahan Bey and Tchamitch Ohannes Efendi.!®

The members of the drafting commission as well as the ayan were among the
best-known personalities of their time. They therefore found their way into Ar-
menian historiography, so that their biographies can be easily reconstructed on
the basis of countless letters, entries in yearbooks and calendars, obituaries and
contemporary newspaper articles. Their works and personal papers are kept in ar-
chives, and, although scattered, some have even been published. Since they are
still marginalized in European and Turkish research literature, their biographies
are summarized below.

11
12

In Devereux’s study wrongly listed as Zasioglu.

In Armenian sources always named Ballarian, whereas the Turkish texts identify him as
Hallacian or Kallacyan.

In the minutes named Danyel Karacyan.

Other variants of his name read Hiidaverdizade, Allahverdi or Hiidaverdian.

In the minutes the versions Daniloglu and Doniloglu can be found; the correct form is
most probably the latter, in its Armenian form Donelian. Cf. Tiirk Parlamento Taribi, vol. 2
(Ankara: TBBM Vakfi Yayinlari, 1998), 15 gives his name as Doniloglu.

16 Sometimes also mentioned as Khazandjian.

17 In the minutes: Hacaduryan Efendi.

18 Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 276-282.

19 Ibid., appendix A, 259.

13
14
15
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The Ayan (Members of the Senate)
Servitchen Efendi

Servitchen was born as Serovpe Vitchenian in 1815 and died in 1897. He was one
of the most famous Ottoman physicians of his generation.?? His father, Sarrafoglu
Bey Vitchen (or Khazez Sarrafoglu Aga Vitchen), a banker who had worked for
the famous Kazaz (Khazez) Artin (Bezdjian) and accordingly acquired a certain
wealth, made special efforts to ensure a good education for his children. At a
young age, Servitchen learned French, Italian and Greek from private teachers. In
1834 he was, together with Kasbar Sinabian, who became a very famous physician
as well, the first Armenian student to go to Paris to study medicine. There he met
not only the Ottoman ambassador of the day, Resid Pasa, but also Fuad and Ali
Pasas, who supported his studies.?! In 1839, he continued his education at the
medical faculty of Pisa, from which he graduated in 1840 after defending his doc-
toral thesis. In 1842, we find him back in Istanbul, where he quickly gained a
good reputation in his profession. Soon after, he was appointed head doctor of
the Seraskeriate. Servitchen also served in high positions as a teacher of medicine
and medical law. In 1846, he started giving classes on medical subjects at Galata-
saray Mekteb-i Sultani. For four decades, he was director of the military medical
faculty at Pangalti. Finally, he was elected to leading functions in several medical
associations and organisations. In 1856, he helped found the Ottoman Medical
Association, later serving two terms as its president; at the same time, he presided
over the High Medical Commission of Istanbul. In 1876/77, he served as a con-
sultant of the Red Cross in the Ottoman capital. In obedience to an order from
the Sultan, he founded the first Ottoman medical journal in 1849.

Beyond the field of medicine he was active in politics as well. In 1858 he was
appointed to the Ottoman Educational Council (maarif meclisi). In 1877, when he
already had many honours to his name, he was first elected one of the Istanbul
deputies to the Ottoman parliament and then exchanged this mandate for a seat
in the senate. His place in the chamber of deputies could then be given to a
Greek notable, after the Greek newspapers of the capital had raised their voice in
protest against what they considered as unjust distribution of seats among the
Armenian and Greek millets. Within the Armenian millet Servitchen served in
many functions. He used his influence to advance the cause of the Armenian Na-
tional [i.e. miller] Constitution. Later, he served as a deputy in the Armenian mil-

20 For the following short biography see in particular: Vahan Kevork Zartarian, Hishadagaran

(1512-1933) (Cairo 1933-1939), 394-396; Vahram H. Torkomian, Pjishg Dokt. Servitchen
Efendi (Vienna 1893); Minas Tcheraz, Gensakragan miusionner (Paris 1929), 39-48; Y. G.
Cark, Tiirk Devleti Hizmetinde Ermeniler 1453-1953 (Istanbul 1953), 91-93, Tiirk Parlamento
Taribi, 2:95.

21 Cark, Ermeniler, 92.
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let-parliament and as a member of its various committees, especially the political
and educational ones. Servitchen was also known as a writer and journalist. Not-
withstanding all these activities and offices, he never ceased to practise medicine,
offering treatment free of charge for the poor and supporting the Armenian hos-
pital by providing financial support and by teaching there. For this commitment
as well, Servitchen enjoyed great respect and popularity among the Armenians.

Mibran Diiz Bey

Mihran Diiz Bey (1817-1891) belonged to the great Diizian family, Armenian
Catholic amiras and Ottoman court jewellers who had been in charge of the Ot-
toman mint for generations. Mihran’s father held the same position together with
his brother, but they were both beheaded on Sept. 5, 1819, victims of a plot.??
About Mihran’s childhood and early education little is known.?* In 1847, he was
appointed director of the mint, following his family’s tradition. In 1855, he was
awarded the title of Jey; one year later he was elected to the Reform Council (¢az-
zimat meclisi), and, in May 1856, appointed to the newly established Supreme
Council of Judicial Ordinances?4; the year after that, he was promoted to the po-
sition of a Secretary of State (miistesar) in the Educational Council (meclis-i maarif).
On November 1, 1862, Sultan Abdiilaziz made him chief financial administrator
(sarraf) of the Sultan’s mother. On January 18, 1864, Mihran Diiz became the first
non-Muslim to attain a position in the Ministry of Justice. In 1867, he accompa-
nied Abdilaziz on his trip to Paris, where he took part in an international finan-
cial congress as delegate of the Ottoman government. In 1870, he was awarded
the highest decoration of the Ottoman state, becoming a member of the Council
of State at the same time. Finally, on 17 March 1877, he was also appointed to the
newly created Senate. He continued to serve in these various functions until
1880, when he moved to the Ministry of Finance, giving up all other posts.

Aprabam Pasa Yeramian

Apraham Pasa Yeramian (1833-1918)?° most probably came to the Senate on
January 20, 1880 to replace Mihran Diiz, who had moved to the Ministry of Fi-

22 Cark, Ermeniler, 56-59, 66, 67 blames, among others, Kazaz Artin Bezdjian for initiating
the plot, a view that is vehemently rejected by Maghakia Ormanian, Azkabadum, vol. 3
(Jerusalem: Dbaran Srpots Hagopiants, 1927), 2363; Pascal Carmont, Les Amiras. Seigneurs
de [Arménie ottomane, 2nd ed. (Paris: Ed. Salvator 1999), 139, 135-137 mentions the plot,
but without referring to Kazaz Artin; Zartarian, Hishadagaran, 315-316 gives a detailed dis-
cussion.

23 For the following biographical notes see Cark, Ermeniler, 62-63, 165.

24 Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire 1856-1876, 2nd ed. (New York: Gordian,
1973), 93.

25 Tiirk Parlamento Taribi, 2:115; Cark, Ermeniler, 285 (photograph).
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nance.2® His father, Kevork Aramian, was a sarraf from Egin. Apraham was born
in Istanbul, where he attended an Armenian school before obtaining his higher
education in Egypt. There, he first served in the palace as secretary for Mehmed
Ali’s son Ibrahim Pasa. In his function as sarraf for the Khedive Ismail, Apraham
returned to Istanbul, where he later entered the service of the Ottoman sultan as
minister. His excellent personal relationship to Sultan Abdiilaziz allowed him to
acquire vast landed properties in Istanbul.?’ For a very short period, in April /
May 1876, Apraham Pasa was made minister without portfolio.2® After the death
of Artin Paga Dadian in 1901, Apraham Yeramian took Dadian’s seat in the
Council of State.?” Apraham Pasa was one of the three senators still alive when
the Ottoman constitution and parliament were re-established in 1908. These three
senators became members of the new senate. Alongside his political duties, Apra-
ham Pasa conducted some studies in ethnography.3? Like many notables in com-
parably high positions, Apraham Pasa dedicated a portion of his wealth to his
community, financing the construction of churches and schools.>3!

The Members of the Drafting Commission
Krikor Odian

Krikor Odian (1834-1887), jurist, writer, and politician, was without doubt the
best known of the commission’s Armenian members.32 The discrepancy between
the tendency to overestimate on the one hand and marginalise on the other is in
no other case greater than in Krikor Odian’s. Armenian memory perceives Odian
not only as the father of the Armenian millet-constitution but also as the author
of the Ottoman constitution, for which the Armenian constitution served as in-

26 According to Devereux, The First Constitutional Period the exact date is January 20, 1880, ac-

cording to Tiirk Parlamento Taribi 2:115 it is January 21, 1880.

Cf. Cark, Ermeniler, 166, who rumours that Apraham Yeramian used to play tric trac with

the Sultan. Cf. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 317.

28 Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 316-317.

29 Cark, Ermeniler, 166, 147.

30 Index Bio-Bibliographicus Notorum Hominum, Sectio armeniaca, vol. 1-4, (Osnabriick: Dietrich
1982-1987) [henceforth IBNArm], vol. 2, art. “Eramean, Abraham.”

31 Mgrditch Bodurian, Hay hanrakidag (Bukarest 1938-1939), art. “Yeramian, Apraham Pa-

sha.”

About him see among others: Minas Tcheraz, Gensakragan miusionner (Paris 1929), 17-26;

Hrant (Giurdjian), “Krikor Odian,” in: Krikor Odian, Sabmanatragan khosker u djarer, tam-

panaganner maheru ariiv kroadzner, ed. Mikayel Gazmararian (G.Bolis [Istanbul] 1910), 7-18;

Hrant, “Krikor Odian - ir tere Azk. Sahmanatrutian metch,” in: ibid., 23-32; H. Ghazarian,

art. "Odian, Kirkor Boghosi", in: Hay sovedagan hanrakidaran [Armenian Soviet Encyclo-

paedia], 12: 578; Arthur Beylérian, “Krikor Odian (1834-1887): Un haut fonctionnaire ot-

toman. Homme des missions secrétes,” Revue du monde arménien moderne et contemporain 1

(1994), 45-86.

27

32
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spiration and example.’? In contrast, Turkish, like European and American histo-
riography mentions him with barely a few lines, recognizing his special relation-
ship to Midhat Pasa but usually without stressing his possibly crucial role in
elaborating Midhat’s constitution.3*

Krikor Odian was born on December 9, 1834 in Uskiidar as Krikor Misag
Odian. His father’s family originally came from Palu, later migrating to Kayseri.
Odian’s father, Boghos Aga, was a very well-educated man. By profession, he was
the secretary of the palace architect Krikor Balian. At the same time, he worked as
administrator (miitevelli) of a foundation for Armenian churches and schools he
had himself founded.

Krikor got his early schooling from his father, but soon Boghos Aga left his
son’s education to the brothers Kapriel and Khatchadur Bardizbanian. Later the
young Odian attended the private school of the language reformer and future edi-
tor of the influential newspaper Masis, Garabed Utiidjian, where he had the op-
portunity to perfect his knowledge of classical as well as modern written Arme-
nian. At the same time, he consolidated his knowledge of Ottoman Turkish with
Oksen Shahinian and learned French with Andon Pertev, later even taking lessons
from a Frenchman named Gardet, who was also employed by Sultan Abdtilmecid
as his private teacher. All of Odian’s teachers noted his extraordinary talent. In the
1850s, Odian moved in the circles of the most important Armenian reformist in-
tellectuals and politicians like Bardizbanian, Nigoghos Balian, Nahabed Rusinian,
Parunag Bey, Krikor Aghaton and Mgrditch Beshigtashlian. Through these con-
tacts he soon developed his own ideas for reform, cultural as well as political. His
first works were related to the reform of the Armenian language. At the age of 17
he composed his first book, titled Aratchargutiun ashkharbapar lezvi vra (Suggestion
for the modern Armenian language) and, together with Nahabed Rusinian, the
bold outline of a modern Armenian grammar (Ughghakhosutiun). Intertwined with
his interest for language reform were his ideas for reforms in the political sphere.
Consequently, he took on different tasks and functions in the 1860s in the ad-
ministration of the Armenian millet. But Krikor Odian’s greatest significance lies
in the outstanding role he played in the process leading to the promulgation of
the Armenian National [i.e. millet] Constitution of 1860/63.

33 See for example Tcheraz, Gensakragan miusionner, 22 et al.

34 See for example Stanford Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and
Modern Turkey, 2 vols. (Cambridge, etc.: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1977), 174-175. In their
remarks on the Ottoman constitution the authors don’t mention Odian or the Armenian
millet and its constitution at all; cf. Francois Georgeon, Abdsilhamid II. Le sultan calife (1876-
1909) (Paris: Fayard, 2003), 62; Davison, however, discusses the significance of the Arme-
nian millet constitution and Odian’s role for the Ottoman constitution; cf. Davison, Re-
Sform in the Ottoman Empire, 115, 289-290, 369 and idem, “The Millets as Agents of Change
in the Nineteenth Century Ottoman Empire,” in: Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire,
2:319-337; see esp. 2:330.
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At the same time, Odian also worked on the Ottoman state level. At the age of
20, convinced that Armenia’s future lay only within the Muslim Ottoman Em-
pire®, he entered Ottoman state service, quickly rising to the rank of miitemayiz
(the civil equivalent of military colonel). He spent the years 1864-66 at the side of
Midhat Pasa in Rusguk, as his advisor. In his function as director of political af-
fairs, he assumed in fact the duties of a “foreign minister” of the province.3
When Midhat became grand vizier, Odian remained in his service as counsellor
and introduced him in his home to the most important Armenian reformers of
his time, such as Servitchen, Dr. Kiatibian, who was also a physician, and Kevork
Samandjian. In 1876, Krikor Odian was appointed to the State Council, now al-
ready with the rank of bala [the highest Ottoman civil rank]. When in 1877 the
war with Russia broke out, Ottoman Armenians found themselves in a very pre-
carious situation. During those difficult days, Odian acted as advisor to the Ar-
menian Patriarch of Constantinople, Nerses Varjabedian, while turning his house
into a meeting place for the leading figures of Armenian politics, Servitchen,
Kiatibian, Mgrditch Portukalian, Hovhannes Sakiz and Kevork Samandjian among
others. Odian is also the author of the memorandum the Armenian delegation
presented at the Berlin Congress.

After the Ottoman Constitution was suspended and especially after Midhat
Pasa, with whose name his own political career was so closely connected, was de-
posed and banned, Krikor Odian feared his own persecution as well. In 1880 he
fled the Ottoman capital settling in Paris, where he lived until his death. In his
French exile, all too far from Ottoman politics, there was nothing else for him to
do than follow French parliamentary debates, something he did with great inter-
est. He also turned again to literature and contributed to the press, writing under
the nom de plume of “Vahram.” Over the years, Sultan Abdiilhamid II made sev-
eral attempts through his ambassadors in Paris to induce Odian to return to the
Ottoman Empire, but Odian himself could never overcome his suspicions of Ab-
dilhamid’s government and remained in exile. He nevertheless kept close contact
with his friends in Istanbul, above all Krikor Aghaton. They not only provided
him with news and newspapers from his lost home but also helped Odian, who
had never married, financially. On the 6th of August 1887 Odian died in Paris
and was buried in Pére Lachaise cemetery.

35 Tcheraz, Gensakragan minsionner, 21-22. His optimism regarding the fate of the Armenians

under Ottoman rule changed radically after the great disappointment of 1878, when re-
forms were promised but never introduced by the Ottomans nor effectively guaranteed by
the European powers; ibid., 23.

36 Davison, “The Millets as Agents of Change,” 327.
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Vahan Bey (Efends)

Vahan Bey (Efendi), originally Hovhannes Vahanian (1832-1891)%, lost his father
at the early age of ten. His mother, Nazli Vahan Arzumanian, was exceptionally
well educated, compared to other women of her generation. Even more unusual
for her time were her activities in the public sphere. She made every possible ef-
fort to guarantee her two children, Hovhannes and Srpuhi (the later novelist
Srpuhi Diisap Pasa), a higher education. She sent Hovhannes to Paris in 1848,
where he studied chemistry. After his return to Istanbul in 1853, he joined the
Armenian Educational Council, which had been founded the same year. There he
met most of the young men who later became the champions of Armenian lan-
guage renewal as well as the main protagonists of the Armenian constitutional
movement. In 1866, he became a member of the Mixed Administrative Council
of the Armenian millet (called mixed council because it was composed of Arme-
nian clerics and laymen). His posts within the Armenian community were soon
followed by positions in the Ottoman administration. In 1860, he was appointed
a member of the newly formed Commercial Court; four years later, he became
the president of the Supreme Commercial Court. In 1868, he was appointed vice-
minister of Commerce; in 1869-71, he was a member of the Abkam-1 Adliye
(Council of Judicial Ordinances); from 1871 on, he was also an advisor in the
Ministry of Education. In 1872, he was made director of the Galatasaray Mekteb-i
Sultani’® The same year he changed his task as an advisor in the Ministry of Edu-
cation for a similar post in the Ministry of Public Works, and was the same time
appointed to the Reform Commission. In 1873, he changed positions again, go-
ing once again to the Ministry of Justice. Two years later he became counsellor in
the same Ministry, a position he held until the end of his life. In the same year,
1875, he was appointed to the Council of State. In 1876-77, he served as Minister
of Justice. In his capacity as advisor to the president of the Abkam-1 Adliye, a post
he also acquired in 1876, he was sent to Europe to study legal codes of procedure,
which might possibly serve as models for Ottoman use.3? Like Krikor Odian and
Servitchen, Hovhannes Vahanian was one of those members of a new Armenian
elite who rose to high positions thanks to education and who always kept close
contacts with literary life, working as writers in their free time.

37 Teotig, Amenun Daretsuytse, vol. 21 (Paris, 1927), 566-568; cf. Art. Vahan éfénti in: IB-
NArmm., vol. 4.

38 Cf. Adnan Sisman, art. “Galatasaray Mekteb-i Sultani, in Tiirkiye Diyanet Islam Ansiklope-
disi, vol. 13, (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Arastirmalar1 Merkezi, 1996), 323-326,
here 325.

39 Cf. also the report in Masis, February 17, 1877, 2 about his journey.
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1chamitch Obannes Efendi

Tchamitch Ohannes Efendi, finally, was a member of the Council of State and
above all a high official in the Ministry of Finance*’; later, he served also as Min-
ister of Agriculture and Commerce*!. He was apparently the initiator and one of
the leading figures in founding the Ottoman Audit Office (mubasebat dairesi) in
1879. In 1881, he was appointed to the Advisory Committee for the Ottoman
Public Debt Administration. An Armenian Catholic, he supported, like Mihran
Diiz, the anti-Hasun wing when it came to internal quarrels in the community
over the question of Papal control.#? Appointed to the Drafting Commission for
the Constitution in October 1876, he was a member of the commission’s most
important committee, the Editing or Drafting Committee.*3

The Mebusan (Members of Parliament)

Although some of the Armenian mebusan were without any doubt leading nota-
bles of their towns or regions, we know less about them. We are comparatively
well informed about the two Istanbul mebusan, who belonged to the old Arme-
nian ruling elite of amiras**, who had established close relations with the sultans.
Hovhannes Allahverdian (1823-1915), in other versions of his name Allah-
verdi, Hiidaverdi, Khudaverdi, Hiidaverdian or Hiidaverdizade, belonged - like
Mihran Diiz - to one of the important Istanbul Armenian-Catholic amira fami-
lies. His father, Apraham Asdvadzadurian® (in the Turkish translation of this
name — Asdvadzadur means “the God-given” — he became “Allah verdi” or Allah-
verdian)* (1793-1861), born in Erzurum, apparently moved to Istanbul as a child
and followed in his father’s footsteps, becoming a banker. In this metier he rose
to become one of the most successful and prominent financiers in Istanbul. In
1842, he helped found the Bank Society of Rumelia (one year later, a similar insti-
tution was created for Anatolia), which can be seen as the first sort of credit insti-
tute or bank proper. At the time, it combined credit allocation and tax-collection
on behalf of the government. In 1853, together with Mihran Tchelebi Diiz and
other famous bankers, he founded the Ottoman Bank Society.*” Again together

40 Cark, Ermeniler, 207-208, 264.

41 Davison, The Millets as Agents of Change, 327.

42 Cf. Leon Arpee, The Armenian Awakening. A History of the Armenian Church, 1820-1860
(Chicago and London 1909), 58; Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 119 n 17.

43 Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 370.

44 For a general overview of the Armenian amiras see: Hagop Barsoumian, “The Dual Role of
the Armenian Amira Class within the Ottoman Government and the Armenian Millet
(1750-1850),” in: Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, 2:171-184.

45 For his biography see Yeprem Boghosian, Allahverdian kertasdane (Vienna 1957), 63-72.

46 Tbid., 15, and 64-65.

47 Cf. also Cark, Ermeniler, 242.
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with Mihran Tchelebi Diiz, Apraham Amira Allahverdi was appointed in 1857 to
the Ottoman Commission for the Collection of Taxes in Arrears. In the Arme-
nian community, Apraham Amira is remembered above all, as a patron and spon-
sor of Armenian cultural life.

His son, Hovhannes, was very thoroughly educated. He learned Turkish, Per-
sian and French and, at an early age, was given the opportunity to expand his ho-
rizons in a long journey to Europe.*® As for his profession, he followed his fa-
mous father and entered the world of finance and banking. At the same time,
however, he also followed another family tradition, namely, the silk trade. A con-
siderable part of the family’s wealth had sprung from this business, based in
Bilecik, as was the case with the Diizian family, part of whose business was taken
over by the Allahverdians. Apart from these commercial activities Hovhannes Al-
lahverdian entered Ottoman state service at an early age. In 1866, he rose to the
rank of miitemayiz, a promotion orchestrated by the Armenian press of his time.
In 1868, he was elected kethiida (headman or warden) of the Ottoman bankers.
Later he was employed at the Audit Office and decorated with several medals.
Obviously, he enjoyed special confidence at the Sultan’s palace, since it was at the
Sultan’s instigation that Hovhannes Allahverdian was made vice-president of the
new Ottoman parliament after having been elected as deputy in 18774 Like his
father before him, Hovhannes Allahverdian made a name for himself in his mullet,
assuming offices in the millet administration and making generous donations to
the communities in Istanbul and various provinces. When the Armenian-
Catholic millet was temporarily divided over the question of Bishop Hasun and
the extent of Papal influence, Allahverdian lent his support to the “radical”
(Hasunian) faction, in opposition to the Diizians and Hovhannes Tchamitch, who
represented the anti-Hasunist group, considered as moderate or conservative.”?

Hagop Kazazian Efendi (Paga) (1833-1891), who was elected to the second ses-
sion of the parliament as deputy for Istanbul, also came from the circles of Ar-
menian bankers in the capital. He was not, however, a member of one of the
“noble,” well-established amira families, but came from a modest background.>!
Without the benefit of higher education, he worked his way up in banking. His
first position was that of a tax collector for the Armenian Patriarchate. Later he
worked for the municipality of Galata, before he entered the Ottoman Bank.
There, he started working as a translator and rose to the office of chief translator
of the Ottoman Bank. In this capacity, he made his first contacts with the Palace

48 On Hovh. Allahverdian see Boghosian, Allabverdian kertasdane, 91-107; see also Cark, Er-
meniler, 203, 113; a photograph is reproduced in Bodurian, Hay hanrakidag, 68.

49 See also Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 162-163, esp. 163.

50 Carmont, Les amiras, 141; Cark, Ermeniler, 264-265.

51 Cark, Ermeniler, 156-159 gives a biographical sketch (picture in ibid., 157), cf. Bodurian,
Hay hanrakidag, 427-428, IBNArm, vol. 2, art. “Gazazean, Yakob” and art. “K’azazean, Ya-
kob;” Georgeon, Abdiilhamid, 165-166.
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and attracted the attention of Sultan Abdiilhamid II, who employed him first - in
January 1879 - as administrator of his private property, and five years later, trans-
forming this post into a Ministry, as Minister of the Civil List with the rank and
title of pasa. According to one source’?, he was also a member of the Council of
State. Like other Armenians who were high-ranking Ottoman officials, Hagop
Pasa Kazazian, too, held different offices in the Armenian miller and was a mem-
ber of the Armenian parliament.>

About the third of the Istanbuliot deputies, Sebuh Maksudian Efendi, we know
little more than that he also seems to have been one of the leading notables of his
city, and probably also came from a family of entrepreneurs or bankers’; at any
rate, he seems to have held one or another position within the Armenian mllet
administration. In June 1877 he is mentioned as deputy of Yeni Kapi (an Istanbul
neighbourhood) for the Armenian millet parliament.”> In general, little is known
about the deputies who came from the provinces to the capital. About some of
them, we learn that they were members of the administrative councils of their
provinces, for example Manug Karadjian (1837-1917)°¢ from Aleppo, among his
non-Armenian colleagues also known as Khatiba Shehir Kardja Zade Efendi, who
served in the municipal council 1865-1870,7 as well as Khatchadur Der-Nersesian
from Erzurum, Hagop Sbartalian from Smyrna, Hagop Kazandjian from Rusguk
(Tuna vilayeti), Hovhannes Kiirekian Efendi from Trabzon, Sahag (Ishak Efendi)
Yavrumian from Bursa (Hiidavendigar) and Mardinli Hovsep Kazazian Efendi

52 IBNArm, vol. 2, Art. K’azazean, Yakob. The same article gives his dates as 1831-ca. 1900,
referring to Bodurian, p. 427-428, who, however, gives the dates 1831-1891. Cf. also the ar-
ticle “Gazazean, Yakob” in: IBNArm, vol. 2, which gives the dates 1833-1891, again refer-
ring to (among others) Bodurian, Hay hanrakidag. Bodurian has only the aforementioned
single entry with the name Hagop Kazazian.

53 Bodurian, Hay hanrakidag, 428.

54 Cark, Ermeniler, 242 and 244 mentions him in the context of the foundation of the most
important Ottoman credit institutes, in addition to Allahverdioglu Hoca Apraham, a cer-
tain Hoca Maksud Sarimian or Maksud Amira and - on ibid, 243 - a man named Mak-
sudzade Sebuh Efendi as a leading member of the Ottoman naval company Sirket-i Hay-
riye. It is not clear whether this person is identical to the deputy Sebuh Maksudian or is re-
lated to him. Ter Minassian mentions a wealthy merchant family from Smyrna with the
same name who later gained fame because of its spectacular bankruptcy (Anahide Ter Mi-
nassian, “Les Arméniens: Le dynamisme d’une petite communauté,” in Smyrne, la ville oub-
li¢e? Mémoires dun grand port ottoman. 1830-1930, ed. Marie-Carmen Smyrnelis (Paris: Ed.
Autrement, 2006), 79-91; the remark is ibid, 82). According to Hayrenik (Istanbul) of Au-
gust 11, 1918, the wife of the Izmir deputy Sdepan Hagop Sbartalian was also a member of
a Maksudian family, being the daughter of Maksud Simon Bey (maybe the same Simon
Bey Maksudian mentioned in Masis of February 17, 1877 as an Armenian notable from Is-
tanbul). In all cases it proved impossible to establish whether there was any relation to the
Istanbul deputy Maksudian.

55 Masis, June 2, 1877

56 Dates according to the register of deaths of the Diocese of the Armenian Church of
Aleppo.

57 Minas Nurikhan, Jamanagagits Badmutiun, 197t tar, (Venedig 1909).
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from the province of Diyarbekir®®. About others, we have the information that
they were state officials in various functions. Murad Bey from Varna, who was sent
as deputy for the Danube vilayet to the second session, was according to Devereux,
a tax collector.’® Others must have held high offices as well. Hagop Sbartalian
Efendi from Izmir is mentioned as a “[long-time] member of the Grand Council
[having] the rank of dala, or functionary of the first class.”®® About Hovsep Ka-
zazian from Mardin and Hagop Shahinian from Sivas, we lack any detailed infor-
mation about their position so far; there exist, however, two photographs showing
them dressed in Ottoman honorary uniforms with several decorations, so one can
assume that they held high-ranking offices in their provinces as well.! For others,
again, we know that they had considerable wealth. The newspaper Stamboul reports
about Hagop Sbartalian from Izmir on 26 February 1877: “Agop is rich, very rich,
and has properties worth several millions.”®? The same report indicates another
feature that was characteristic not only of Sbartalian: “He [Hagop] was a great
friend of the late Hiiseyin Avni Paga, who enjoyed hospitality, while he was gover-
nor of Aydin, in Agop’s luxurious house.”®® Similarly close relations to the Otto-
man ruling elite as well as great wealth resulting from banking and international
trade are mentioned in connection with the Erzurum deputy Hamazasb Bal-
larian®* and Krikor Bzdigian from Adana%. Manug Karadjian from Aleppo is also
known as a merchant with a high reputation among the local authorities.®¢ About

58 Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, appendices B and C.

59 Ibid., appendix C; Tiirk Parlamento Taribi, 2:19 lists Murad Bey without additional informa-
tion not as Armenian but as Muslim.

60 Stamboul, February 26, 1877, quoted in Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 265.

61 See the photographs of Shahinian in Sarkis Boghosian, Iconographie Arménienne, vol. 2,
(Paris 1998), 250-251. One of them shows the deputy in circa 1880 in Sivas. He is a man
between 30 and 40 wearing the uniform of Ottoman officials of a certain rank with saber
and fez, portrayed in an atelier with the typical background combining the symbols of tra-
dition and modemity: the floor is covered with Oriental carpets, Shahinian sits on a
European-style armchair, behind him stands a little table with a Turkish mocca set, beside
him stands a clock, the object which, more than any other, symbolizes the new age in the
Ottoman Empire. For the other photograph, taken in Sivas in 1898, the recently deceased
patriarch of an extended family and important household was dressed for the last time in
his honorary uniform and placed on a chair amidst his entire family and the personnel of
his household. Yet another photograph of Shahinian, most probably taken in Istanbul dur-
ing his tenure as deputy, is reproduced in Arsen Yarman, Osmanl Saghk Hizmetlerinde Er-
meniler ve Surp Pirgic Ermeni Hastanesi Tarihi (Istanbul: Surp Pirgi¢c Ermeni Hastansi Vakfi,
2001), 63. On the same page there is also a portrait of the Diyarbekir deputy Hovsep Ka-
zazian also dressed in an Ottoman honorary uniform with four medals on his chest.

62 Quoted from Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 265.

63 Tbid.

64 Ghazar-Tchank, Garinabadum. Hushamadian Partsr Hayki (Beirut 1957), 394; cf. ibid. 402

and 395 (photograph), and Mesrob K. Krikorian, Armenians in the Service of the Ottoman

Empire 1860-1908 (London, etc.: Routledge & Kegan, 1977), 44.

See his biography below.

Armenian Church Register, Aleppo, entry about Manug Karadjian; Haig Barigian and

Hovnan Varjabedian, Badmutiun Surio Hay Dbaranneru (Aleppo 1973), 159.

65
66
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Rupen Yazidjian, the deputy from Edirne, finally, the newspaper Masis informs its
readers of the rumour that his wife is the sister of the Armenian patriarch.®”

For the time being, this is all the available information. Of a total of 21 Armenian
deputies who were members of the Ottoman parliament throughout its existence,
there still remain five about whom we know nothing beyond their names and
confessions.®® Furthermore, our information about some of the others is too
scanty to allow any significant conclusion. Yet a certain profile of the Armenian
deputies to the first Ottoman parliament becomes apparent from the information
we have.

Some of them belonged to the well-established amira class, which emerged dur-
ing the 18th century as the upper crust of Armenian society in the imperial capi-
tal. But the vast majority of the deputies came from circles which rose up as new
elites as a result of the radical changes of the reform era. Most accumulated
wealth through trade, especially long-distance and international trade, and bank-
ing, that is, through the very same professions that had made possible the rise of
the amiras a century before. The high proportion of sarrafs and merchants among
the Armenian deputies is striking. But, in addition, a new political career pattern
based on thorough and modern education becomes visible (although this is much
truer of the members of the drafting commission than of the mebusan or ayan).

The second characteristic of the Armenian deputies of the first Ottoman par-
liament is the high percentage of those who were members of administrative bod-
ies in their provinces of origin or had served as state officials before being elected
to parliament; this was also a new career pattern that produced new elites over
time. One reason for their over-representation lies in the election procedure in
the provinces. It was the members of these new administrative bodies, not the
populace, who exercised the right to vote; candidates, moreover, had to be
elected with votes from all confessions.®® Bearing this background in mind, it
seems all too natural that the attention of the electors was monopolized by those
local notables who were visible not only to the people of their own millet, but in
an Ottoman public sphere, first of all their own colleagues, members of the pro-
vincial administrative councils, Ottoman state officials, and finally those who
stood out by virtue of their wealth.

67 Masis, January 23, 1877.

68 These were, from the deputies of the first session, Mikayel Altintop from Ankara (Arme-
nian-Apostolic), and from the deputies of the second session, Kevork Efendi from Sivas
(Armenian Apostolic), Giragos Kazandjian Efendi from Erzurum (Armenian Apostolic), a
certain Hagop Efendi from Kayseri (Armenian Apostolic) and Melkon Donelian
(Doniloglu) from Ankara (Armenian Apostolic). About Sebuh Maksudian Efendi, one can
at least assume from some scattered hints that he may have been one of the leading nota-
bles of his community, about Taniel Kharadjian Efendi from Erzurum, we know from
some notices in the newspaper with certainty that he was one of the important Armenian
notables in his town (cf. Masis, March, 20, 1877, passim)

69 See above.
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In many cases, one can assume that wealth, reputation and public office were
mutually dependent. It seems that, more often than not, public offices and hon-
orary posts — in the Armenian community or Ottoman bodies - were offered to
persons not because of their special qualifications or experience, but because of
their wealth, especially to those among the rich who were known as generous do-
nors to charitable institutions.”® It may well be that parliamentary seats were
passed from one family member to another. At any rate, when the Ottoman par-
liament was re-opened in 1908, there was again a Melkon Donelian representing
the Ankara province, as well as Sdepan Sbartalian (Istepan Spartalian), who was
the son of 1877 deputy Hagop Sbartalian, representing the wilayet of Aydin.”! In
Donelian’s case, however, his relation to his namesake of the same place of origin
from the day of the first mesrutiyet has yet to be examined.

Another important characteristic of the Armenian members of parliament was
their good knowledge of Ottoman Turkish, a skill that also suggests a high degree
of integration into Ottoman society at least of the Armenian elites, if not of the
community as a whole. Their ability to master the official Ottoman language of
state is often stressed in the description of the Armenian deputies.’? In many other
cases, their language skills become obvious in their active contribution to parlia-
mentary debates.”? With regard to the interrelation of the degree of integration
into the Ottoman state and society and the assumption of public functions, the
overrepresentation of Catholic Armenians in the Ottoman parliament is another
significant fact. Of 21 Armenian deputies, at least three, if not more, were Catho-
lic; among the three ayan, there is, again, one Catholic; and of the three members
of the Drafting Commission for the Constitution, one is also Catholic.7* An ex-

70 See, for example, the obituary of Sdepan Sbartalian in Hayrenik (Istanbul), August 11,

1918. Generally speaking, it is striking to what extent donations to charitable institutions
are stressed in biographical sketches and obituaries of notables. The discussion in the me-
dia about whether or not Sbartalian was to be buried inside the compound of the Arme-
nian Hospital in Istanbul shows how much this kind of large-scale generosity was expected
and explicitly demanded in return for symbolic honours and reputation within the com-
munity (Hayrenik, August 15, 1918, August 18, 1918, August 19, 1918).
71 About the latter cf. the short entry in Tiirk Parlamento Taribi, 2:259.
72 See, for instance, Masis, March 24, 1877. Generally it should be mentioned in this context
that, in the non-Turkish population of the Ottoman Empire, linguistic assimilation was
obviously most advanced among the Armenians and Jews. Cf. Selcuk Aksin Somel, The
Modernization of Public Education in the Ottoman Empire 1839-1908 (Leiden, etc.: Brill, 2001),
129; Carter V. Findley, “The Acid Test of Ottomanism: The Acceptance of Non-Muslims
in the Late Ottoman Bureaucracy,” in: Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, 2:339-368,
here 350; Suraiya Faroqhi, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches (Miinchen: Beck, 2000), 107-
108.
Manug Karadjian, the Armenian deputy of Aleppo, provides a good example. Among the
Armenians in parliament, he is one of the most active. Sebuh Maksudian of Istanbul
should also be mentioned in this respect.
The Catholic mebusan were Hovsep Kazazian, Rupen Yazdjian and Hovhannes Allahver-
dian; the Catholic Armenian among the ayan was Mihran Diiz while the Catholic mem-
ber of the Drafting Commission was Hovhannes Tchamitch.

73

74
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planation may be the general attitude of the Armenian Catholic community to-
wards the Ottoman state. In the situation of conflict and competition with the
Armenian Apostolic Church, they tended to draw closer to the Ottoman state,
which presumably resulted in an even higher degree of integration and assimila-
tion. It may well be that the Porte and the palace preferred the Catholics to the
Apostolic Armenians, just as they may have favoured the Armenians in general
over the Greeks.”> But neither the Sultan nor the government were the ones to
vote, and the voters in the capital as well as the electors in the provinces proved
independent enough to vote for candidates critical of official politics, and even to
re-elect them to the second session. Therefore, looking at the distribution of seats
among the non-Muslim communities, apart from their degree of assimilation, the
most decisive criterion was perhaps the extent to which a community was regarded
as a political risk in a day of separatist nation-building processes. Moreover, the
constant glance towards Europe that seems to have accompanied the whole proc-
ess of drafting the constitution and parliamentary work may have been of some
importance as well.”6 What is obvious for the appointments to the senate, namely
the preference for high-ranking personalities who were well known to palace and
government and enjoyed their confidence, is likely to have played a certain role in
the election of the deputies as well, if only indirectly. The indication of close con-
tacts of many of the deputies with the highest representatives of the Ottoman pro-
vincial governments suggests this.

The opening of the Ottoman state apparatus to non-Muslims was a new phe-
nomenon in the period of the first megrutiyer. Almost four decades after the be-
ginning of the fanzimat-reforms, a growing number of non-Muslims, among them
many Armenians, occupied administrative posts of lower rank. Non-Muslims also
made their contribution to the newly created administrative councils in the towns
and provinces. Yet only a very few non-Muslims had attained higher-ranking
posts.”” When one studies the Armenians among these few high-ranking non-
Muslims, one encounters the same handful of names time and again, already fa-
miliar to the reader: Hagop Pasa Kazazian, Vahan Efendi, Odian Efendi, Artin
Paga Dadian, and Portakal Paga. Sultan Abdiilhamid II, trying to defend himself

75 Cf. the heated debate in the newspapers about an alleged Turkish-Armenian plot against

the Greeks during the poll for the Istanbul deputies which ultimately led to the appoint-
ment of the Armenian deputy Servitchen to the Senate and the election of another Greek
deputy in his place. Masis devotes a whole series of long and often acerbic articles to this
affair; cf. Masis, March 6, 1877, March 17, 1877, March 22, 1877, March 24, 1877, April, 7,
1877, April 14, 1877, etc. On the question of the replacement of Greeks in Ottoman service
by Armenians in the second half of the nineteenth century, cf. Shaw and Kural Shaw, His-
tory of the Ottoman Empire, 200; Georgeon, Abdiilhamid, 323.

76 For the latter point see Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 125, 141-143.

77 Georgeon, Abdulbamid II, 323; Findley, The Acid Test of Ottomanism; Krikorian, Armenians
in the Service of the Ottoman Empire; about the administrative reforms in general cf. Davison,
Reform in the Ottoman Empire; Carter V. Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire.
The Sublime Porte, 1789-1922 (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1980).
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against allegations of his anti-Armenian prejudices, proudly mentioned these
names in order to emphasize that there were also Armenians among his high-
ranking officials.”® The very same handful of names have been repeated over and
over again since — whenever there is a need to demonstrate the participation of
non-Muslims in Ottoman politics. But the constant repetition of the same few
names only shows the extent to which they remained an exception. These few
confidants then often assumed not only one, but several positions, and finally
they were appointed to the senate as well.

Many of the Armenian deputies started their public service careers with posts
in the Armenian millet-administration, moving up to Ottoman state service. Some
of the Armenian deputies from the provinces were at the same time agents of the
Istanbul Patriarchate. But they were not necessarily the leading figures of the Ar-
menian community in their provinces as well. Many of those Armenian person-
alities who played a significant role for their millet, be it as important donors,
founders of schools or charitable institutions such as orphanages, hospitals, etc.,
or be it as leading intellectuals, writers or teachers - in short, many of those who
were later remembered as leaders of their community in whatever function — had
nothing whatsoever to do with the Ottoman administration. The Armenian Ot-
toman deputies were, without doubt, among the wealthiest members of their
community; most of them were engaged in businesses that required close ties to
the Ottoman authorities. As such, they were part of the economic elite of their
millets. But not all members of this economic elite dedicated their wealth - or at
least a part of it — to the development of their community.

With the little we generally know about the lives of the Armenian deputies
from the provinces - in one case, however, that of Khatchadur Der-Nersesian
from Erzurum, coincidence gives us a more detailed biography.”” Without any
doubt, his multi-faceted career was exceptional in a way, yet many aspects of it
seem paradigmatic for the career-pattern of the new elites which had come up
with the modernizing reforms and now also formed a majority among the Arme-
nian - and not only the Armenian - mebusan.

Khatchadur Der-Nersesian Khan-Efendi was born in Bitlis in 1810. There is no
indication about his family belonging to the local elite. In any case he owed his
education not to the means of his family but to the patronage of the high-ranking
cleric (and later patriarch) Hovhannes Movsesian, who supported him when he
came to Istanbul together with his father at the age of 16. But instead of becom-
ing a priest, Khatchadur Der-Nersesian devoted himself to trade, first moving to

78 Georgeon, Abdilbamid, 282-283.

79 Teotig, Amenun Daretsuytse vol. 6 (Istanbul, 1912), 404-405 (with photograph). It should be
mentioned that Cark, Ermeniler,. 174, takes Der-Nersesian’s biography and photograph
from Teotig, but wrongly attributes the photograph to a military doctor of the same name
(ibid., 228). Also Krikorian, Armenians in the Service of the Ottoman Empire, 44, obviously
takes his summarized information on Der-Nersesian from Teotig.
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Alexandropol (today’s Giumri in the Republic of Armenia, called Leninagan dur-
ing Soviet times), where he married the daughter of a local merchant. He then
went to Erzurum, where he started cooperating with two merchant companies,
expanding his trade to Persia. During a stay in Tavriz (Tabriz in northwestern
Iran), he apparently offered his services to the Persian government, eventually be-
ing awarded the title of khan. After he returned to Erzurum (Garin) successfully,
he sought to move closer to the Ottoman authorities while pursuing his commer-
cial activities, and soon entered Ottoman state service. He assumed the position
of head of the customs office, first in Erzurum, and later in Van. For many years
he was also a member of the administrative council of his province. He was one
of the first non-Muslims to receive an Ottoman state award. But Der-Nersesian
offered his services not only to the Persian and then the Ottoman government;
ultimately, he also started working for the Russian Empire, acting as translator for
the Russian consulate in Erzurum. Within the Armenian millet, too, he held vari-
ous offices. He started as a member of the Church Council; after the inauguration
of the Armenian constitution, he became a member of the Armenian Provincial
Council and the Political Committee, acting also as chairman of the latter for
some time. The Armenian Patriarchate in Constantinople sent him to Aghtamar
as its inspector. His election to the Ottoman parliament brought him back to Is-
tanbul. After the Chamber of Deputies was closed, Der-Nersesian remained in the
capital, where he again assumed office in the Political Committee of the central
administration of the Armenian millet during the 1880s. After a long life, he died
in Constantinople on March 15, 1895.

Similarly, one can see the careers of the Izmir mebus, Hagop Sbartalian, and the
deputy from Adana, Krikor Bzdigian, as exemplary for the type of Armenian
deputy who gained wealth through trade — often international, large-scale trade —
or banking, appeared in his own community as a generous donor and patron,
and, as a result, was first invited to join the public service in his community, and,
later, to assume functions also in Ottoman state service.

Hagop Sbartalian came from a family of textile merchants from Izmir. The
Sbartalians, or Spartali, were among the few wholesale merchants who were able
to expand their business despite growing competition, and import their goods di-
rectly from Manchester, where a branch of the Spartali Company was opened in
185780 In his hometown Izmir, he and his brother Hovhannes were the principal
donors for the Armenian schools and the Armenian hospital. Their statues stood
in front of the hospital building.3!

80 Ter Minassian, Les Arméniens: Le dynamisme d'une petite communauté, 82; George, Merchants

in Exile, 23; cf. also Yarman, Osmanli Saghk Hizmetlerinde Ermeniler, 391.
Yarman, Osmanl: Saglk Hizmetlerinde Ermeniler, 394 provides a photograph of the statues of
the Sbartali brothers taken in 1866.
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Krikor Bzdigian was a member of one of the most influential Armenian fami-
lies of Adana.82 The history of the Bzdigian family can be traced back to the be-
ginning of the 17th century, when, after the Persian invasion of the Eastern Ar-
menian lands, the five sons of the priest Bzdigents Der Harutiun Kahana resisted
Shah Abbas’ famous deportation of the Nakhitchevan Armenians to Isfahan and
were spread throughout the Ottoman lands. One of them, Arakel Bzdigian, came
to Adana, where he was ordained as a priest like his father. He soon developed a
close relationship with the local governor and thus gained a governmental posi-
tion and wealth. His grandson, Avedik (or Avedis) Aga Bzdigian (1751-1862), was
the chief treasurer of Adana province. During the Egyptian occupation of Cilicia
he gained the confidence of Ibrahim Pasa. Through his political influence his
three brothers were appointed to various commercially important posts and con-
sequently not only became very rich and accumulated vast land possessions but
also lay the foundation for a very successful long distance trade with agricultural
products, mainly tobacco.

The only son of Avedik Aga was Krikor Bzdigian, the Ottoman mebus. Krikor
Bzdigian seems to have been one of those few who were critical of the Ottoman
war against Russia in 1877/78 and advocated a peaceful solution instead. Puzant
Yeghiayan, drawing mainly on the orally transmitted and written memoirs of a
number of Armenians from Adana, reports that Krikor Bzdigian, initially having
provoked the Sultan’s suspicion with his proposals, after the fall of Plevna was
given an award and an honorary sabre for what was then considered political real-
ism. Yeghiayan also informs us about Krikor Bzdigian’s especially close relation-
ship to the Grand Vizier Mahmud Nedim Pasa. According to Yeghiayan, Mah-
mud Nedim Pasa received Bzdigian as his guest during the latter’s time in Istan-
bul and later visited Bzdigian at his private estate at Bahgeli-Dam, around three
hours away from the city of Adana, during his term as governor of Adana prov-
ince. Bzdigian’s pro-Russian political orientation may be seen in this context.

Like many other Armenian deputies, Krikor Bzdigian was also known as “a pi-
ous Armenian loving his Church and his people,”® a formulation that indicates
his activity as donor for Armenian community institutions. About his private life
we know that he was married to a certain Markrid, who was a member of a nota-
ble and very wealthy Greek family by the name of Nikologlu. After her marriage
with Bzdigian, the whole family converted from the Greek Orthodox faith to the
Armenian Apostolic Church, changing their name to Nigolian. Bzdigian had
three sons, Bedros, Mgrditch and Mikayel, among whom especially Bedros seems
to have played an important role in the Armenian community of Adana.

82 The following biographical sketch is based on the information given in Puzant Yeghiayan
[Puzant Yeghiaian], Adanayi Hayots badmutiun (Antelias 1970), 923-924.
83 Yeghiayan, Adanay: Hayots badmutiun, 924.
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A similar case is the biography of the Erzincan deputy, Giragos Kazandjian. A
merchant, he expanded his business in the 1870s and 1880s to all over Cilicia and
Western Armenia. The fact that he participated in and even presided over several
meetings of the Provincial Council in Aleppo during his stay there in 1879-1880
indicates Kazandjian’s activity in the political field. But unlike the other mer-
chant-politicians whose biographical sketches are given above, Kazandjian was
also known as a journalist. From the various places he travelled, he regularly con-
tributed to the Armenian press of Istanbul and Izmir. Later, he collected his arti-
cles and published them in a separate volume.34

Further research will hopefully reveal more information about the Armenian
deputies of the first constitutional period. Perhaps an obituary will be found in
the Armenian newspapers of the day; some lines may have been written on the
occasion of an award accorded to one of the deputies or an important donation
he made. But the fact remains that there is — contrary to the biographies of the
deputies of the second megrutiyet, which we know, by and large - a striking gap
both in historiography as well as in the sources.

Turkish - and, generally, Ottomanist — historiography has only recently begun
(for many reasons which cannot be discussed here in detail) to give more atten-
tion to the non-Turkish and non-Muslim groups of the Ottoman Empire. Within
these communities, again, the Armenians are among those, which are particularly
neglected. Present Turkish and Ottomanist research does not even know the com-
plete names and dates of birth and death of the deputies discussed here.®> Even
the Ottoman sources of the time (at least those accessible to date) know little
about them. So far, no new information about the Armenian deputies of the first
megrutiyet has emerged from the Ottoman state archive. In future, this may
change, since more and more documents are being made accessible, most notably
the sicill-i abval registers, which are already catalogued but have not been used in
studies of the 1877 parliament yet®. Similarly, the Turkish (i.e. Turkish-language)
newspapers of the period have not been studied systematically with respect to
prosopographic data about the late-19th century Ottoman elites. Moreover, the
Ottoman biographical encyclopaedias include entries on hardly any non-
Muslims, whatever important positions in state or society they may have held.

84
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Ghazandjian, Giragos S, Kbarn namagner ughevorutian (Istanbul: M. G. Sarian, 1886)

Cf. the data given in Tirk Parlamenio Taribi, 2:4-5. The list printed there gives incomplete
names and no dates of birth and death at all. The prosopographical part has entries on
Servitchen and Apraham, but not on Mihran Diiz. None of the Armenian mebusan are to
be found there.

Looking through the sicill-i ahval catalogues available to date, I could not trace entries
about any of the Armenian deputies so far.
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For instance, in the sicill-i osmani®” one searches in vain for anything about Krikor
Odian, Hagop Pasa Kazazian, Mihran Diiz (or any of his family or other amiras),
Ohannes Tchamitch or Vahan Bey. That Turkish historiography, but above all
contemporary Ottoman sources, pay so little attention to these men tells us more
about the overall relationship between the majority or Turkish-Muslim ruling elite
and the (not necessarily numerical, but sociological) minority of Armenians or
non-Muslims in general than it tells us about the activities or significance of the
non-Muslim notables. But since we have barely any account of many of the Mus-
lim and even some of the Turkish deputies, this attitude cannot be the sole, and is
perhaps not even the primary reason for our ignorance. Perhaps the short episode
of the first Ottoman parliament was not regarded as having the same importance
that we attribute to it now in the retrospective view.

As for the available Armenian sources, one has to look first to the contempo-
rary press. In the provinces there was no Armenian press in the period of the first
constitution; not even the short-lived periodicals that had appeared before were
still in existence.®® The only and, as such, all the more remarkable exception was
Smyrna (Izmir), which in the period had one daily newspaper, the Arshaluys Ara-
radian, and a weekly magazine with the title Arevelian mamul®® The Armenian
press in the capital, however, was plentiful. Since the 1830s, roughly one hundred
Armenian newspapers and journals had been founded, not all of them of course
continuing down to 1877. Around 1877 several daily newspapers and weekly po-
litical magazines were still being published, among them the weekly journals
Puntch and Hayrenik as well as the daily papers Manzume-i efkar (published in
Turkish written in the Armenian alphabet), Nor far (published half in Armenian
and half in Turkish in Armenian script), Lrakir, and finally, Masis, were the most
important.?® Of these papers, Masis has been chosen for the purposes of the pre-
sent study, since it was probably the single most representative and important
newspaper of its time, because, to begin with, of the number of readers it had in
the capital and many provinces. Almost no other paper was published without in-
terruption under the conditions of a continuously stricter Ottoman censorship al-
though this was the case with Masis; hardly any other paper contributed as much
to the development of the modern (West-) Armenian literary language as did Ma-
sis; few journalists of the day enjoyed such a good reputation across the bounda-

87 Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmani yabud tezkerei mesabir-i osmaniye, 4 vols. (Istanbul: Mat-

baa-i amire, 1308-1311), and the Turkish translation by Nuri Akbayar (ed. and transl.), Si-
cill-i Osmani yabud tezkere-i megahir-i osmaniye, 6 vols. (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 1996).
88 See A. Giragosian, Hay barperagan mamuli madenakrutiun (1794-1967) (Yerevan 1970), 552-
554.
Giragosian, Hay barperagan mamuli madenakrutiun, 58, 218 and 546; cf. also Vahé Oshagan,
“Modern Armenian Literature and Intellectual History from 1700 to 1915,” in: The Arme-
nian People from Ancient to Modern Times, 2:139-174, here 2:160.
Giragosian, Hay barperagan mamuli madenakrutinn, 546-547, cf. also 92, 121, 132, 144 and
182.

89

90



THE “LOYAL NATION” AND ITS DEPUTIES 209

ries of the various (Armenian) confessional groups as did its editor and chief con-
tributor Garabed Utiidjian as a balanced, though critical observer. At the same
time, Masis functioned as the official gazette of the Armenian Patriarchate of
Constantinople and the organ of the Armenian millet-administration, for it was
founded in 1852 as a successor to the official organ of the Patriarchate Hayasdan,
which nevertheless had complete financial and journalistic independence from
the Patriarchate and the National (millef) Assembly. Garabed Utiidjian was con-
sidered to be a “progressive and liberal, but at the same time cautious and mod-
est,” “semi-conservative,” someone who, “within the framework and limits of the
law, defended the rights and well-being of the [Armenian] nation enthusiastically
and advocated courageous ideas, yet with such adroitness,” that he was able to
spare Masis over decades the fate of being repressed and closed.”!

Masis carefully followed everything involving the new parliament. It covered
the elections of the electors, and later, of the deputies in Istanbul. Again it com-
mented on the appointment of the senators, and, finally, provided information
about the election of the provincial deputies.”” When the chamber of deputies
began its work, Masis reported regularly and extensively on the debates in parlia-
ment, paying especially close attention to the contributions of the Armenian
members.” Their participation in the debates was regarded as an honour for the
whole Armenian people.?* “With satisfaction and, above all, pride, we see that, of
the non-Muslim members of the Chamber, the Armenian deputies contribute

91 Zartarian, Hishadagaran, 85-89 (art. “Garabed Utiidjian (1823-1904);” citation ibid., 86).
Cf. Teotig, Amenun Daretsuytse (1921), 315; Oshagan, “Modern Armenian Literature,” 158,
who characterizes Masis as “most influential daily of the [Armenian] community.” Cf.
Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 121.
Masis January 20, 1877 (preparation for the parliamentary elections); January 23, 1877
(elections in Edirne); January 30, 1877 (about the elections in Istanbul with an urgent ap-
peal to take part in the elections and some strategic considerations concerning them); Feb-
ruary 17, 1877 (elections in Yanya, vilayet Tuna, Selanik, Bosnia, Edirne, Scutari, Sivas and
Erzurum); February 22, 1877 (elections in Istanbul and Aleppo); February 27, 1877 (elec-
tions in Istanbul and Izmir); March 1, 1877 (elections in Istanbul); March 3, 1877 (meeting
of the electors in Istanbul and election of the deputies); March 6, 1877 (resignation of
some); March 8, 1877 (again meeting of the Istanbul electors); March 13, 1877 (postpone-
ment of the opening of the parliament); March 20, 1877 (opening of the parliament, its
work schedule, appointment of the senators, outcome of the elections in Diyarbekir and
Erzurum); March 22, 1877 (meeting of the Istanbul electors); March 24, 1877 (on the
deputies of Erzurum); March 29, 1877 (arrival of the deputies Kharadjian from Erzurum
and Shahinian from Sivas in Istanbul); April 3, 1877 (appointment of Hovhannes Allah-
verdi as vice-president of the parliament, appointment of Kastro to the Senate and irrita-
tions about the Greek deputy Zoghrafou Efendi); April 7, 1877 (alleged resignation of
Zoghrafos and arrival of Ballarian in Istanbul); April 12, 1877 (swearing in of the newly ar-
rived deputies); April 17, 1877 (departure of Zoghrafos and election of his successor), etc.
93 Masis, March 22, 1877 and March 24, 1877 (the Sultan’s speech at the opening of the par-
liament, first sessions of chamber of deputies and senate); and the issues of March 27,
March 29, March 31, April 3, April 7, April 12 of the same year, etc. (reports on the ses-
sions of the Ottoman parliament).
94 Cf. for example the report on the Istanbul deputies in Masis, March 3, 1877.
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most to the discussions presenting ingeniously inspired ideas and useful sugges-
tions,” Utiidjian commented on their work.%> In his remark one can also see his
delight over the fact that the Armenians were more progressive than any other
Ottoman people in terms of political participation. In this sense, the editor of
Masis had appealed previously to the Armenians, “the first constitutional people
of Turkey,” to act accordingly and participate in Ottoman elections, procedures
and institutions.’® Likewise, Masis reported with satisfaction and a touch of Ot-
toman national pride on the success of the Ottoman parliament and the positive
impression it left on European observers, writing: “In Europe, the Ottoman par-
liamentary debates have made a profound impression [...], [because] people there
believed that everything is passed without objection or opposition. Then they saw
that this is not the case. In the Ottoman parliament real debates are taking place.
The European newspapers approve the Muslim deputies above all.”®”

The appeal to the Armenian voters to take the elections seriously as well as the
appeal to the deputies to assume their duties even if that involved personal sacri-
fice also expresses the deep belief in the significance and utility of parliamentary
work. Utiidjian as well as a large segment of the Armenian elite optimistically
hoped for Ottoman commitment and ability to reform. And they were convinced
that, in this context, both the contribution of the Armenian deputies would be of
some use for the Ottoman fatherland, and, their work in parliament would pro-
vide an important chance to improve the situation of the Armenians of the Em-
pire and promote the cause of the Armenian nation. Therefore, the argument ran,
the best and most qualified members of the community should be elected.”® A
very telling example of this conviction is offered by the almost suppliant request
to Servitchen not to resign from office because “his talent and education could be
of great weight and he could consequently be of much use to the Ottoman [fa-
ther]land and Armenian people.”? The same attitude — optimism and enthusiasm
for an indigenous Ottoman modernisation in which the creation of parliament
and high esteem for its work played an important part — was also expressed in the
strict rejection of any foreign intervention designed to further reform, for it was
all too obvious that intervening in the name of much-needed reforms served
more as a pretext for imperial ambitions than helping the Ottoman Christians.100
Beyond this basic consent, the Armenian deputies did not always share the same
opinions, as, for example, the debate of March 26 shows, when it came to a dis-
pute between Ohannes Allahverdi and other Armenian members of parlia-

95 Masis, March 29, 1877.

9 Masis, January 30, 1877.

97 Masis, April, 14, 1877.

98 Cf. for example Masis, March 6, 1877, March 8, 1877, etc.

99 Masis, March 6, 1877; previously rumours had come up about Servitchen’s possible resig-
nation.

100 See below.
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ment.!01 Often the Armenians in parliament also tried to mediate between the
Muslim deputies and other Christians.10?

None of these reports, however, provides much biographical information. The
senators and Istanbul deputies were probably so well known to the readers of Ma-
sis as leading notables of the community that the paper did not deem it necessary
to introduce them to its readership. About the provincial deputies, on the other
hand, the paper itself did not know much at all. This ignorance shows through in
vague remarks or in a footnote attributed to an uncertain source. Thus Masis re-
ports on 23 January 1877: “The deputies for the province of Adrianople have al-
ready been chosen: four Turks, two Greeks one Armenian and one Bulgarian. The
Armenian deputy is Rupen Efendi,” and adds, diffidently, in a footnote: “He is
the Patriarch’s sister’s husband, people say.”193 After the results of the Diyarbekir
poll became known, the newspaper could only reproduce the names without
comment or contextualisation. “One Muslim with the name of Hadji Mesud
Efendi” was elected as was “Hovsep Efendi Kazazian, of Armenian stock.”104
More indicative, however, is the information the paper gives about those deputies
it knows well. “The two last-named Armenians are in every sense worthy persons,
with their high education, enlightened views, and patriotism,” Masis tells its read-
ers, for example, about the newly elected representatives of Erzurum Taniel Kha-
radjian and Hamazasb Efendi Ballarian on 20 March 1877, confirming this as-
sessment four days later by means of a letter from Erzurum which states: “For the
parliament that will be convened next March in Constantinople, Kharadjian
Medz[abadiv] Taniel Efendi and Ballarian Hamazasb Efendi were elected as
members by the Christians of this province. Both have profound knowledge of
the Turkish language and, with their firm familiarity with the laws will undoubt-
edly be able to master the office bestowed on them.”195 A biographical summary,
the profession, personal and social background, and even confession of the depu-
ties appear irrelevant to the correspondent. However, it seems important to him
to report on their educational level, Turkish language skills, knowledge of the Ot-
toman body politic and its laws, and, finally, integrity and reputation. Utiidjian
thus assures his readers even in the case of the sufficiently well-known Istanbul

101 Afasis, March 29, 1877; cf. Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 16-39. There is a certain incongruence be-
tween the coverage of Masis and the proceedings concerning date and content of the par-
liamentary debates. According to the proceedings, the date of the debate mentioned here
was March 26; Masis summarizes not only the lengthy speech of Sebuh Maksudian, but
also reports long contributions of Manug Karadjian and Rupen that the official proceed-
ings as given by Us do not mention.

For instance, regarding the language dispute during the session of 28 March, but 31 March
according to Masis, (Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 52-53; cf. also the report in Masis, April 3, 1877)
or in the debate on the vilayet law of 1 April, where Manug Karadjian and Sebuh Mak-
sudian offered compromise proposals (Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 66-70; Masis, April 7, 1877).
103 AMasis, January 23, 1877.

104 Masis, March 20, 1877.

105 Masis, March 24, 1877.
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deputies: “We are glad that the Constantinople deputies are in every sense ex-
traordinary and independent personalities who defend the true interests of the
country and the just rights of the people with dignity, and, with their genius and
free spirit bring honour to the Armenian nation.”'% However, foreign observers
report on the Ottoman deputies in much the same vein. A British consular report
from Trabzon, for instance, says nothing about the biography and background of
the deputy Hovhannes Kiirekian Efendi, mentioning only that he is “a man of
sound judgement, who, with the knowledge of the wants of the populations in
this province, might make suggestions of a very acceptable character.”107

Before examining contemporary newspapers and archives, one would of course
be inclined to assume that research of this sort perhaps has been done by Arme-
nian historians. Armenian historiography, however, mentions only the names of
the Armenian deputies, if it mentions them at all.1% Some explanation for this is
to be found in the specific conditions of Armenian historiography after World War
I. Many Armenian reference works were not written by professional historians.
Under the conditions of genocide — which had affected the intellectual elite above
all - and dispersion, and without a state which could provide the necessary struc-
ture for professional research, the Armenians could hardly produce a well-
developed historiography. Many history books were written by learned priests,
physicians, or engineers and journalists. Most remarkable are the numerous me-
morial volumes about the lost land. These are often thick books written by survi-
vors of the catastrophe out of a deep consciousness of irretrievable loss, filled with
all the memories, stories and histories their authors were able to collect from vari-
ous sources, beginning with their own memories, oral legends and testimony from
their scattered surviving compatriots, and research in all sorts of contemporary
written sources. They are compilations of local history, traditions, customs and
dishes, songs, dialects, geographical, climatic and agricultural conditions, anec-
dotes, and biographies of notable or famous compatriots. They are elaborate and
learned in some cases,!?? simpler in many others. These books are in many ways
real treasure-troves, yet they have never been systematically studied until now.
Nevertheless, on the Armenian deputies to the first Ottoman parliament they
hardly contain a line.!0 The possibilities of Soviet Armenian historiography were

106 Afgasis, March 3, 1877,

107 Bilotti (Trabzon) to Derby, November 29, 1877, cited in Devereux, The First Constitutional
Period, 275.

108 For example H. Dj. Siruni, Bolis yew ir tere, vol. 3, (Antelias 1987), 492, and vol. 4, (Antelias
1988), 293.

109 Noteworthy above all are the works of Arshag Alboyadjian, who may be counted, indeed,
as a professional historian. Among others, he published two volumes about Gesaria (Cae-
seraea / Kayseri) and another about Yevtogia (Tokat). Cf. Arshag Alboyadjian, Badmutiun
Hay Gesario, 2 vols. (Cairo 1937); idem, Badmutinn Yeviogio Hayots (Cairo 1952).

110 Cf. Hagop Aghasian, Adrianubolso Hay kaghute (Plovdiv 1935); Hagop Kosian, Swmiirnio
Hayere, 2 vols. (Vienna 1899); Artavazd Strmeyan, Badmutiun Halebi Hayots, 3 vols.
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likewise very limited. In addition to the restrictions historians had to cope with in
other socialist states as well, Armenian historians were for decades cut off from
many of the non-Armenian sources relevant to the history of Western Armenia or
Ottoman Armenians.

Even more forbidding than the aforementioned obstacles may be the historical
experience that induces a community to take an interest in certain periods of its
past, to approach them critically or glorify them, and repress, forget, or even dis-
tort others. The historical experience of the Ottoman Armenians during the last
years and the collapse of the empire could hardly be more drastic or profoundly
unsettling. The genocide during the First World War meant the complete destruc-
tion of the Armenian miller. It meant, as well, the final shattering of any hope of a
future within the Ottoman-Turkish state, which had been the hope of Armenians
in Erzurum and Van, Mus and Bitlis, Izmir and Istanbul for generations. In the
face of total extermination, that pious wish appeared as a deadly error. Many also
saw it as treason. The continuing denial of the very fact or significance of the
genocide, which in the final analysis implies nothing less than the continuation of
the genocidal process itself — its last act, one might say — had an important share
in cementing this reduced interpretation and holding the already sparse Arme-
nian historiography hostage in the endless circle of an alleged need to prove the
genocide.

This dilemma becomes even clearer if we essay certain comparisons. Beginning
in Bulgaria and Greece, but also in other countries in the Balkans, a critical re-
assessment of the local Ottoman past and, consequently, new research that also
takes Ottoman documents and perspective into consideration has only recently
begun.!!! The same can be said about the Arab countries, which had long been
under Ottoman rule.!’? For obvious reasons, sketched above, Armenian society
and historiography are even further from such a new approach to their own past.
Against this background, it is also not surprising that very few of the Armenian
chroniclers or professionally trained historians of our day choose Ottoman-
Armenian history — more precisely, the Ottoman context of Western Armenian
history - as their subject. Especially poorly studied are the Armenian members of
the Ottoman elite, whose careers were more closely bound up with the Ottoman
state than they were with the Armenian community — those who believed in an

(Aleppo 1940-1950); Puzant Yeghiaian, Adanyi Hayots Badmutiun (Antelias 1970); Hagop
Kosian, Partsr Hayk, 2 vols. (Vienna 1925), etc.

11 Cf. the overview articles of Maria Todorova, “Die Osmanenzeit in der bulgarischen Ge-
schichtsschreibung seit der Unabhingigkeit,” in: Die Staaten Siidosteuropas und die Osmanen,
ed. Hans Georg Majer (Munich: Siidosteuropa-Ges., 1989), 127-161 and Maria Todorova,
“Bulgarian Historical Writings on the Ottoman Empire,” New Perspectives on Turkey 12
(Spring 1995).

12 Seminal works in this respect are among others the studies of Rifaat Abu El Haj, Abd ar-
Rahman Abu Hussayn, Adnan Bakhit, Beshara Doumani and Ussama Makdisi, who make
extensive use of Ottoman archival material in addition to local and European sources.
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Armenian future inside the Ottoman Empire and therefore hoped (and pushed)
for reform, and modernisation in order to strengthen that fatherland, Ottoman pa-
triots who were at pains to contribute to these modernizing efforts. It was, in the
first place, the choice of means rather than the goal itself that distinguished them
from the Armenian social revolutionaries of the 1890s who considered themselves
later as the real attorneys for the Armenian nation. The Armenian revolutionaries,
who were organized in political parties very much inspired by Russian models and
under the leadership of predominantly Caucasian Armenians from the late 1880s
onwards, hated the amiras as “conservatives” or even as henchmen of the “despotic
Hamidian regime.” They considered the representatives of the new elites, reform-
ers such as Krikor Odian, to be predecessors of the Armenian national movement,
but at the same time condemned them for their strict opposition to anything re-
sembling revolution and rebellion.!13 In fact, this opposition to all forms of rebel-
lion against the Ottoman authorities can be seen as the minimal common sense
shared by all currents of Armenian political thought and all elite groups in the pe-
riod of the first constitution, whether they were Turkophile (in the sense that they
worked for Ottoman reform and could imagine an Armenian future only under
Ottoman rule), Russophile (in the sense that they may have preferred Russian rule
to Ottoman, or, at least, opted for Ottoman cooperation with the Russian empire
without ever being disloyal to the state they lived in), Anglophile (in the sense that
they hoped for British insistence on Ottoman reform), or, finally, Francophile or
Italophile (as many Armenian Catholics were hoping for French or Italian pressure
for reform).114

In evaluating the development of Armenian historiography and the place of
high-ranking Armenian-Ottoman officials and representatives in it, one also has
to take into consideration that this history was later essentially written by East
Armenian intellectuals who were close to the revolutionary parties, most impor-
tantly Leo (Arakel Babakhanian)!!® and Mikayel Varantian. In addition, a number
of factors influenced contemporary discussions as well as later historiographical
analysis. Schematically, they can be summarized as, first, a generational conflict

113 Paradigmatic for this view: Mikayel Varantian, Haygagan sharjman nakhabadmutiun, vol. 1
(Geneva 1912), 234, 246, 286, 290-91 and passim. Already telling is the fact that this book,
whose title reads in translation “Introductory History of the Armenian Movement” (or
“History of the Period Preceding the Armenian Movement”) and that covers the 1870s ex-
tensively, does not so much as mention the Ottoman Armenian deputies. On the revolu-
tionary parties see Louise Nalbandian, The Armenian Revolutionary Movement. The Develop-
ment of Armenian Political Parties through the Nineteenth Century (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
Univ. of California Press, 1963). Varantian can be considered representative of the histori-
ography of the revolutionary parties because of his outstanding position as a historian and
an intellectual of the Tashnagtsutiun. His work is extensively used and quoted by most of
the authors close to the political parties, although few of them mention their source.
Nalbandian, The Armenian Revolutionary Movement, 27.

Leo’s multi-volume work is generally regarded as one of the most important reference works
on Armenian history; Leo, Yergeri joghovadzu. Dase hadaorov, 10 vols. (Yerevan, 1966- ).
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between the amiras and the first representatives of the new elites (stemming pri-
marily from the esnaf social stratum) as well as another generational conflict that
followed the first, involving, this time the now well-established officials of the
new type and the young revolutionaries; second, as a class struggle!1®; and, third,
as a dichotomy or even conflict between the Armenians of the Ottoman West
and those of the Russian East, with their different models, experiences and politi-
cal ideas and options.

Against this complex and multi-faceted background, the main political discus-
sion of the day was conducted around the question as to which ways and means
were the right ones to improve the situation of the Armenian population of the
Ottoman Eastern provinces, which was steadily deteriorating as the crisis of the
Empire came to a head. The Armenian members of the Ottoman parliament rep-
resented those Armenians who tried to bring about reforms within the limits of
the present regime and its institutions and opposed any armed measures or revolt.
The Armenian Revolutionary Federation (Hay bheghapokhagan tashnagtsutiun,
HHT), which was by virtue of its influence and numbers the most important of
the revolutionary parties, went down much the same path. They, too, chose the
Ottoman state and its institutions as the framework for their action. But, in their
case, the element of revolutionary means was added.

A generation after the “Young Ottoman” constitutionalists of the first megruti-
yet, an Ottoman revolutionary movement had emerged. It is usually summarized
under the rubric of the “Young Turks.” The Young Turks’ aim was to pursue the
reform programme of the Tanzimat politicians, but they were convinced that, after
decades of Hamidian autocracy, political reform was only possible after the rein-
forcement of the constitution, to be achieved through a revolutionary act and the
deposition of the Sultan.!” The Armenian revolutionaries joined this movement,
working closely with the Young Turk leaders and, like them, opting for a putsch.
Through the constitution, they hoped to achieve political reform and, conse-
quently, greater equality for all Ottoman subjects and better protection for the
Armenians in the provinces. However, it must be clearly stressed that this political
programme was directed against the present regime and its functionaries, but not
against the Ottoman State. Revolutionary conspiracy and violence were directed

116 This struggle is generally described as a struggle between amiras and esnafs, but one also
has to take into consideration that the revolutionary parties appealed more to the young,
modern educated intellectual elite on the one hand, and, on the other, to the lower strata
of society, who cannot be subsumed under the esnafs. Another important feature is that
the revolutionaries apparently recruited their followers among the rural population,
whereas both amiras and esnafs are urban groups. A systematic examination of the social
composition of the political parties, their leadership as well as their followers, would be of
great interest in this context.

On the emergence and further development of the Young Turk opposition cf. the very de-
tailed studies of Sitkri Hanioglu, The Young Turks in Opposition (New York, etc.: Oxford
Univ. Press, 1995) and his Preparation for a Revolution: The Young Turks, 1902-1908 (Oxford,
etc.: Oxford Univ. Press, 2001).
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against Sultan Abdiilhamid II and the hatred of the Turkish and Armenian revo-
lutionaries was focused on his spies. But the conviction that the Ottoman State
was the framework for thought and action, the only one in which action made
sense, was never questioned — neither by the Armenian revolutionaries nor by
their Turkish comrades.!’® The principal West-Armenian leaders of the Tashnag-
tsutiun, such as Vartkes Serengiilian, or politicians close to that party, such as
Krikor Zohrab (both deputies in the Second Ottoman Parliament), were Ottoman
patriots who believed in the Ottoman State and its reformist rulers to the very
end - even during the first phase of the First World War and the beginning of the
mass deportations of Armenians, to which they ultimately fell victim themselves.

Only post-genocide historiography, in one-sided, simplifying interpretation,
has made the Tashnagtsutiun only the fighter for an independent Armenian na-
tion-state of the kind that existed in 1918-20 under its rule, denying the role of
the Tashnagtsutiun as an Otfoman political party. Meanwhile, the Armenian-
Ottoman politicians of the previous generation, among them, prominently, the
deputies of the first megrutiyet, were simply blotted out of historical memory and,
therefore historiography, that is, out of Western Armenian history. Those about
whose life we know a little something have left traces on other fields, as doctors,
writers, journalists, etc., and are paid tribute for that. For their work and achieve-
ments as Ottoman-Armenian politicians, they are neither appreciated nor even
remembered. As politicians of that kind, they are not the heroes of a historiogra-
phy whose ideal is the nation-state. It remains for a post-national, critical histori-
ography to re-introduce such personalities into history, be it Armenian or Otto-
man. Through the prism of their biographies, the Ottoman Empire appears as a
state that many different nations considered theirs and, therefore, continued to
stick to even when it was already falling apart.

Whom, then, did these Armenian-Ottoman deputies blotted from the history
books represent, and what did they stand for? What did they consider themselves
to be? About their attitude to the Empire, their speeches in the parliament are
telling. Especially the debate of April 25, 1877 over the Russian declaration of war
offers insight into their convictions as well as the state of Ottoman domestic po-
litical affairs.!?® First of all it is striking how many Armenian deputies contributed
to this debate. Of 24 men who addressed the chamber during the debate, seven

118 This statement remains valid despite a certain amount of rhetoric about “throwing off the
Turkish yoke.” Simplistic rhetoric and utopia are one thing, realistic political goals and
programmes another. Yet it is a remarkable fact that, among the Young Turk revolutionar-
ies, the Armenians were especially daring and ready for action. It is no coincidence that
the attempt on Abdiilhamid’s life in 1905 was conducted by Armenian revolutionaries.
On the Tashnagtsutiun see Nalbandian, The Armenian Revolutionary Movement, 151-178,;
Hratch Dasnabedian, History of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation Dashnakisutiun 1890/
1924 (Milan: OEMME Ed., 1989).

119 published in Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 170-180.



THE “LOYAL NATION” AND ITS DEPUTIES 217

were Armenian. The debate began with the reading of the Russian declaration of
war and the Ottoman reply. First Hasan Fehmi Efendi, a Muslim deputy from Is-
tanbul, commented on the declaration of war and, in this context, also addressed
the topic of Russian claims to protecting Christian minorities, now no longer lim-
ited to the Balkan Slavs, but embracing all Ottoman Christian subjects. His words
reflect the perceptions of the Muslim elites, and most probably of major portions
of the Muslim population of the Empire as well: He portrays Russia as the eternal
enemy of the Ottoman State and the whole civilized world, affirming that it had
so far exerted influence only on the Slav segment of the Ottoman population, but
was now trying to goad all Christians into staging uprisings.!?0 It is precisely this
language which continuously runs through the administrative records of the
Hamidian era, moving every Christian villager’s complaint about abuse, corrup-
tion or violence in the direction of rebellion, which foreign agents had probably
even incited.12!

The nationalist atmosphere dominating the debate was not produced by Hasan
Fehmi’s speech, but had already emerged in the session of the previous day. Dur-
ing that session, there was a discussion about whether Christian religious leaders
should be ex officio members of the Provincial Administrative Councils like the
Muslim mufiis. With this subject, the session provided one of the generally rather
rare occasions on which the battle lines in parliament were drawn according to re-
ligious affiliation. At the end of the session, the news was announced that Russia
had declared war on the Ottomans. Reacting to this breaking news, two Muslim
deputies delivered spontaneous speeches. One was Nafi Efendi from Aleppo; the
other was Hoca Mustafa Efendi from Kozan in the vilayet of Adana, who had al-
ready stirred up the discussion in the debate about the Montenegro Question
more than any other member of parliament.'?> They spoke about the unity of the
people, the expected success of Ottoman arms “and inflamed all deputies with
fiery patriotic zeal,” as the newspaper Masis put it, immediately adding: “The
Christian members of the Ottoman Chamber of Deputies also univocally pro-
tested against the Russian action, declaring that the Christians of Turkey do not
need Russian protection at all and that they [therefore] repudiate all claims of
that sort.”123

One has to analyse the debate of 25 April 1877 against this background. The
deputies already knew what the subject of the session was to be, and they also al-
ready knew that the atmosphere would be heated and nationalistic from the very

120 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 170-171.

121 This general impression and stereotype had become so common place that it even left its
mark on children’s games; Somel, The Modernization of Public Education, 251-252.

122 s, Meclis-i Mebusan, 53-60, in particular p. 57-58; cf. the critical analysis of this debate in
Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 188-191.

123 Masis, April 26, 1877, 2. Strangely enough this last part of the debate was not included in
the minutes. Information about what happened can only be gleaned from the newspapers
of the day.
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outset, with the deputies striving to outstrip each other in patriotic statements.
The Christians among them also knew that they would be summoned, not only
as Ottomans, but, first and foremost, as Christians and potential traitors, to reject
Russian protection and confirm their loyalty to and unity with the State and Ot-
toman nation. The need for such a statement was the more deeply felt the more a
deputy or community had previously complained about excesses and violations
and had pressed for reform and more effective protection of the Christian sub-
jects. With this background in mind, the course of the debate of April 25 is not
surprising. The observer is not surprised to see — after some introductory remarks
by Hasan Fehmi - one Christian after the other standing up hastily rejecting Rus-
sian ambitions, and expressing his own loyalty and his community’s willingness
to make sacrifices for the Ottoman State and its dynasty. It is also not surprising
to see that the deputies from Bulgaria and the other predominantly Christian
Balkan provinces in particular came well prepared and handed in written state-
ments of their loyalty.1?4 Yet historians of the first megrutiyet are right to state that
it was not only subservience which motivated the Christians’ speeches in this de-
bate.1?> Despite the fear visible between the lines of the speeches, their comments
also reflect an apparently honest and deeply felt Ottomanism and attachment to
the Ottoman State that should not be neglected in historical analysis out of hand.
Their attitude is, rather, the expression of their political realism, stemming from
the conditions and political possibilities of their respective communities.

Most of the Christian deputies who came to the fore in the April 25 debate be-
longed to communities for whom an independent state, that is to say, secession
from the Ottoman Empire after the Greek or Bulgarian example, possibly with
Russian or European help, was simply not a realistic perspective. Their communi-
ties, be they Christian Arabs or Armenians, were too scattered and not sufficiently
homogenous in their home regions even to think seriously about delimiting a ter-
ritorial unit as their nation state. This situation forced them to concentrate their
hopes still more on the reforms in the Ottoman Empire, which would offer their
communities safety, equality and the opportunity to participate in politics. This
was all the more the case in that the Armenians, as residents of the ever troubled
Eastern borderlands, fully contributed to the Ottoman reform process wherever
they saw an opportunity to do so and appealed to the state to resume its func-
tions in guaranteeing public order and security of all its subjects seriously and ef-
fectively. In their allegiance to the Ottoman State, however, there was also an

124 Two such declarations were submitted, the first one is signed by Karamihaloglu Yorgi from

Edirne, Misho Todori and Samakovlu [sic!] Zahari from Sofia, Istefanaki and Dimitraki
from Tuna and Dimitri from Selanik. The second one is described as declaration of the
Serbian deputies, but bears the signatures of one Greek from Trabzon, one Armenian from
Sivas (Hagop Shahinian) and one Christian Syrian (Nawfal); Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:172-173.

125 Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 217; Enver Ziya Karal, “Non-Muslim Representa-
tives in the First Constitiutional Assembly,” in Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire,
387-400, see esp. ibid, 397.
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element of doubt about, or even rejection of, Russian rule. Armenians in the Ot-
toman Empire took careful note of the manifold oppressions to which non-
Orthodox Christians were exposed in Russia; and the Russian state itself was
plainly the author of the measures in question.!?¢ On the other hand, the distress
and violence which the Armenians on the Ottoman side of the border increas-
ingly suffered could not be directly attributed to the state in the same way. It
seemed, rather, that the deplorable situation of the Armenians was a consequence
of the weakness of the state organs, so that strengthening the power of the central
government would soon improve their condition. As long as the Armenians of
the Ottoman Empire did not hold the Ottoman state responsible for their bitter
lot, but rather “Kurds and Circassians,” without ever blaming the Central gov-
ernment for deliberately inciting the latter against the Armenian villages on pur-
pose, and as long as the Ottoman Armenians put the misbehaviour of many offi-
cials mainly down to their corruption, not to orders or at least encouragement
and toleration from the Istanbul government, they placed their hopes in the re-
newal of the Empire more than anything else.1?”

That Russian rule might prove more oppressive for them as non-Orthodox
Christians than Ottoman-Islamic rule in its heyday was the theme of many
speakers. Nawfal from Syria deduced Muslim tolerance for Christians from the
Qur’an, and Nakkash, likewise from Syria, called on the Russians to show respect
for the non-Orthodox Christians in their own country before rushing to offer
protection to the subjects of other countries.!?® The Armenian deputy from Erzu-
rum, Hamazasb Ballarian, invoked his own family’s story to prove his anti-
Russian outlook. His family, he said, had been among the approximately 100,000
Armenians who, in 1829, had believed Russian promises and emigrated to Rus-
sia.!2? They were, however, soon disappointed and returned to their country; for
this reason they now were among the most loyal and trustworthy Ottoman sub-
jects, and could even better appreciate the security and order that the Armenian
nation had enjoyed for more than 500 years of Ottoman rule; consequently, they
rejected any Russian protection whatsoever.130 Accordingly, Armenian deputies
were active in the parliamentary commission charged with collecting aid for the
Muslim refugees and also donated considerable amounts.!3! One can only specu-
late about their reasons for this specific commitment. It may be interpreted as a
symbolic gesture meant to stress the strong bond with the Ottoman state. An-

126 Hrant Pasdermadjian, Histoire de I' Arménie depuis les origines jusqu'au traité de Lansanne, 4th
ed. (Paris: Samuelian, 1986), 313-315.

127 This view is reflected in the aims and language of countless Armenian petitions and finally
also entered into the wording of the treaties of San Stefano and Berlin.

128 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 173-174. On anti-Russian feelings among Armenians as well as
Greeks, especially among their elites, cf. Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 218.

129 On this episode see Pastermadjian, Histoire, 310.

130 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 174-175; cf. also the report in Masis, April 28, 1877.

131 See for example Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 323, passim.
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other possible interpretation is that they hoped that, when the mubacirs’ needs
were more fully met, the situation of the Armenian peasants, who were often vic-
tims of plundering landless immigrants, would also improve.

Among the Christian speakers of the April 25 debate, it was most particularly
the Armenians who went beyond mere pledges of loyalty and offers of financial
support. They demanded the right to participate in the armed forces as well. The
Istanbul deputy Maksudian appealed for immediate consideration of a law intro-
ducing military service for non-Muslims.!32 The Erzurum deputies Ballarian and
Kharadjian announced that in their home province, the Armenians had already
taken up arms and organized in “National Units” together with the Muslims of
the border region.!33 It has been repeatedly stated that the Christian elites never
again raised this question of integrating the non-Muslims into the armed forces
and had not been seriously interested in recruitment among their communities.!3*
This argument neglects the fact that probably no community ever would press for
recruitment in the middle of an ongoing war, especially in view of the prevailing
deplorable conditions. This question would have to be negotiated and resolved in
times of peace. At least there are many indications that one should not dismiss
the demand of incorporation in the army, unambiguously put forward by the
Armenian deputies, as mere rhetoric, but take it seriously in light of the particular
situation of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire. The commitment of the Ar-
menian deputies of the second constitutional period - above all Krikor Zohrab -
to a new law on recruitment which would include non-Muslims in the armed
forces, is an important argument in favour of reconsidering this point. Facing the
continuously insufficient protection against violent incursions, the wish to finally
gain the right to carry arms, like the Muslims, constitutes another strong argu-
ment here.13% It has to be stressed as well, that there was dissent among the Ar-
menian elite over this question already in 1877. In a long article, Utiidjian advo-
cated inclusion of the Armenians in the army, arguing that this was the best way
to claim equal rights.13¢ The Armenian millet parliament voted likewise for Arme-
nian military service in its session of December 7, 1877; then it was only the
Grand Council of the Patriarchate who opposed this decision.!3”

132 Tbid., 173-174.

133 Tbid., 178.

134 See, for example, Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 221-225; Davison, “The Millets
as Agents of Change,” 329, 332; Erik Jan Ziircher, “The Ottoman Conscription System in
Theory and Practice,” in: Arming the State. Military Conscription in the Middle East and Central
Asia, ed. idem, (London and New York: Tauris 1999), 79-94, here 88-89.

135 See, for example, the diaries of the Armenian prelate of Adana Bishop Mushegh Seropian,
who explicitly elaborates this idea. Mushegh Srpazan Seropian, Inknagensakrutiun, vol. 4,
January 1916 — May 1917, 947 (entry of March 25, 1917, quoting his diary of 1909), Ar-
chives of the Bibliothéque Nubar, Paris.

136 Masis, May 19, 1877.

137 Devereux, The First Constitutional Period, 224 n94.
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It is not surprising to see that the exceptional atmosphere of the war debate
and the question of Russian protection for the Christians of the Ottoman Empire
forced the Christian deputies of the chamber to make statements as Christians, not
as representatives of the region that had elected them. Only peacetime debates or
debates on subjects not related to the war or explicitly religious concerns will shed
light on the deputies’ perception of whom they represented. But, here again, in
many debates, in the speeches and the wishes and arguments they reflected, as
well as in the votes, it can be seen that the deputies of the Ottoman parliament,
although elected as representatives of a region, were acting primarily as deputies
of their religious community. Or, as Davison puts it: “[...] as deputies, the non-
Muslim could not totally shed their sectarian identity, however much they might
feel and act as Osmanlis. They had, in effect, a dual character, and in a sense they
still represented their millers.”138

Thus we come back to our starting point. The Armenians in the first Ottoman
parliament were certainly elected as deputies from a certain region, but they acted
often, and perhaps primarily, as representatives of their community, although
they did not forget the concerns of their region as a whole. Interestingly enough,
however, the consciousness of ethno-lingual, secular “national” belonging over-
weighed the confessional millet identity. At any rate the press, here again exempli-
fied by the Istanbul daily Masis, made no distinction between Catholics and Ap-
ostolic Armenians. Representatives of both groups were presented to the reader as
“members of the Armenian nation” (bayazki), and the confessional affiliations of
the Armenian deputies were not even mentioned in the paper.13?

The appearance and perception of the Armenian deputies in parliament as repre-
sentatives of the Armenians does not necessarily mean that their views were repre-
sentative of those of a majority of Ottoman Armenians of the time. If we put
aside the fundamental question of how representative of a people elites can be,
we have to confine ourselves to stating that in the period of the first Ottoman
Constitution, there was no other organized current of Armenian politics. There
then existed, besides the Armenian members of the Ottoman parliament and the
Armenian members of the various Ottoman administrative bodies on different
levels, only two, closely interconnected arenas of Armenian political representa-
tion. One was the Church as official representative of the Armenian millet (or
Armenian Catholic or Armenian Protestant m:llet). The other was the National
Assembly with its various committees, which had been established during the re-
form of the millets beginning in the mid-nineteenth century (especially with the
Armenian constitution of 1860/63) to assist the patriarch in administering the

138 Davison, “The Millets as Agents of Change,” 329.
139 Cf. Masis, March 3, 1877; March 20, 1877, etc.
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community. Despite their internal conflicts over a number of other questions,
both followed the same political strategy concerning the Ottoman state and the
place and role of Armenians within it: advocating improvement of the living
conditions of the Armenians, especially those living in the Eastern provinces, not
outside the Ottoman State and its institutions, but in the framework of, and in
constant reference to the Ottoman state. The sole means to be used were count-
less petitions and requests, which appealed to the duties and self-conception of
the Ottoman State. The Armenian-Ottoman deputies, like the Armenian mem-
bers of administrative councils or Armenian state officials, pursued the same goal,
choosing as their means the active contribution to those Ottoman administrative
or representative organs to which the Patriarchate appealed.

On an informal level, some intellectuals aired other views, which found expres-
sion in the journals. They drafted utopian dreams of an “independent Armenia,”
while, remarkably, never concretely defining the borders of this land and, even
more remarkably, writing off its multi-ethnic and multi-religious composition.!40
They inspired the Armenian revolutionary movement, which emerged later in the
century. At the time of the first Ottoman parliament, no political parties yet ex-
isted. They all were founded later: in 1885, the Armenagan Party in Van; in 1887,
the Hntchagian Party in Geneva (Switzerland), and in 1890, the Hay Heghapak-
bagan Tashnagtsutiun (Armenian Revolutionary Federation) in Tiflis (Caucasus).
Their history will one day have to be re-examined with regard to the real political
goals they pursued concretely on the ground, beyond revolutionary rhetoric and
utopia. It will be equally important to examine the differences between the pro-
jections of the predominantly Caucasian-Armenian leadership of the two revolu-
tionary parties (Hntchag and Tashnagtsutiun) and the expectations of their Otto-
man-Armenian members. In this context it will be also imperative to estimate, at
least roughly, the size of the revolutionary movement, so as to gain some notion
of the percentage of the Ottoman Armenian population that it represented.

140 See for example “Vartan’s dream” in Raffi’s best-selling novel “Khente” [The Fool]. In this
utopian Armenia set 200 years in the future, the Kurds have simply disappeared, having
been assimilated into the Armenian population. Raffi, The Fool. Events From the Last Russo-
Turkish War (1877-78), transl. Donald Abcarian (Princeton: Gomidas Inst. 2000), 206-217,
esp. 210-211. Raffi (Hagop Melik-Hagopian, 1835-1888) was probably the most influential
Armenian novelist of his generation. Although he worked and published in the Russian
part of Armenia, his novels were also widely spread among Ottoman Armenians.



Towards a Prosopography of the Deputies
from Bosnia-Herzegovina
in the First Ottoman Parliament

Philippe Gelez

Introduction

After the publication of the electoral regulations, on the 29th of October 1876,
Ottoman local authorities prepared the elections in the Bosnian and Herzego-
vinian vilayets by proclaiming and commenting the regulations. As a matter of
fact, Herzegovina had formed an independent province since the end of 1875,
and therefore had to send its own representatives to the parliament in Istanbul. It
has to be noted, too, that at that time, Bosnia included the area known by the
name Sandjak of Novi Pazar. Because of the close political and cultural relation-
ship between the two provinces historically, on several occasions representatives
from Herzegovina were designated as if they came from Bosnia. This fact illus-
trates that on the administrative level the two regions seemed to be considered as
a single entity. While this seems convincing at first glance, things look quite dif-
ferent on closer scrutiny. Devereux in his classic work made the same mistake.!
“Democratic proportional elections” (1 deputy for 50,000 inhabitants) formed
only theoretically the basis for representation in the Ottoman parliament; in prac-
tice the electoral process in these two provinces followed a “confessional key” that
was based on a numeric equilibrium between Muslims and Non-Muslims: in
Bosnia, three Muslims and three non-Muslims (2 Christians and 1 Jew represent-
ing the Sarajevo Sephardic community); in Herzegovina, two of each group (2
Muslims and 2 Christians). Such a balance could have raised problems because of
questions of proportionality between Catholics and Orthodox within the Chris-
tian category. However, the Metropolitan of Sarajevo, Anthimos, demanded that
only the proportion between Christians and Muslims be altered — according to
what he said was the existing Bosnian confessional balance, which would have re-
sulted in four Christian and two Muslim representatives. The French consul of
Sarajevo put forward figures that also indicated numerical superiority of Chris-
tians (4 out of 7) over Muslims (3 out of 7). Similarly, the vice-consul of Mostar
wrote a polemical request, assessing the number of people from the major com-
munities in Herzegovina as 37.5% Muslims, 34.5% Orthodox and 24.5% Catho-

1 Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period. A Study of the Midbat Constitution
and Parliament (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1963).
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lics out of a total population of about 260,000 persons. But none of them suc-
ceeded in their requests, and the principle of equality between Muslim and Non-
Muslim representatives was preserved.

The Ottoman constitution was translated in the spring of the following year
into “Slavonic” and published in Bosnia, the official provincial newspaper appear-
ing in Sarajevo. This considerable delay is one indicator among others that may
serve to illustrate that the population did not show much interest in this latest po-
litical novelty. In Herzegovina, the official Herzegovinian provincial newspaper
published in Mostar, the text was published in Turkish although very few there
knew this language; the vali of Herzegovina did not expect any official translation
from Istanbul and had commanded it to the editor of Herzegovina (probably
Mehmed Hulusi), who had no qualification for this task. We do not know if this
translation was ever published.

This lack of interest is understandable. First, from 1864 on, the population had
faced many changes and was not interested in this announcement of theoretical
improvements which were not expected to lead to any concrete changes in daily
life. On the other hand, the area was in the very midst of warfare, which had be-
gun in Herzegovina the year before and was dragging on because of Serbian and
Montenegrin interference since July 1876. Furthermore, “representation” was an
almost totally alien political concept, and widely considered as an Austro-
Hungarian battering ram intended to conquer the wilayet. So, when at the end of
November 1876, Bosnia published the decree establishing the General Council of
the Empire, next to no one understood or reacted.

The vote had to be indirect in one ballot. Each kaymakamlik council (meclis-i
idare), stemming from a joint appointment between the “popular vote” (i.e. local
notables) and the provincial authorities, was supposed to designate four of its
members in order to dispatch their propositions to the sancak council, which was,
in turn, responsible for sending them to Sarajevo. Each member (about 190 in to-
tal) had to write down and put into an envelope the name of the six men he
wanted to be elected. These envelopes were to be opened in the presence of a
control committee formed of fifteen persons. One observer noted ironically that
counting the votes must have been a difficult task because although the number
of electors was very low, the process of counting lasted more than one week.

As a matter of fact, the viziers exerted a decisive influence on the elections,
particularly in Bosnia, where the governor Mehmed Nazif Pasa (from July 7, 1876
to April 24, 1877) had submitted to the simple approval of kaymakamlik councils
the nominations prepared by the provincial administration. Moreover, in this
province, only 35 persons enjoyed the right of passive vote because of the restric-
tive conditions for eligibility. One of them excluded those who did not know the
Ottoman language from the right to be designated, and at that time only a hand-
ful of otherwise eligible men in Bosnia and Herzegovina were sufficiently profi-
cient in Ottoman Turkish. The electoral process in Herzegovina was similar. The
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meclis-i idare of the vilayet sent to the kaymakamlik councils a proposal they had to
approve without any question.

Thus, the elections took place during the war against Montenegro and with a
totally indifferent population, which furthermore had no real idea of the repre-
sentative system and imagined this parliament to be as powerless as the local
councils. The eligible too, appointed rather than elected by these councils, and
without any experience concerning elections and election campaigns, remained
politically unconcerned. There were no political fights behind the scenes because
there was no scene — and because the Organic Statute stipulated a voting process
largely without publicity. However, the perspective of the honors the office might
bring with it and the remuneration (announced as 300 piasters per month) pro-
voked a kind of competition among the local notability.

Elections for the second session did not mark any change or improvement in
the population’s political sensibility. Russian victories over the Ottoman army
were forming the main interest of public discussion at that time. Moreover, what-
ever results the first session might have brought about, they remained invisible and
unknown. The only noticeable difference was that Herzegovina had meanwhile
been reintegrated into the administrative framework of Bosnia (February 2, 1877)
and that there were now four Muslim and four non-Muslim deputies instead of
five respectively — thus, contrary to the British vice-consul’s assertion, Muslim and
Christian representation underwent modifications, as detailed below. Furthermore,
there was no longer an Orthodox deputy because the one elected declined his elec-
tion. Lastly, two Jewish deputies were appointed to participate to the second ses-
sion, perhaps because a certain number of men in this community knew Turkish
and more probably because they had relations to the local government.

For the second session each kaymakamlik council was supposed to indicate
eight names to the vali, and the latter had to choose. It seems that this time the
process was quicker than before. Moreover, there is an indication of at least a cer-
tain amount of “democratic” process because sources indicate that Basagi¢, for
the second session, was elected and not nominated; but in his precise case, we
must also emphasize that he belonged to the group of close friends of the new
vali, Ahmed Mazhar Pasa (Uskiidar 1834-Istanbul, March 3, 1891), who governed
Bosnia from April 25, 1877 to July 12, 1878.

As was required of the elected representatives, they were equipped with certifi-
cates of good character and solvency by the City Council and the kadis, on whose
jurisdiction they depended. Thereafter, elected persons had the benefit of travel-
ing cost defrayals for Sarajevo and Istanbul. They were ordered to wear a black
coat and trousers of the same color.? They would also receive a monthly amount

2 AHM OC 1326, 20 X. 1293 /November 1, 1877; AHM OC 1261, 28 L 1294 /November
4, 1877; AHM OC 1338, 23 X. 1293 /November 4, 1877; AHM OC 1322, 27 XI. 1293 /
December 9, 1877; Cat Esih 250, 24 XII. 1293 /November 3, 1877; Cat Esih 170, 25 X.
1276 (date error: more probably 1293) / January 6, 1878).
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of money, though this information appears only in Us’ collection and not in the
local archival material.3

At the Parliament, Bosnian and Herzegovinian representatives spoke little. The
only occasion when they broke their silence was when the Ottomans surrendered
the town of Niksi¢ to the Russian army* in the spring of 1877: then they discussed
in many words the Herzegovinian-Montenegran conflict, which had been vigorous
since 1852 or even before. However, the case of Ibrahim Bey Basagi¢, who does
not appear much in Us’ collection although he was designated as parliamentary
secretary for the second session, proves that a parliamentarian’s political signifi-
cance cannot be solely measured by the length and frequency of his speeches.

In the evenings, Bosnian and Herzegovinian deputies in Istanbul spent their
time together commenting the latest events and sharing news from their provinces.
They also entertained themselves with Bosnian folkloric songs. One day, Fehim
Pumisi¢, who hosted a native Sarajevo woman famous in Istanbul for her voice,
organized an evening gathering with the leading classical divan poet in Istanbul,
Hikmet, alias Arif Bey Rizvanbegovi¢ (1839-1903). The latter was the son of a
powerful Herzegovinian ayan, who, after his father’s murder in 1850, was exiled to
the capital. Hikmet’s enthusiasm grew the more he listened to the arias and songs,
and he exclaimed at the end: “My people are the greatest poets!” Such glorification
of language and culture may serve as an indication of how the national idea began,
slowly but surely, to impregnate Muslim elites at the end of the Empire.

The deputies’ stay in the capital also offered the opportunity for political nego-
tiations with the central government: during the first session, Herzegovinian
deputies asked for the preservation of the special administrative status of their
vilayet — they wanted to be ruled directly from Constantinople, and not by the
Bosnian vali. They were ready to accept that the head of the administration at
Mostar would bear only the title of a mutasarrif. At the same time, the Bosnian
deputation argued to get rid of the wali Nazif Pasa. Being successful in this, they
got Mazhar Pasa, the above-mentioned alla franca-educated Istanbuliot vali, who
was not the best of friends to them.

According to the French consul, the deputies were totally unimportant people,
and at first he refused to provide any biographical information about them al-
though he had certain ties with some of them; he regretted that no Muslim can-
didate proposed by the Government (read: no progressive Muslim, as he saw it)
had succeeded in being designated by the local meclis. The historian Milorad Ek-

3 Hakk: Tarik Us, Meclis-i meb’usén 1293 = 1877, 2 vols. (Istanbul, Vakit, 1940-54), 154-155.
Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period does not mention it. Deputies from Bos-
nia-Herzegovina were paid as following (in kurus): Mehmed Muhyi Bey (Kapetanovic):
500; Salamon Efendi (Salom): 1000; Mustafa Sitki Efendi (Karabeg): 800; Yaver Efendi
(Baruh): 500; Marosik Pozo Efendi (Maro$i¢): 500; Pero Efendi (Sahacija): 500; Ibrahim
Bey (Basagi¢): 500; Fehim Efendi (Pumisi¢): 1500. Variations do not find any clear expla-
nation.

4 AHM OC 1314, 31 Mart 1293/ April 12, 1877. Nothing of this discussion appears in Us.
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meci¢ (1928-) shares this point of view; he asserts that all the deputies from Bos-
nia and Herzegovina were rich and conservative, but he does not support this as-
sumption with any details about each person. Actually, as the prosopographic
analysis shows, “conservative” must be qualified as a category which encompasses
relatively similar fates until 1878, but will diverge after this date.

First session: Bosnia

Group a b Elected, first round Definitively elected
Jews 1 Baruh Baruh
Catholics 3 -F Marusi¢
Orthodox 1 Petrovi¢ Petrovi¢
1 Fadilpasi¢ $ Osmanpasi¢
2 Korkut # Hafizadi¢
Muslims 3 3 Dumisi¢ Dumisi¢
4 Osmanpasi¢
5 Hafizadi¢
First session: Herzegovina
Group a b Elected, first round Definitively elected
Jews
Catholics 2 Grabovac Grabovac
Orthodox ? (a trader) # Bili¢
Muslims 5 1 Karabeg $ ?
? Bagagi¢
Second session: Bosnia and Herzegovina
Group a Elected, first round Definitively elected
Baruh Baruh
Jews
Salom Salom
4 Marusi¢ or Marinovi¢ Marusi¢ or Marinovié
Catholics - -
(Petrovic) Sahadija
Orthodox Petrovi¢ # (Sahatija)
Kapetanovi¢ Kapetanovi¢
Karabeg Karabeg
Muslims 4 — —
Pumisi¢ Pumisi¢
Hafizadi¢ # Basagic¢

Legend:

a: number of deputies

b: rank according to vote

#: resignation
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Biographical Section
Jews
Javer Salamon Barub (Sarajevo, 1843-Sarajevo, June 1, 1902)

Javer Salamon Baruh was a deputy to the two sessions. With Salomon Salom and
Mose Atijas (known as Zeki Efendi Rafajlovi¢, a civil servant and the first histo-
rian of the Bosnian Jewish Community), he was the most influential Jew in Bos-
nia at the time of his election. All three were great turcophiles.

A descendant of the first rabbi in Sarajevo, who came there from Salonika in
the first half of the 17th century, Baruh belonged to one of the most influential
Sarajevo Jewish families in the 19th century, several members of which had ob-
tained fame as stockbrokers and traders. A manuscript written by a literate member
of the family tells the origins of Baruh’s prosperity, but there must have been an
error in his identity because these semi-tales recount the discussion between Baruh
and a governor of Bosnia in 1832, at a time when the former could not have been
a mature person as shown in the story. Probably these stories relate to his father: in
this case, Baruh would have been the protégé of an army supplier and bazarbas: of
Sarajevo, who became with time the richest citizen in the town thanks to the
goodwill of local Ottoman heads. He also owned large estates in the province.

Baruh himself began his education at the time the very first attempts of cultural
modernization in Bosnia were being made: he went to the rigdiye of Sarajevo, a
type of reformed school for the training of civil servants in a more modern fash-
ion. There he acquired an excellent knowledge of the Ottoman language. He then
worked as a customs secretary until 1873, when he became director of the wilayet
printing shop and chief editor of Bosnia, the official newspaper of the province. He
occupied this strategic post until 1875; after a two-year disappearance from the his-
torical record, we find him again at his election to the Istanbul Parliament. Follow-
ing the French consul’s statement, generally critical towards deputies, Baruh was
elected by means of schemes and lost his reputation even among his co-
religionists.

Although Hakk: Tarik Us does not quote any of his discourses in parliament, we
find in Bosnia (no. 612 of February 28, 1878, not consulted) a talk Baruh held
about the reestablishment of kaime (coupons) after devaluation due to the war. Af-
ter the Austro-Hungarian occupation (1878), he did not want to take any distin-
guished service in the Landesregierung and lived as a landowner and pensioner un-

til his death.

Sources

MAE Paris, Consular and Commercial Correspondence, Bosnia-Serai (Serajevo), vol. 3 (1875-
1878), February 2, 1877.
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Geschichte der Juden auf der Balkanhalbinsel (Sarajevo: Daniel A. Kajon, [1911]), also reprinted
in 1996 in Klagenfurt].
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Maslesa, 1991).
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(Sarajevo, Odbor za proslavu, 1966). [Especially Haim Kambhi, “Jevreji u privredi Bosne i
Hercegovine,” in ibid., 55-70].

Vojka Besarovi¢, “Pogled na istoriju bosanskohercegovackih Jevreja u periodima osmanske i
austrougarske vladavine,” Prilozi Instituta za istoriju 15 (1979), 205-216.

Muhamed Hadzijahi¢, “O manjinskim skupama u Bosni 1 Hercegovini u XVIII i XIX stolje¢u,
do okupacije 1878,” Prilozi Instituta za istoriju 18 (1981), 203-220.

Muhamed Nezirovi¢ et al., Sefarad '92. Zbornik radova Sarajevo, 11.09.-14.09.92 (Sarajevo, Insti-
tut za istoriju/Jevrejska zajednica BiH, 1995).

Samija Sarié, Jevrejeska kulturna i druga drustva w Bosni i Hercegovini 1885.-1945. Regesta (Sara-
jevo, Drzavni arhiv Bosne i Hercegovine, 1995).

Muhamed Nezirovi¢, “Historija bosanskih Jevreja MoSe (Rafaela) Atijasa — Zeki efendije,” Pri-
lozi Instituta za istorgiu 29 (2000), 245-260.

Isakovi¢ Salomon see Salom Salomon

Salom Salomon (Sarajevo, 1845-Sarajevo, January 30, 1911)

He was a Jewish deputy to the second session and most influential. He was also
named Isakovi¢ after his father Isak (1806-1874); his surname is alternately Sala-
mon or Salomon.

Leaving Padua, Salom’s ancestors settled in Sarajevo probably in the first half
of the 18th century. At that time, Bosnian Jews had commercial ties with the Jews
of Padua and Venice (among others). In the family there were famous stockbro-
kers. Salom’s grandfather (d. 1842) was a medical doctor, as was his father. The
latter studied medicine in Padua and enjoyed a great reputation in all communi-
ties in Sarajevo. Following the reforms of 1856, Salom’s father was designated as
the Jewish member of the meclis-i idare. As did Baruh’s father, he sent his son
Ziver, and probably also his other son Salomon, to the rigdiye. Ziver later became
a kaymakam in Damascus.

When his father emigrated to Jerusalem during the latter part of his life, Salo-
mon succeeded him at the meclis-i idare, and was always a confidant of governors.
Sent to the Parliament, Salomon was received in audience by Sultan Abdiillhamid
and was awarded by the Order of the Mecidiye.

When Bosnia-Herzegovinian deputies returned to their homeland, he was des-
ignated (together with Kapetanovi¢, Petrovi¢ and Sahacija) by Sarajevo Ottoman
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authorities to form a committee for fighting the increasing violence in the country
and in the capital. At the end of June 1878, Salom and such men as Kapetanovi¢
and Petrovi¢ participated in the so-called “National Committee” in Sarajevo with
Hadji Lojo at its head. Salom even offered a horse to Lojo, a gesture which made
him famous, and agreed to the creation of a local government which was to fill the
power vacuum left by the Ottomans; he also wrote against the resolution of the
Berlin Congress. However, the Jews did not join the Muslims in the organized
armed resistance to the Austro-Hungarian troops.

Thereafter, Salom participated in the creation of “La Benevolencia,” a Jewish as-
sociation that strove to educate the community’s youth; he also was active in the
foundation of the first local bank with Kapetanovi¢ and Basagi¢, and for more
than thirty years, he was president of the Sarajevo Jewish Community.

Sources: see Baruh Javer Salamon, except archival material.

Yaver Disraeli see Barub Javer Salamon
Catholics

Grabovac Stevan (dates unknown)

Grabovac Stevan was elected in Herzegovina to the first session of parliament. He
was an ex-member of the Herzegovinian council, and the Franciscans denounced
him as “a man of the Turks” — however, he did not write in Turkish. Public opin-
ion did not credit him with a very high morality.

It is most probable that he was a brother or a parent of Stojan Grabovac from
Mostar, a friend of the political leader of the Franciscan order in Bosnia (see also
Kapetanovi¢). In November 1875, Stojan (nicknamed Jasar Pasa) had been desig-
nated to be the commanding major (binbagi) of the new Gacko sancack (Eastern
Herzegovina) and had close ties with Kostan Efendi, an Armenian who was at the
head of this sancack. Stojan fled with Kostan Efendi to Istanbul on February 2,
1877, when the situation in the vilayet became increasingly worryisome.

Sources

CADN, Series Constantinople ambassade, D, Mostar, vol. 2, Louis Dozon to the Ambassade
no. 67: Mostar, January 30, 1877.

Grga Marti¢, Zapaméenja (1829.-1878.). Po kazivanju autorovom zabiljezio Janko Kobarié, za tisak
priredio Ferdo Sisi¢ (Zagreb: Gjuro Trpinec, 1906).

Vladislav Skari¢, Sarajevo I njegova okolina od najstarijib vremena do austro-ugarske okupacije [1st
ed. 1937], in Izabrana djela vol. 1 (Sarajevo, Veselin Maslesa, 1985) [see the reference
above].
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Marinovié (surname and dates unknown)

Following the French consul’s statement, a certain Marinovi¢ from Zvornik was
elected to the second session before the resignation of Petrovi¢ (see respective en-
try for this name); in this case, Marusi¢ (see respective entry) was a representative
only at the first one, as it is quite certain that Petrovi¢ gave his mandate to Saha-
¢ija. However, no document corroborates this singular testimony of Marinovi¢’s
existence.

Sources

CADN, Series Sarajevo, t. 6, Louis Patin to the Ministry no. 22: Bosnia-Serai, November, 8
1877.

Marosi¢ Jozo (dates unknown)

Marosic¢ Jozo was elected to both sessions (at the first Session for Bosnia). In Us,
his name is mangled to Marovshik Boyou Agha; in other documents, one finds
Marusic.

His family was one of the wealthiest in the Bosnia of the mid-19th century.
When in 1851 the Tanzimat reforms were applied there by Omer Pasa to the leas-
ing and tax-farming business, a relative of Maro$i¢ purchased the provincial cus-
toms for 100,000 piasters and invested also in agricultural tax-farming together
with two other Christian traders.

A Catholic from Travnik, Maro$ié¢ himself was a trader in furs; at the time of
his first election, he was reputed to be the wealthiest man of his community, as-
tute and prepared to act in accordance with governmental decisions.

Sources

CADN, Series Sarajevo, vol. 5, Charles de Vienne to the Ministry no. 138: Bosnia-Serai,
March 16, 1877.
Galib Sljivo, Bosnia i Hercegovina 1849-1853 (Banjaluka: Institut za istoriju, 1990).

Sabacija Pero (dates unknown)

Sahacija Pero was designated for the second session. He received his mandate be-
cause of PetroviC’s resignation (see respective entry). Therefore, there were no
more Orthodox deputies from Bosnia and Herzegovina. Probably a watchmaker,
as indicated by his surname, Sahacija was living in Sarajevo. With Kapetanovic,
Petrovi¢ and Salom (see respective entries), among others, he took part in the
committee formed by the Sarajevo Ottoman authorities on June 8, 1878 to fight
against increasing violence in the countryside and in the main town of the region.
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Sources

Vladislav Skari¢, “Sarajevo i njegova okolina od najstarijih vremena do austro-ugarske oku-
pacije [1st ed. 1937],” in Izabrana djela, vol 1. (Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1985) [see the ref-
erence above].

Nothing in Pakovi¢ Luka, Politi¢ke organizacije bosanskohercegovackih katolika Hrvata (do
otvaranja Sabora 1910.), Zagreb, Gobus, 1985.

Orthodox
Bili¢ Sava (dates unknown)

Bili¢ Sava was elected in Herzegovina to the first session of parliament. The
newspaper Stamboul rendered his name as Yelyij Efendi,® but “Yelyij”does not look
like a Bosnian Christian name unless we accept the reading “Jeli¢,” which is quite
improbable. Bili¢ was a grocer in Mostar. According to the French consul’s as-
sessment, he belonged to the few traders in Mostar who were at the same time
landowners and had farmers on their estates, thanks to the disintegration of the
domains of the famous Herzegovinian pasha, Ali Pasa Rizvanbegovi¢ (1783-
1851). Traveling from time to time to Triest for the sugar and coffee trade, he was
also a stockbrocker. Very careful in his political position, he feared the Muslims
but disliked any rapprochement with Montenegro or Serbia, mostly because he
profited from the Ottoman régime. He spoke Turkish but was not literate in this
language.

After the Austro-Hungarian occupation, in the 1880s, Bili¢ was Mostar’s vice-
mayor and tried to juggle loyalty to the new authorities with leadership in Ortho-
dox political opposition against them. For example, as president of the Mostar Or-
thodox parish, he signed a protest against the implementation of the Austro-
Hungarian conscription in Bosnia-Herzegovina on December 10, 1881, but was
not sentenced to exile or imprisonment; and two years later, while vice-mayor, he
begged for his son Vladislav to receive admission to Vienna’s famous Theresianum.
He was partly unsuccessful, as his son only attended Lowenberg boarding school, a
less famous establishment of the Monarchy for the sons of high-ranking represen-
tatives. At the same time, he was organizing demonstrations against Austro-
Hungaria.

Sources

CADN, Series Constantinople ambassade, D, Mostar, vol. 2, Louis Dozon to the Ambassade
no. 67: Mostar, January 30, 1877.

ABH GFM BH 1883/425, 1883/5173, 1883/6225 and 1883/6795.

Vladimir Corovi¢, “Mostar i njegova srpska pravolsavna opstina [first 1933],” in Mostar (Banja
Luka/Beograd: Glas srpski/Ars libri, 1999).

5 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 262 and 266 n. 19.
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Petrovié Petro (Korgé (Albania), 1833-Sarajevo, December 25, 1906)

Petrovié Petro was elected to the two sessions. Better known as Petraki Efendi, he
declined his re-election and made this known by wiring from Vienna, where he
was conducting business at the time, giving his mandate to the Catholic Pero Sa-
hadija (see the respective entry).

As a child in the 1830s, Petrovi¢ Petro came to Sarajevo with his father Kon-
stantin, an “Albanian” (thus Ekrem Bey Vlora in his memoirs), or “Vlach” (Tsint-
sar, as he was identified in Bosnia) trader from Korgé. Konstantin kept a shop and
pursued army supplying in the Banja Luka, Zvornik and Travnik sancaks, succeed-
ing in this way in becoming one of the wealthiest men in Sarajevo and the whole
province. From February 1, 1869 to April 30, 1871, he was the appointed bursar
of the provincial government.

After his father’s death, Petro took over his business. Constantly enjoying the
confidence of high-ranking Ottoman officials, he had close ties with the vali Serif
Osman Paga, who ruled in Bosnia from 1861 to 1869: for example, he was sent to
Istanbul to convey large amounts of money. He was also a very close friend of
Mustafa Paga Vlora when the latter was vice-governor of Bosnia (1875-1878). Sev-
eral times elected to the meclis-i idare, he was renowned throughout the province
and therefore was entrusted to appease the Herzegovinian peasant rebellion in the
summer of 1875, before it expanded into Bosnia — unsuccessfully, however, since
the peasants refused to lay down their arms. He did belong, like Basagi¢ and
Kapetanovic (see the respective entries), to the Reform Commission in the spring
of 1876, which did not work very concretely; at that time, he was well known for
being astute and involved in government trade. He was elected to the first session,
and apparently did not contribute much to parliamentary debate.

After he resigned from his second mandate, Ottoman officials were aware of
his autonomist aspirations. He returned from an absence of several months (al-
most all spent in Vienna) at the end of 1877 and demonstrated his ambition to
become the head of the province in case the Powers would let the population de-
termine it. This made him suspicious to Belgrade, where any project excluding
Serbia was opposed, and consequently the Principality sent, according to the
French consul’s reports, a special agent to keep an eye on him.

With Kapetanovi¢, Sahacija and Salom (see respective entries), he was chosen
by Sarajevo officials in the spring of 1878 to form a national committee which
had the task to organize measures against increasing violence. Later he agreed
with Hadji Lojo’s activities, even though he did not really become involved in his
organization. A close friend of Kostan Efendi’s, an Armenian who had been in
service in Bosnia for years and who was the head of the Herzegovinian vilayet dur-
ing its one-year life, Petrovi¢ helped him get out of Bosnia in July.

After the occupation of 1878, he still enjoyed the confidence of Austro-
Hungarian authorities and the Sarajevo Orthodox. At the municipal elections of
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1884 and until 1890 (except in 1887), he largely forestalled his rivals. In 1890, he
became Sarajevo vice-mayor, a post he held up until his death. With Kapetanovic,
Basagi¢ and Salom (see the respective entries), he took part in the foundation of a
bank with local seed capital and belonged for years to its staff. He tried to estab-
lish a theater in his town and was the president of the Sarajevo Orthodox com-
mune for a short period. The Landesregierung wanted to present him as a positive
example to his co-religionists when they began to protest against Austro-
Hungarian interference in their religious affairs, but he hesitated to let himself be
brought into a situation of possible confrontation.

After a consular post in Vloré from 1898 until 1902, where he showed a great
knowledge of the Albanian language and customs, his son Aristotel would be the
first mayor of Sarajevo after the formation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, from 1918 to 1920.

Sources
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Muslims
Al Bey (dates unknown)

He seems to have been deputy of Herzegovina to the first session instead of
Tanovic¢ (see respective entry). More information could not be obtained.
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Basagi¢ Ibrabim Bey (Nevesinje (Herzegovina), September 5, 184 1-Sarajevo,
November 8, 1902)

Basagi¢ Ibrahim Bey was deputy to the two sessions (at first for Herzegovina). For
the second session, he was elected after Hafizadi¢’s (see respective entry) resigna-
tion.

Basagi¢ belonged to a Herzegovinian beylical family which appeared on the
political-military scene of this region at the end of the 17th century, during the
War of Moreus (1683-1699), under the name of RedZepasi¢. They probably de-
scended from South-Herzegovinian military notables, even if their last name at
the time, Sehi¢ (Seh-zade), seems to indicate that they had ties with sheikhs. The
name Basagi¢ comes from Ibrahim Bey’s father, who was basaga in Herzegovina.

Born in 1841 in Nevesinje, 40 km east of Mostar, Basagi¢ had a troubled child-
hood because of the unrest that was evolving in the Bosnian eyaler and that cul-
minated in the military expedition of Latas Omer Pasa (1850-2). At his father’s
death (1851), he was soon sent to Travnik in order to pursue the education he had
first received in the mekteb of his native village. During his seven-year stay (1853-
1859), he followed Dervis Mehmed Korkut’s lessons. The latter was a famous
Bosnian alim, miiderris and mufti of Travnik. Thanks to him, he became trained as
a lawyer and a poet: he learned Arabic and Persian, and spoke Turkish as if it were
his mother tongue. In the field of poetry, his mablas from this time was “Edhem;”
he was also a calligrapher and copied religious manuscripts. As Korkut was a
Nagshibendi sheikh, we can assume that he initiated him into the order. It has to
be mentioned that Korkut was one of the few ulemas who sided with Istanbul
when the majority of the Bosnian eyaler’s population opposed the Tanzimat. This
orientation would stand out in Basagi¢’s entire career.

In 1859 or 1860, the young man went back to Nevesinje, where the struggle
against Montenegro was now raging. After some low administrative posts, he be-
came kaymakam representative in Nevesinje in 1863 or 1864 and married a daugh-
ter of the Cengi¢ family in 1868. These two events show that he was an important
personage both in the eyaler’s Tanzimat administration and in local Herzegovinian
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life (as the Cengi¢ family was one of the most powerful in the sancak after 1851).
Perhaps, he took part, too, in the literary magazine that a young Bosnian Muslim
launched in Sarajevo in 1869, and in that way would have been in contact with
Young Ottomans in Istanbul or in Sarajevo (via Ziya Tevfik).

On February 9, 1870 he was made kaymakam of Piva, an area now in Montene-
gro. Its inhabitants lived in near autarky and were convinced by Montenegro to
reject Ottoman authority. Furthermore, it seems that the local Muslims were op-
posed to the Ottoman reforms. Basagi¢ handed in his resignation one month af-
ter his nomination, and as it was refused, he reiterated it two times until July
1875, when he was moved to the head of the Fola kaymakamlik. But by then the
insurrection of 1875-8 had already broken up in Herzegovina.

Afterwards, BaSagi¢ was appointed an expert in the pacification commission
led by Ahmed Mubhtar Pasa (see also Kapetanovi¢ and Petrovi¢), and was on this
occasion described by the French consul as a “non fanatic ulema.” He also took
part in the commission that was in charge of the evaluation of the war damages.
In December of 1876, he entered the administration of the new Herzegovinian
vilayet, and was designated kaymakam of Ljubuski when Herzegovina was admin-
istratively reintegrated into the province of Bosnia. In the meantime he was
elected by the majority of the Herzegovinian council to the first session of the
parliament.

He must have been of some importance among the members of the parlia-
ment, as is indicated by his designation as secretary of the “Rumeli club,” a par-
liamentary group. In addition he became a member of a parliamentary commis-
sion working on reform. Unfortunately, no consulted document or article gives
details about these two parliamentary groups. Contrary to his compatriots, during
this first session, he spoke little about the Ottoman surrender of Montenegro and
Niksi¢ (which finally occurred on September 7, 1877). When he returned to
Ljubuski in July, he was worried about the transfer of refugees from Niksi¢ in his
kaymakamiik.

At first, he was not elected to the second session; but Hafizadi¢ (see the respec-
tive entry) resigned, and the Bosnian @iayet council had to hold a new vote:
Basagi¢ received 14 votes from Herzegovina, 2 from Travnik, 1 from Banja Luka
and 1 from Sarajevo, and was therefore sent to Istanbul. Here he was again secre-
tary of the Rumeli club and one of the three secretaries of the parliament. In
these functions, he held a legalist point of view against deputies’ contestations on
parliamentary work and stood by General Sevket Mehmed Pasa when the latter
was accused of atrocities he had allegedly committed in Bulgaria. However, he ac-
cused the government of shunning any responsibility in the Niksi¢ affair on Feb-
ruary 12, 1878. The day after, the parliament was closed.

After he went back to Herzegovina, he was active among Mostar officials and
adhered to the instructions from Istanbul that ordered the local population to
keep quiet after the Congress of Berlin. However, the town council, and Basagi¢



238 PHILIPPE GELEZ

with it, sent a telegram to Vienna stating that, in order to prevent any trouble,
they would not tolerate any military intervention from Austro-Hungry while it
was taking possession of the two provinces.

Basagi¢ belonged to a group of Muslims who were plainly faithful to Ottoman
administration in the province. With other men of the same orientation, he was
called on by the vali Ahmed Mazhar Pasa in Sarajevo to give him advice in the
chaotic situation. In the main town, Hadji Lojo had seized effective power and
forbidden the wearing of western clothing, which meant that men like Basagic¢,
who did not give up their alla franca clothes, were threatened by the mob. After
brief and fruitless negotiations with the rebels, he came back to Mostar were
Karabeg (see respective entry) and other officials had been murdered, and then
fled to Nevesinje. Probably thanks to Kapetanovi¢ (see respective entry), he
quickly established contacts with the Austro-Hungarian military staff and was des-
ignated to head the Stolac kaymakamiik in September.

After a few months, when the definitive Austro-Hungarian administrative
frame was installed, Basagi¢ was moved to the same functions in Konjic and
decorated with the Knight’s Cross of the Franz-Joseph Order on the May 16,
1879. The government was satisfied with his involvement in supporting the local
Islamic community in a loyalist way, but his financial direction seems to have
failed. Some of the duties he took most seriously were his paternal ones: he edu-
cated in Oriental languages, poetry and local history his eldest child, Safvet-beg
(1870-1934), who would later become the father of Muslim nationalism in Bos-
nia-Herzegovina. He also gave a very pious direction to this education and did
not hesitate to write (in Ottoman) religious advice to his son even when the latter
was 25. His son, while young, learned Ziya Pasa’s Térkib-i bend, a famous piece of
Ottoman revivalism from the late 1860s. Namik Kemal’s perceptible influence on
the first articles written by Safvet-beg are most probably the result of his father’s
tutelage.

In winter 1881/82, Herzegovina revolted once again; Basagi¢ went up to Sara-
jevo by invitation of the new Common Minister of Finance, Béni von Kéllay
(1839-1903). At 40 years of age, he finally emerged from his semi-anonymous ca-
reer and took over the control of the wakf organization in the whole province. On
March 13, 1883 he was appointed wmeifettis in the Vakf Commission set up by Kal-
lay, and was tasked with taking inventory and sorting out the finances of all the
establishments in Bosnia-Herzegovina. On November 22, 1893 he became direc-
tor of the same institution and remained so until his death.

Basagi¢ met in Sarajevo a prominent historian of the province, Salih Sidki
Hadzihuseinovi¢, called Muvekkit. Under his influence he began to write biogra-
phies of Ottoman men of letters and power native to Bosnia and Herzegovina.
This activity covered the years 1883-1886. He also launched (in collaboration) a
newspaper in Ottoman, Vatan (Homeland), supported by the Austro-Hungarian
authorities in order to wheedle the Muslim population and divert it from emigrat-
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ing to Ottoman regions. Basagi¢ published a few poetic pieces and probably more
lead articles (unfortunately unsigned). Publication stopped in 1896, but the news-
paper had no success from the beginning because of the low number of people in
Bosnia-Herzegovina who were literate in Ottoman.

Unlike Kapetanovic (see respective entry), Baagi¢ was not an ideologist. In his
concern for nationalism, he kept close ties with Young-Ottoman ideas until the
end of his life, and dreamed for instance about sending his son to study in Istan-
bul. When he collaborated with Kapetanovi¢ in 1888 on opening a Muslim read-
ing room in Sarajevo, it was certainly with different intentions, i. e., to cultivate
oriental literary taste. However, he was not anti-western, and he gave his permis-
sion when his son Safvet-beg insisted on attending the Obergymnasium in Sara-
jevo. One can define his political position as a moderate one. He was a good pa-
triot and good poet, a good Muslim and convinced modernist, and always refused
to join any form of Serbian or Croatian nationalism. In accord with these quali-
ties, he collected epic songs together with Kapetanovi¢ and wrote historical arti-
cles on local events (the Ottoman conquest and Bosnian “heroes” of the 17th
century). In another area, he participated with Kapetanovi¢ in the foundation of a
bank with local seed capital in 1888.

His liberal attitude and the jealous rivalry of less favored Muslims gave rise to
rumors and covert opposition from 1886 on. In 1895 he and Kapetanovi¢ were
openly criticized, but this attempt was unsuccessful. In 1899 the heads of the pro-
test movement against Austro-Hungarian interference in Muslim community af-
fairs accused him publicly. Basagi¢ was ill at that time and he offered his resigna-
tion in the middle of 1901. His resignation was well received by the government
because his personality was an obstacle to the negotiations with the protesters;
however, Kallay always appreciated him because of his constant loyalty.

Today, Basagi¢ is famous in Bosnia-Herzegovina because of his son, but a de-
tailed study of this Ottoman province in the 19th century should demonstrate his
significance for his own sake.
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Dumisié Febim (dates unknown)

DPumisi¢ Fehim was elected to both sessions (in the first election for Bosnia, he
received the third highest number of votes).

Although he was a famous Muslim leader at the end of Ottoman rule in Bos-
nia-Herzegovina, only scarce information about him can be collected. His grand-
father Hact Nazim Aga had been assassinated by the vizier of Bosnia at the end
of the 1830s. His father was then exiled, and Fehim accompanied him. Once they
returned to Bosnia, his father was called as a representative of Banja Luka to the
provincial meclis in Sarajevo. After his arrival in this town, the authorities kept
him there for diverse reasons, and he died in this situation.

Fehim Dumisi¢ was a nephew of Teskeredzi¢ (see respective entry) on his
mother’s side. He had a reputation for astuteness but was accused of backward-
ness and hostility to the idea of Muslim-Christian equality. Ill-famed for his cor-
ruption among the officials of the wilayet, and nick-named “the famous oppressor
from Banja Luka” by the Croatian press, Pumisi¢, as a distinguished citizen of
Banja Luka, was nevertheless appointed to a commission, active between the sec-
ond half of May and September 1875, whose task it was to delimitate the bound-
ary with Austria-Hungary in the northern area of Bosnia. This work had to be in-
terrupted because of the peasant insurrection of the same year. At the end of
summer 1877, he took part in the repression against this insurrection in the area
south-west of Banja Luka. By the end of 1877, his losses in burned harvests, stolen
cattle, etc. were estimated at 100,000 francs.

His activity in the parliament is not known. We can only guess that he had
good accommodations in Istanbul since he was able to host evening events for
the other deputies (see introduction). He led the active resistance against the
Austro-Hungarian army during the summer of 1878 and emigrated to Istanbul af-
ter the definitive victory of his enemies.

In the Ottoman capital, during the 1880s, he was considered the leader of the
emigre group of Bosno-Herzegovinian landowners, and the Austrians called him
a “most dangerous agitator,” because he stayed in contact with other Bosnian op-
ponents (both Muslimand Orthodox) to the new regime. This does not mean,
however, that the Austrian authorities in Sarajevo sought any occasion to cause
him financial trouble: although he was not on his estates, they forced Pumisi¢’s
peasants to give him the hak (agricultural contribution in the sharecropping sys-
tem) they had not paid between 1879 and 1882. However, from the 1890s, his
house in Istanbul became a meeting place of opponents to Austrian rule in his
homeland, which resulted in two protestations at the Porte at the end of 1894.
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Fadilpa$i¢ Mustafa Bey (1834-December 6, 1892)

Fadilpasi¢ Mustafa Bey was elected for Bosnia to the first session with a great ma-
jority. He then resigned — the French consul reports that the reason for this be-
havior was that public opinion in Bosnia reprehended Ottoman politics in the
province; furthermore, Fadilpasi¢ disliked appearing in a deputation that was at-
tacked by the Croatian newspaper Obzor. It was also said that he did not want to
participate in debates with Baruh (see respective entry) at his side. Osmanpasi¢
(see respective entry) was then elected instead of him.

Since he did not come to Istanbul, we will not give any further details about
him, except that he was most probably the richest and most powerful man in
Bosnia and Herzegovina at the time of his election.
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Philippe Gelez, Safvet-beg Basagi¢ (1870-1934). Aux racines intellectuelles de la pensée nationale chez
les musulmans de Bosnie-Herzégovine (Louvain: Peeters, 2010) [in print].

Hafizadié-Naimefendié Mebmed Bey (dates unknown)

Hafizadi¢-Naimefendi¢ Mehmed Bey was elected to both sessions; he went to Is-
tanbul only for the first (representing Bosnia), replacing Korkut, who had refused
his election. He is also designated as Naimzade (quoted in this way by Devereux).
He resigned from his second mandate, and Basagi¢ (see respective entry) took his
place.

He lived in Travnik, which was the eyaler’s center from the end of the 17th cen-
tury to 1850, where he had great influence. After the promulgation of the Hatr-i
hiimayun, officially read in Sarajevo on March 13, 1856, he was one of the rare
Muslim leaders who took an active part in supporting the reforms. He appealed
for equality between Muslims and non-Muslims, defending the local kaymakam
Sevki Efendi against the town’s conservative party (see also Teskeredzic).
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1brabim Edbem: makblas of Basagi¢ Ibrabim Bey

Kapetanovié Mebmed Beg (Vitina, December 19, 1839-Sarajevo,July 28, 1902)

Kapetanovi¢ Mehmed Beg was a deputy to the second session. As for Karabeg
and Basagi¢ (see respective entries), the fact that he was an appointed official was
not detrimental to his election, and he retained his functions even after going to
Istanbul.

A most influential Bosnian Muslim in his time, Kapetanovi¢ was born to a fam-
ily of beys who occupied the post of kapudan and, later, of miisellim in Ljubuski
(West Herzegovina), a little town 15 km from their estates in Vitina. As a polemic
uncovered in 1892 shows, they stemmed from a Croatian common family from
Vrgorac, the Puzdri¢, islamized in the 18th century. This fact is very important in
order to understand the paradoxes of this complex personality. His mother was a
member of a Herzegovinian beylical family glorified by epic popular songs.

He completed his education in a Mostar mekteb and returned to Ljubuski in
order to listen to the teachings of a famous /oca, Mustafa Efendi Krehi¢. He ac-
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quired a good knowledge of the Ottoman, Arabic and Persian languages. Thanks
to his qualities and to what was considered as an extended course of religious
studies, he was rapidly celebrated as a great scholar.

He had a rapidly ascending public career in Herzegovina. When he was 22
years old, he became a member of the meclis-i idare of Ljubuski and participated in
a pacification commission in Nevesinje. When Ahmed Cevdet Paga (1822-1885)
came to pacify the provinces, Kapetanovi¢ was his advisor for Herzegovina (June-
December 1863), and was decorated with the Order of the Mecidiye. Going to war
against Montenegro in 1864, he distinguished himself and advanced to the rank
of a kapicibasi on December 9, 1864. Six months later, on June 5, 1865, he ob-
tained a post as kaymakam in Stolac, where he governed until November 9, 1867,
when he moved to the kaymakamat in Ljubuski. The same year, he advanced to
the rank of colonel.

In 1869, he decided to go on a tour of Europe. This indicates a sense of curios-
ity which set him apart from most of his compatriots. Before him, only one other
Muslim from his home region is reported to have traveled around Western
Europe (see also Teskeredzi¢). Trieste, Venice, Padua and Verona were his first vis-
its, followed by Vienna and Pest after passing through Tyrol and Salzburg. He
continued in the Mediterranean area: Corfu, Egypt, Izmir, Istanbul. He finished
with Rumelia (Varna, Rugcuk, Bucharest, and then continued along the Danube
and Sava to Bosnia). We do not know what exactly he did on his voyage nor how
his experiences altered his views of the world; but doubtlessly his future political
decisions were influenced by these travels.

He resumed his kaymakam functions by moving to Stolac again on November
27, 1871. From there, he went to Foca (February 5, 1874), but he could not bear
the atmosphere of the town, and on March 30, 1874, he became kaymakam of
Trebinje. This last post played a great role in his life because he met there Vuk
Vrcevi¢ (1811-1882), a famous Montenegrin collector of folk art and an Austro-
Hungarian vice-consul (since 1869). Unfortunately, the records Vrcevi¢ sent to his
superiors, always compiled in Italian, do not describe anything but military op-
erations in the Trebinje surroundings. We know that Vrlevi¢ gave Kapetanovi¢
some books in Croatian or Serbian, especially those regarding Muslims (Gundu-
li¢, Njegos), and was in return educated by the bey in Oriental matters, including
basic skills in Ottoman. At this time, Kapetanovi¢ began to publish little occa-
sional poems in Bosnia, the official newspaper of Sarajevo.®

When, in the spring of 1875, the great Herzegovinian uprising took place in his
kaymakamiik, Kapetanovi¢ understood very quickly that there was nothing to do
and that the Ottoman Empire would never find any solution to the prevailing so-
cial problems. He went to Sarajevo, married there the daughter of a very influen-
tial bey, Mustaj Pasa Babi¢, and tried to take an advantageous place in the politi-

6 “Vilajetske vjesti,” Bosnia no. 450 (1 M 1292/ January 27 and February 8. 1875), 1.
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cal circles of the wilayet center. He succeeded in being designated on April 15,
1876 as a member of the reform commission that was set up after Andrassy’s note
of December 1875 (see also Basagi¢ and Petrovi¢). However, the commission only
stated that any action would be in vain. Thanks to his promotion, Kapetanovi¢
was placed at the head of the Sarajevo belediye with an appointment of 1,200 pi-
asters a month.

Ambitious by nature and by his social position, Kapetanovi¢ wanted to obtain
the post of vali. The new vali Ahmed Mazhar Pasa (d. 1891), an alla franca edu-
cated reformist, formally recommended his candidature but did not really sup-
port it. The Porte refused to promote Kapetanovi¢ probably because his austro-
philia was suspicious. Indeed, the mayor was acquainted with consuls, especially
the Austro-Hungarian ones; he confided to a French consul that, according to the
deputies of the first session, the parliament was “a pure comedy.”

Nevertheless, whether because of his high position, or whether in order to get
him away from Bosnia and Austria-Hungary, Ahmed Mazhar Pasa sent him as a
deputy to Istanbul for the second parliamentary session. He seems to have been
unaware of this new appointment until the last moment. On this occasion, the
British consul Freeman praised him as “a most enlightened and liberal Muslim,”
as the French consul had done two years before, as had the French vice-consul in
Mostar at the end of 1877, who had added this reservation to his judgment: “as-
tute and enlightened, for the country.” While in Istanbul, he was corresponding
with the political leader of the Franciscan order in Bosnia, and did not hide the
fact that he expected no salvation except from Austria-Hungary. He did not speak
at the Parliament.

This attitude explains his involvements during the months after his return from
Istanbul. It was during the time when the Great Powers were preparing for the
Berlin Congress, which began on June 13, 1878. The inhabitants of Bosnia-
Herzegovina, feeling powerless, did not show any activity but waited for the in-
ternational verdict. During this time, moderate Sarajevo Muslims, of whom
Kapetanovi¢ was a member, joined a group of more radical elements, and agreed
to form a national committee. Kapetanovi¢ probably did not feel concerned and
anticipated an Austro-Hungarian intervention. Yet, how deep the cultural abyss
between the two groups actually was can be gathered from their different attitudes
about the kind of clothing suitable for a good Muslim. The radical group ordered
that everybody had to be dressed in traditional clothes, while men like Kapetano-
vi¢ or Basagi¢ wore the same type of clothes as Istanbul reformists, alla franca. As
a French traveler in 1880 remarked, Kapetanovi¢ (who happened to have a dou-
ble-chin) was in every way a European. When, at the beginning of August 1878,
the arrival of the Austro-Hungarian forces was announced, he fled from Bosnia,
afraid of the possible Muslim reprisals against him, and joined General Jovano-
vi¢’s army (1828-1885) in Dalmatia. He claimed his loyalty to the new overlords
and promised no resistance from the Ljubuski population.
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Henceforth, he was always in close contact with Austro-Hungarian heads, who
trusted him. After being designated for the deputation which went to Vienna to
greet Franz Joseph for the occupation, he was chosen on December 7, 1878, for
the municipal council, with a yearly remuneration of 1,200 forints, and then on
August 11, 1879 became honorary governmental counselor. He participated in the
election of a new Muslim religious head in 1881, was sent to Herzegovina by the
government when rebellion lurked at the end of 1881, and was nominated mem-
ber of a vakf commission on March 29, 1883, then member of the commission
for laws and decrees implementation on January 16, 1884, and member of the
commission for tapu delivery on forest estates (one of the most strategic functions
in the provincial economy) on May 31, 1884.

Not only did he receive honors with pleasure (3rd st. Iron Crown on April 19,
1879), but he also sought them out as is shown by his demand to be given the title
of Graf on August 28, 1880. Officials estimated that there was no aristocracy in
Bosnia-Herzegovina in the sense of Austrian or Hungarian nobility, and gave him
the exclusive right to carry the name “of Vitina” three years later (August 24, 1883).
At any rate, in the society gossip column of the Sarajevski list (“Sarajevo Journal®),
the official newspaper, his name appears frequently, and he considered himself the
cultural and political leader of Bosnia-Herzegovinian Muslims. On these grounds,
he published a polemic article in 1879 and two booklets in 1886 and 1893 where
he defended the idea of a possible westernization of Muslims and their right to
constitute a proper nation in face of Croatian and Serbian nationalisms. In an-
other article (1879), he criticized Istanbul newspapers that painted the Austro-
Hungarian occupation in dark colors. According to him, Bosnia-Herzegovina
would never return to the Ottoman Empire and benefited, under the European
legacy of the Habsburg Empire, from religious freedom. There was, he wrote, con-
sequently no reason for Muslims to emigrate (one major phenomenon among the
Muslim population in the years following 1878). This stance resulted in his co-
religionists’ strong opposition to his person, because they judged that Austria-
Hungary was a Catholic power and not really neutral in religious affairs.

Kapetanovié’s nationalism oscillated between a narrow and a broad definition, i.
e. sometimes it included all the religious communities of the province under the
same label, while at other times it comprised only the Muslims. Kapetanovi¢ was
never clear on this topic, as is demonstrated by his activities as a publicist. His pa-
triotism and love for belles-lettres led him to initiate, in 1883, a wide collection of
epic songs and popular sayings among local Muslims, which was published in
1887 under the title Narodno blago (“Popular Treasure”) and was hailed by scholars
as a great literary event. Only the Serbs criticized him for printing in Latin script,
and he published the book again in Cyrillic one year later. In July of 1888, with
Basagi¢ (among others), he founded a Muslim reading room in Sarajevo, to de-
velop literacy among his co-religionists, following the example of Orthodox Bos-
nians. Until then, his writings had appeared in different magazines (Catholic or
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Orthodox), but now, since the cultural organization of Muslims had been set up,
he wanted to launch another weekly, both cultural and political (broadly speaking).
Bosnjak (“The Bosniak”) developed a nationalist discourse against Serbs and Croats
in various poems, essays, editorials, letters, historical studies, etc. However,
Kapetanovi¢ and his group were united by their common friendship with Catholic
Bosnians and Croats, this being the reason for their sympathies with Croatian na-
tionalism. For example, at the same time when he argued against Croats in Boiz-
Jak, Kapetanovi¢ openly spoke of the Croatian roots of Bosnia-Herzegovinian
beys.

It has to be noted that Kapetanovi¢ pretended to write in his private correspon-
dence in a Bosnian variety of Cyrillic, the so-called Bosandica, which allegedly had
been preserved by the beys (supposedly a former Slavic nobility) since the Middle
Ages. Such allegations are not supported by historical evidence; for example, a
man like Basagi¢, who was a native of an older family than Kapetanovi¢, never
used Bosandica in his entire life but exclusively the Arabic script and Ottoman lan-
guage, even in correspondence with his son.

These were the unclear beginnings of Muslim nationalism in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. In 1893, Kapetanovi¢ succeeded in being elected mayor of Sarajevo
and had to withdraw from Bosnjak. The election figures show a slow but regular
popularity increase among Sarajevo voters (about one thousand). He held this po-
sition for seven years, then resigned, probably because of the beginning of Muslim
political contestation of Austro-Hungarian rule. Tensions between “Ottoman” and
“Austrian” parties among Muslims had begun years before, but now Basagi¢ and
Kapetanovi¢ were both in a tricky position, because they were blamed for benefit-
ing economically from their political positions. Actually, as their participation in
the foundation of a bank with local seed capital in 1888 indicates, they were
probably far wealthier than many of the beys.

Kapetanovi¢ finished his literary production with an anthology of texts and
proverbs translated from oriental languages, entitled Iszoéno blago (“Oriental Treas-
ure”), in 1896 and 1897. He was the first Bosnia-Herzegovinian Muslim to write
only in his mother tongue, both when writing his own texts and when translating
from foreign languages.
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Karabeg Mustafa Sidki (Mostar, 1833/4-Mostar, August 2, 1878)

Karabeg Mustafa Sidki was a deputy to the second session. Bali¢ says that he was
also sent to the first session, but if we positively know that he was elected, we also
are aware that he resigned because Ali Paga, then vali of Herzegovina, enforced
the statute stipulating that any civil servant, if elected, had to resign from his posi-
tion. This resignation was not noticed by the majority of his contemporaries.”
Karabeg preferred his functions of mufti, which he kept during the second session
although the statute was still applicable: actually, the new zali of Bosnia, Ahmed
Mazhar Paga, did not strictly apply this law. Basagi¢ (see respective entry) was an-
other example of this laissez-faire practice in the second session.

The Karabeg family dates back at least to the middle of the 17th century, when
they settled in Mostar and the surrounding region, where they were sipahis and
administered large estates. However, Mustafa Sidki Karabeg had a spiritual voca-
tion and was not destined to be a landlord. Born in 1832, he left Mostar, his na-
tive town, at the age of 19 (in November 1851) in order to complete in Istanbul
the education he had received in Herzegovina. Before his departure, he had fre-
quented the local medrese and had achieved a good command of the Arabic lan-
guage. Once in the imperial capital, he was curious about all branches of religious
and profane science. What is most important, he was taught by Mevla Halil, a fu-
ture Seyhilislam. The latter would play a very important role in his lifebecause
the political importance of Mevla Halil allowed Karabeg to have a certain audi-
ence at the Divan.

Very studious during the four years of his residence in Istanbul, Karabeg was
taken ill because of mental fatigue. On doctors’ orders, he left the capital at the
end of 1855 for a healthier life in Mostar. In the sancak center, the mufti position
had become vacant when the previous mufti died while returning from Mecca.
Since 1852, Mostar Muslims had been looking for a mufti in vain, and when
Karabeg came, despite the fact he was not a mature man yet, they offered him
this position. Karabeg had planned to continue his studies, but on his father’s ad-

7 See the British vice-consul’s assessment in Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period,

137 and 270; and the Bosnia issue of 29 April (Bosnia no. 566, 16 R 1294/ April 17 and 29,
1877), 1).
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vice, he accepted the position of mufti in 1857 and fulfilled these duties until his
death in 1878.

Perhaps the best way to present his personality is to begin with his conviction
about scholars, which was reported by his pupil Ridanovi¢: for Karabeg, scholars
were divided into two groups — researchers and good men. Used to describing
only the good sides of people about whom he spoke, we must see that he was a
thoroughly positive man and, in general, an isolated one.

Because of his originality, Karabeg is considered to have initiated a new Islamic
reform period in Herzegovina, which can - up to a certain point — be termed as
an “Islamic revival.” He belonged to the few Bosnian and Herzegovinian Muslim
ulema that adhered to the Tanzimat, and therefore promulgated a number of fat-
was. He preached in rural areas and gave advised on what he believed to be an in-
evitable adaptation of Islamic customs to the challenges of the modern world. At
the same time he aspired to a purer faith. He wrote a few works, the most out-
standing of which is a commentary of Molla Husrev (the third seyhiilislam, d.
1480), composed in good Arabic according to Hazim Sabanovié.

Thanks to his cleverness and brainpower, Karabeg “specialized” in politics: for
long years, he incessantly criticized civil servants (mostly from Istanbul) because
they did not look after their responsibilities in the right way, neglecting the peo-
ple’s welfare. He assisted local muiisellims in their work, paradoxically professing a
certain secularist vision of political life. In this activity, he certainly entered in
contact with Basagi¢ (see respective entry). The reform of 1864, which instituted
local and provincial councils, automatically made him the president of the meeclis-i
idare in Mostar. At these functions, he always showed a great sense of justice. He
did not hesitate when he learned that the Herzegovinian mutasarrif had been un-
fair in one of his judgments and fought him until he prevailed.

Karabeg possessed a certain charisma. Of average height, he had an emaciated
face with a little beard; he walked and moved with measured dignity. He pos-
sessed high personal authority because he was a very strict Muslim in his private
life. It is generally stated that the fluency of his speech struck those who ap-
proached him. He was successful as a teacher: he taught religious topics in Mostar
and Arabic literature at the Karadoz medrese. From 1866 on, he was also included
in the staff of the newly opened risdiye of Mostar. Finally, he officiated as an
imam and Aatib in the mosque of the quarter where he lived, and used his pater-
nal influence to lead his sons in this religious way.

The tolerance with which his biographer Ridanovi¢ emphatically credits him
has to be re-contextualized. Karabeg was a zealous protector of the Ottoman Em-
pire’s integrity and participated in the war against “unfaithful” Montenegro in
1862 on Loveeli Ibrahim Dervis Pasa’s side. His bravery persuaded Lovgeli to so-
licit a decoration for him, and he obtained the rang of mevla and was decorated
with Mecidiye and Ifiihar. He was deeply convinced that the Empire had to be ruled
according to the Sharia. This explains his attitude in summer 1875, when the insur-
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rection began in Herzegovina: he accused civil servants of weakness and poor edu-
cation and of lacking firmness in face of the uprising. Therefore he regarded them
as one of the main reasons for the rebellion. Anotherconviction he held was that
the Christian insurgents had to be castigated. He explained his point of view to
Lovgeli, who had been appointed Bosnian governor in the meantime, but the lat-
ter did not comply with these views, instead asking the Porte to exile Karabeg.

Forced to go to Istanbul, Karabeg learned from Mevla Halil that Cevdet Pasa
needed Lovgeli’s presence in Bosnia at this time. According to the seyhiilisiam,
Cevdet Pasa had had no choice but to get Karabeg out of the province in order to
let Lovegeli realize his mission without obstruction—although Cevdet was person-
ally convinced of Karabeg’s merits. After an interlocution with the grand vizier
and the geyhiilislam on the current war and its causes, Karabeg was permitted to go
to Mecca for the second time. Unfortunately, the date of his first A4jj has not been
recorded.

Returning to Mostar in the autumn of 1876, he did not accept his election to
the first session and instead fought against Montenegro in 1877 at the side of
miisir Stileyman Pasa. Elected to the second session, he embodied, as did Basagi¢
(see respective entry), the role of an advocate of the Islamic character of the state
and, to the same extent, of tolerance. He was convinced of the necessity of a des-
perate resistance against Russia (whose armies were dangerously approaching Is-
tanbul) for the sake of state unity, even if that meant the government had to re-
treat to the inner territory of Anatolia. He is reported to have said in this context:
“Death is better than the constraints of occupation.” He also accused the Otto-
man officials of weakness.

Actually, he fell into depression after the signing of the San Stefano Treaty, and
read aloud the Koranic surah traditionally recited in condolences to the family of
the deceased. Back in Mostar, after this three-month stay in Istanbul, he aban-
doned all public action and devoted himself to scholarship. When the Austro-
Hungarian army arrived, he conformed his attitude to the orders coming from Is-
tanbul. An official telegram from Istanbul explicitly stated that the Double Mon-
archy did “not come as an enemy.” Unfortunately, the Muslim people of Mostar
prepared an armed resistance, and its leaders solicited Karabeg to issue a fatwa call-
ing to Holy War. He refused. A hostile crowd that was told that Karabeg, when
elected to the Ottoman Parliament, had not gone to Istanbul but to Vienna and
had sold out Bosnia-Herzegovina to Austria-Hungary entered the hall where the
mufti was in discussion with other officials of the town, and savagely killed him on
August 2, 1879. Two days later, the town surrendered without any battle because
the self-proclaimed leaders of the resistance were too fearful of Austrian repression.

Karabeg’s biography was composed in Arabic by one of his pupils and personal
secretary, Hact Abdullah Efendi Ridanovi¢ (1844-after 1917), who later became
mufti of Mostar himself. It has been translated into Bosnian by Nakicevi¢. Fi-
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nally, it has to be noted that there exists a literary description of the mufti written
in Bosnian by Ibri$imovié.
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Korkut Mola Efendi (dates unknown)

Korkut Mola Efendi was elected to the first session (for Bosnia); he resigned, as
did Fadilpasi¢ (see respective entry), although he held the second rank in the
votes. Hafizadi¢-Naimefendi¢ (see respective entry), who had reached fifth place
in the voting, went to Istanbul instead of him.

The French consul designates him only by his first name and adds that he was
the son of the Travnik mufti, who was at that time one Korkut; however, with the
single exception of this consular document, the literature does not note the exis-
tence of any Korkut Mola Efendi. He was a conservative.

Sources
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Mebmed Muhyi mablas of Kapetanovié Mehmed Beg
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Naimzade see Hafizadié-Naimefendié Mebmed Bey

Osmanpasic Murad Bey (dates unknown)

Osmanpasi¢ Murad Bey was elected to the first session for Bosnia, achieving
fourth place in the voting; he went to Istanbul instead of Fadilpasi¢ (see respec-
tive entry). A son of Osman Nuri Paga (1832-1900), the famous victor at the Siege
of Pleven in 1877, he lived in Novi Pazar. At that time, Osman Nuri Pasa was the
military commander of Bosnia and battled against Serbia when it went to war
against the Ottoman Empire in 1876. This might be the most prominent reason
for Murad Bey’s election, since available sources do not mention him; it has to be
noted that he was not elected to the second session, during the months when his
father withstood the siege (July-December 1877). He was the only deputy for
Bosnia-Herzegovina who was not a native of these provinces.

Redzepasié Ibrabim Bey see BaSagi¢ Ibrabim Bey

Riza Efendi (dates unknown)

According to Us, he was deputy for Bosnia to the first session but he is not men-
tioned anywhere else.

Sources

Us Hakki Tarik, Meclis-i meb’usdn 1293 = 1877, 2 vols. (Istanbul, Vakit, 1940-54).
Selimovié Febim see Dumisi¢ Fehim
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Tanovié Mula Ago (Kljué (Herzegovina), 1823- €)

Tanovi¢ Mula Ago seems to have been a deputy to the first session: but his name
does not appear in all sources. His name seems to appear first in Kre$evljakovic,
probably on the evidence of Safvet-beg Basagi¢, whose father was himself a dep-
uty (cf. Basagic¢). It is most probable that other authors, for example Kapidzi¢ and
Bali¢, depend on him. A contemporary descendant of Tanovi¢ has written the
history of his family, but does not provide any further information than do these
authors. According to Kresevljakovi¢, Tanovi¢ was present at the second session
(Kapidzi¢ erroneously speaks of 1876). However, there is no mention of Tanovi¢
either in Us nor in Devereux.
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What seems probable is that Tanovi¢ was elected to the first session but did not
go to Istanbul. French consular archives certify that he was designated at the end
of January 1877, but his name was not published in the official newspaper. If this
is the case, he may have been replaced by a certain Ali Bey, the second Herzego-
vinian deputy to the first session whose name is mentioned in the works of Us
and Devereux.

Born in Zagraci near Klju¢, district of Gacko, Herzegovina, M. A. Tanovi¢
partly completed his education in Sarajevo. A document dating from October 6,
1840, proves that he was a student in the Kursumli medrese of the Gazi Husrev
Bey Mosque in this town. He was sent there with the agreement of his father Beso
Tanovi¢ (d. October 7, 1840), by the famous Ismail Aga Cengi¢ (1778- September
23/24, 1840) with the intention of setting him on a career as a kadi of local origin
in the kadilik of Gacko-Cernica.

He pursued his studies in Istanbul in the Harict medrese, where he learned Ara-
bic and Turkish. He had the reputation of being well versed in the hadith and the
Sharia. Once kadi in Cernica at 28 years of age, he belonged since 1864 to the
vilayet council in Sarajevo, where he represented the Herzegovinian Muslims
along with Hakija Resulbegovi¢ from Trebinje, a member of a well-known family
in this sancak.

After the Austro-Hungarian occupation (1878), Tanovi¢ moved to Mostar and
sided with the Muslims favorable to the new regime. He is said to have enjoyed
the confidence of local Christian farmers. His three sons settled down in Turkey
at the end of 19th century, and their descendants still live there.
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Téskeredzié Dervis Bey (Travnik, ¢-Istanbul, 1878)

According to Kresevljakovi¢ and Korkut, Teskeredzi¢ died in 1878 as a Bosnian
deputy in Istanbul. However, it is improbable that he was officially elected and
except these authors, no other source mentions him. Perhaps he accompanied the
other parliamentarians from the region to Istanbul because he was an influential
bey of Travnik and a curious man, the first of the Bosnia-Herzegovinian Muslims
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who had gone abroad in 1857 and 1859 not for trade but just to “see the world”
(Osijek, Vienna, Pest, London, Paris), at a time when he was still young. He seems
to have been impressed by what he saw and built a “European” house in Travnik
in 1858. Although he has sometimes been identified as opposing Ottoman cen-
tralization, Ottoman authorities trusted him on different occasions, and he him-
self took on the defense of Sevki Efendi, a reformist kaymakam appointed in 1852
in Travnik who wanted to implement the Hatt-1 hiimayun in the town but collided
with local notables. Naimefendi¢ (see respective entry) belonged to the group led
by him.
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The First Ottoman Parliamentary Elections
on Crete and the Cretan Deputies
to the Meclis-1 Mebusan'

Johannes Zimmermann

Among the events leading to the opening of the first Ottoman parliament in Is-
tanbul in March 1877, the Cretan provincial parliamentary elections represent a
particularly interesting case, since the island’s non-Muslim population - enjoying
special privileges since 1868 — uncompromisingly refused any participation in the
electoral process. The Cretan reaction to the Sublime Porte’s attempts to hold par-
liamentary elections on the island was certainly one of the strongest and most
open resistance movements against the elections in the Empire. While Robert
Devereux dedicated about three pages to the discussion of the Cretan case (mainly
on the basis of consular reports), other comprehensive studies of the first Ottoman
parliamentary period, especially those of Turkish origin (such as Ilhan Giines’s con-
tribution to Tirk Parlamento Taribi), tend to omit the reaction of the Cretan non-
Muslims as well as the election’s results and sometimes do not even mention the
non-Muslim deputy elected on the island at all. In return, Greek nationalist histo-
rians dealing with the 1877 events on Crete tend to overemphasize the role of
“their” candidate who finally refused to accept his seat in the Meclis-i mebusan.

Until today, no detailed study of the two Cretan deputies’ lives and careers has
been published. While both Western and Turkish studies dealing with the 1877
elections tend to focus on the political, social and legal conditions under which
the provincial elections were held on the island, a considerable number of similar
Greek publications show a tendency to interpret the Ottoman elections as a mere
trigger for the following Cretan uprisings. If these studies mention the elected
deputies at all, biographical “hard facts” only play a subordinate role. If bio-
graphical sketches of the Greeks involved in the electoral process are part of these
studies, they mostly represent attempts to depict the electors as well as the deputy
himself as upright fighters for Greek and Cretan independence.

This lack of detailed and unbiased information both on the electoral process
and the elected Cretan deputies serves as the starting-point for this article. It aims
equally at establishing a chronology of the Cretan events of January — March

The author is highly indebted to Kalliopi Shismenu and Syryla Merkata for their invalu-
able help and linguistic advice in regard to the Greek sources used in this study. Further,
the author would like to express his special thanks to Joseph M. Zane for reading and cor-
recting this article before its publication.
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1877, extending the narrative offered by Devereux, and at compiling usable bio-
graphical data on the two Cretan deputies, one of whom never undertook the
journey to Istanbul.

Towards the Elections: 19" Century Crete

When in March 18212 the Greek rebellion broke out in the Peloponnese, the seed
of uprising soon spread beyond the borders of the Greek “mainland” to the is-
lands of the Aegean.’ A few months later, it already reached the shores of the is-
land of Crete,* where agents of the Philiki Etairea had already tried to prepare the
ground for a revolutionary movement of the local Greek population.’ These up-
risings were to be the beginning of the end of a long period of political and social
stability on Crete, whose Greek population had remained relatively untouched by
nationalist ideas until the end of the 18%/beginning of the 19t century.® An up-
rising of the Cretan Christians was far more difficult to organize than similar
revolutionary movements on the mainland. Revolutionary and nationalist ideas
had only recently arrived on the island, and the experience of several decades of
relative political tranquillity and coexistence still proved to be a vital factor in in-
tercommunal relations.” Further, it was a difficult task to transport weapons and

For an overview of the events that led to the Greek revolt of 1821 and of the general intel-

lectual climate among the Greeks of the Ottoman Empire at the beginning of the 19th

century, cf. Richard Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press,

1992), 29-47.

3 Cf. Cemal Tukin, “Girit,” in: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Di-
yanet Vakfi Islim Arastirmalant Merkezi, 1988ff) [henceforth TDVIA]; vol. 14 (1996), 85-
93, here: 89.

4 Cf. ibid., 89 and Leonidas Kallivretakis,“A Century of Revolutions: The Cretan Question

Between European and Near Eastern Politics,” in: Paschalis M. Kitromilides (ed.), Elefi-

berios Venizelos: The Trials of Statesmanship (Edinburgh 2006 [Repr.]), 11-36, here 11.

Members of the Philiki Etairea who were of Cretan origin, such as Emmanouil Bernardos,

who became a member of the society in September 1816, periodically travelled to Crete

under various pretexts in order to get an impression of the political and social circum-
stances on the island and to spread revolutionary ideas. A short overview of the pre-
revolutionary activities of the Philiki Etairea in Crete is given in ©zoxdon Aetogdin:

Iotopia tne Kpitne (HodkAewo, 1990), 298 passim — a work characterized by its sometimes

rather disturbing Greek nationalist tone.

As Molly Greene has convincingly shown in her study A Shared World: Christians and Mus-

lims in the Early Modern Mediterranean (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 2000) the inter-

pretation of Muslim-Christian relations in the Mediterranean up to the 19t century as a

continuous series of mutual hostilities in the framework of a nationalist liberation struggle

of the non-Muslim populations must be revised. She stresses, with special regard to the
circumstances on Crete, the high degree of permeability of the different religious commu-
nities, intensified through the exceptionally strong conversion movements and their lin-

guistic consequences (cf. especially 39-44). Cf. also Tukin, “Girit,” TDVIiA, 14:89.

7 Cf. e.g. Greene, A Shared World, 206-209.
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additional troops to the island without being noticed and intercepted by Otto-
man naval forces.?

However, the uprisings that broke out at the end of Ramazan 1236 (July 1821)
were of such violence that Mahmud II saw himself forced to summon the gover-
nor of Egypt, Mehmed Ali Pasa, to restore order on the island.’ For almost a dec-
ade, Crete now was the scene of a series of repeated revolts, mutual hostilities and
atrocities which led to great losses on both sides. When in 1830 the European
Powers decided not to include Crete in the newly founded Greek state, new re-
volts broke out on the island.!® After another intervention by Egyptian troops,
the island was finally put under Ottoman suzerainty, but from now on was ad-
ministered by Egypt. In order to stabilize the political situation on the island,
Mehmed Ali Paga made certain concessions to the Christian population, such as
installing mixed assemblies of Muslims and Non-Muslims to deal with local af-
fairs in the island’s major cities (Iraklion, Chania, Rethymno).!! This policy re-
sulted also in an alteration of the island’s settlement structures, as the Muslim
population now concentrated itself even more than before in the hinterland of
the costal towns where Ottoman military and administrative infrastructure was
especially well developed.!? Mehmed Ali remained ruler of the island until 1841,
when the Treaty of London explicitly forbade him to make any claims on Crete.!3
Only a short time later, in February 1841,'4 new revolts broke out on the island,
incited and supported by Cretan nationalist leaders expatriated in 1830 as well as
nationalist propagandists from Greece.!

From this first uprising until the union of the island with the kingdom of
Greece, 19t century Cretan history presents itself as a series of periodic uprisings
of the local Greek population against Ottoman rule and the local Muslim minor-
ity. The ideological ground for this chain of rebellions which aimed to unite Crete
with Greecel® was paved mainly by Greek nationalists.!”

After another series of upheavals had shattered the island in 1858, it was finally
in the year 1866 that a long series of intermittent uprisings occurred that had con-

Aetopdxn, Iotopia tne Kpntne, 301.

9 Cf. Tukin, “Girit,” TDVIA, 14:89.

10 Cf. Kallivretakis, “A Century of Revolutions,” 16.

11" Cf. R. Mantran, “Ikritish: Ottoman Period®, in: Encyclopaedia of Islam. New Edition. 12
vols. [henceforth EF/, 3:1086-1087, here 1086.

12 Cf. Robert Holland and Diana Markides, The British and the Hellenes: Struggles for Mastery in
the Eastern Mediterranean 1850-1960 (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2006), 82.

13 Cf. Mantran, “Tkritish: Ottoman Period“, EE, 3:1086.

14 Cf. Aetogdwm, Iotopia tne Kprtne, 334.

15 Cf. Tukin, “Girit,” TDVIA, 14:89; Aetoodxn: Iotopia tnc Kprrne, 334 passim and Kal-

livretakis, “A Century of Revolutions,” 17.

For a concise overview of these uprisings cf. Tukin, “Girit,” TDVIA, 14:89 passim and

Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, 69.

17" Cf. Holland/Markides, The British and the Hellenes, 83-84.

16
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siderable influence on its political and administrative structure.!® When the Cre-
tan rebels, once again supported by Greek troops, realized that the Ottoman gov-
ernment was not able or not willing to meet their claims,! they proclaimed the
enosis (union) of the “Great Island” with the kingdom of Greece and installed an
independent intermediary government on September 2, 1866. The idea of a un-
ion of the island with Greece, as propagated by the Cretan rebels, received open
support from Greece, Russia and France. The “Cretan Question” had finally be-
come - in every respect — an international problem, part of the greater “Eastern
Question.” The long chain of uprisings with which the Ottoman state obviously
was not able to cope provoked a series of interventions by the Great Powers in the
strained relations between the local population and the Ottoman Porte.?? The un-
rests of the following years and the intermittent European interventions in Cretan
affairs finally led, in 1868, to a fundamental modification of the island’s adminis-
trative system, granting its Christian population far-reaching privileges.?! Local re-
sponsibilities were, from now on, more equally shared between Christians and
Muslims and an administrative council (meclis-i idare-i vilayet) comprising five
Christian and five Muslim members was installed on the wvilayet level in order to
assist the governor. In addition, all official posts from now on were to be shared
equally between the two religious communities.?? This reorganization brought a
certain détente to the more than tense relations between the local religious com-
munities, but was insufficient to provide a final solution to the island’s social and
political troubles. Mutual mistrust, encouraged in the ensuing years by the ongo-
ing agitation of Greek nationalist propagandists among the local population,
along with the unwillingness of the European Powers to unify Crete with the
kingdom of Greece, were the two major factors stressing Christian-Muslim rela-
tions on the island. Also, large parts of the Christian population were still unsatis-
fied with the results of the 1868 administrative reforms, primarily emphasizing
that Greek Christians were still underrepresented in the local political bodies and
that therefore at least the governor of Crete should be a Christian.?3

18 Cf. Kallivretakis, “A Century of Revolutions,” 19-20.

19 The Cretan rebels demanded inter alia considerable tax reductions as well as far-reaching
educational reforms on the island and a fundamental modification of its administrative
system. Cf. Tukin, “Girit,” TDVIA, 14:89.

20 Cf. Mantran, “Ikritish: Ottoman Period*, EF, 3:1086.

21 On Crete’s organic law of 1868 cf. Kallivretakis, “A Century of Revolutions,” 21-22.

22 The island was divided into five sancaks (Hanya, Isfakya, Resmo, Kandiye and Lasid). The

mutasarrifs of Isfakya and Lasid were to be Christians. Those of the sancaks of Kandiye and

Resmo, however, were Muslims. Each mutasarrif saw himself assigned an assistant belong-

ing to the opposite faith. Furthermore, each mutasarrif had to deal with a newly composed

meclis-i idare composed of three Muslim and three Christian members elected by the local
population. The posts of the kaza kaimakamlar: were from now on to be allocated accord-

ing to the religion of the local population majority. Cf. Tukin, “Girit,” TDVIA, 14:90.

From the very beginning of the Cretan resistance to Ottoman rule, the Christians put spe-

cial emphasis on the fact that although they represented the vast majority of the island’s

23
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The Elections

It was this climate of tense exhaustion and subliminal mutual mistrust in which
the first Ottoman parliamentary elections were announced, planned and carried
out during the first months of 187724 Several articles published in 7he Times dur-
ing this period clearly illustrate the extent to which Christian-Muslim relations on
Crete were strained and the extent to which they worsened as the plans for the
parliamentary election became more concrete.?

The general conditions under which the first Ottoman parliamentary elections
were held in the provinces were not favourable to the already tense atmosphere
on Cirete either. After the promulgation of the Kanun-i esasi in 1876, the Ottoman
government wanted the first parliamentary elections to be held as soon as possi-
ble in order to prove Ottoman goodwill to the European Powers.?¢ The first Pro-
visional Electoral Regulation, already drafted during summer 1876 by a subcom-
mittee of the constitutional Drafting Commission, was, however, rejected by the
sultan. A new committee — this time consisting of only four members — revised
the draft, taking into consideration the sultan’s objections which mainly con-
cerned the ratio of Muslims and non-Muslims to be elected in the different prov-
inces of the Empire. The new draft, comprising seven articles, differed only
slightly from the first version and was officially promulgated on October 28,
1876, then sent immediately to the governors of the Empire’s provinces. Yet, sev-
eral of its articles contained regulations that were not received with great enthusi-
asm by the majority of Crete’s Christian inhabitants.?”

Their objections especially concerned article 2 of the new regulation, which
stipulated that the deputies to the new parliament should not be elected directly

population, they were denied adequate participation in local political affairs. They in fact
represented about two thirds of the island’s total population. According to Semseddin
Sami in his Kamusu 'I-a‘lam, the total population of the island numbered 294,192 inhabi-
tants towards the end of the 19" century, of which only 88,487 were Muslim. Apart from
negligible minorities of Protestants, Catholics and some 650 Jews, the remaining 204,781
inhabitants of the island were Orthodox Christians (cf. “Girid” in: Semseddin Sami, Ka-
musu 'l-a'lam, 6 vols. (Istanbul: Mihran Matbaasi, 1306-1312), 5:3851-3857, here 3852). For
a detailed overview of the demography of Crete and the demographic developments on
the island from the 17t to the 20th century, cf. Emile Y. Kolodny, “La Créte: Mutations et
évolution d’une population insulaire grecque,” in: Journal de géographie de Lyon 43,3 (1968),
227-290, for the period from 1870 to 1881 cf. especially 253-264. The 1881 census estab-
lished a total population of 277,768 inhabitants of whom 204,156 (73.5%) were Christians,
while only 72,691 (26.2%) were Muslim (cf. ibid., 262); cf. also: Kallivretakis, “A Century
of Revolutions,” 13 passim on conversion movements and Christian land acquisitions.

24 Cf. Holland/Markides, The British and the Hellenes, p. 84.

2> Cf. e.g. The Times (London), January 20, 1877, 5; January 22, 1877, 5; January 30, 1877, 5;
February 12, 1877, 5; February 13, 1877, 3; March 5, 1877, 12.

26 Cf. Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period: A Study of the Midhat Constitu-
tion and Parliament (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1963), 123.

27 Cf. ibid., 124.
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by the local population, but by the members of the different administrative
councils in the provincial capitals and the various sancaks and kazas.?® The under-
lying idea was that these assemblies had already been elected by popular suffrage
and that their decisions therefore had “the same value as that which the direct
suffrage of the nation imparts.”?’

Along with article 2, another part of the October 28 regulation was a major ob-
stacle for a regular implementation of the electoral process on Crete: according to
article 4, it was to be the Sublime Porte who held the exclusive right to determine
the number of deputies to be elected in each province. This fixed number of
deputies was to be communicated to the provincial governors (in the case of
Crete Ahmed Mubhtar Paga (January - February 1877), followed by Hasan Samih
Pasa (March 1877))3° who were supposed to inform the local councils while indi-
cating at the same time how the total number of deputies was to be distributed to
the different religious communities.3!

It was mainly these two articles that caused great discontent among the Cretan
non-Muslim population. The Christians not only considered themselves deprived
of their direct participation in the electoral process, but also attacked the ratio of
Muslim versus non-Muslim deputies as fixed by the provincial governor by em-
phasizing that, as Christians represented about two-thirds of the local population,
this ratio did not at all reflect the island’s actual demography32. In a formal pro-
test addressed not only to the governor, but also to the Cretan consuls of the
European Powers, the Christians strongly rejected the fixed ratio and demanded
that the Christian population be allowed to send more than one representative to
the assembly in Istanbul. As the text of the protest to Thomas Backhouse Sand-
with (British consul to Crete in Chania from 1870 to 1885)33 clearly shows, the re-
jection of the two mentioned articles of the provisional electoral regulation was
certainly not the only factor leading to the strong resentments of the Cretan
Christians against the elections in general. Although demographic questions oc-
cupied a prominent place in the dissenters’ line of argument, the fear of loss of

28 Cf. ibid. and Thsan Giines, Tiirk Parlamento Taribi: Mesrutiyete Gegis Siireci: I. Ve IT. Mesrutivet,
vol. 1 (Ankara: Turkiye Bityiik Millet Meclisi Vakfi Yaynlari, 1998), 76-77.

29 Quoted according to Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 124.

30 Cf. Sinan Kuneralp, Son Dinem Osmanl: Erkin ve Ricali (1839-1922): Prosopografik Rebber
(Istanbul: Isis 1999), 31. For a concise summary of Hasan Samih Pasa’s biography and
career, cf. Ibrahim Alaettin Govsa, Meghur Adamlar: Hayatlar: — Eserleri, 4 vols. (Istanbul:
Simavi 1933-1936), 4:1419.

31 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 124 and Giines, Tiirk Parlamento Tari-
bi, 1:76-77.

32 Cf. Hansard’s Parliamentary Debates (37 series), vol. 233 (March 16, 1877 — April 26, 1877),

551, where the objections of the Christian protesters are summarized in an answer by M.P.

Bourke.

For a short summary of Thomas Backhouse Sandwith’s (1831-1900) biography and career

cf. Who was Who. Containing the Biographies of Those Who Died During the Decade [1897-1916]

(London: Black 1920).

33
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privileges achieved through the organic law becomes obvious on various occa-
sions.?* Many Christians feared that the Ottoman government could use the fact
that, as a result of the new constitution, the religious minorities were now repre-
sented in parliament to argue that from now on local privileges, such as those
achieved by the Cretans through their charter of autonomy, would become obso-
lete. This argument resulted in the total rejection of the Sublime Porte’s right to
order any kind of parliamentary election on Crete, since the island, in the eyes of
the non-Muslim protesters, was no longer an integral part of the Ottoman Em-
pire.> The Cretans’ criticism of the Constitution was certainly one of the most
open opposition reactions to the new order embodied in the electoral process and
the parliament itself.3¢

It is interesting to note that, although the Cretan Greeks had for years rigidly
opposed the organic law as insufficient and unjust, the same organic law served
throughout the course of the electoral quarrels as a positive counter-image to the
new, and in the eyes of the Cretan Greeks even more inequitable order: the par-
liamentary regime. In January 1877, when it became obvious that the Cretan op-
position to the electoral process was fundamental, the Sublime Porte replaced
Mehmed Rauf Paga3” (governor since January 1876) as governor of Crete and ap-
pointed Ahmed Muhtar Paga’® who arrived on the island some days before Feb-
ruary 10, 1877.3% Shortly after his arrival, he ordered “two battalions of infantry,
with some Artillery, to Sphakia and Apocorona™0, where about 4000 Greek na-
tionalist volunteers had begun to gather. In doing so, he carried out his explicit
mission to ensure that the elections would be held without any further distur-
bances. The appointment of Ahmed Muhtar Pasa, who was considered a “hard-
liner” in “minority questions” and thus enjoyed a doubtful reputation among the
Cretan population, did not help to ease the tensions between the two religious
communities. Rather it made things worse:

“Affairs looked threatening when the dreaded Mukhtar Pasha, although appointed to a
command in Asia, arrived as Governor-General. The object of his visit soon became

34 Cf. Great Britain, House of Commons: Accounts and Papers 91 (1877): Turkey no. 25 (1877):
Further Correspondence Respecting the Affaires of Turkey, 15.

35 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 129 and Journal des débats politiques et
littéraires, March 22, 1877, 3.

36 Cf. e.g. The Times (London), March 5, 1877, 12.

37 Cf. Kuneralp, Son Dinem Osmanls Erkdn ve Ricali (1839-1922), 31. For a short summary of

Mehmed Rauf Paga’s biography and career, cf. Govsa, Meshur Adamlar, 4:1316-1317.

For detailed information on the life and career of Ahmed Mubhtar Pasa, cf. Feroz Ahmad,

“Mukhtar Pasha,” in: EE, 7:525-526; Ibniilemin Mahmud Kemal Inal, Osmanlk Devrinde

Son Sadriazamlar, 3 vols. (Istanbul: Maarif Matbaasi, 1940) 3:1805-1868 and M. Cavid

Baysun, “Muhtar Pasa,” in: Islim Ansiklopedisi. Islim Alemi, Tarib, Cografya, Etnografya ve

Bibliografya Lugati. 16 vols. (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1950-1986), 8:516-532.

39 Cf. The Times (London), February 12, 1877, 5; Journal des débats politiques et Littéraires, Febru-
ary 12, 1877, 1 and Kuneralp, Son Dénem Osmanly Erkdn ve Ricali (1839-1922), 31.

40 The Times (London), February 13, 1877, 3.

38
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known. He has gone there to conduct the elections for the Parliament of the Empire
granted by the ‘Constitution’. In a moment, the sentiments of the mountaineers were
changed, they forgot the evils of the organic law, and now are ready to fight for its main-
tenance rather than submit to the institutions of the new charter.”*!

As a direct answer to the objections of the Christians, the Grand Vizier himself
sent a letter to the protesting members of the administrative councils in the first
days of February 1877 in which he explained that the local privileges stipulated in
the island’s organic law would remain untouched by the election of parliamentary
representatives and that a boycott of the electoral process would rather carry a
number of considerable disadvantages for the Christian population of the island:42

“Lélection des représentants a ’Assemblée générale de Constantinople ne saurait porter
la moindre atteinte aux réglements existants. Au contraire, le régime représentatif aug-
mentera pour les sujets du Sultan les bienfaits de la liberté. [...] Lidée de ne pas se faire
représenter est mauvaise. Faites donc des représentations a qui de droit. Quant au mode
d’élection, comme il n’est pas nécessaire, d’apres 'article 4 du réglement provisoire sur
’élection des députés, de faire une distinction entre les nationalités, chaque membre
doit élire un chrétien et un musulman.”3

However, the attempts of the Grand Vizier to scatter the doubts concerning the
election were not successful. In their direct reply to the Grand Vizier’s dispatch
dated February 12, 1877 and presented first to the provincial governor who then
communicated it to Istanbul, the Christian members of the administrative coun-
cils once more refused to take part in the elections as ordered by the Ottoman
government:

“Excellence,

Ayant pris connaissance du circulaire véziréelle qui nous charge du soin d’élire des dé-
putés au Parlement qui vu se réunir prochainement a Constantinople, nous vous répon-
dons que la loi organique en vertu de laquelle nous avons été élus conseillers adminis-
tratifs ne nous confére nullement ce droit. Aussi nous trouvons nous dans la nécessité
de refuser le mandat qu’on veut nous confier, dans la crainte de nous heurter aux dispo-
sitions de la loi organique de notre ile. Nous croyons devoir vous faire observer en outre
que le mode d’élection n’est pas basé sur ’égalité proclamée, mais sur des préférences re-
ligieuses. [...]”%*

4l Report of the Athenian correspondent (dated February 25, 1877) in: The Times (London),
March 5, 1877, 12; cf. The Times (London), February 12, 1877, 5: “Mukhtar Pasha has ar-
rived in Crete. A certain amount of political excitement prevails among the Christian in-
habitants of the island [...].” A French version of the same report is contained in journal
des débats politiques et littéraires, February 12, 1877, 1: “Mukhtar Pacha est arrivé en Créte. On
annonce une certaine agitation parmi les Crétois chrétiens [...].”

42 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 129.

B Journal des débats politiques et littéraires, March 22, 1877, 3.

4 Journal des débats politiques et littéraires, March 22, 1877, 3.
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Despite the general opposition of the Christian council members to the elec-
tions,* the Porte and the provincial governor decided to pursue the elections as
planned, setting March 10, 1877 as election day.*¢ While the 51 Muslim members
of the administrative councils unanimously participated in the elections, the pro-
vincial authorities - although they exerted massive pressure on the Christian vot-
ers — only succeeded in bringing six out of 58 Christian council members to the
ballots.*” The result of this electoral round (i.e. the election of one Christian and
one Muslim deputy as intended by the Ottoman government) was promptly con-
tested by the local Christian population, who called into question the election’s
legitimacy®® by pointing to the fact that almost half of the council members enti-
tled to vote had chosen not to attend the election.*’ Finally, the Christians ended
up refusing openly even to send the elected non-Muslim deputy to Istanbul, an
attitude that only intensified the intercommunal tensions on the island. On
March 24, 1877, The Times published a short report on the worsening political
climate in the Cretan towns:

“The inhabitants of Crete persist in refusing to send a Deputy to the Parliament at Con-
stantinople on the ground that they possess special privileges. In consequence of this at-
titude much excitement exists among the Turkish population of the island, as they enter-
tain apprehensions of impending insurrection.”?

In the days and weeks following the contested ballot, the division lines between
Christians and Muslims quickly became more and more apparent as nationalist
tendencies among the Greek Christians of the island grew rapidly stronger.>! Both
sides took measures to prepare for an eventual escalation of the conflict. Accord-
ing to European observers,

“[...] the mountaineers, to the number of some thousands, have sanctified an oath of
fealty to the cause of independence with the sacred rites of the Church and have ex-
pressed its import by war cries and salvoes of musketry. This they have done under the
guidance of their priests, to whom alone, in temporal as well as spiritual matters, they
pay willing obedience. The Christian peasants, anxious for their future, have retained

45 Cf. The Times (London), February 26, 1877, 6.

46 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 129.

47 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 130 (numbers based on: Sandwith to
Derby, March 31, 1877 in: Great Britain, House of Commons: Accounts and Papers 91
(1877): Turkey no. 25 (1877): Further Correspondence Respecting the Affaires of Turkey, p. 15). Ac-
cording to a Greek pamphlet distributed in Athens during March 1877 (published in 7e
Times in English translation), the number of Christian voters participating in the elections
was seven (cf. The Times (London), March 31, 1877, 7).

48 Cf. The Times (London), March 17, 1877, 7.

49 Cf. Sandwith to Derby, March 31, 1877 in: Great Britain, House of Commons: Accounts
and Papers 91 (1877): Turkey no. 25 (1877): Further Correspondence Respecting the Affaires of Tur-
key, 16.

50 Cf. The Times (London), March 24, 1877, 7.

51 Cf. Leonard Courtney, “Our Eastern Policy,” in: Fortnightly Review 21.125 (May 1, 1877),
604-626, here 606.
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their seed-corn for the wants of war rather than sow it, perhaps, for the enemy. The
Mussulmans, their apostate fellow-countrymen, have begun to take refuge within the
castles [...]”52

The preparations for an uprising were morally and materially supported by
Greece.”* On the political level, the relations of the Cretan Christians to the Sub-
lime Porte remained strained and grew worse from day to day. Meanwhile the de-
bates among the Cretan Christians adopted a more and more nationalistic tone.>
After the election of the two Cretan deputies, both Cretan and Greek nationalist
circles started to put the elected non-Muslim deputy under massive pressure,®
boldly refusing at the same time to send a representative to the Meclis-i mebusan in
Istanbul.’® The tensions caused by the parliamentary elections and intensified by
the political reactions of the Ottoman government to the Cretan boycott of both
the electoral process and the Parliament finally culminated - in the context of the
beginning of the Russian-Ottoman war’ - in the outbreak of the well known
Cretan unrests of 1877/78, which altered the administrative system and political
status of the island once more.’?

The Deputies: a Bio-bibliographical Approach

The two deputies elected on Crete were for the Muslim community Halil Rami
Efendi and for the Christians Stephanos Nikolaides.?® The following section is an
attempt to compile both scholarly literature and historical sources mentioning
Halil Rami Efendi and his Christian counterpart as well as to retrieve basic bio-
graphical data on the two Cretan deputies and - to the extent that it is possible —
to retrace, based on these findings, their political biographies. This bio-biblio-
graphical approach, which does not primarily seek to establish a complete bio-

52 The Times (London), March 31, 1877, 7.

33 According to a report published by 7he Times (London) on March 19, 1877, 5: revolution-

aries stationed in Athens sent circulars containing nationalist propaganda to revolutionary

committees in Iraklion, Rethymno and Sphakia “reminding the patriots that nothing can
be obtained without sacrifice.”

Cf. e.g. the protest of the Cretan Christians to the governor as given in: Sandwith to

Derby, March 31, 1877 in: Great Britain, House of Commons: Accounts and Papers 91

(1877): Turkey no. 25 (1877): Further Correspondence Respecting the Affaires of Turkey, 15.

35 Cf. The Times (London), March 31, 1877, 7 and Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional
Period, 130.

56 Cf. The Times (London), March 17, 1877, 7: “It seems quite obvious, meanwhile, that Crete
will send no Deputies to the Chamber. The disaffection in this island is said to be very
general, and more than 200 families have been reported as lately emigrating to Greece.”

57 Cf. Aetogdwn, Iotopia tne Kphne, 360.

58 Cf. ibid., pp. 360 passim and Mantran, “Tkritish: Ottoman Period®, EFZ, 3:1087.

59 Names mentioned e.g. in: The Times (London), March 31, 1877, 7; Hakk: Tarik Us (ed.),
Meclis-i meb’usan 1293=1877 Zabit Ceridesi, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Vakit Matbaasi, 1939-1954),
2:18; Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 129-130; Gunes, Tiirk Parlamento Ta-
rihi, 2:12.
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graphical narrative of the two deputies’ lives, seems to be the only way to cope
with the various problems and difficulties posed by Ottoman biographical and
prosopographical research. The major difficulties that researchers experience in
the field of Ottoman biography and prosopography have already been outlined
by Sinan Kuneralp in the introductory chapter to his Son Dinem Osmanli Erkin ve
Ricali.®0 As the author shows, even basic questions of a biographical nature such
as “when did a certain person hold what office?” or “who held the office of gov-
ernor in a certain province at a certain time?” cannot always be answered clearly
because the scholarly literature as well as the Ottoman sources themselves fre-
quently contain contradictory or ambivalent information.®! These difficulties —
not to mention the general lack of sources of a more individual and personal
character such as private letters or diaries that would allow insights into the au-
thor’s inner world®? - do not only occur when considering minor historical per-
sonalities. Even the biographical data concerning major statesmen of the Otto-
man Empire or major provincial notables are frequently unreliable.

Thus it is not especially astonishing that very little biographical data are avail-
able concerning Halil Rami Efendi, the Muslim deputy. It initially seems para-
doxical that biographical sources are to a much larger extent available in the case
of Stephanos Nikolaides, who did not even undertake the journey to Istanbul.
This paradox becomes less striking, however, if we take into consideration the ob-
servations made by Michael Ursinus, who states in his discussion of the general
lack of autobiographical sources originating from Muslim authors in the Ottoman
Empire up to the 19t century:

“Die Betonung liegt hier auf ‘muslimisch’. Denn es ist beim derzeitigen Forschungsstand
noch keineswegs abschlieRend geklirt, wieweit dies auch fur die nichtmuslimischen Paral-
lelgesellschaften des Osmanischen Reiches gegolten hat, allen voran die der armenischen
und der orthodoxen Christen. Wahrscheinlich ist es jedoch kein Zufall, dafy Zeugnisse
autobiographischen Charakters aus der Feder christlicher Autoren [...] so deutlich selbst
fiir das IX. Jahrhundert [sic] noch gegeniiber entsprechenden Beispielen von muslimi-
scher Hand {iberwiegen [...].“63

Yet, not one of the comprehensive studies dealing with the first Ottoman constitu-
tional period mentions much more than the names of the two Cretan deputies.®*
The lack of detailed information in this very special case cannot be explained by
the general state of Ottoman biographical research alone. That very little is known,

60 Cf. Kuneralp, Son Dénem Osmanl: Erkdn ve Ricali (1839-1922), XI-XXXV.

61 Cf. ibid., XI-XIV.

62 This is at least true up to the 19t century. Cf. Michael Ursinus, “Osmanische Autobiogra-
phien vor dem XIX. Jahrhundert: ‘the most Interesting Books Never Written?,” in: Walter
Berschin and Wolfgang Schamoni (eds.): Biographie — “So der Westen wie der Osten™? Zwdlf
Studien (Heidelberg: Mattes, 2003), 93-111.

63 Michael Ursinus, “Osmanische Autobiographien vor dem XIX. Jahrhundert,” 95-96.

64 Cf. e.g. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 129-130 and Giines, Tiirk Parla-
mento Taribi, 2:12 (where the Christian deputy’s name has been omitted).
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especially about the life of Halil Rami Efendi, can also be explained by the general
tendency among Greek historians dealing with 19t century Cretan history (who
were most likely to have taken notice of the persons in question) to overemphasize
other aspects in the course of events during the years 1877/78 and to characterize
the Ottoman parliamentary election as a phenomenon of only secondary impor-
tance — a mere trigger for yet another stage in Crete’s legitimate struggle for inde-
pendence. If Greek historians refer to the first Ottoman parliamentary elections on
Crete at all, they usually emphasize the general Christian boycott of the election as
well as the fact that the Christian deputy decided to renounce his mandate.®
Likewise, most Western studies and sources — in the case of this study, consular re-
ports, parliamentary minutes and periodicals — only casually mention the elected
deputies and focus rather on the general relations between the two religious com-
munities through the course and aftermath of the elections.

Halil Rami Efendi

In the case of Halil Rami Efendi, the Muslim deputy, biographical information
other than that concerning his activities as a member of the Meclis-i mebusan is es-
pecially scarce. An initial clue to his life story is provided by a short article pub-
lished in the March 31, 1877 issue of The Times. In this report, the newspaper’s
Athenian correspondent dealing with the general situation on Crete after the par-
liamentary elections mentions the coastal town of Canea (Chania) as Halil Rami
Efendi’s “constituency.” We can therefore conclude with considerable certainty
that Halil Rami Efendi had already been a resident of Chania for a rather long pe-
riod, for the Provisional Electoral Regulation according to which the provincial
elections were carried out stipulated that the deputies had to be elected from
among the local population possessing the qualifications for election. These quali-
fications were: Candidates had to 1. enjoy a certain public esteem, 2. prove a cer-
tain proficiency in the official language of the Empire, 3. be at least 25 years old, 4.
enjoy full civil and political rights and 5. possess tax-paying property.®® Although
we cannot be certain that Halil Rami Efendi held public office in the province’s
administration prior to his election, the first and the last prerequisite for election
mentioned suggest that Halil Rami Efendi was at least as a member of that group
of provincial propertied notables enjoying large public recognition that Kemal H.
Karpat describes in his discussion of the social significance of the 1877 elections.®’
If it is taken into consideration that, although the Provisional Electoral Regulation

65 Cf. Aetopdxn, lotopia tnc Kpitng, 359.

66 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 125, 145, passim.

67 Cf. Kemal H. Karpat, “The Ottoman Parliament of 1877 and its Social Significance,” in:
id., Studies on Ottoman Social and Political History: Selected Articles and Essays, (Leiden: Brill,
2002), 75-89, here 76-80.
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stipulated that the deputies were to be elected from the local population in gen-
eral, the provincial governors often intervened in the selection of the candidates
prior to the election, and that in the last instance a large number of provincial
deputies were chosen from among the members of the administrative councils of
their wilayet, it is possible to identify Halil Rami Efendi by consulting the contem-
porary Salnames. And indeed, the 1293/1876 Salname-i Vilayet-i Girid lists a Halil
Efendi among the elected members of the meclis-i idare-i vilayet, which at that time
assembled in Chania.®® That this Halil Efendi is indeed the same person is sup-
ported by the fact that on March 21, 1877¢° Halil Rami Efendi was elected along
with three other deputies,”® katib-i sani (second secretary) of the Meclis-i mebusan, an
office which was filled by rather highly educated deputies who already possessed a
certain familiarity with administrative procedures and who were experienced in the
field of public speaking.”! As one of the four second secretaries of the assembly,
his duties were, according to the Internal Parliamentary Regulation, to “main-
tain[...] the register of deputies who had indicated a desire to speak on a certain
topic, [to] edit[...] the minutes, and [to] read[...] at each sitting the minutes of
the preceding sitting.””?> The minutes and summaries of the parliamentary sessions
compiled in the Zabit Ceridesi show him more than once carrying out this office.”
Unfortunately, the Zabut Ceridesi does not contain any concrete evidence of Halil
Rami Efendi’s other political activities (such as transcripts of his contributions to
political debates) which would enable the reconstruction of his concrete political
standings and viewpoints on certain questions. Further, due to the political devel-
opments in Crete in the aftermath of the elections, Halil Rami Efendi was not a
member of parliament during the second session, so the second volume of the
Zabit Ceridesi does not provide any further material.

Stephanos Nikolaides Efendi

In regard to Stephanos Nikolaides Efendi, the Christian deputy, considerably more
sources are available providing rather detailed insights in the deputy’s life and ca-
reer. This may mainly be due to the fact that his open rejection of the parliamen-
tary mandate in 1877 made him an object worthy of closer interest not only for
contemporary European observers of the 1877 events, but also for later Greek na-
tionalist historians — although both groups tend to focus on the wider political and

68 Salname-i Vilayet-i Girid Sene 1293, def’a 2, (Hanya: Girid Vilayet Matba’as1, 1293 [1876]),
39.

69 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 164.

70 The other three second secretaries of the first session were: Hasan Fehmi (Istanbul), Nafi’
Efendi (Aleppo) and Sebuh Efendi (Istanbul), cf. 5id., 164.

7V Cf. Us (ed.), Meclis-i meb’usan 1293=1877 Zabt Ceridesi, 1:24.

72 Cf. Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 164.

73 Cf. Us (ed.), Meclis-i meb’usan 1293=1877 Zabt Ceridesi, 1:90, 105, 116, 269 and 303.
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social implications of the Christian reaction to the elections rather than on the in-
dividuals involved in the historical process. The sources in question consist not
only of contemporary European consular reports and newspaper articles as well as,
to a far lesser extent, Ottoman periodicals, but also the “Historical and Bio-
graphical Notes” (Totogucx kai Broyoadiki onpewpata) of Stephanos Nikolaides
himself - a series of autobiographical notes in chronological order covering the
years 1821 to 1893. These notes, although only fragmentarily preserved, have been
edited by Menelaos G. Parlamas in Kretika Chronika, vol. 3 (1949), together with a
short biographical introduction by the editor.”#

Stephanos Nikolaides, appearing in Ottoman sources (e.g. the journal Miisavat)
as Istefanos Efendi, was born in the village of Agies Paraskies (Ayieg TTaoao-
ktéc),”® located in proximity to Iraklion, in 181776 The son of Nikolaos Trocha-
lakes and Adriana Nikoletakes, who was the sister of Meletios Nikoletakes, metro-
polite of Crete between 1830 and 183477, and of Georgios Nikoletakes, medical
doctor and renowned editor of several ancient Greek manuscripts,’® Stephanos
grew up both in his native village and the town of Iraklion, where he received his
(primary) education during the 1820s and early 1830s.”? His family held large es-
tates around Agies Paraskies?? and belonged to the educated and wealthy stratum
of 19t century Cretan society. From the very beginning of his childhood, his un-
cle, member of the highly educated class of the local Orthodox clergy, fostered his
education wherever possible and encouraged him to pursue his vivid interest in
fine arts. Due to the political instability of those years, however, Nikolaides was

74 Cf. M. T. TlapAaud; “Totogikd kai Broyoaduc onuedpata oy Lredavov NucoAai-

dov,” in: Kpnrika Xpovikd 3 (1949), 293-350. The original manuscripts of Stephanos Ni-
kolaides’ notes are preserved in the library of the Iraklion museum as codices no. 23 and
64. M. G. Parlamas refers to them as A (no. 23) and B (no. 64). No. 23 is a small booklet of
42 pages containing Nikolaides’ “Historical and Biographical Notes,” a title chosen by S.
Chanthoudides, who collected the remains of the author’s belongings scattered during the
Cretan revolution. While Nikolaides” notes concerning the years 1821-1860 partly rely on
oral accounts of other Cretans and chronological order is not always respected, the notes
concerning the period after 1860 exclusively derive from Nikolaides’ own experiences and
have been collected much more systematically. (For a more detailed description of the
manuscripts cf. bid., 293-297. In this article, Nikolaides’ notes are cited according to Par-
lamas’ edition. First, the number (Al to A42 or Bl to B4) of the note in question is given
followed by the page number of the edition in brackets.)

Today, Agies Paraskies is part of the municipality of Nikos Kazantzakis (Nikog

Kalavtlaxng) in the prefecture of Herakleion (about 900 inhabitants).

Since no written documents have been preserved indicating the exact birth date of

Stephanos Nikolaides, we mainly rely on oral information from his father contained in his

uncle’s writings. Cf. TTapAapa, “Totoguc kai Boyoaduc onpetdpata,” 298, n. 18.

77 Cf. Theocharis Detorakis, “Brief Historical Review of the Holy Archdiocese of Crete”
accessible via www.orthodoxresearchinstitute.org/articles/church_history/detorakis_brief
historical_review.htm.

78 Cf. TlagAapd, “Totogukd Kai Broyoaduck onpewdpata,” p. 297-298 and A25 (p. 333).

79 Cf. ibid., 298.

80 Cf. ibid., 303.
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unable to attend school on a regular basis, and thus had to become self taught.
During this period, his uncle, the above-mentioned Meletios Nikoletakes, acted as
the young boy’s teacher, introducing him not only to Ancient Greek and arithme-
tic, but also familiarizing him with the tradition of Byzantine sacred music.3! At
the same time, he gained a certain proficiency in Turkish and began to learn
French.82 Other persons temporarily involved in Stephanos Nikolaides” education
were the local teachers Gregorios Megalovrysanos and Nikolaos Parasyris.3

Around 1833, after he decided that his primary education was complete, Niko-
laides devoted his further educational efforts entirely to the art of iconography,
with Michael Polychronides as his first teacher.?* His vivid interest in music,
painting and other fine arts (e.g. literature) was, according to his own literary self-
portrait as well as to different members of his family, one of the most dominant
traits of his character.85 Purthermore, Nikolaides also showed a certain interest in
botany, collecting and cultivating different varieties of trees on the estate of his
family.8¢ His self-image as a learned and cultured artist of sophisticated manners®’
is very well reflected in his biographical notes, where he states that he had de-
cided to change his family name - which he considered to be far too “ordinary”
for a person of his educational rank and talent — from Trochalakes to Nikolaides,
using the diminutive form of his father’s name.38

During the following years — and up until his death in May 1907 - Nikolaides
made his living as an iconographer and teacher.? Some of his works can still be
seen in the churches of Agios Minas, Agios Titos and Agia Zoni in his native vil-
lage.?® In his artistic work, Nikolaides tried to combine the style of traditional Or-
thodox iconography with contemporary European influences. Sometimes he even
added an almost political dimension to his works by including certain details and
scenes taken from the political life of 19t century Crete in his paintings in order
to indirectly criticize certain Ottoman administrative practices.”! In other do-

81 From 1836 onwards, Nikolaides composed sacred music (e.g. his 1836 mass). Cf. ibid., 300.

82 Cf. ibid., 298-299.

8 Cf. ibid., 299-300.

84 Cf. ibid., 300 and A7, 317.

85 Cf. ibid., 300-301.

86 Cf. ibid., 303.

87 Cf. his self-portrait reproduced in: #bid., plate between pp. 304 and 305 showing him as a
cultured man with dark hair, a neat moustache and fine clothing. According to other
members of his family, Nikolaides belonged to “the best looking men in Iraklion” and en-
joyed “high esteem among the educated circles of the town” (cf. #id., 307).

88 Cf. ibid., 297.

89 According to contemporary Cretan observers, Nikolaides® paintings were very popular dur-
ing his lifetime and assured him a considerable income. Cf. 7id., 300.

90 Cf. Stergios Spanakis, Crete: A Guide to Travel, History and Archacology, Traklion [ca. 1965],

80.

Cf. e.g. the reproduction of Nikolaides’ painting IapnjABev 1] okt Tov vopov (Arrival of

the shadow of the law) in the Agios Titos church in Iraklion containing the portrayal of a
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mains of interest, Nikolaides’ sympathy for certain (cultural) aspects of Greek na-
tionalism also shows through: On his family’s estate, Nikolaides is said to have
arranged the trees, which he had imported from abroad, in long rows lining paths
and roads. These “avenues” he named later on after famous figures of ancient and
modern Greek history.?? Despite these perhaps rather cultural than political atti-
tudes, Nikolaides never became an active fighter for the Cretan nationalist cause.
According to his own testimony, it was mostly the fact that a rebel’s life in the
mountains was hard and full of privation which “prevented” him from taking an
active part in the Cretan resistance movement. A certain fundamental conserva-
tism — which he also ascribes to himself - may also have contributed to his
somewhat passivist attitude and to the fact that, at various moments of his career,
he even openly opposed the armed resistance of his compatriots.??

Nonetheless, Nikolaides actively took part in the political processes of the is-
land, especially during the first half of his life. As early as the 1840s he had nego-
tiated several times with the local Ottoman authorities on behalf of the Christian
population and of several churches in the district of Iraklion.?* In September 1858
(one of the most active years of his political career), he was elected member of the
local meclis-i idare®> and was sent, some days later, to Chania to represent the local
council before the provincial assembly and the island’s governor.?

Both in 1856 and 1858, Nikolaides undertook extensive journeys to Istanbul
and to different Greek cities in order to broaden his horizon (and, according to
his autobiographical writings, to gain a broader and deeper understanding of the
“Greek nation”).” During his first journey, after having spent some time in Istan-
bul, he visited the cities of Athens, Izmir and Patras. In October 1856, he re-
turned to Iraklion.”® His second journey to Istanbul as a representative of Crete
lasted from November 1858 to July 1860.%° Shortly after his return to his native
island, Nikolaides was elected supervisor of the Christian schools in the sancak of
Iraklion, an office that he held until 1865, when Ismail Pasa (governor from May
1861 until December 1867)1% suspended him because of certain decisions he had
taken in the course of the conflict between the district of Iraklion and the local

member of the Muslim #lema (reproduced in TTaoAapa: “Iotogka kai Poyoadika

onuewpata,” plates between pp. 296 and 297).

Cf. ibid., 303. He is furthermore said to have imported different varieties of trees (up to

that time unknown on the island) to Crete.

93 Cf. his own statements regarding his character in: ibid, p. 304 and A1l and A12, 320-321.

94 Cf. ibid., 302. These political actions seem to have contributed to his popularity among
the local Christian population (cf. 77id., 302) who - after he had been arrested in May
1845 - liberated him from prison (cf. zbid., 302).

9 Cf. ibid., 303.

% Cf. ibid., 303.

97 Cf. ibid., 302 and A7, 316-317.

98 Cf. ibid., p. 302 and A7, 316-317.

9 Cf. ibid., p. 303 and A9, 318-319.

100 Cf. Sinan Kuneralp, Sox Dénem Osmanl: Erkin ve Ricali, 31.
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Orthodox monasteries regarding the distribution of revenues in the educational
sector.!%! As official reason for Nikolaides’ disposal, the Ottoman administration
emphasized the fact that he was still unmarried and therefore not fit for such a
high-ranking office. Nikolaides, despite his close relationship to religious and
clerical circles, had supported the local administration against the claims of the
Orthodox monasteries, a conflict which finally culminated in the dissolution of
the local administrative council.l02 Nonetheless, Nikolaides had to leave the is-
land in the aftermath of the 1865 events to avoid further prosecution. He took
refuge first in Istanbul, then in various Greek cities such as Athens. He returned
to Crete only on June 16, 186919 after the insurrections had come to an end.

The most evident sign of open resistance to the Ottoman administration of the
island in Nikolaides’ career is certainly the fact that he refused to accept his man-
date as representative of the island in the 1877 Meclis-i mebusan. The precise cir-
cumstances under which he refused his election, however, are somehow unclear.
At least, different accounts of the incident exist, each of which differently evalu-
ates the role patriotic feelings and nationalist adherences played in Nikolaides’
decision: While the correspondence of Thomas Backhouse Sandwith dated March
1877 (one of the more detailed sources on the events in question) suggests that
Nikolaides resigned under the immense pressure of Cretan nationalist circles
rather than out of his own conviction, other sources, such as a pamphlet distrib-
uted by Greek nationalists in the streets of Athens and some Cretan towns a few
days after the elections, depict him as a more passionate fighter for Cretan inde-
pendence and claim that he voluntarily chose not to accept his mandate out of
national consciousness. This last version corresponds to the image later Greek na-
tionalist historiography has preserved of Stefanos Nikolaides.

The fact is that Nikolaides was made candidate of the non-Muslim population
of the island by the provincial governor at the end of January/beginning of Feb-
ruary 1877.194 Sandwith’s report dated March 31, 1877 contains the text of a pro-
test made by the islanders in which not only the six (seven) Christian members of
the administrative councils who voted in the election are depicted as traitors of
the national cause, but in which the protesters openly express their hope that the
“deputy, so illegally chosen”% would refuse his mandate!® - a decision obvi-
ously not yet made by the elected candidate. The mere fact that Cretan national-

101 Cf. MagAapa;, “Totogucd Kai Broyoaduck onueidpata,” 302 and 304 and A1l and A12,
320-321.

102 Cf. ibid., 304-305 and A11 and A12, 320-321.

103 Cf. MagAaua;; “Iotoguc kai Broygaduci onpeidpata,” 305.

104 Cf. ibid., p. 305.

105 Sandwith to Derby, March 31, 1877 in: Great Britain, House of Commons: Accounts and
Papers 91 (1877): Turkey no. 25 (1877): Further Correspondence Respecting the Affaires of Turkey,
15-16.

106 jpid., p. 15-16. Extracts from the protest made by the Christian Cretans have also been
published in: Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 130, n. 18.
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ists still had to “express their hope” may hint at the fact that Nikolaides was not
an entirely convinced partisan of “national liberation” or, as the autobiographical
sources suggest, that he put his trust in other forms of “resistance” rather than in
open and armed rebellion.

In slight contrast to this description stands the “Protest made by the Greeks of
Heraclion in Crete”1?7 published in the March 31, 1877 issue of The Times. Ac-
cording this report, the protesters’ manifesto was sold in the streets of Athens the
weeks following the elections. Although its authenticity can be contested (the cor-
respondent himself suggests that it was “an Athenian fiction”), the mere fact that
it provides us with a (slightly) different perspective on Stephanos Nikolaides” mo-
tives makes it worth being taken into consideration. The passage concerned with
the Cretan deputies runs as follows:

“[...] But our just remonstrances were not attended to, and two Deputies were elected -
namely, Haleel Effendi, of Canea, and Stephanos Nikolaides, a Christian, of Heracleion,
who, as he has formerly shown sufficient proofs of sincere patriotism, will not, we be-
lieve, accept an honour by which the freedom of his Fatherland is destroyed.”108

Although the pamphlet’s authors could obviously not yet be sure of Nikolaides’
final decision in regard to his mandate, they mention nonetheless certain “proofs
of sincere patriotism” and, by this means, construct an undefined nimbus of na-
tional consciousness around “their” unwanted candidate.

Finally, the August 7, 1908 issue of the Cretan newspaper Elpis published - in
memory of Nikolaides’ death - a reproduction both of the Ottoman administra-
tion’s telegram to Stephanos Nikolaides informing him of his election, as well as
a copy of his response to the island’s governor.!% The official letter dated Febru-
ary 28, 1877110 and addressed to Stephanos Nikolaides Efendi, not only informs
its recipient that he had obtained a clear majority in the ballot, but also that he
was supposed to travel first to Chania for a preparatory meeting with the provin-
cial governor, then to Istanbul to take his seat in the new parliament. All travel
expenditures, the telegram further states, would be covered by the provincial gov-
ernment in order to ensure the deputy’s immediate departure.!!! Nikolaides’ re-
sponse — suspiciously short and dry - is undated, but clearly expresses his feeling
that he could not accept a mandate entrusted to him against the will of the ma-

107 The Times (London), March 31, 1877, 7.

108 jpid., 7.

109 Cf. EAmic no. 193, August 7, 1908. Also given in: ITagAapo® “Totooucd kai Bloyoaduci
onuetopata,” 306.

110 The date of this letter only seemingly contradicts Devereux’s dating of the Cretan elec-
tions (March 10, 1877), since the telegram to Nikolaides in its Greek version is dated ac-
cording to the Julian calendar. A conversion of the Julian date (February 28, 1877) results
in the Gregorian date March 12, 1877.

1L Cf. TTagAapud;, “Totogucd kai proyoadikd oneidpata,” 306.
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jority of his compatriots.!’? Yet his answer lacks all sign of passion and displays
throughout a conspicuously sober tone. It may therefore be possible that Sand-
with’s vision of the candidate’s refusal is to be preferred when it comes time to
deciding to what extent Nikolaides was motivated by “sincere patriotic feelings.”
Especially if the autobiographical evidence of Nikolaides® political strategies and
his general conservative attitude combined with his “respect for the law” are taken
into consideration, it may be concluded that - at least — his decisions cannot
simply be reduced to patriotic resistance.

In the years following the Cretan insurrection of 1878, Stephanos Nikolaides
did not take part anymore in the political affairs of the island as he had before.!13
Becoming a follower of the conservative Karavanades-party,''* he concentrated
from now on mainly on his artistic work.!1®> In 1897 he fled the island once more
and took refuge in Greece during the Cretan revolution. On his return, he found
his house and estate destroyed, his large collection of manuscripts and books scat-
tered.!1® On May 23, 1907, Stephanos Nikolaides died in Iraklion at the age of
90.117

Conclusion

As has been shown above, the 1877 parliamentary elections on Crete were held in
an extremely tense and unstable atmosphere. It was mainly the clear and funda-
mental rejection of the parliamentary elections by the local Greek population
which posed major problems to the Ottoman administration on the island. It is
therefore not surprising that the Sublime Porte’s reaction to the Cretans’ rejection
of the ballot was exceptionally strong. Nonetheless, a closer look at the events of
February/March 1877 also shows that things were much more complicated than
the established historical narratives of the events suggest. Notably, the role of the
elected Christian deputy seems to have been a rather ambivalent one. Nominated
— despite the already existing tensions and certainly not without reason — by the

112 The Greek text of his rejection as given in EAmic no. 193 (August 7, 1908) and runs as fol-
lows: “Lepaotv Nopaoxiav Kontne — Xavid. EAaBov e€nionuov tAeyodadnua meol
gkAoync pov ¢ PovAevtoy Konng. Avmovuar ur) duvdapevoc omodexOrjvar thv
gikAdoynv tavmy, 1NV anenom|Onoav €k TV mEOTéQWY Ol XQLOTLAVOL CULTIATOLWTAL
pov dx Adyovg Tovg omoltovg TANEéotata ovupegiCopal. AxteAd petax Tou
TEOONKOVTOG OeBacpoy — Ltépavoc NikoAaidone.”

Cf. IagAapa, “Totoguc kai Boyoaduck onpewdpate,” 309.

Cf. Kallivretakis, “A Century of Revolutions,” 25 passim. His affiliation with the Karava-
nades group, a political faction rather composed of those influential circles of society prof-
iting from the status quo, suggests once again that Nikolaides certainly was not a militant
partisan of subversive nationalist movements.

115 Cf. MagAapud, “Iotoguc kait Broygaducd onpewdpata,” 309-310.

116 Cf. ipid., 309-310.

W7 Cf. ibid., 311.

113
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island’s Ottoman governor, Stephanos Nikolaides apparently was not a passionate
adherent to the local population’s revolutionary ideas and the armed resistance
movements. As a member of a propertied, educated and rather influential local
family and already disposing of certain administrative skills acquired while hold-
ing different official posts within the provincial administration, the profile of
Stephanos Nikolaides corresponds to a large extent to the general set of character-
istics established by Kemal H. Karpat in his study on the social implications of
the 1877 elections and confirmed by other case studies in this volume. Further-
more, Nikolaides, who entertained close relations to Orthodox clerical circles as
well, represented a group among the local notables not primarily interested in a
total restructuring of the island’s political status and administrative structure.
These political viewpoints equally fit into the general picture of the first Ottoman
parliamentary deputies, who to a large extent were nominated by members of the
local administration (if not by the provincial governor himself), who had no great
interest in the election of truly “independent” candidates (although, as can be
stated, many deputies later on proved to be much more independent than ex-
pected). In any case, the vision that Cretan nationalist historians have developed
of Nikolaides as a passionate fighter for Cretan independence must be at least
partly revised.

Although the available biographical and autobiographical material has been
able to establish a rather detailed picture of the non-Muslim deputy, almost no
valuable information could be retrieved regarding Halil Rami Efendi, who repre-
sented the Cretan Muslims during the first session of the Ottoman parliament in
1877. This illustrates once more the fundamental difficulties faced by researchers
in the field of Ottoman biography and the extent to which Ottoman biographical
and prosopographical research remains a veritable Sisyphean task, often rewarded
with only modest success.



Some Notes about the Members of Parliament
from the Province of Baghdad

Christoph Herzog

In 1877 the region of today’s Iraq was administratively speaking divided into two
vilayets, that of Baghdad and that of Basra, which had been detached from the
province of Baghdad in 1875, while Mosul remained a sancak of Baghdad until
1879.1 The wilayet of Baghdad in 1877 consisted of seven sancaks?, which, as in the
other provinces, were forming the constituencies for the parliamentary election.
The French consul in Baghdad who in 1877 wrote an report about the election in
the province claimed that the enthusiasm for the constitution was rather limited
in Baghdad as most people would fail to understand its meaning and its implica-
tions, so that the Ottoman governor Abdiirrahman Nureddin Paga was con-
fronted with difficulties in finding suitable men willing to do the job. The French
consul’s report also hinted that it was the governor of the province rather than
the provincial meclis who had the most important share in determining the out-
come of the election.?

While the vilayet of Baghdad, however, finally sent three deputies, the wilayet of
Basra did not. The reason for this irregularity may be that Basra was not really
considered a wilayet but something of a special case.* As a matter of fact, since the
Ottoman military expedition to East Arabia under the governorship of Midhat in
1871, the sancaks of Hasa, Nagd - at least nominally - formed part of the imperial
domains.’> Another reason for the non-representation of the province of Basra in
the Ottoman parliament might be found in the fact that in addition to being
largely a tribal area this province was predominantly Shiite. Neither Ottoman in-
frastructural power nor Ottoman legitimacy effectively extended to this area,
which remained to form a sort of an annex to the empire.

Cf. Christoph Herzog, "Osmanische Herrschaft und Modernisierung im Irak", unpubl.

Habilitation thesis (Univ. of Heidelberg, 2004), 44-45.

These sancaks were Mosul, Sulaymaniyya, Shahrizar, Baghdad, Hilla, ‘Amara and Karbala.

Archive Diplomatique de Nantes (ADN), Bagdad (consulat) A 46, no. 75, March 31, 1877,

Destrées to de Mouy .

4 The terminology in the Ottoman imperial almanacs nos. 31 of 1291H and 32 (1292H)
used in the description of the status of the province of Basra is different from that used for
other provinces.

5 Cf. Frederick F. Anscombe, The Ottoman Gulf The Creation of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and

Qatar (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997) and Zekeriya Kursun, Necid ve Absa’da

Osmanly Hékimiyeti. Vebhabi Hareketi ve Suud Devleti’nin Ortaya Cikist (Ankara: TTK, 1998 ).



276 CHRISTOPH HERZOG

All deputies from the province of Baghdad were of some local standing. Their
social status might be meaningfully described using the well-known concept of
notables.® They were landowners and/or tax-farmers and local bureaucrats occu-
pying seats in the newly established local Ottoman Tanzimat assemblies and
courts. Thus, they had both knowledge about at least certain aspects of the func-
tioning and a certain closeness to the Ottoman imperial administration. They
were not theologians (ulema or rabbis). The Muslims among them were Sunnis,
the Shiite element not being represented. In contrast to the Jewish community,
Christians were demographically unimportant in Baghdad and its vicinities.

Menahim Salih Efend:

Menahim b. Salih Danyal, in Ottoman sources simply named Menahim Salih
Efendi, was born in Baghdad in 1846, the offspring of a wealthy Jewish family.
The Danyal family belonged to the most prominent Jewish families of Baghdad.”
Obviously he received an excellent education including the study of Turkish at
the hands of private teachers. At a rather young age he was appointed member of
the meclis-i idare of the province in 1869 before he became an elected member of
the Ottoman parliament and was sent off to Istanbul. Following the dissolution
of the chamber in 1878, he extensively travelled in Europe and returned to Bagh-
dad only in 1880. A second journey to Europe, probably via Anatolia, started in
1904. This time his journey lasted four years. After his return he tried to intro-
duce modern agrarian technology to his estates in the Hilla district. Menahim
Salih Efendi was one of the founders of the Red Crescent in Iraq and became its
vice president. In 1910 be built a kindergarten and a primary school in Baghdad,
which bore his name and were financed by endowments. Both existed until being
nationalized by the Iraqi government in 1976. In 1928 he also sponsored the
building of an orphanage for Muslim children, receiving praise for that act from
the famous Iragi poet Ma‘ruf ar-Rusafi.

In 1924 he became a deputy for Baghdad in the constitutional assembly but re-
signed after a short period. After that he was appointed member of the senate
(maglis al-a%an) in July 1925. He held this position until he retired in 1932 be-
cause of his old age and his ill health. He died in 19408 and was buried in prox-

6 Hourani, Albert, “Ottoman Reform and the Politics of Notables,” in Beginnings of Moderni-
zation in the Middle East, ed. W.R. Polk and R.L. Chambers (Chicago 1968), 41-65 and
Philip S. Khoury, “The Urban Notables Paradigm Revisited,” Revue du Monde Musulman et
du Méditerannée, 55-56 (1990), 215-228.

7 Elie Kedourie, “The Jews of Babylon and Baghdad,” in Sylvia Kedourie (ed.), Elie Kedourie,
CBE, FBA 1926-1992. History, Philosophy, Politics (London: Frank Cass, 1998), 15.

8 Mir Bagri, A%am al-Yahid fi I<Iraq al-badith (Jerusalem 1983), 25-29. Photographs of him in
Yasuf Rizqallah Ganima, Nuzhat al-mushtaq fi ta’rikh Yabid al-<lraq. Ma‘a mulbaq bi-tarikh
Yahiid al-Iraq fi I-qarn al-ashrin bi-qalam Mir Bagri, 2nd. ed. (London: Al-Warrak, 1997), 199
and 272.
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imity to the sepulchre of Ezekiel in Kifl near Hilla. The family had been the
guardians of the sepulchre.®

It would appear that Menahim Salih Efendi was the son of a leading Baghdadi
Jewish merchant family with strong international connections. His father had al-
ready travelled to Europe. There is evidence that they took sides in one of the
communal struggles which divided the Jewish community of Baghdad at the end
of the 19th century.!® Given their obviously close European contacts, one may
speculate that on the ideological level of these intra-communal struggles the
Danyals rather did not side with the traditionalists.

Members of the family (probably his father and uncle) had played a prominent
role in large scale tax-farming earlier in the century.!! The family owned large es-
tates in the region of Hilla.!? Menahim Efendi himself has been said to have had
close relations to the Ottoman Governor.!3

Perhaps owing to his comparatively young age, Menahim Efendi belonged to
the less active members of parliament. In the minutes of the parliamentary de-
bates offered to us by Hakk: Tarik Us, there is only cursory evidence of his pres-
ence.!4

Serifzade Abdiirrabman Vasfi Bey

‘Abdarrahman Wasfi Al Sharif, called Serifzade Abdiirrahman Vasfi Bey in Otto-
man Turkish sources, originated from Mosul, where he was born in 1247H (beg.
June 12, 1831).15 Besides Arabic and Turkish, he knew Persian and Kurdish. At the
age of 21 he held his first government post in the mubasebe kalemi in Mosul from
which he drew an income of 400 kurus. In 1856 he became an unpaid member of
the meclis-i kebir in Mosul. The following year he was transferred to the meclis-i ted-
kik. A year later we find him as a director of the kaza of Zibar that formed part of
the central sancak of the province of Mosul, and then as arazi memuru in Shahri-
zur. Consequently he became kazmmakam of the Hindiyya district at the Euphra-

9 Kedourie, “The Jews,” 15.

10 David S. Sassoon, History of the Jews in Bagdad (New York: AMS Press, 1982), 159.

11" ADN, Constantinople D (Bagdad 1859-1868), no. 132, October 12, 1859, Tastu to Thou-
venel.

12 Kedourie, “The Jews,” 15.

13 <Ali Al Bazargan, Alwaq@’ic al-bagigiyya fi th-thawra al<iragiypa (Bagdad: Matba‘at As‘ad,
1954), 23.

14 Hakk: Tarik Us (ed.), Meclisi Mebusan 1293 Zabt Ceridesi, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Vakit Matbaast,
1940-1954), 2:48 for his only two words I was able to find in the records compiled by H.T.
Us.

15 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:415, “Diizeltmeler ve ilaveler” and ‘Abbas al-‘Azzawi, Tarikh al-
“Iraq bayn ibtilalayn, 8 vols. (Baghdad: Matba‘at Bagdad, 1935-1956), 8:33. For most of the
following see his sicill in the Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi, Istanbul [henceforth BOA],
DH.SAID 3.584.
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tes, vice mutasarrif of the Muntafiq sancak, acting mutasarrif in Shahrizar, and sev-
eral times kaimmakam of the district of Samawa in Iraq until on February 13, 1876
he was appointed to the court of appeal (mabkeme-i temyiz) in Baghdad.1

Obviously Abdiirrahman Efendi was present in the parliament’s first session
only while in the second session he was replaced by Riftat Bey.!” Abdtirrahman
Bey was an active but not overly frequent contributor to the debates of the par-
liament’s first session, where he made three more elaborate contributions, all of
them referring to Iraq.18

After his mission as a representative to the parliament in Istanbul had ended,
he acted as president of the criminal section (ceza dairesi) of the bidayet mabkemesi
in Kirkak and later was appointed kaimmakam of the ‘“Amara district in Iraq. He
died on July 25, 1885. He came from a family of some local standing; his son,
Diya’ Al Sharif, later became a member of parliament in independent Iraq.!?

Rif‘at Bey

Rif'at Bey was born in Baghdad in July or August 1833.20 He was the son of
Ahmad Aga, the founder of the house of Shawkat, former commander of the Jan-
issaries in Baghdad, and grandfather of Nagi Shawkat, who from November 1932
to March 1933 was prime minister of Iraq. The family was of Circassian origin de-
scending from the leading Mamluk elite in Baghdad and belonging to, as the
eminent historian of modern Iraq, Hanna Batatu, put it, a “class of upper bureau-
crat-landowners.”?! Rifat Bey went to a traditional boys’ school (s:oyan mektebi) in
Baghdad. It may be assumed that he also received private tuition, although this is
not mentioned in his sicill, which states that he had reading and writing abilities in
Arabic, Persian and Turkish. In the second half of 1858, at 26 years of age he be-
came an unpaid member of the meclis-i tabkik in the province of Baghdad. Nearly
ten years had to pass until in 1285H (beg. April 4, 1268), he was appointed mem-
ber of the criminal court, receiving one thousand kurus a month. A little later he
became kaimmakam of the Qurna kaza at the junction of the Euphrates and Tigris
rivers, a post that paid 3,500 k#rus. During Midhat Pasa’s governorship in Iraq he
took part in the military campaign in Eastern Arabia and became vice mutasarrif

16 See also ADN, Bagdad (consulat) A 46, no. 75, March 31, 1877, Destrées to de Mouy .

17 Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period. A Study of the Midhat Constitution
and Parliament (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1963), 261 and 269 and Us, Meclis-i Mebu-
san, 2:415 (“Duzeltmeler ve ilaveler”).

8 Cf. Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:176-177, 210, 344-345.

19 <Abbas al-‘Azzawi, Tarikh al-lrag bayn ibtililayn (Bagdad: Matba‘at Bagdad, 1935-1956),
8:33.

20 Cf. his sicill in BOA: DH.SAID 10/493 and Al-‘Azzawi, Téarikh al-Iraq, 8:138.

21 Batatu, Hanna, The Old Social Classes and the Revolutionary Movements of Iraq. A Study of
Iraq’s Old Landed and Commercial Classes and of its Communists, Ba‘thists, and Free Officers
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978), 181. See also #bid, 213.
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(mutasarrif muavini) of the newly founded sancak (or liva) of Necd (Najd), which
gave him an income of 5,000 kurus. However, in March or April of 1873 he re-
signed from this post and consequently became kaimmakam first of the district of
Arbil and later of that of Jaf in northern Iraq, which reduced his salary to 2,500
and 3,500 kurus respectively. He resigned from the latter post as well. In 1877 he
was given the task of inspecting several fortresses the Iranians had built close to
the border of the kazas of Kut al-Amara and Mandali. After that he was elected to
the second session of the Ottoman parliament, a post which was remunerated
with 5,000 kurus. After the dissolution of the parliament, he first became kaim-
makam in Yanbu® al-Bahr in the province of Hijaz (earning now merely 2,500 ku-
rus) before becoming mutasarrif of the central sancak of the same province. This
time his income was increased again to 5,000 kurus. But in spring 1882 this as-
signment was ended, and he had to wait almost a year before being given the post
of kaimmakam for 2,500 kurus in October 1883 in Khurasan, which belonged to
the province of Baghdad. It seems that at this point he was dismissed from office
and brought to court because of his conduct during some of his official appoint-
ments. Only in February 1887 was he reinstalled as kaimmakam, this time in Du-
laym for 2,500 kurus but was dismissed only a year later and subsequently became
kaimmakam in Shamiyya. In 1892 he was appointed mutasarrif of the sancak of
‘Amara. His salary was once again set for at 5,000 kurus. However, not long after
this appointment he again resigned on October 21, 1893. After that time he does
not seem to have held another official appointment.?? Rif*at Bey died on April 17,
1900 after a prolonged illness.??

Abdiirrezzak Efendi

Shaykh ‘Abdarrazzaq ash-Shaykh Qadir was a member of the Baghdadi ash-
Shaykh Qadir family. In the Ottoman sources he is simply named Abdiirrezzak
Efendi.?* The family’s founding father, ash-Shaykh Qadir (d. 1278H, beg. July 9,
1861) is said to have been of Kurdish origin and to have been affiliated with the
highly influential Qadiriyya in Baghdad.?

His son Saykh ‘Abdarrazzaq is reported to have been a member of the local
temyiz mabkemesi.?6 After his return from Istanbul following the dissolution of the

22 BOA: DH.SAID 10/493.

23 Al-“Azzawi, Tarikh al-Irdg, 8:138.

24 Cf. Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:16.

2> Tbrahim ad-Duribi, Al-Bagdidiyyin. Akbbarubum wa magalisubum (Bagdad: Rabita, 1958),
192.

26 ADN: Bagdad (consulat) A 46, no. 75, March 31, 1877, Destrées to de Mouy. This would
appear to be consistent with the information given in Bagdad salnamesi 1 (1292H), 58
where one Abdiirrezzak Efendi is mentioned as member of the divan-i temyiz-i vilayet.
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parliament he became mayor of the second district’s municipality of Baghdad?” in
1296H (beg. December 26, 1878), a post he held until his death in 1312H (beg.
July 5, 1894).28 Obviously he was a landowner or rather a holder of tax farms.?
Abdiirrezzak seems to have been one of the more frequent contributors to the
parliamentary debates, especially during the second session. However, his contri-
butions then were mostly concerned with formal issues concerning the procedure
or parliamentary work. He regularly admonished his colleagues not to waste too
much time with fruitless discussion and made proposals for more efficient par-
liamentary work. Thus, he criticized that it took the parliament several sittings to
formulate its response to the opening address of the sultan while the country was
in a desperate war with Russia.3?

No information could be obtained about the size and importance of Abdiir-
rezak’s tax-farming business. We might, however, consult the table listing the do-
nations by members of parliament for the refugees of the war against Russia3! to
get an, admittedly very tentative idea of the relative level of wealth held by the
various members of parliament. In doing so, we assume that the members had an
approximate idea of the wealth and status of their colleagues and felt obliged -
within certain limits — to correspond to this scale when determining their own
contribution. Inferring from the rather average amount of his donation (600 k-
rug), one might assume that Abdiirrezzak was not one of the top-income contrac-
tors. Thus, it would appear that Abdiirrezzak was an interesting example of the
"notables-concept," even if he clearly was not one of the top notables in Baghdad
either in terms of wealth or in terms of power or prestige. His father must have
been a newcomer to the city. It can be safely assumed that his adherence to the
mighty Qadiriyya order — which we may also suppose for his son — helped him
greatly to advance his affairs in Baghdad. Under these circumstances the assump-
tion would not appear too far-fetched that Abdiirrezzak Efendi’s election for par-
liament was on the ticket of the head of the order, the #aqib of Baghdad, who tra-
ditionally was one of the most influential men in the city.

Bagdadl Mebmed Emin Efendi

Mention should finally be made of the member of the meclis-i ayan, Muhammad
Amin az-Zand, who is referred to in Ottoman sources as Bagdadli Mehmed Emin

27 Al-“Azzawi, Tarikh al-Irdq, 8:45; Bagdad salnamesi 4 (1300H), 114.

28 Ad-Duriibi: ALBagdadiyyan, 193.

29 Cf. Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:338, where he alludes to his “having quite an amount of corn
in the fields” in the province of Baghdad.

30 Cf. Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:54-59.

31 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 2:154f.
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Efendi.3? He was born on May 4, 1819 in Baghdad into a family of originally
tribal origins that had settled in the city already in the first half of the 18th cen-
tury. Mehmed Emin received a religious education from local ulema. At the age
of 28 he became naib at the court in Baghdad and later in addition a member of
the meclis-i kebir-i eyalet. He then succeeded?? the famous Abu I-Thana’ Mahmud
Shihabaddin al-AlGsi as the mufti of Baghdad, a post he held until 1855. During
the second governorship of Mehmed Namik Pasa (1862-1868) in Baghdad, he be-
came kahya, an office that he held - with a short interruption - for five years. In
1868 he was called to Istanbul to become a member of the sura-yi deviet. It would
not seem improbable that he was a protégé of Namik Pasa, who around the same
time was recalled to Istanbul to become serasker. Henceforth Mehmed Emin’s ca-
reer unfolded in Istanbul. While proceeding in the hierarchy of [imiyye degrees to
that of Istanbul payesi in 1876, he became a member in numerous commissions,
one of them being the drafting commission of the famous Mecelle. In March 1877
he became an appointed member of the Ottoman senate, where he worked for six
months as a member of the Zegkil-i vilayet komisyonu. Later he was a member of the
Intibab-i memurin komisyonu. After the dissolution of the parliament he obviously
held no further official appointment but remained in Istanbul. Finally, four
months before his death on February 14, 1892, he received the Imiyye title of
Anadolu kazaskerligi.

An Example of Local Engagement in Parliament:
the Proposal For the Reform of Taxes in Iraq by Abdiirrabman Efendi

During the first session of the parliament at one of the meetings in early June
1877, the deputy from Baghdad Abdiirrahman Efendi demanded the forming of a
commission whose task it would have been to work out a proposal for the reor-
ganisation of the whole taxation system in Iraq (butta-i Irakiyye).3* The proposal
that was printed in the newspaper Basiret was made the context of the chamber’s
deliberations on a forced loan that was recommended by a special committee of
the chamber as the best means to cover additional war expenses.3

Abdiirrahman Efendi was not only highly critical of the forced loan, which he
regarded as a “second tax,” but also of the overall performance of the Ottoman
administration concerning taxation in Iraq. He pointed out that except in the re-
gions of Mosul, Kirkuk and Sulaymaniyya not all land in Iraq was originally of

32 The following factual information is based on the article by Ali Birinci, “Mecelle Cemiyeti

Azasindan Bagdatli Mehmed Emin Efendi,” in id., Taribin Golgesinde. Mesihir-i Mechitleden
Birkag Zdt (Istanbul: Dergah, 2001), 13-16.

33 Al-<Azzawi: Tarikh al-Irag, 7:286.

34 Us, Meclis-i Mebusan, 1:344-346.

35 Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 205.
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the miri-type. Large tracts of land had remained in the hands of the original own-
ers after the Muslim conquest of the country. However, over the course of time,
many of these landowners had died without heirs, and their land therefore had
been transferred to the state. This kind of land was called haraciyye, said Abdiir-
rahman Efendi, and it was farmed out at very different rates. As this land was
farmed out on a yearly term, Abdiirrahman Efendi insisted that it was to be de-
termined whether the former or the current tenant was liable for the forced loan.
In either case the amount of the loan should be specified in a just manner. It was
true, he continued, that in recent years some of the land of the haraciyye type had
been transferred to property by issuing title deeds. But although this should have
meant that the land now came under the tithing obligation, in reality it was still
taxed differently according to its fertility and water supply. Here again, Abdiir-
rahman Efendi was rather skeptical about the lawful and just applicability of a
forced loan if its amount did not take into account the difference in taxation. He
saw more unresolved problems in the financial treatment of pious foundations
and of the urban population who made their livelihood from trade and com-
merce. Concerning the administrative districts of Mosul, Kirkiik and Sulaimani-
yya, he somewhat vaguely but unmistakably declared that through “the tyranny
of the influential and the indecision of the government” taxation was targeting
exclusively the poor, who were therefore unable to cover even their most basic
needs. In addition, the taxation of date growing in Baghdad and its adjoining dis-
tricts was generally excessive and unjust.

Under the prevailing conditions, Abdiirrahman Efendi seemed to suggest, it
was impossible to raise a forced loan in Iraq without a fundamental reorganiza-
tion of taxation in the country.

To achieve this end, he demanded the installation of a commission. He in-
cluded the names of its members in his proposal. Not surprisingly all of his rec-
ommendations had close relations with the province of Baghdad: Mehmed Namik
Pasa, currently a member of the Ottoman Senate, had been there as vali twice
from 1851 to 1852 and from 1862 to 1868. He was to preside over the commis-
sion. Bagdadli Mehmed Emin Efendi, another member of the Senate, had been in
Istanbul only for a couple of years. Mansur Pasa (d. 1883) from the Sa‘dan family,
now a member of the sura-yi devier, was a former shaykh of the Muntafig-
confederation on the lower Euphrates who had been sponsored by Midhat Paga.3
Ibrahim Fasih Efendi (1820/21 — December 16, 1882)37 at that time was a member

36 Al-“Azzawi: Tarikh al-lraq, 8:78; ADN: Bagdad (consulat) A 45, no. 12, December 15,
1872, to Comte Vogué; Mehmed Stireyya: Sicill-i Osmani, ed. Nuri Akbayar. 6 vols (Istan-
bul: Tarih Vakfi, 1996), 931. The more well-known Sa‘dtn shaykh who was member of the
sura-i devler was Nasir Paga; on him cf. ibid, 1228.

37 On him cf. Yanus ash-Shaykh Ibrahim as-Samarra’i, Tarikh ulama’ Baghdad fi’l-qarn ar-
rabic ‘ashar al-hidjri. (Baghdad: Matba‘at wizarat al-awqaf wa shu’tn ad-diniyya, 1978 /
1398), 11-13.
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of the meclis-i maarif and belonged to the famous Haydari-family in Baghdad,
while Dervis Efendi had been the former accountant of the endowments (evkaf
muhasebeci) in Baghdad and was currently like Mansur Pagsa a member of the sura-yi
devlet. Finally Abdirrahman Efendi proposed that his two colleagues Abdiirrah-
man and Menahim Efendi (modestly omitting himself) should act as the represen-
tatives of the chamber in the commission. The commission itself was to prepare a
sort of memorandum that would form the basis of further legislative deliberations.

As still little is known about late Ottoman prosopography, it is impossible to
tell the exact political implications the personal composition of that commission
may have had. Namik Pasa is known to have been a tough, emphatically conser-
vative and authoritarian but thoroughly honest administrator who was little loved
in Europe but generally highly respected by the Ottoman political elite. Mansur
Pasa, on the other hand, had caused the Ottoman administration considerable
trouble by repeatedly rebelling against the governor in Baghdad. He was at once a
prominent victim and beneficiary of the Ottoman politics of divide-and-rule in
Iraqi tribal affairs. It is interesting to note that Namik Paga and Mansur Pasa had
in fact clashed in May 1864, when the former unseated the latter from the
shaykhhood of the Muntafigs.3® Only in 1866 was Mansur granted an amnesty by
Namik Paga and was able to return to Baghdad.3?® We must not, however, assume
that Mansur was a tribal warrior, unacquainted with the more subtle and bureau-
cratically working Ottoman provincial administration. As he had been a member
of the meclis-i idare in Baghdad®, he had sufficient insight into the intricacy of
Ottoman provincial policies at the time of the Tanzimat. Nevertheless, a proposal
arranging for Mansur and Namik Pagas to sit in one and the same commission on
tax reform in the province of Baghdad would have brought together two basically
different types of pashas, embodying and representing in their very personal his-
tory the Ottoman centre and periphery. Bagdadli Mehmed Emin Efendi on the
other hand was a member of the drafting commission of the Mecelle, reputed for
his intimate knowledge of religious law.*! Fasih Efendi, who was to be the other
‘alim in the commission, may have been somewhat more controversial.*2

All in all the focus of the proposal was undoubtedly on a purely local reform
of taxation based on the local knowledge of local notables who had become offi-
cials of the central Ottoman administration yet including at its head a prominent
figure with local knowledge but without any indigenous roots. While it is not
clear how Abdiirrahman Efendi’s proposal was received in the chamber, serious

38 Al-<Azzawi: Tarikh al-Irag, 7:143-149. For the resulting military action cf. PRO: FO
195/803A, no. 25, May 4, 1864, Kemball to Erskine.

39 PRO: FO 195/803A, no. 26, June 27, 1866, Kemball to Lyons.

40 Al-“Azzawi: Tarikh al-<Iraq, 7:143.

41 Birinci, “Mecelle Cemiyeti Azasindan,” 15.

42 Cf. the judgement made by Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i osmani yabud tezkere-i mesabir-i os-
maniyye. 4 vols. (Istanbul: Matbaa-i amire, 1308-1311), 4: 21.
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administrative reform achieved some prominence on the agenda of the early
Hamidian regime even after the dissolution of the parliament, before apparently
falling into oblivion for two and a half decades.*?

43 Cf. Gokhan Cetinsaya, Ottoman Administration of Irag, 1890-1908 (London — New York:
Routledge, 2006), 24-48.



A Portrait of Syrian Deputies
in the First Ottoman Parliament

Malek Sharif

“The discussions upon these points [the internal organisation of the parliament] have

been conducted with considerable ability and animation; and several of the Arabian and

Syrian Delegates have been conspicuous for the energy they have displayed in opposing

any measure of the government which appeared to them an infringement of Parliamen-

tary privilege.”!

The following article attempts a prosopographical study of seven “Arabian-Syrian”
delegates described by the British ambassador Nassau Jocelyn as energetic in de-
fending the privileges of the parliament. The prosopographical portraits are pre-
sented in the first part of this article. Sicill-i abval entries, the official biographies
of Ottoman bureaucrats kept and updated at the Ministry of the Interior, consti-
tute a major source of information for this first part. They are complemented with
biographies and available studies on these parliamentarians.

The seven deputies under study in this article are a selection of those who repre-
sented Syria in the two sessions of the first Ottoman parliament. They shared a
common trait in that they all came from middle and upper stratum families of an
urban background, were especially interested in urban developments, and served in
the local administration.? Two of them were mayors, Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi and
Manuk Karaca were mayors of Jerusalem and Aleppo respectively. Husain Beyhum
and ‘Abd al-Rahim Badran were members of the municipal counsel of Beirut.
Niqula al-Naqqgash and Niqula Nawfal were especially interested in the efficacy
and feasibility of implementing the municipal law in the provincial cities. Husni
Bagqi established a number of urban amenities in Iskenderun, Haifa and Antakya,
for example, and he commissioned statistical information on two of these cities.

In order to keep this article within a reasonable scope and size, the parliamen-
tary debates of Husain Beyhum and Niqula al-Naqgqash only will be utilised as an
example for this group. Their repeated attempts to amend the draft municipal law
are examined. A selective interpretation of the parliamentary proceedings consti-
tutes the second part of this article. An edited version of the parliamentary de-
bates has been published in the official gazette of the Ottoman Empire (Takvim-i
vekayi). The contributions of the members of the lower house of parliament (ze-
clis-i meb’usan), who discussed and tried to amend a number of draft laws, shed

1 Public Record Office, London, henceforth PRO, PRO/FO 424/51, p. 57. In a letter dated
April 3, 1877, from the British ambassador in Istanbul Nassau Jocelyn to the Earl of Derby.
For a study on urban administration in the Ottoman provinces, see: Malek Sharif, Imperial
Norms and Local Realities (Hamburg: EB-Verlag, 2010).
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some light on their political views, aspirations and perspectives. The reports in
Takvim-i vekayi were meticulously compiled by Hakki Tarik Us and published in
two volumes in 1939 and 1953. However, how reliable is this source? It seems
that a certain measure of caution while using it is necessary. For it presents us
with two problems: First, we are certain that some deputies in the second parlia-
mentary session protested that their contributions to the debates were not hon-
estly reported in it.> Second, the names of some deputies were, most probably, de-
liberately ignored, and the paper reported their discussions under “bir meb‘us” or
“bir meb‘us didi.” But it is also certain that we cannot afford to dismiss this pub-
lished material as being totally dishonest and irrelevant. For in spite of its limita-
tions and the doctoring inflicted on some of its substance, it does still provide us,
to our pleasant surprise, with some of the most critical voices in the debates,
which were not edited out, as one would have expected.

Due to the paucity of material on the meclis-i meb‘usan and on the legal process
in the Ottoman Empire, this source remains very important and informative con-
cerning the parliament, the parliamentarians, legal thinking, intellectual history
and the negotiation of power in 1876-1878.

Nigula al-Nagqash

The Beiruti Niqula al-Naqqash served as a representative of Syria in the two ses-
sions of the first Ottoman parliament. His biography stands as an example for the
politically engaged and public-spirited emerging upper stratum in the urban cen-
tres of the Ottoman Empire. The biographical information on al-Naqqash is de-
rived mainly from the history of the press and a literary history of Syria in the
nineteenth century.* Niqula al-Naqqash published newspaper articles including
his political programme and his activities in the meclis-i meb‘usan. He also com-
piled and published four plays and a number of poems written by his elder
brother Marun. The introduction to this compilation includes information on the
literary writings of Niqula al-Nagqash.’

Niqula al-Nagqash was born to Maronite parents in Beirut in 1825. His family
originated from Sidon, but his father Elias, seeking a better opportunity for pro-
moting his career, moved with his family to Beirut just before the birth of his son.
Elias occupied the post of dragoman at the French general consulate in his new
hometown. In 1850 he was a member of the grand administrative council of the

3 Robert Devereux, The First Ottoman Constitutional Period. A Study of the Midhat Constitution
and Parliament (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1963), 182.

4 Philippe Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sabafa al-‘arabiyya (Beiurt: al-Matba‘a al- Adablyya 1913), 2:121-

124, and Louis Cheikho, al-Adib al-‘arabiyya fi al-qarn al-tasi ashar, 23 ed. (Beirut 1926),

2:151-153.

Niqula al-Naqqash, ed., Arzat Lubnan (Beirut 1869). In the introduction Niqula writes

about his own plays and his philanthropic activities.
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province of Sidon/Beirut.® His elder son Marun was a member of the commercial
court in the city of Beirut and requested to build a state theatre in the city carry-
ing the Sultan’s monogram (su#gra).” Along with his employment in the adminis-
trative council of the province, Elias was granted the right to farm some taxes in
the province of Saida/Beirut on behalf of the Ottoman treasury. Between 1849
and 1852 Elias Naqqash, in partnership with Na“aGm Kabbabe, was granted the
concession of farming the tobacco custom’s revenue in the province of Saida. For
that concession they paid the sum of 6,590 kise.® The state treasury must have
deemed the financial situation of Elias al-Naqqash secure and stable, for he was
granted these tax farms without a guarantor, but, in 1869 Elias al-Naqqash passed
away bankrupt and owing the state treasury the sum of 8,000 kurus.’

Niqula started learning Arabic and Syriac at the very young age of four years.
After mastering both these languages he learnt Italian, the language of commerce
at the time.1% His elder brother Marun (1817-1855) taught him Ottoman Turkish,
French and bookkeeping “according to the European method.”!! His knowledge
of Ottoman Turkish and foreign languages qualified him to occupy the post of
chief secretary (bas katib) of the customs house in Beirut. He occupied this post
for many years. In the meantime he independently improved his Turkish and
studied Arabic further with some of the most prominent scholars in Beirut, such
as Ibrahim al-Ahdab and Yusuf al-Fakhuri. His diligent studies enabled him “to
write eloquent prose and elegant poetry.” During his tenure in the customs house
he developed special interest in Ottoman laws and, hence, started studying them.
He also studied the Islamic inheritance law with Yusuf al-Asir.1?

Niqula al-Naqqash’s knowledge of foreign languages and bookkeeping encour-
aged him to establish his own trade house in 1852, but he gave it up after a short
period of time to work first as a bookkeeper, then as a manager for the commer-
cial affairs of Antoun Bey al-Masri. Antoun Bey was a major tax farmer in Syria
and the owner of Khan Antoun Bey, the largest real estate in Beirut at the time.
In 1859 al-Naqqash established a bank in partnership with Na“Gm Qigano, un-
der the name Qigano-Naqqash & Co. This remarkably quick financial promotion
enabled Niqula al-Nagqash to claim a place in the financial upper stratum of Bei-
ruti society.

Capitalising on his financial success, he became acquainted with the highest
Ottoman bureaucrats in his hometown. This must have paved the way for him to
a number of administrative offices. He was a member of the administrative coun-

6 Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi, Istanbul, henceforth BOA, Irade-i Meclis-i VAl4, 5976.
7 BOA, Irade-i Meclis-i Vala, 5976.

8 BOA, Irade-i Dahiliye, 10349.

?  BOA, Irade-i Dahiliye, 41793.

10 Tarrazi, Tarikh aLsabafa, 2:121-122.

11 Al-Naqqash, Arzat Lubnan, 9; Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sabafa, 2:122.

12 Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sabafa, 2:122.
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cil for the district of Beirut for the period of one year, 1868-69. Between 1869
and 1876 he was a member of the administrative council of the province of Syria.
From 1869 al-Naqqash also worked as a lawyer in Beirut. He was one of the very
first lawyers practising at the recently established courts. During this period of
time he translated the following newly promulgated Ottoman laws into Arabic:
The Land Code, The Penal Code, The Commercial Code, The Construction Law,
The Court Organisation Law and The Legal Procedure Law.!* He did not only
translate these laws, but also wrote commentaries on all of them.!* According to
Tarrazi and Cheikho his translations and commentaries became standard legal
reference works already during his lifetime,!> and were used in the Arabic-speak-
ing “provinces of Syria, Beirut, Aleppo, the Mutasarrifate of Mount Lebanon, and
the Mutasarrifate of Jerusalem.”1®

Naqgqash’s translation of an array of Ottoman laws was acknowledged and re-
warded by the Ottoman state.!” The state was interested in spreading the knowl-
edge of the latest laws throughout its provinces and among its non-Turkish speak-
ing subjects.!® The Ottoman central authorities encouraged Naqqash by awarding
him the fourth rank of the Mecidi-decoration. Each time he translated a new law,
he was promoted in rank, 1 finally reaching the second rank in June 1874.20 One
can observe in the biography of al-Naqqash rapid financial advancement accom-
panied by political office and official Ottoman sanction, a growth in wealth,
power and influence.

Niqula’s brother Marun, the first playwright in Beirut and the founder of the
pioneer theatre in Syria, translated Moliére’s work LA4vare into Arabic in 1848. It
did not take Niqula long to develop a passion for theatre and to follow in his elder
brother’s steps. In 1849, at the young age of 25, Niqula al-Naqqash translated
Moliere’s play Le Misanthrope, which he gave the Arabic title al-Shaykh aljabil. In
1851 he wrote and staged a tragedy called Rabi‘a, and al-Muwassiyy. All his plays
were staged at the theatre of his elder brother Marun.?! Naqqash also staged plays
for charitable purposes, donating the revenue to philanthropic organisations.?? He
had close relations with the Maronite bishop of Beirut, Yusuf al-Dibs,?* who was a

13 See Niqula al-Naqqash, Min al-dustir al-jadid (Beirut 1873).

14 For example, Niqula al-Naqqash, Sharh qanin usil al-mubidkamat aljaz@iyya al-mwaqqat
(Beirut 1886).

15 Cheikho, al-Adab al-<arabiyya, 2:151.

16 Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sabafa, 2:123.

17 BOA, Irade-i Dahiliye, 47923.

18 For the translation of Ottoman laws into the different languages spoken in the empire see
Johann Strauss’s article in this volume.

19 Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sabafa, 2:123.

20 BOA, Irade-i Dahiliye, 47923.

21 Al-Naqqash, Arzat Lubnan, 5.

22 Al-Naqgqash, Arzat Lubnan, 2.

23 Tarrazi, Tarikh aLsahafa, 2:33.
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man of letters as well and the founder of the Maronite college called al-Hikma (the
wisdom). For his social engagement in his community, pope Pius IX granted al-
Naqqash the rank of cavalier of the order of St. Gregory.?*

In 1872 al-Naqqash became editor-in-chief of the Beiruti newspaper a/-Najah.
He was aware of the important role of the press in forming public opinion. While
serving as a deputy of Syria in the Ottoman parliament (1877-78), he made perfect
use of this organ. He corresponded with the Beiruti newspapers al-Bashir and
Hadigat al-akhbar, where he published his longer talks and summaries of his differ-
ent interventions in parliament.?> One of his articles was translated into English
and published in the English newspaper of Istanbul, the Levant Herald?¢ He pub-
lished his electioneering programme in preparation for the second elections to the
Ottoman Parliament that took place towards the end of 187727 In 1880 he estab-
lished his own newspaper, al-Misbah, which was to become one of the leading Ma-
ronite newspapers in Beirut, and the mouthpiece of the bishop Yusuf al-Dibs.28

The articles which al-Naqqash published in the Beiruti newspapers make it
possible to piece together his political stance. He described himself as someone
who excessively loved his state, i.e. the Ottoman Empire, “fart mapabbati li-al-
dawla,” and that he “sought the unity and the harmony of its peoples.” He added
that the state and the people (al-umma) were the same and that the interests of the
first could not be separated from those of the second; thus, from his point of
view, the wealth of the state derived from the well being of its people. Therefore,
he saw it as his obligation “to undermine the unfair taxes collected in Syria.”?® He
claimed that he “did not lean either to the right or to the left,” and that he “fol-
lowed a middle path, with moderate ideas, desiring wholeheartedly the welfare of
the state and the people.”? He was aware of the urgent need for reformations in
the Empire, and he believed in a “gradual reform process,”! criticizing those who
called for a radical change in “the whole Ottoman state from the top to the bot-
tom.” He added that it had taken Europe two hundred years to undertake the
necessary reforms, and that the Ottoman Empire could not be restructured in
forty years. He called for firm but moderate questioning of the Ottoman cabinet
when necessary. 32 His political views show a liberal patriotic nuance.

With his biography and successful career Niqula al-Naqqgash epitomises the
Zeitgeist of the Tanzimat. Firstly, he single-handedly translated a significant num-

24 Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sapafa, 2:123.

25 Hadigat al-akhbar, May 11, 1877; al-Bashir, May 11, 1877, July 6, 1877, January 9, 1878, and
February 22, 1878.

26 I evant Herald, May 23, 1877. Cited in Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 166.

27 AI-Bashir, March 9, 1877, November 9, 1877, October 19, 1877, and November 16, 1877.

28 Tarrazi, Tarikh alsahafa, 2: 33-35.

29 AI-Bashir, October 19, 1877.

30 _4LBashir, February 1, 1878.

31 _A4l-Bashir, February 22, 1878.

32 ALBashir, February 1, 1878.
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ber of the Tanzimat laws and worked as a lawyer in the new court system. Sec-
ondly, he became a member of the administrative council of Syria as a representa-
tive of his Maronite community.33 This was a new representation right granted to
the non-Muslim Ottomans. This prerogative was enshrined in the provincial code
of 1864. Thirdly, he was a journalist, editor-in-chief and founder of a newspaper,
another innovation of the Tanzimat period. Fourthly, he was elected to the Ot-
toman parliament, the institution which crowned all of the Tanzimat reforms.

His success and the story of his social mobility can only be regarded as remark-
able. Niqula al-Naqqash set out as the son of a new immigrant to Beirut and ad-
vanced to being an official representative of this city in parliament, in the capital
of the empire Istanbul. His elder brother Marun wrote a petition to Sultan Abd-
tlmecid, asking for the Sultan’s patronage and sponsorship for his theatre, but the
Sultan declined.3* In 1877 al-Naqqash presented petitions to the cabinet of Sultan
Abdiilhamid II on behalf of his electorate. As a member of the parliament he at-
tended the most illustrious inauguration ceremony of the meclis-i meb’usan in the
palace of Dolmabahcge. This ceremony was presided over by Sultan Abdiilhamid II
himself, where a speech on his behalf was delivered to the members of the parlia-
ment and the Council of State (sura-y: devler).

The British Consul-General in Beirut expressed serious doubt concerning the
financial position and political independence of al-Naqqash. The image of al-
Naqqash in the short report of Consul Eldridge differs from that derived from the
local biographical sources. He wrote the following on Niqula al-Naqqash at the
occasion of his election to the first session of the Ottoman parliament:

“Nicholas Effendi Naccache, Maronite, Notable of Beyrout, and an ex-member of the
Administrative Council of the Vilayet [...] Nicolas Effendi Naccache, in many ways re-
sembles Naufal [Niqula Nawfal, another elected deputy], but more moderate in his
temper, and even subservient in his demeanour towards his superiors. He has had much
experience in the public service, and is about sixty years of age; unfortunately his pecu-
niary circumstances are necessitous, and he is generally accused of accepting bribes.”3>

After the parliament was prorogued, Niqula al-Naqqgash continued to translate
different Ottoman laws. The frontispiece of two laws translated by Naqqash pre-
sents us with his belief in the legislative function of the parliament. He was of the
conviction that it would reconvene in order to amend and discuss the Ottoman
laws. In June 1879, 16 months after the parliament was suspended, al-Naqqash
published a new translation of the ‘Penal Code’ and its amendments in which he

33 The 1864 provincial code emphatically and repeatedly reiterated that the administrative

council of the wilayet and kaza should consist of an equal number of Muslim and non-
Muslim members. For an Arabic translation of the articles of the 1864 provincial code,
governing the selection, function, rights and religious affiliations of the members of the
provincial administrative council, see al-Dustiir, 1:383-386.

34 BOA, Irade-i Meclis-i Vala, 5976.

35 PRO/FO 424/50, p. 144.



A PORTRAIT OF SYRIAN DEPUTIES IN THE FIRST OTTOMAN PARLIAMENT 291

wrote that this law was temporary pending final legalisation in the parliament.6
After ten years, in 1889, the title of the 8 edition of his translation of the ‘Legal
Procedure Law’ states that this law was only temporary pending the final approval
of the parliament when it reconvened.3’

Niqula al-Naqqash died in Beirut on December 4, 1894. A large number of
journalists and intellectuals of the city wrote obituaries recalling his intellectual
qualities, and some lamented his death in poignant poems.38

Al-Hajj Husain Beyhum

Husain Beyhum served as the deputy of Syria in the first session of the first Ot-
toman parliament. Initially he was not elected to that post, but the resignation of
Emin Efendi al-Jundi of Damascus qualified him to occupy that seat since he had
acquired the second highest number of votes.3? The British Consul-General in
Beirut also states that he was elected for the second session; however, “he has de-
clined to accept the charge to which he has been elected.”* No other source men-
tions this fact or speaks about his resignation. The most elaborate biography on
Husain Beyhum is available in Tarrazi’s history of the Arab press. The following is
a summery of that entry.#!

Husain Beyhum, the son of Umar the son of Husain was born in Beirut in
1833 (1249 H.). He belonged to a family that “combined noble descent and ex-
tensive wealth known for its philanthropic activities.” From his youth he was es-
pecially fond of acquiring knowledge. He studied with the most prominent
Shaykhs of Beirut ‘Abd Allah Khalid and Muhammad al-Hut. He worked for a
short period of time in the family business, but he decided to relinquish com-
merce and dedicated himself to the promotion of education.*? He wrote poetry
and was known for improvising in that art. Beyhum collected an extensive library
and made it accessible to interested scholars. He was sharp, known for his quick
wit and learned in politics. He was well known for his piety and supported the

36 Niqula Naqqash, translator, Majmi‘at al-qgawanin al“adliyya (Beirut: al-Maktaba al-“Umi-

miyya, n.d.) frontispiece of the Criminal law.

Naqqash, translator, Majmi‘at al-qawanin al-adliyya, frontispiece of the Legal Procedure

Law.

38 Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sapafa, 2:125-126.

39 PRO/FO 424/50, p. 143.

40 PRO/FO 424/62, p. 148.

4 Tarrazi, Tarikh alsapafa , 1:117-119. For other biographies see: Cheikho, al-Adab al-
‘arabiyya, 2:21-23; Jurji Zaidan, Tarikh adab al-lugha al-‘arabiyya, reprint (Beirut: Mansharat
Dar Maktaba al-Hayat, 1992), 2:581-582; Khalil Mardam Bey, A%an al-qarn al-thalith ‘ashar
(Beirut 1971), 233-234. For the role of Husain Beyhum’s family in the trade of Beirut see
Leila Fawaz, Merchants and Migrants in Nineteenth-Century Beirut (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1983), 96-98.

42 Zaidan, Tarikh adab, 2:581.
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learned from the different religious affiliations in his city. He occupied different
posts in the local administration. He was a member of the grand administrative
council of the province of Sidon/Beirut, member of the court of appeal, a mem-
ber of the municipal council of Beirut and a member of the administrative coun-
cil of the province of Syria. In 1869 he became president of the Syrian Scientific
Society, and aided in publishing its journal Majmi‘at al-<uliim (The Collection of
Knowledge). He showed his special capabilities as a deputy of Syria in Istanbul.
There he was warmly welcomed by the ministers and high-ranking bureaucrats.*?

After returning to Beirut he relinquished all official posts and dedicated him-
self to performing philanthropic work and reading literature. As a reward for his
public engagement and interest in the common good, he received an Ottoman
order of the Izmir rank. He was one of the founding members of the Magasid as-
sociation in Beirut in 1878. The aim of that association was to establish schools
teaching modern curricula and to promote the education of girls. His social
standing and connections facilitated the establishment of that educational asso-
ciation. He died in Beirut on January 24, 1881, and he was buried amidst a public
scene of grief as a sign of his noble character and his broad acquaintances.*t

A concise introduction of the Syrian Scientific Society is imperative. It was es-
tablished in Beirut in 1868. Its aim was to promote and spread general knowledge,
science and literature. It was a forum for the discussion of scientific papers, liter-
ary works and even for staging theatre. Husain Beyhum was one of its founding
members, and in its second year he was elected as its president. Another Beiruti
deputy to the first Ottoman parliament, ‘Abd al-Rahim Badran, became a mem-
ber of its administrative committee. The society collected a library, and it sub-
scribed to a large number of French and Arabic newspapers from Egypt, Beirut
and Istanbul. It also published the proceedings of its meetings in 1868 and 1869
in sixteen fascicules. One of the expressed aims of the society was to deal with
“pure scientific works avoiding religious and political subjects.” One of their
hopes was that through the spread of knowledge harmony and unity would pre-
vail among the different members of society. In its second year, the society had
116 members, most of them well-known intellectuals and public figures of their
time.%

The legacy of Husain Beyhum is a divan of poetry and a theatre play. In a poem
that he wrote especially for the inauguration of the Syrian Scientific Society he ex-
pressed his pride in the Arab contribution to the sciences, human knowledge and
civilisation. He stated that “the Arabs were known for their sharp wit that resem-
bled swords. However, these swords need to be polished every now and then” and
that this was the function of the Syrian Scientific Society. 4 Husain Beyhum pub-

43 Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sabafa , 1:118.

44 Tarrazi, Tarikh al-sapafa , 1:118.

4 Yasuf Quzma Khiiri, Amal al-jam‘iyya al-ilmiyya as-Siriyya 1868-1869 (Beirut 1990).
Khuri, Amal al-jamyya al-ilmiyya, 14.
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lished a number of his poems in the Arabic newspaper of Istanbul al-Jawa’ib.*’
Some of his poetry was collected in a divan printed in Beirut, and he also wrote a
play with a clear patriotic message. Thus, the Ottoman authorities encouraged its
staging a number of times at public places during national celebrations.*

Theatre played an important role in the Syrian Scientific Society and fascinated
Niqula al-Naqqash. The admiration of theatre was not peculiar to these deputies
alone; Ahmet Vefik Pasha (1823-1891),% the speaker of the Ottoman parliament,
adopted sixteen comedies by Moliére and produced them on stage in Bursa.?
The primary significance of the plays is that they enabled the playwrights to de-
liver their earnest messages to the illiterate public in a subtle entertaining manner.
Naqgqash, Beyhum and Ahmet Vefik Pasha’s aim was to educate the populace by
means of their plays. Naqqash clearly stated his objective by writing that “this art
contributes to the success and the benefit of the general public.”>! Hence, it
would show them the way to “progress,”? because the plays “include advice and
instructions to the public.”® They “are rife with moral lessons, wisdom and social
criticism; they educate the people and refine their character... as well as inform-
ing them about the affairs of the wide world.”* Furthermore, “the plays call for
truthfulness and righteousness, and they can lead enthroned kings to the right rul-
ing policies.”>

This shows the commitment of members of the upper stratum and their self-
confidence in assuming an enlightening, educating and leading role in society.
Such a social commitment was common to a number of members of the urban
upper stratum who were elected to the first Ottoman parliament.

Nigula Bey Nawfal

Niqula Bey Nawfal was one of the deputies of Syria in the first Ottoman parlia-
ment’s first session. A biography of Niqula Bey Nawfal is available in a bio-

47 Salim Shidyaq, compiler, Kanz al-ragh@’ib fi muntakhabit aljawa’ib (Istanbul 1875) 4:2, 70
and 106 for example.

48 Zaidan, Tarikh adab, 2:581; Mardam Bey, A%an, 233.

49 For the most recent and most detailed biography see B. Ceri, “Ahmed Vefik Pasa,” in Trirk
diinyast edebiyatgilars ansiklopedisi (Ankara 2002), 184-190. See also Atilla Ozkinmli, Tiirk
edebiyat: ansiklopedisi, 4th ed, (Istanbul 1987), 64-65; Recep Toparl, ed., Ahmet Vefik Pasa.
Lehce-i Osmdni (Ankara 2000), xi—xiii; Seyit Kemal Karaalioglu, Tiirk edebiyati taribi. Tanzi-
mat’tan cumburiyete, 2°4 ed. (Istanbul 1982), 141-145; Tiirk dili ve edebiyati ansiklopedisi (Is-
tanbul 1977), 1:76-77; J. Deny, “Ahmad Wafik Pasha,” in EP, 1:298; Isma‘il Habip, Tirk
teceddiit edebiyat: tarihi (Ankara 1339/1921), 408-413.

50 Deny, “Ahmad Wafik Pasha,” 298.

51 Al-Naqqash, Arzat Lubnan, 7.

52 Al-Naqqash, Arzat Lubnan, 7.

53 Al-Naqqash, Arzat Lubnan, 10.

54 Al-Naqqash, Arzat Lubnan, 18.

35 Al-Naqqash, Arzat Lubnan, 16.
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graphical dictionary on the learned men of Tripoli compiled by his first cousin
once removed, ‘Abd Allah Habib Nawfal, and published in Tripoli in 1929.°¢ A
relatively elaborate entry of half a ledger’s page is available on him in Sicill-i ah-
val >’ A synthesis of both entries will provide a fairly developed picture of this
parliamentarian.

Niqula Bey, the son of Lutf Allah, the son of Girgis Nawfal was born in 1817 in
Tripoli into an established Greek-Orthodox family, since generations serving in the
Ottoman administration.’® His father and all of his three uncles were in the service
of the Ottoman and later Ibrahim Pasha’s administration of Syria. Upon the with-
drawal of the Egyptians from Syria in 1840, they returned to the service of the Ot-
toman state.”’

Niqula Bey started his education at elementary schools (kx#ab) in his native city.
Later, he studied Arabic, Turkish and Persian grammar with private tutors. After
mastering these languages, he learned French and Italian. In 1840 (1256 H.), im-
mediately after the return of Syria to the Ottoman Empire, he occupied at age 23
his first official post in the office of provisioning the army (sevkzyar) in Ma‘arrat al-
Nu‘man in Northern Syria, earning a monthly salary of 1,200 kurus per month. In
the same year he was moved to Sidon to act as secretary of the governor, earning
the same salary. Later, he occupied the same post, but for a lesser salary, in his
home town Tripoli and later in Beirut. At the beginning of 1857 (mid 1273 H.),
now 40 years old, he became the translator at the accounting bureau in Sidon,
earning 1,250 kurug. In the middle of 1859 (end of 1275 H.) he was earning 2,000
kurug and moved to Tripoli. In 1864-65 (1281 H.) he left that post and in 1865-66
(1282 H.) he represented the Greek-Orthodox in the administrative council of
Mount Lebanon. Later, he became the deputy governor, (kaimmakam) of the kaza
of Kura until 1867-68 (1284 H.). In that year he occupied secretarial offices in
Tripoli and Hama until 1876 (1293 H.). In 1877 (1294 H.) he was elected as a
member to the Ottoman parliament, earning a salary of 5,000 kuruy.

In 1878 (1295 H.) he worked as the honorary president of the refugee relief
commission in Tripoli. In March-April 1880 (Rabi® II 1297 H.), he became the
president of the commercial court of Tripoli, earning a salary of 1,000 kurus a
month. In March-April 1884 (Jumada II 1301 H.) he was still occupying the same
post, the last date concerning a public post mentioned in the Sicill-i abval docu-
ment. The sub-governor (mutasarrify of Tripoli, Mehmet Yusuf Pasha, the inspector
of justice in Syria and the governor of Syria, Hamdi Pasha, testify in this docu-
ment that he was fulfilling all his tasks with energy and perseverance, in spite of

56 Habib Nawfal, Tardjim ‘ulama’ Tarablus wa udab@’iba (Tripoli 1929), 91-94.

57 BOA, DH. SAID, Sicill-i ahval, 4, p. 950 B.

58 Nawfal, Tarajim, 91. His entry in Sicill-i abval states that he was born in 1235 H. which cor-
responds to 1819.

59 Nawfal, Tarajim, 52-53 and 63-64.
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the fact that he was known for his sharp temper (hiddet-i mizaj), and that during his
tenure he was never accused or convicted of any crime.

He carried the decoration of the second order and in 1887-88 (1305 H.) he was
promoted to the distinguished second order rank (mutamayiz). He also received
the Russian decoration of St. Stanislas of the third rank. The information pro-
vided above is derived mainly from the document in the Sicill- ahval 6

The British consul general in Beirut, Jackson Eldridge, wrote on March 3, 1877
to the ambassador in Istanbul, Mr. Jocelyn, the following concerning Niqula
Nawfal:

“Nicholas Bey Nauphal, Orthodox, Notable of Tripoli. Nicholas Bey Nauphal, with
whom I am not personally acquainted, is represented as about fifty years of age, and be-
longs to a highly respectable, though not wealthy, family of Orthodox Christians of
Tripoli, he is said to be intelligent and energetic, with a fair amount of instruction and
considerable experience in the public service, he is very eloquent, though a little quick
in temper.”®1

Niqula Bey’s biography written by his first cousin once removed provides us with
further information. In 1860 he worked as a translator to the delegate of Russia
negotiating with Fuad Pasha the protocol of Mount Lebanon. In 1878, a few
months after the parliament was suspended, he invited Midhat Pasha to feast at
his place in Tripoli. On this occasion he recited a poem he had composed cele-
brating a toast in honor of Midhat Pasha and describing the ceremony as “a sac-
rament for Midhat Pasha, the god of the sword and the pen.” As a former deputy
he was not reluctant to invite Midhat Pasha after his return from his exile and to
praise his drives for reform. Niqula Bey’s literary legacy is a book of poetry and
an apologetic work for the Greek-Orthodox faith which was printed in Beirut. He
died aged 88 in 1895, and his burial procession was crowded with a large number
of eulogies read in his honor.®?

He was succeeded by four sons and four daughters. His eldest son, Lutf Allah,
followed in the footsteps of his father as a civil servant. In April-May 1864 (Dhu
1-Qa‘da 1280 H.) he joined the first regiment of the Ottoman household cavalry
(szlahsoran). In 1866-67 (1283 H.) upon dissolving that corps, he received the
fourth rank and returned to his native city Tripoli. In April-May 1869 (Muharram
1286 H.) he returned to Istanbul and was appointed as a captain (ysizbagsz) and
prepared to become one of the aides-de-camp (yaver) of Sultan Abdiilaziz. He
remained in Istanbul until July 1870 (Rabi® II 1287 H.). Between 1877 (1294 H.)
and 1885-86 (1303 H.) he occupied different posts in Syria, earning between
1,300 and 1,500 kurus per month.®3
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The cousins of Niqula Bey Nawfal were spread from Saint Petersburg to Alex-
andria and were involved in the translation and revival of Arabic classical litera-
ture. His cousin Salim Nawfal (1828-1902), for example, worked as a translator in
the Romanov court in St. Petersburg. He was a very prolific author and published
in Arabic and French, writing in several of the newly established newspapers of
Beirut and Cairo. Before his departure to Russia, he was a member of the Syrian
Scientific Society.®* Another cousin of his is Nawfal Nawfal (1811-1887), who
worked as a civil servant and later as a dragoman in the German consulate in
Tripoli. This cousin as well was a member of the Syrian Scientific Society and a
prolific author. He translated Ottoman laws into Arabic and wrote a large number
of books, one about the history of Arab culture, and an Ottoman-Arabic diction-
ary.®> ‘Abd Allah Ibn Mikhail Nawfal (1815-1889), a third cousin and the brother-
in-law of Niqula Nawfal, also worked for a long while as a civil servant in Mount
Lebanon. He emigrated to Alexandria and supported two of his sons in establish-
ing newspapers there.®® His nephew Nasim Nawfal (1846-1903) in Alexandria was
the first in the Middle East to publish a women’s magazine.®”

He was related through marriage to the rich Bustrus family of Beirut, the Deb-
bane family of Sidon, Khalil al-Khuri, the founder of Hadigat al-Akbbar newspa-
per in Beirut, as well as to the Kestaflis family, who served as consuls of Russia in

Tripoli.

Manuk Karaca Efends, Son of Krikor

Manuk Karaca was a deputy of Aleppo in both sessions of the first Ottoman par-
liament. Our information on this deputy and his son Levon Karaca is restricted to
their entries in Sicill-i abval. A summary of these official biographies is provided
here.68

Manuk Efendi was born in Aleppo in 1843 (1259 H.) and started studying in
the elementary school of Aleppo. Later he learned Arabic, Turkish, French and
Armenian in Istanbul. In 1872 (1289 H.), aged 30, he became an honorary mem-
ber of the commercial court of Aleppo, and in 1874 (1291 H.) he became a mem-
ber of the city’s court of appeal for three years, earning a salary of 1,000 kurus. In
1877 (1294 H.) he was elected to parliament, earning a salary of 5,000 kurug for 4
months. In 1878 (1295 H.) he was reelected, earning the same salary for the same
period of time.

64 Nawfal, Tarajim, 114-121.

65 Nawfal, Tarajim, 76-77.
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68 BOA, DH. SAID, Sicill-i ahval, 10, p. 283-284 and BOA, DH. SAID, Sicill ahval, 60,
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In the beginning of 1879 (beginning of 1296 H.) he was appointed mayor of the
municipality of Aleppo, earning 2,000 kxrus a month. He remained in this post for
three years. In 1884-85 (1302 H.) he became a public attorney in the province of
Trabzon. One year later he was moved back to Aleppo to work at the court of first
instance. In July-August 1890 (Dhu al-Hijja 1307 H.) he was removed from his
post when he lost a case brought against him accusing him of corruption and em-
bezzlement. In 1892-93 (1310 H.) he became the president of the commercial
court of Tripoli, earning 1,200 kurug. In December 1895-January 1896 (Rajab 1313
H.) he was appointed president of the commercial court of Yanya, with a salary of
1,000 kxrug, but he refused this position, which caused his dismissal from office.
He was appointed inspector of the collection of agricultural taxation in the prov-
ince of Aydin and inspector of the collection of taxes in the capital Istanbul. He
held this office from 1897-98 (1315 H.) until April 14, 1908 (April 1, 1324 maliye).
His salary ranged from 1,300 to 2,000 kurus.5° We do not know when he died.
During his tenure as deputy, he received a decoration of the second order second
rank.

His son Levon was born in Aleppo in 1868-69 (1285 H.). After studying in the
Armenian school of Aleppo, he went to Istanbul where he joined the school af-
filiated to the Armenian hospital, following its regular curriculum and earning a
certificate from it. He read and wrote Arabic, Turkish, French, English and Arme-
nian and spoke Italian. He occupied his first official position in 1886-87 (1304 H.)
in the accounting office of the imperial properties (emlaki humayun) and remained
in this same bureau until August-September 1908 (August 1324 maliye). His ini-
tial salary was 200 kxrus , and his final salary was 500 kxrus. On December 14,
1909 (December 1, 1325 maliye), he was appointed to the telegraph office of
Aleppo with a monthly salary of 700 kurus.7

‘Abd al-Rabim Badran Efendi

Abd al-Rahim Badran was one of the deputies of Syria in the second session of
the first parliament. There exists no known biography of Badran; therefore the in-
formation provided by the entry available on him in Sicill ahval gains special
importance. The following is a summary of this official biography.”!

He was born in Beirut on April 19, 1840 (16t of Safar, 1256 H.), the son of
Husain Badran, a sheikh of the Sa‘diyya mystic order and a merchant.

In the schools of Beirut he studied Arabic language and grammar, as well as
logic and French. He spoke and wrote Arabic and Turkish. He was also very well
acquainted with French, mathematics, history and geography. At the end of 1860

69 BOA, DH. SAID, Sicill-i ahval, 10, p. 283-284.
70 BOA, DH. SAID, Sicill-i ahval, 60, p. 401 B.
71 BOA, DH. SAID, Sicill-i ahval, 10, p. 201.
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or beginning of 1861 (in mid 1277 H.), at the age of 21 years, he was appointed to
the kontrato bureau of Beirut, with a salary of 500 kurug. In July 1867 (Rabi® I 1284
H.) he was appointed to the deffer nufus. In March-April 1871 (Safar 1288 H.) he re-
signed and went to Diyarbekir, where he was appointed to the accounting office of
that province. During that year he taught the employees of that bureau the princi-
ples of accounting and decimal mathematics. On April 23, 1872 (13th of Safar 1289
H.) he was appointed kaimmakam of the kaza of Kihta in Ma’muretiilaziz with a
salary of 1,350 kurus. In October-November 1873 (Ramadan 1290 H.) he was
transferred to Egin, with a salary of 1,800 kurus. In April-May 1875 (Rabi‘ I 1292
H.) he left that post. In January-February 1877 (Muharram 1294 H.) he was ap-
pointed to the court of appeal in al-Balga, with a salary of 380 kurus. On Novem-
ber 9, 1877 (3" of Dhu al-Qa‘da 1294 H.) he was elected deputy of Syria with a
salary of 5,000 kurus.

In July 1878 (Rajab 1295 H.) he was elected as a member of the municipal
council of Beirut with a salary of 950 kurus, and he also served as a member of the
commercial court of that city. In November-December 1878 (Dhu al-Hijja 1295
H.) he was appointed president of the commercial court of Beirut with a salary of
4,000 kurus. In July-August 1880 (Sha‘ban 1297 H.) he was transferred to Damas-
cus. In January 1881 (Safar 1298 H.) while in office he received the decoration of
the second distinguished rank. The minister of justice, Server Pasha, and Nashid
Pasha, the governor of Syria, testified in July-August 1886 (July 1302 maliye) that
Badran was very capable and enthusiastic for his work and that he was also fa-
mous for his integrity.

In March-April 1888 (Rajab 1305 H.) he was transferred to the court of appeal
in Damascus where he became its public attorney with a salary of 3,000 kurus.”?

Badran was a member of the Syrian Scientific Society since its establishment;
he was an active member in the inaugural year of that association. On 20 January
1869 he was elected as a member of its administrative committee, and Husain
Beyhum was elected association president.”3 In one of the early meetings of the
society, March 21, 1868, Badran delivered a study on Arabic grammar and syntax.
In his detailed talk he proudly praised the beauty, brevity and precision of that
language as well as the elegance and eloquence of its speakers. He called for reviv-
ing the study of Arabic syntax since it was the noblest of all languages. His talk
was published in the fourth fascicule of the proceedings of the Syrian society.”
He also wrote an article on the history of the Abbasid Caliph Harun al-Rashid
and presented it to the society.”?

Badran spoke in the parliament of the necessity of equity between the different
peoples of the empire. He demanded equality for the Syrians, asking why they
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had never occupied an important post in the Ottoman administration for the last
“600 years.”’® He was stopped from proceeding in his argument, but he insisted
that his speech should be included in the minutes of the parliamentary debates.””

Jackson Eldridge, the British Consul General in Beirut, wrote in a letter that he
sent to Mr. Layard the ambassador in Istanbul, the following about him:

“Abd-ul-Rahim Effendi, Mussulman, belonging to a highly-respected family of Bey-
rout;...Abd-ul-Rahim Effendi is well known to me, and I have the highest opinion of
his capacity and integrity. He has filled with credit various subordinate posts in the Ot-
toman services. He was for about five years kaimkam of various places in the Vilayet of
Diarbekir; and has during the last five months filled the post of Musullman member of
the Medjlis Temeez [court of appeal] of Beyrout, where his acuteness and honesty have
gained him a high reputation among all classes, as he is a sworn enemy of injustice,
abuses and corruption. As a Mussulman he is most liberal in his ideas, tolerant and con-
ciliant towards Christians; and during the last two years of difficulty, his influence has
always been exercised to prevent any excesses and fanatical demonstrations on the part
of his coreligionists. He is thoroughly convinced of the necessity of reforms in the Ot-
toman Administration in general, and especially in the equal distribution and impartial
collection of the taxes, in the administration of justice, and the organization of the po-
lice. Unfortunately for himself, he is by no means a man of wealth; in fact I believe he
has no other resources than the salary he receives from the Government, which makes
his proverbial integrity the more remarkable; but as he is firm in his convictions and
eloquent in expressing them, I hope, for the sake of the public good, that his opinions
will meet with the consideration they deserve, although they are not backed by the in-
fluence of wealth.””8

After this very positive note on Badran, Eldridge even went further, giving an up-
beat opinion on Badran’s native city and its educated strata stating the following:
“The fact that the four deputies who were at the head of the poll are natives of Beyrout,
..., has been somewhat commented upon; but I consider it as a proof that the other dis-

tricts of the vilayet appreciate the exceptional educational advantages offered by this
town, which places its inhabitants in the van of civilization in Syria.””?

Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi

Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi was the deputy of the mutasarriflik of Jerusalem in both ses-
sions of the first Ottoman parliament. Thanks to the works of Alexander Scholch®0
and Rashid Khalidi®! we have a detailed picture of Yusuf al-Khalidi and his activi-
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ties as a parliamentarian. Both of these important works on the deputy of Jerusa-
lem did not use the entry on him in Sicill-i abval.?? Comparing this document
from the archives with the biographies mentioned above reveals differences, which
will be discussed below after presenting a summary of the official entry.

Yusuf Diya’ Efendi, the son of Muhammad, a descendant of Khalid ibn al-
Walid, the companion of the prophet, was born 1841 (1257 H.) in Jerusalem. He
acquired the principles of religious education. After that he visited the Fakhriyya
school in Jerusalem to study jurisprudence, logic and Arabic language and gram-
mar. Later he was in an English school in Malta, and the American Robert Col-
lege in Istanbul, where he studied geography, mathematics, Greek, French and
English. He spoke Greek, French and English and wrote Turkish.

He worked in the sharia court in Jerusalem from 1859-60 (1276 H.). Later he
came to Istanbul and stayed for one year in the translation office of the foreign
ministry. As of August-September 1867 (Jumada I 1284 H.) he became mayor of
Jerusalem with a salary of 700 kurus, until July-August 1870 (Jumada I 1287 H.),
when he resigned. With a salary of 1,000 kxrus he was appointed inspector of the
lands, but the post was cancelled after 6 months, and in January-February 1871
(Dhu al-Qa‘da 1287 H.) he became acting kaimmakam of Jaffa with a salary of
2,100 kurus. In April-May 1871 (Safar 1288 H.) he was reappointed mayor of Jeru-
salem with a salary of 1,000 kurus. A year and 11 months later he resigned. In
March 1873 (Muharram 1290 H.) he returned to Istanbul to work at the translation
office of the foreign office. In March-April 1874 ( 26 Safar 1291 H.) he was ap-
pointed consul in Poti with a salary of approximately 3,000 kurus; he resigned re-
peatedly from this post due to an illness and returned on March 9, 1875 ( 1 Safar
1292 H.) to Jerusalem to serve as mayor for a monthly salary of 1,000 kurus. On
March 9, 1876 (12t of Safar 1293 H.) [sic.]®* he was elected deputy of Jerusalem
[to the Ottoman parliament] with a salary of 3,000 kurus. He served for three
months in this capacity.

In July-August 1876 (Rajab 1293 H.) he returned to Jerusalem and was reelected
as mayor. In April-May 1877 (Rabi II 1294 H.) [sic.] he was reelected as deputy
of Jerusalem [to the Ottoman parliament]. He returned to Istanbul where he
served for three months with a salary of 3,000 kurus.

In January-February 1878 (Muharram 1295 H.) he returned to serve as mayor
of Jerusalem. In October-November 1880 (Dhu al-Qa‘da 1297 H.) he was ap-
pointed acting kaimmakam of Gaza with a salary of 850 kurus. He served in this
post for four and a half months. In February-March 1881 (Rabi‘ I 1298 H.) he was
appointed kaimmakam of Jaffa, and in December 1881-January 1882 (Safar 1299
H.) he became kaimmakam of Gaza with a salary of 1,750 kurus. He occupied this
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last post until May-June 1883 (Rajab 1300 H.), when it was deemed unsuitable for
him to occupy a post on the Egyptian borders after the British occupation of that
country.

He was summoned to Istanbul where he remained without an official post until
1887-88 (1305 H.). During this period of time he wrote to the division of interior
affairs in sura-y1 deviet defending himself and asking for a post that would suit his
accomplishments and previous career as a civil servant. In November-December
1885 (Safar 1303 H.) the division of interior affairs in sura-y: deviet acquitted him of
all accusations and deemed it unjust to deprive him of office. In November-
December 1887 (Rabi® I 1305 H.) he was appointed kaimmakam of Balqa with a
salary of 1,750 kurus. In December 1889-January 1890 (Jumada I 1307 H.) he was
promoted to the rank of Mirmiran and appointed kaimmakam of Mutiki in the
province of Bitlis with a salary of 2,500 kurus. He resigned from this post in De-
cember 1891-January 1892 (Jumada I 1309 H.). In April-May 1893 (Shawwal 1310
H.) he was appointed kaimmakam of Hasbayya, his salary being 1,750 kurus. He
was transferred in September-October 1893 (Rabi‘ I 1311 H.) to Jabal al-Duruz
with a salary of 1,250 kurus and occupied this post until October-November 1894
(Jumada I 1312 H.). This is the last entry in his official biography. 8

After Yusuf Efendi’s resignation from Poti, his official biography diverges from
the more recent biographies. One might tend to accept the information in the of-
ficial biography as being more authentic due to its nature and the fact that it is
contemporary to the career and life of Yusuf al-Khalidi. However, it appears that
the dates in this document are not precise and that perhaps an attempt to cover a
gap of almost one year was systematically undertaken. In other words, the docu-
ment reveals that it might have been doctored or altered in order to cover an em-
barrassing or an incriminating act. Hence, a discussion and a comparison between
the official biography and the later ones are imperative.

Rashid al-Khalidi who used the private papers, letters and publications of Yusuf
al-Khalidi, was able to show that Yusuf Efendi, after resigning from Poti, em-
barked on a trip through Russia to Vienna, where he worked as a professor of ori-
ental languages.®> The entry in Sicilli-i abval would not be expected to cover this
trip ending in a post since the record deals only with tenures that are paid for by
the Ottoman treasury. However, it completely ignores it and claims that al-
Khalidi returned from Poti to Jerusalem to act as a mayor of his native city. This
created a gap of a full year in the document which was not altered; thus we see
that al-Khalidi, according to the Sicilli-i ahval entry, was elected deputy to the Ot-
toman parliament even before the constitution was proclaimed.

The entry in Sicill-i abval reveals important information concerning suspicions
about al-Khalidi. The division of interior affairs in gura-y: devlet discussed reports
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written by an anonymous informer claiming that in Vienna al-Khalidi committed
the grave crime of treason. The accusation was dismissed, but these reports were
kept in al-Khalidi’s file. The investigation commission in the sura-y: deviet re-
commended caution and special attention in granting al-Khalidi any future pub-
lic office. The document informs us that al-Khalidi was himself aware of these re-
ports and their effects, a fact which urged him to address the division of interior
affairs in gura-y1 devlet in order to refute these allegations and assert his loyalty to
the state.

Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi along with ‘Abd al-Rahim Badran and Manuk Karaca
were deported from Istanbul immediately after the parliament was prorogued.3¢

Yusuf al-Khalidi, while in Vienna in 1880, edited and published the divan of
Labid, one of the most famous pre-Islamic poets. In 1893 he published a Kurdish-
Arabic dictionary.$”

Husni Bagi Zade Bey

He was the deputy of Aleppo in the first session of the first Ottoman parliament.
The biography of Husni Baqi Zade in Sicilli-i abval is very detailed and contains
all the posts he occupied in his long career.®8 A summary of this official entry is
presented below and followed by information from his biography in the history
of Aleppo by Raghib al-Tabbakh.?’

Husni Baqi Zade was born in Aleppo on January 8, 1844 (17 Dhu 1-Hijja 1259
H.).?® He studied Arabic, Persian and Turkish. After that he learned Italian,
French, geography, history and logic in the Terra Santa school in Aleppo. He
trained in different departments of the administrative council of Aleppo. In Feb-
ruary-March 1858 (Rajab 1274 H.), at the age of 15, he was appointed to the in-
vestigation bureau of the Zabtiyye.%!

In January-February 1871 (Dhu al-Qa‘da 1287 H.) he became the kaimmakam
of Birecek, where he was paid a salary of 3,500 kurus. In the beginning of 1873
(beginning of 1290 H.) he became governor of Antakya. In 1876 and 1877 (1293
and 1294 H.) he was entrusted with investigating complaints and riots in Urfa,
Iskenderun, Antakya and Bilan. For this kind of work, he received a per diem and
travel expenses. In mid-1877 (mid 1294 H.) he was elected to the parliament,
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earning a salary of 5,000 kxrus and 6,000 kurus to cover his travel expenses. After
5 to 6 month in this post he returned to the province of Aleppo.

Between 1878 and 1892-93 (between 1295 and 1310 H.) he was appointed as
acting kaimmakam of Ayntab, then kaimmakam of Antakya, Iskenderun, Zeytun
and Elbistan. During this period his salary ranged between 2,300 and 2,500 kurus.
In 1892-93 (1310 H.) he was dismissed from office due to a complaint brought
against him claiming that he occupied all these posts without having been se-
lected by the special commission for the appointment of civil servants.

In 1892-93 (1310 H.) his retirement salary was determined to be 1,250 kurus.
But in May-June 1894 (Dhu al-Qa‘da 1311 H.) he was appointed kaimmakam of
Haifa, and dismissed from this office in May-June 1895 (Dhu al-Hijja 1312 H.)
due to a complaint filed by the governor of Beirut claiming that Husni Bey had
insulted the officials and caused the people to hate the state.

During his tenure in Haifa he exerted special efforts and established two public
schools. His entry speaks about his achievements in different public projects in
the province of Aleppo, building bridges at his own expense, helping in establish-
ing schools and orphanages, as well as contributing to the development of the
network of roads between Aleppo, Iskenderun and Ayntab. Kamil Pasha wrote
Husni Bey personally in 1880-81 (1298 H.) thanking him for his engagement and
personal interest in public works.??

The biography of Husni Bey by al-Tabbakh highlights this interest especially
during his tenure in the parliament. Al-Tabbakh attributes the municipal law of
1877 to the efforts of Husni Bey.?* During his tenure as kaimmakam of Iskenderun
and Haifa he commissioned studies on the statistics of these cities, the availability
of water and agricultural potential. Both studies were presented to the Sultan’s
court. He was also interested in introducing new agricultural methods in his estate
in Iskenderun. Husni Bey was an avid collector of books, and he had a large pri-
vate library. He himself wrote in Arabic and Turkish. He composed a book in
Arabic on the early Arab history including the pre-Islamic period, which remains
as a manuscript, and a number of works in Turkish, one of which was printed un-
der the title Mersin’de iki diigiin, in which he criticizes the ruinous spendthrift hab-
its of the Ottoman people and calls for a more reasonable, spartan way of life. He
also prepared a report on the early Zionist activities in Palestine and presented it
to the Sultan’s court. Husni Bey died in 1907-08 (1325 H.) on his estate in
Iskenderun.
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Discussions in Parliament

During the discussions in parliament, the representatives of Syria were especially
active as the British ambassador to Istanbul testified.** They were interested in the
rights of the parliament, the reform of the empire in general and urban reforms in
particular. The affairs of Syria did occupy a considerable part of their interest.
This fact sometimes irritated Ahmet Vefik Pasha,’ the speaker of the house. Dur-
ing the deliberations on the press code (Matbuat Kanunu), for example, the latter
clearly became irritated, telling the Syrian deputies: “Her taraf Suriye degildir.”
(Syria is not all the districts [of the Empire]).%

Sometimes the debates took on the form of bargaining, as each representative
tried to secure special privileges for his region. This practice was particularly char-
acteristic of the Beiruti representatives; for example, Niqula al-Naqqash tried to
introduce amendments to the provincial law, bringing advantageous to Beirut at
the expense of Damascus.”” In 1864, the latter city had been designated as the
capital of the province of Syria to the great dismay of a large number of Beiruti
citizens. Ahmed Vefik Pasha furiously dismissed al-Naqqash’s reasoning in favour
of his home town with the words “Kanunlar, ya séyle olsun, ya boyle olsun...
Muhayyer olmaz. Kat’l olmali.” (The laws should be either in this manner or in
that manner...they can not be perplexing. They should be definitive).?

Naqqash’s argument for a special clause in the provincial law granting Beirut a
privileged status as the seat of the administrative council of the province of Syria
was rebuffed in the parliamentary meeting of April 1, 1877.% However, some Syr-

% PRO, PRO/FO 424/51, p. 57. In a letter dated April 3, 1877, from the British ambassador
in Istanbul Nassau Jocelyn to the Earl of Derby: “The discussions upon these points [the
internal organisation of the parliament] have been conducted with considerable ability
and animation; and several of the Arabian and Syrian Delegates have been conspicuous
for the energy they have displayed in opposing any measure of the government which ap-
peared to them an infringement of Parliamentary privilege.”

J. Deny wrote the following on the personality and character of Ahmed Vefik Pasha: “A

strong personality, he was an energetic, honest and conscientious man, frank to the point

of rudeness; at the same time he was whimsical and an eccentric, and possessed a dry wit.”

See Deny, “Ahmad Wafik Pasha,” 298. Isma‘il Habip described him as “One of the most

eccentric personalities of the Tanzimat period. His life and character were full of strange-

ness and awkwardness.” See Habip, Tiirk teceddiit edebiyat: taribi, 408. In one of the meet-
ings he did not hesitate to silence a deputy by saying “Sus, esek!” which translates as ‘Shut
up, donkey?’, cited in Devereux, First Ottoman Constitutional Period, 158, and in Karpat,

Kemal, “The Ottoman Parliament of 1877 and its Social Significance,” in Studies on Otto-

man Social and Political History (Leiden 2002), 82.

96 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:227.

97 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:70: “Nakkas Efendi (Suriye) — Vildyet meclis-i umumilerinin merkez-i
vildyette igtima edecekleri gosterilmiyor. Fakat, valinin miinasib gordiigii yerde, diye tasrib edilse,
miinasib olur. Suriye igin soyliyorum. Cemi, (Cemi’) sancaklar Sama gidecek olursa, Beyruta gele-
ceklerdir. Onun igin sebkat eden meclisler Beyrutta oldu.”

98 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:70.

99 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:70.

95
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ian notables were not easily deterred; they rekindled such schemes for Beirut dur-
ing the second session of the parliament. Notables from the Syrian coastal towns
persisted in their demand to turn parts of the Syrian coast into a province inde-
pendent of Damascus. In January 1878, twenty notables from the port cities of
Beirut, Tripoli and Acre held a meeting in Beirut and wired a collective petition to
the Grand Vizier and the speaker of the house, asking for the separation of the Syr-
ian coast from the province of Syria.l% They stated that such a new provincial di-
vision could only bring “great benefit” to the region.!”! The deputies of Beirut and
Jerusalem in the Ottoman parliament seconded the petition and the demand put
forward by members of their electorate. In the meeting of January 12, 1878, four
Syrian deputies presented an official memorandum (/4yiba) demanding the divi-
sion of the province. This memorandum was signed by Niqula al-Nagqash, ‘Abd
al-Rahim Badran, Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi and Khalil Ghanem. It was read by al-
Nagqash in that meeting and included in the minutes. According to proper proce-
dure and in order not to be stopped from reading the memorandum in the assem-
bly, al-Naqqash had deposited the memorandum on January 9 in the secretariat of
the parliament.192

The discussion of Article 24 of the provincial code on April 12, 1877 provoked
disagreement among the deputies.!® This article provided that the mufti was to
be ex officio a member of the district administrative council. It seems that the
parliamentarians were divided along religious lines. The representative of Beirut,
al-Hajj Husain Beyhum, proposed a compromise. He considered that the pre-
sence of the mufti in each and every meeting of the council, where sometimes a
large number of business transactions were to be inspected, would only delay the
business of the people. He argued that whenever a transaction concerned the af-
fairs of the Muslim community, then the mufti should be invited; accordingly, a
transaction concerning the affairs of the Christian community should be dealt
with in the presence of their religious headmen.!® Husain Beyhum proposed a
pragmatic solution to the problem. In his proposal he did not seek to preserve the
long-standing privileged position of the mufti or the “‘ulama’, but he did put them
on equal footing with non-Muslim religious headmen. Such a stance by Beyhum

100 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 2:252.

101 _4]-Bashir, February 8, 1878.

102 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 2:132.

103 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:90-98.

104 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:91. The discussion translates as: “Al-Hajj Husayn Beyhoum Efendi
([Beirut] Syria) — In these councils three or four property transfer transactions come forth
everyday. It is delayed longer [than necessary] because the Mufti has to be called for each
and every transaction. The business of the people is interrupted. The presence of the Mufti
and the judge in the council does not cause damages. Accordingly, when a transaction be-
longs to the affairs of Muslim clerics then the wulema, the learned and the sheikhs must be
invited, likewise when a transaction belongs to the affairs of the Christian clerics then the
[Christian] religious headmen could also be invited.”
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portrays the struggle of the emerging Muslim upper stratum to establish for them-
selves a political role independent of the previously privileged ‘ulama’ class.

During the early days of the war with Russia, Niqula al-Naqqash asked permis-
sion to deliver a speech in parliament. In his long speech he emphasised his loy-
alty and that of his electorate to the Ottoman state. However, he did not hesitate
to remind his colleagues and the Ottoman cabinet that this loyalty should not be
taken for granted because the Syrians deemed themselves overtaxed. His speech
included a long digression about tax collection in Syria, which he deemed to be
unfair and he repeatedly used the word “magduriyet” (unjust treatment), and the
phrase “pek ¢ok magduriyet” (excessively unjust), in order to stress his point. He
called for the reduction of land and property taxes in his province and for the ap-
plication of a fairer system of tax evaluation and land registration. He argued that
the value of land in Syria was systematically overestimated upon the registration
of property in the tabrir-i emlik (land register). The inflated land value in Syria led
to higher taxes, while other provinces were paying much less, a fact which, so he
held, could weaken the loyalty of the Ottoman Syrians. He ended his speech by
quoting excerpts from a petition from Tyre by a plantation owner, complaining
about the unfair overestimation of the tithe he had to pay. This petition was im-
mediately referred to the cabinet for a prompt reply.19

The speeches of al-Naqqgash concerning the taxation system were translated
into Arabic and published in the Beiruti newspaper al-Bashir, which shows that he
was interested in informing his electorate about his endeavour to “undermine the
unfair taxation system in Syria,” as he had put it. In an open letter to al-Bashir he
assessed his achievements during the first session of the parliament; he attributed
his failure in a few points regarding the reduction of taxation to the lack of con-
sistency and persistence by his electorate, especially the upper stratum of real
property and landowners.!1% He expected them to declare a civil disobedience by
abstaining from paying the due taxes for that fiscal year, pending the publication
of a favourable law. Such a radical action would have aided him in his negotiation
and argumentation for reducing the property tax.!” In another speech on the
same subject al-Nagqgash demanded that the provincial municipalities should play
a greater role in assessing and collecting the property tax and the tithe. He urged
that the municipalities should retain a certain amount of the collected taxes in
order to invest it in a public benefit fund (sandiq al-manafic al--umamiyya). The
main purpose of this municipal public benefit fund, according to al-Naqqash, was
to cover the tax arrears in the case of drought and crop failures; in other words, to
guarantee a stable income for the state treasury and at the same time relieve prop-
erty owners from dire financial straits and persecution. 198

105 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:184-185.

106 41 Bashir, May 20, 1877, and February 1, 1878.
107 _41Bashir, October 19, 1877.

108 _4]-Bashir, February 22, 1878.
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The representatives of Syria were especially concerned with urban affairs and
the impact of the drafted municipal code on its development. Niqula al-Naqqash
and Husain Beyhum took turns in discussions concerning article 47 of the Mu-
nicipal Code. This article provided that one clerk (ka#ib) in the municipal council
should be responsible for population census and land registry, tabrir-i niifus ve em-
ldk. Al-Nagqash and Beyhum argued that a single clerk could not manage such a
task.19 The Beiruti representatives had ample experience with the municipal insti-
tution in their home town. The first mayor of Beirut, al-Hajj ‘Abd Allah Beyhum,
was Husain’s uncle, and in 1877 Husain’s brother, Muhyi al-Din Beyhum, was the
mayor of the city.!10 In their argumentation with Midhat Bey Efendi, the repre-
sentative member of the Council of State, they stressed their concern for the effi-
ciency of the municipal council. Article 47, as finally published, provided for the
establishment of a department called kalem-i tabrir-i niifus ve emlik without specify-
ing the exact number of its clerks.!!!

In order to ensure the efficiency of the municipal council, appropriate revenue
was to be allocated to it. The discussions concerning articles 16 and 39, governing
the municipal finances and expenses, were especially heated. Al-Naqqgash com-
plained that in Beirut a tax on fish was currently collected, which did not corre-
spond to the practice in other Ottoman cities. It became apparent that the taxa-
tion system was not uniform throughout the Empire, and that revenues granted
to the provincial municipalities were lower than those granted to the municipality
of Istanbul, a fact which made one parliamentarian evoke the Constitution and

109 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:280-281. The discussions translate as: [Niqula] Naqqash Efendi
([Beirut] Syria) — As I have presented earlier, one secretary or clerk (katib) managing these
tasks is not possible. They [The lawmakers] gave one secretary, only; and they assign (to
him) an infinite amount of work (déinya kadar). This is not the work of one katib.
Hamazasb Efendi (Erzurum) — No need to repeat the same. Lately, this subject was passed
in the municipal law of Istanbul.

The speaker of the house [Ahmed Vefik Pasha] — Indeed, at that time such a discussion
took place... Therefore this is not the place to examine (this article once more).

Mithat Beyefendi (Sura-y1 Devlet 4zas1) ~This means one should know the functions of the
registration department which belong to the municipality and the works relevant to it,
which are to be found in this paragraph. At the right time the respectable members will see
the proposed law which belongs to the reform at hand (derdest-i tanzim bulunan).

Al-Hajj Husain Beyhum Efendi ([Beirut] Syria) — This could not be understood: Here, it
says this item will be momentary (muvakkat olacak) when it is only valid for a momentary
period, let it be, but when it will be valid in a permanent form then the municipal registra-
tion of the people and property is not necessary. The expenses are too high (masarif cok
olur). The revenue of the municipality is not sufficient [for such a costly task].

Mithat Beyefendi (Sura-y1 Devlet 4zasi) ~The revenue of the municipality is directly related
to the expenses.

The speaker of the house [Ahmed Vefik Pasha] - This is the first discussion. The commit-
tee has listened to your views. We will have another discussion. Sometimes it is beneficial
to spend a lot of money.

10 Thamrat al-funiin, May 24, 1877.

11 Article 47, in Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i umiir-1 belediyye (Istanbul 1995), 4:1666.
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state: “Since the Constitution considers all the cities as equal to Istanbul, there-
fore all the provinces must resemble Istanbul.”112

Article 16 of the drafted law provided for the municipality to spend ten per
cent of its income on the salaries of all its employees. A large number of parlia-
mentarians deemed it too low and restrictive. Some of them argued that ten per
cent of the revenue would not cover the salaries of all employees, taking into
consideration that well-paid professionals like medical doctors, engineers and vet-
erinarians were also on the payroll of the municipality. A long debate on this
matter with the speaker of the house and the representative of the Council of
State ensued. A vote by the majority insisted on allowing the municipalities to
spend twenty per cent of their income on salaries. Their requests were acknowl-
edged, the result of the vote was included in the minutes, and the demanded
changes were put forward to the approval of the upper chamber (meclis-i a’yan) for
final ratification.!’® The proposed changes were accepted and they were integrated
in the final Imperial Sanction (irade-i seniye), which proclaimed this municipal law
for the provinces.!'* The law stated that the permission to spend up to twenty per
cent on salaries was temporary; however, it did not specify for how long. This in-
definite wording of the law made it more suitable for a heterogeneous empire
with different levels of urban development on its territories.

The reasoning and the courage of some parliamentarians during the parliamen-
tary debates is remarkable. For example, Niqula al-Naqqash was against “restrict-
ing the freedom” of a large number of his electorate to nominate themselves to
the municipal council simply because they did not know Ottoman Turkish.!1>
Such an objection by al-Nakkash reflects great self-confidence and a willingness to
defend what he saw as the rights of his Arabic-speaking people. It was well know

N2 s, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:314: “Bir Meb’us — Mademki kanun-i esasi ber memleketi Istanbul ile bir
tutuyor; tagralarin dahi Istanbula benzemesi lizimdir.”

U3 Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:312-313.

114 Article 16 of the municipal law for the provinces was published as follows: “Onaltinc

madde: Belediye memurlar: maagiyla hine kiras: ve mithimmdt-1 kirtdsiyye ve mabrikdt-bahd ile

masdrif-i miiteferrika-i sdire herhalde vdriddt-1 belediyyenin Gsriinii ve nibayet muvakkaten humsunu

tecaviiz etmeyecektir.” Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i umidir-1 belediyye, 4:1661.

Us, Meclis-i meb’usan, 1:313. The discussion translates as follows:

Nicola Naqqash Efendi ([Beirut] Syria) - Here, the diction [of the law] is about speaking

Turkish; this will limit the freedom of some people. For example, a large number of people

in Beirut do not know Turkish.

The speaker of the house [Ahmet Vefik Pasha] - In four years, the intelligent should learn

Turkish.

A member — What harm is there in the lack of knowing Turkish?

The speaker of the house [Ahmet Vefik Pasha] — This hinders the unity [of the Empire].

God willing they accept my advice and learn Turkish.

Sebuh Efendi (Constantinople) - We did not assign the knowledge of Turkish to other

councils, why do we assign it to the municipal administration?

Ahmed Muhtar Efendi (Erzurum) — We did not assign the knowledge of Turkish to the

administrative council, [but] we assigned the reading ability of Turkish [to this council].

115
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that Ahmet Vefik Pasha, the father of Turkic studies in the Ottoman Empire, was
uncompromising when it came to this matter, i.e. the Turkish language.!® The
speaker of the house condescendingly answered that the intelligent would learn
Ottoman Turkish within four years; otherwise they would be hindering the unity
of the Empire. This implied that those who did not learn Turkish even to occupy
a minor communal post in a provincial municipality, were either ak:siz (foolish)
or intentionally endangering the unity of the Empire. This was a very serious ac-
cusation, given that the state was at war with its Balkan dependencies seeking in-
dependence, and with Russia which supported their national aspirations.

The representatives of Syria benefited from their long experience with the mu-
nicipal institution. They also enjoyed a close knowledge of their electorate, which
they tried to keep up-to-date concerning parliamentary activities by publishing
their debates and contributions in parliament in the press. They were directly in
contact with their electorate; the parliamentarians received and forwarded peti-
tions on behalf of Syrians, making their complaints and demands public in par-
liament.

The general picture that could be drawn from the contributions of the Syrian
deputies is that they were earnestly involved in the law-making process, and that
they sought pragmatic solutions for some chronic administrative problems. This
is a testimony that they were not apathetic to the new laws and regulations, and
that they did not need the coercion of an especially reforming governor to push
them towards a reform, as has so far been assumed. On the contrary, they had
vested interests in the new laws; these laws would in the final analysis acknowl-
edge their improved status in society and establish them as pioneers and political
representatives of their ethnic and religious communities. They were particularly
interested in the efficiency of the new institutions, especially in urban affairs, and,
as a consequence, they did not hesitate to criticise the Ottoman provincial offi-
cialdom for their shortcomings.

Conclusion

The varied regional experiences of the members of the meclis-i meb‘usan played an
important role in their contribution to the process of law writing and decision
making within the Empire. The parliamentary debates as a primary source for the
study of the political views of the representatives of Syria and their attitude to the
proposed urban reforms showed that they were seriously involved in the reform
process and that they attempted to improve the efficiency of the laws and institu-
tions. Aided by the biographical knowledge of their education, social and eco-

116 Ahmet Vefik Pasha “made an impressive contribution to the Turkish purist movement.” In
1876, a year before the parliament sat in Istanbul, his Turkish/Turkish dictionary Lehce-i
Osmdni was published. See Deny, “Ahmad Wafik Pasha,” 298.
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nomic standing as well as their careers, one might safely state that they epito-
mised a new emerging upper stratum in Ottoman society, and that they attended
to the specific interests of this social group.

It is imperative to describe some of the laws published in 1877 as innovations
or developments, but it is also essential to reconstruct how and why these changes
took place. Following this path we can show that ideas of the Tanzimat were more
widespread than so far assumed. Protagonists of the peaceful gradual reform in
the empire hailed not only from the elite of the capital, but from far away pro-
vincial urban centres as well. The deputies of Syria had high expectations from
the new laws regulating the affairs of the provincial institutions. They expected
them to play a major role in transforming Ottoman society.

The novelty of the laws promulgated in 1877-78 manifests itself clearly in the
willingness to share the assessment and the experiences concerning these laws
with the representatives of the provinces in parliament. Thus, for the first time,
the amendments were not proposed by, or based upon a report prepared by, an
Istanbul bureaucrat, or a governor appointed from Istanbul, but by members of a
new emerging social stratum within the various provinces of the empire.

A considerable number of the parliamentarians, as the various articles in this
volume have shown, were public-spirited tradesmen, high-ranking bureaucrats
and large property owners who were at the same time intellectuals, politically and
in many cases socially engaged in their immediate surroundings. They were aware
of the prevailing social, economic and political conditions in the empire as a
whole. This group regarded the laws in question as an opportunity to express its
aspirations, extend its influence, and create institutions that might also increase its
political influence and power. However, these aspirations were not in many cases
contradictory to the common public interest. For, the parliamentarians were espe-
cially concerned with urban, social, political, educational and economic devel-
opments through modernised institutions. Such developments would reflect posi-
tively on their own economic and commercial interests, and simultaneously bring
about the needed amenities and projects for the different cities of the empire.

The careers and biographies of a large number of the 45 deputies studied in this
book show that they were interested in the transmission of knowledge in word and
deed. They were active in establishing schools, reforming education, and organis-
ing scientific societies. They shared a belief that the spread of knowledge was the
prime guarantor of the reform and survival of the empire. Many of them wrote
books themselves that could be described as modern or secular in their subjects.
They were interested in history, literature and politics. The nascent press of the
time was supported by some of them and used as a new mean to spread their
ideas. The press which they utilised as a vector to spread their ideas and political
convictions was not written in the official language of the empire. Many of the
non-Turkish-speaking deputies paid special attention to reviving and promoting
their regional languages, believing that they would thus reach a broader public in
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their own communities. Theatre was another new medium that was expected to
teach lessons in moral earnestness, which was also sponsored and practised by a
number of these deputies including the speaker of the house himself. Their re-
gional languages occupied a considerable part of their attention. In spite of the fact
that they mastered Ottoman, a large number of the deputies wrote books in their
own languages or made translations from Ottoman. Classical works and manu-
scripts were also edited and revived by some of them, highlighting their individual
heritage. Attention to the various languages used in the empire was not necessarily
an attempt at secession, but it was an efficient means to democratise and spread
knowledge among the largest possible number of people. Therefore, the unity and
reform of the Ottoman Empire was called for not only in Ottoman, but in a large
number of languages through lectures, books, newspapers, plays and associations.
Many deputies worked for a tax reform in the empire for the sake of equity and
equality. They believed that a clear taxation scheme would reduce corruption and
ensure the loyalty of the taxpayers. Most of these parliamentarians were also en-
gaged in philanthropic activities aimed at fighting poverty and spreading educa-
tion to the least-privileged of their communities. They strongly believed that edu-
cation and knowledge were the best remedies for the social and political malaise
on both the communal and the imperial levels. They can be considered as bona
fide active protagonists of the Tanzimat, who were also able to spread its ideas
and impact to the different corners of the empire. It is now evident that in order
to achieve some of their aims these parliamentarians enjoyed and used all liberties
and means available to them during the first Ottoman experiment in democracy.
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Photographs showing 103 parlamentarians of the 1294-parliament.
Source: Resimli Kitab 4 (Kanun-i evvel 1324), 317-321.
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319

Baruh — Yaver Salamon Baruh

Basagi¢ Ibrahim Bey (Bosnia-Herzegovina)
226,227,231, 234, 235, 236-239, 242,
244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 251, — Ibra-
him Edhem, — RedZepasi¢ Ibrahim Bey,
— Sehzade (or: Sehi¢) Ibrahim Bey

Batatu, Hanna 278

Bedran Efendi — Badran, ‘Abd al-Rahim

Bedros (son of Krikos Bzdigian)206

Behixhe Hamza (wife of Ali Naki Bey Libo-
hova) 164

Bekir Bey (father of Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora)
168, — Avlonyali Ebubekir Bey

Belin, Francois 30

Beratli Mehmed Ali Bey 165, — Mehmed
Ali Bey Vrioni

Bereketzade Ismail Hakk: 148

Beso Tanovi¢ (father of Tanovi¢) 252

Beyhum, al-Hajj Husain (Syria) 285, 291-
293, 298, 305, 307, 318

Beyhum, al-Hajj ‘Abd Allah 307

Beyhum, Husain (grandfather) 291

Beyhum, Muhyi al-Din 307

Beyhum, Umar 291

Bili¢ Sava (Bosnia-Herzegovina) 227, 233,
319

Blakeney, C. A. 176

Boghos Aga 194

Bzdigents Der Harutiun Kahana 206

Celal Bey (son of Toptanzade Sami Bey) 175

Chandler, Lord 139

Cheikho, Louis 288

Crispi, Francesco 162

Danyal, Menahim b. Salih — Menahim Sa-
lih Efendi

Danyel Karacyan 190n, — Taniel Kharadjian
Efendi

Davicho (or: Davigon) Levi (Yanya) 78, 151

Davison, Roderic 221

del Médico, Moise 24 — Moiz Bey
Dalmediko

Dervis Efendi (member of the sura-yi deviet)
282,283

Dervig Pasa 162, 173

Devereux, Robert 14, 18, 19, 70, 75, 76, 79,
143, 145, 151, 169, 175, 176, 178, 187,
189, 200, 223, 242, 251, 252, 255, 256

Dibs, Yusuf al- 288, 289

Dimitraki, Teodorov (Tuna) 218n, 324

Dimitri Efendi (Selanik) 218n

Dumisi¢ Fehim (Bosnia-Herzegovina) 226,
227, 240-241, 318, — Selimovi¢ Fehim, —
Simi¢ Fehim

Dwight, Henry Otis

Ebuizziya Teviik 148, 237

Edhem Ruhi 124, 125, 126, 128

Ejll Paloka 151, — Angeli Efendi

Ekmecié¢, Milorad 226

Ekrem Bey Vlora 234

Eldridge, Jackson 290, 291, 295, 299

Emin Efendi (Aydin) 145n

Emine (mother of Abdiil Bey Frageri) 154

Emine Klisura (wife of Mehmed Ali Vrioni)
166

Emine Veliye (wife of Semseddin Sami Fra-
seri) 162

Engelhardt, Edouard Philippe 80

Esref Mustafa Paga 142

Fadilpasi¢ Mustafa Bey (Bosnia-
Herzegovina) 227, 241-242, 250, 251,

Fakhuri, Yusuf al- 287

Fasih Efendi 283 — Ibrahim Fasih Efendi (al-
Haydari)

Fatime (wife of Omer Sevki Efendi) 174

Fehim Efendi — Pumisi¢ Fehim

Ferdinand I of Bulgaria 126

Feyzi Efendi (Yanya) 176, 321

Filip Aga Rosto (Iskodra) 164, 317, — Filip
Risto Vugkovi¢

Filip Efendi 164 — Filip Aga Rosto

Filip Risto Vugkovi¢ 164 — Filip Aga Rosto

Findley, Carter V. 54

Fluku, Vehbi 174

Foucault, Michel 89, 90

Franz Joseph I of Austria 245
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Frageri, Abdil — Abdiil Bey Frageri

Frashéri, Kristo 155, 156

Freeman (British consul) 244

Fresco, David 25

Fuad Pasa 23, 26, 191, 295

Gabay, Yehezkel 24

Garabed Utidjiyan 194, 209, 210, 211, 220

Gardet (French teacher) 194

Gatteschi, Domenico 27

General Jovanovi¢ 244

Ghanem, Khalil (Syria) 145n, 305 — Halil
Ganem Efendi

Giragos Kazandjian Efendi (Erzurum) 190,
201n, 207

Gokalp, Ziya 101

Golemi, Yusuf 173

Grabovac Stevan (Bosnia-Herzegovina)
227,231

Grabovac Stojan 231

Giines, Ilhan 255

Hacaduryan Efendi 190n — Khatchadur
Der-Nersesian

Haci Mesud Efendi 211

Haci Nazim Aga 240

Hadji Lojo 231, 234, 238

Hafizadi¢-Naimefendi¢ Mehmed Bey
(Bosnia-Herzegovina) 242, 250, —
Naimzade

Hagop — Agop

Hagop Efendi (Kayseri) 190, 201n

Hagop Kazandjian (Ruscuk) 190, 199

Hagop Kazazian Efendi (later Paga) (Istan-
bul) 190, 198, 199n, 203, 208

Hagop Sbartalian Efendi (Izmir) 189, 190,
199, 200, 202, 205

Hagop Shahinian Efendi (Sivas) 190, 200,
209n, 218n, 321

Haig Barigian 200n

Hakija Resulbegovi¢ 252

Halid Bey Frageri 153

Halil Ganem Efendi 145n — Ghanem, Kha-
lil

Halil Rami Efendi (Crete) 264, 265, 266-
267,272,273, 274

Halil Rifat Pasa 131

Hallacian Efendi 190n, — Hamazasb Balla-
rian Efendi

Hamazasb Ballarian Efendi (Erzurum) 190,
200, 209n, 211, 219, 220, 316, — Halla-

cian Efendi, — Ballarian Efendi, — Ka-
llacyan Efendi

Hamdi Pasa 294

Hanioglu, Siikrii 54, 55, 123

Harito Efendi 167 —Mihail Harito Efendi

Harito, Petro (son of Mihail Harito Efendi)
168

Harun al-Rashid 298

Hasan Fehmi Efendi (Istanbul) 71, 217

Hasan Samih Pasa 260

Hasun (Bishop) 197, 199

Haydari, Ibrahim Fasih al- — Ibrahim Fasih
Efendi (al-Haydari)

Hikmet — 226, Arif Bey Rizvanbegovi¢

Hiristo Efendi 166 — Mihail Harito Efendi

Hoca Maksud Sarimian 199n

Hoca Mustafa Efendi (Adana) 217

Hovhannes — Ohannes

Hovhannes Allahverdian Efendi (Istanbul)
82, 197-198, 209n, 210, 315

Hovhannes Hiidaverdian — Hovhannes Al-
lahverdian Efendi

Hovhannes Kiirekian Efendi (Trabzon)
190, 199, 212

Hovhannes Movsesian 204

Hovhannes Sakiz 195

Hovhannes Vahanian (or Vahan) Efendi
(Bey) 190, 196, 203, 208

Hovnan Varcabedian 200n

Hovsep — Osep

Hovsep Kazazian 189 — Mardinli Hovsep
Kazazian Efendi

Hiudaverdizade Hovhannes — Hovhannes
Allahverdian Efendi

Hulagu 138

Hiiseyin Avni Paga 200

Hiseyin Efendi (Beyhum) — Beyhum, al-
Hajj Husain

Hiiseyin Paga 165

Hiusni Bey (Bakizade) — Baqi Zade, Husni

Hisniye Vokopola (wife of Mehmed Ali
Vrioni) 166

Hisrev Bey Radovisi 130

Hut, Muhammad al-291

[brahim (son of Selim Aga Goriz) 174

Ibrahim Bey — Basagi¢ Ibrahim Bey

Ibrahim Edhem 242, — Basagi¢ Ibrahim Bey

Ibrahim Edhem Pasa 84

Ibrahim Fasih Efendi (al-Haydari) 282, 283

Ibrahim Pasa 193, 206
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Ibrahim Paga 294

Ibrahim Rustem Efendi Uruci 177

Ibrahim Sinasi 146

Ilyas Bey Vrioni 166

[lyas Pasa Debre 160

Imrahor Ilyas Bey 154

Isak (father of Salom Salomon Efendi) 230

Isakovi¢ Salomon 230, — Salom Salomon
Efendi

Ishak Efendi 190 — Sahag Yavrumian Efendi

Iskender Mahmudov 117, 124, 128

Ismail Aga Cengi¢ 252

Ismail Paga 270

Ismail, Khedive 193

Ispartalioglu Agop 189n — Hagop Sbartalian
Efendi

Istefanaki Efendi (Tuna) 218n, 322

Istefanos Efendi — Stephanos Nikolaides

Istepan Spartalian — Sdepan Spartalian 202

Javer Salamon Baruh (Bosnia-Herzegovina)
226n, 227, 229-230, 318

Jeli¢ Efendi 233, — Bili¢ Sava

Jundi, Emin al- 291

Kabbabe, Na“am 287

Kadri Efendi (Aleppo) 82

Kaleshi, Hasan 158, 159

Kallacyan Efendi 190n — Hamazasb Balla-
rian Efendi

Killay, Béni von 238, 239

Kamil Pasha 303

Kapetanovi¢ Mehmed Bey (Bosnia-
Herzegovina) 226n, 227, 230, 231, 232,
234, 235, 237, 238, 239, 242-247, — Me-
hmed Muhyi Bey

Kapidzi¢, Hamdija 251

Kapriel Bardizbanian 194

Kara Kemal 99

Kara, Ismail 58

Karabeg Mustafa Sitki (Bosnia-
Herzegovina) 226n, 227, 238, 242, 247-
250

Karaca, Levon 296, 297

Karaca, Manuk (or Manok) — Manug Kara-
djian Efendi

Karacyan Efendi — Taniel Kharadjian Efendi

Karal, Enver Ziya 14

Karamihaloglu Yorgi (Edirne) 218n, 316

Karpat, Kemal H. 274

Kasbar Sinabian 191

Katchadur Bardizbanian 194

Kaufmann, Konstantin Petrovich von 139

Kazaz Artin Bezdjian 191, 192n

Kazazian Efendi 189 — Mardinli Hovsep
Kazazian Efendi

Kevork Aramian 193

Kevork Efendi (Sivas) 190, 201n

Kevork Samandjian 195

Khalid ibn al-Walid 300

Khalid, ‘Abd Allah 291

Khalidi, Rashid 299, 301

Khalidi, Yusuf Diya’ al- 285, 299-302, 305, —
Yusuf Ziya

Khatchadur Der-Nersesian (Erzurum) 190,
199, 204-205, — Hacaduryan Efendi

Khatiba Sehir Karca Zade Efendi 199, —
Manug Karadjian Efendi

Khazez Sarrafoglu Aga Vitchen — Sarrafoglu
Bey Vitchen

Khari, Khalil al- 26

Khuri, Khalil al- 296

Kiatibian, Dr. 195

Kiragos Kazandjian — Giragos Kazandjian
Efendi

Kirkor — Krikor

Kondi, Petro 167

Konstantin (father of Petraki Efendi) 234

Korkut Mola Efendi 227, 242, 250

Korkut, Dervis Mehmed 236, 252

Kostan Efendi 231

Krikor (Misag) Odian Efendi 190, 193-195,
196, 203, 208, 214

Krikor — Kirkor

Krikor Aghaton 194, 195

Krikor Balian 194

Krikor Bzdigian (or: Bzdigoglu) Efendi
(Adana) 189, 200, 205, 206

Krikor Zohrab 216, 220

Labid 302

Latas Omer [Liitfi] Pasa 232, 236

Layard, Henry 68, 173, 176, 177, 299

Lebhovali Ali Naki Bey — Ali Naki Bey Li-
bohova

Leo 214 — Arakel Babakhanian

Lovegeli Ibrahim Dervig Pasa 248, 249

Mahmud II 26, 86, 90, 91, 257

Mahmud Nedim Pasa 206

Mahmud Nedim Paga 85, 144

Mahmut Ekrem Bey 164

Maiorcas, Marco 25
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Maksud Amira 199n — Hoca Maksud Sari-
mian

Maksud Simon Bey 199n

Maksudyan Efendi 220 — Sebuh Maksudian
Efendi

Malet, Edward 176

Malik Naili Paga 163

Mandi¢, Milo$ 23n

Mansur Paga (al-Sa‘dun) 282, 283

Manug Karadjian Efendi (Aleppo) 145n,
189, 190, 199, 200, 200n, 202n, 211n,
285, 296-297, 302, 319, — Manuk Efendj,
— Karaca Manuk (or: Manok), — Khatiba
Sehir Karca Zade Efendi

Manuk Efendi — Manug Karadjian Efendi

Mardin, Serif 54

Mardinli Hovsep Kazazian Efendi (Diyar-
bekir) 189, 190, 199, 202n, 211

Marinovi¢ 227, 232

Markrid Nikologlu (wife of Krikor Bzdigian)
206

Marosi¢ (or: Marusic) Jozo (Bosnia-
Herzegovina) 227, 232

Marosik Pozo 226, — Marosi¢ Jozo

Martin, David 106

Megalovrysanos, Gregorios 269

Mehmed Ali Berati 164, — Mehmed Ali Bey
Vrioni

Mehmed Ali Bey Vrioni (Yanya) 152, 156,
158, 160, 161, 164-166, 167, 176, 177, —
Beratli Mehmed Ali Bey, —» Mehmed Ali
Berati

Mehmed Ali Paga 159, 257

Mehmed Emin Efendi — Bagdadli Mehmed
Emin Efendi

Mehmed Ferid Paga (son of Mustafa Nuri
Bey Vlora, grand vizier) 170

Mehmed Frageri 154

Mehmed Hulusi 224

Mehmed Muhyi Bey 250, — Kapetanovi¢
Mehmed Bey

Mehmed Namik Paga 281, 282

Mehmed Nazif Paga 224, 226

Mehmed Rauf Paga 145, 261

Mehmed Said Pasa (minister of the Navy)
145

Mehmed Sakir 134n

Mehmed Salim 134n

Mehmed Siireyya 130

Mehmet Yusuf Paga 294

Melek (daughter of Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora)
170

Melkon Donelian (or: Doniloglu) Efendi
(Ankara) 190, 201n, 202

Menahim Salih Efendi (Baghdad) 276-277,
317

Mevla Halil Efendi 247

Mgrditch (son of Krikos Bzdigian) 206

Midhat (son of Abdiil Bey Frageri) 162, 163

Midhat Bey (member of the council of state)
76

Midhat Bey 307

Midhat Pasa 54, 67, 68, 70, 95, 107, 127, 131,
194, 195, 275, 278, 282, 295

Mihail Harito Efendi (Yanya) 166-168

Mihail Hiristo Efendi 166 — Mihail Harito
Efendi

Mihal Kristo 166 — Mihail Harito Efendi

Mihaliki Efendi (Selanik) 175

Mihran Diiz Bey (senator) 190, 192, 197,
202n, 207n, 208

Mihran Tchelebi Diiz 197, 198

Mihri (wife of Mehmed Ali Vrioni) 166

Mikael Altintop Efendi (Ankara) 189, 201n,
317

Mikayel (son of Krikos Bzdigian) 206

Mikayel Varantian 214

Misho Todori (Sofia) 218n, 321 (as Petko
Efendi)

Moliére, Jean-Baptiste 288, 293

Molla Hiisrev 248

Mose Atijas 229, — Zeki Efendi Rafajlovi¢
229

Mousourus, Yanko 22n,

Muallim Naci 63

Muamelecizade Emin Aga 118

Muhamet (son of Selim Aga Goriz) 174

Muhammad Amin al-Zand 280, — Bagdadl:
Mehmed Emin Efendi

Munif Pasa 133

Murad Bey (Tuna) 190, 200

Murad Bey — Osmanpasi¢ Murad Bey

Murad V 13, 131

Mislim Aga Vasjari 156

Mustafa Bey Radovisi (Selanik) 76, 77n,
129-149

Mustafa bin Mollazade Hiisrev Radovisi 129,
— Mustafa Bey Radovisi

Mustafa Efendi Krehi¢ 242
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Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora (Yanya) 145n, 156,
167, 168-170, 323, — Yanyali Ahmed
Pagazade Mustafa Bey

Mustafa Paga Vlora 234

Mustafa Ragib 118

Mustafa Resid Pasa 191

Mustafa Sitki Efendi — Karabeg Mustafa
Sitkt

Mustafa Tevfik Bey 135

Mustaj Pasa Babi¢ 243

Muvekkit — Salih Sidki HadZihuseinovi¢

Nafi Efendi (Aleppo) 76, 145n, 217, 319

Nahabed Rusinian 194

Naile Yanina (wife of Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlo-
ra) 170

Naim Frageri 153, 154

Naimzade 251, — Hafizadié-Naimefendié¢
Mehmed Bey

Namik Bey (son of Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora)
170

Namik Kemal 57, 132, 134, 146, 147, 148,
238

Namik Paga — Mehmed Namik Paga

Naqqas, Nicolas — Nikola Efendi Nakkas

Naqqash, Elias al- 286, 287

Naqqash, Marun al- 287, 288, 290

Nagqash, Niqula al- — Nikola Efendi Nak-
kas

Nardali Omer Sevki — Omer Sevki Efendi

Nashid Paga 298

Nasib (daughter of Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora)
170

Nassau, Jocelyn 285, 295

Nawfal, Girgis 294

Nawfal, Nasim 296

Nawfal, Lutf Allah (son of Niqula) 295

Nawfal, Lutf Allah 294

Nawfal, Nawfal 296

Nawfal, Niqula (Syria) 218n, 285, 290, 293-
296

Nawfal, Salim 296

Nawfal, ‘Abd Allah Habib 294

Nawfal, ‘Abd Allah Ibn Mikhail 296

Nazli Vahan Arzumanian 196

Nefise (sister of Abdiil Bey Fraseri) 154

Neki Bey — Ali Naki Bey Libohova

Nerses Varjabedian 195

Negset Pasa (son of Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora)
170

Nicolaides, Demetrius 28, 29, 30, 31

Nigoghos Balian 194

Nikola Efendi (Nawfal) — Nawfal, Niqula

Nikola Efendi Nakkag (Syria) 24, 219, 285,
286-291, 293, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308,
321, — Naqgqash, Niqula al-, — Naqqas,
Nicolas

Nikolaides, Stephanos — Stephanos Niko-
laides

Nikolas Chanaka (Yanya) 151, 323

Nikoletakes, Adriana 268

Nikoletakes, Georgios 268

Nikoletakes, Meletios 268, 269

Ohannes — Hovhannes

Oksen Shahinian 194

Omer Pasa — Latas Omer [Liitfi] Paga

Omer Pasa 165

Omer Prizreni 170-171, — Omer Sevki Efen-
di

Omer Sevki Efendi (Kosova) 151, 170-174,
323, — Nardali Omer Sevki, — Omer
Prizreni

Ortayly, Ilber 70

Osep — Hovsep

Osman (brother of Omer Sevki Efendi) 172

Osman Nuri Pasa (Gazi) 251

Osman Pasa (Gazi) 162

Osman Serif Paga 234

Osmanpasi¢ Murad Bey (Bosnia-
Herzegovina) 227, 241, 251

Parasyris, Nikolaos 269

Parunag Bey 194

Pears, Edwin 86

Pero Efendi — Sahacija Pero

Petraki Efendi (Bosnia-Herzegovina) 234-
235, Petrovi¢ Petro

Petrovi¢ Petro 236, — Petraki Efendi

Photiades, Constantine 31 32

Pius IX 289

Podgorigeli Yusuf Ziyaeddin 177, — Yusuf
Ziyaeddin Efendi

Polychronides, Michael 269

Portakal Paga 203

Portukalian, M. 195

Puzant Yeghiayan 206

Qigano, Na“am 287

Rado, Sevket 129

Rasim Bey (Edirne) 145n, 316

RedZepasi¢ Ibrahim Bey — Basagi¢ Ibrahim
Bey

Rhazes, D. 30
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Ridanovié¢, Hac1 Abdullah Efendi 248, 249

Riftat Bey (Shawkat) (Baghdad) 278-279

Riza Efendi (Bosnia-Herzegovina) 251

Rizaj, Skender 177

Rupen Yazidjiyan Efendi (Edirne) 190, 201,
202n, 211, 316

Rupen Zasioglu 190n — Rupen Yazidjiyan
Efendi

Rusafi, Ma‘ruf al- 276

Riistem Paga Leskoviku 156

Sabanovi¢, Hazim 248

Sabus Toptani (mother of Mehmed Ali Vrio-
ni) 165

Sadik Rifat Paga 24

Sahacija Pero (Bosnia-Herzegovina) 232-
233, 234, 226n

Sahag Yavrumian Efendi (Bursa) 190, 199,
318, — Ishak Efendi

Sahnisa (sister of Abdiil Bey Frageri) 154

Said Pasa (Kuigiik) 120

Salih Sidki HadZihuseinovi¢ 238, — Muvek-
kit

Saliha Dino 175

Salom — Salom Salomon Efendi

Salomon Salom Efendi (Bosnia-
Herzegovina) 226n, 227, 229, 230-231, —
Isakovi¢ Salomon

Sami Bey — Toptanzade Sami Bey

Sarrafoglu Bey Vitchen 191, — Khazez Sarra-
foglu Aga Vitchen

Savfet-Beg (son of Basagic¢) 238, 239, 251

Sa‘dan, Mansur al- (Pagsa) — Mansur Paga
(al-Sa‘dan)

Scholch, Alexander 299

Sdepan Spartalian 202

Sebuh Maksudian Efendi (Istanbul) 190,
199, 201n, 202n, 211n, 220, 315

Sehzade (or Sehi¢) Ibrahim Bey — Bagagi¢
Ibrahim Bey

Selim Aga Goriz (Iskodra) 174-175

Selim Efendi — Selim Aga Goriz

Selim IIT 90, 91

Selim Pasa (local governor of Gjirokastér)
168

Selimovi¢ Fehim 251, — Pumisi¢ Fehim

Semseddin Sami Frageri 153, 154, 155, 156,
159, 162, 176

Semsi Efendi 136

Serif Frageri 154

Serifzade Abdurrahman Vasfi Bey — Abdir-
rahman Vasfi Bey

Serovpe Vitchenian 191, — Servitchen Efendi

Server Paga 298

Servitchen Efendi (senator) 190, 191-192,
195, 196, 203n, 207n, 210

Sevket Mehmed Paga 237

Sevki Efendi (kaymakam in Bosnia-
Herzegovina) 242

Seyfeddin Efendi 96, 97

Shawkat, Naji 278

Shawkat, Rif'at — Rif‘at Bey (Shawkat)

Shaykh Qadir, Shaykh ‘Abdarrazzaq —
Abdiirrezzak Efendi

Shaykh ‘Abdarrazzaq Shaykh Qadir —
Abdiirrezzak Efendi

Shehu, Neil 169

Shidyaq, Faris al- 25 — Ahmed Faris Efendi

Shuvalov, Count 140

Simi¢ Fehim 251, — Dumisi¢ Fehim

Sinapian, G. 28

Sophronios (Metropolitan of Chio) 22n

Srpuhi Diisap Pasa 196

Stambolov, Stefan 112

Starova, Ibrahim 154

Stephanos Nikolaides (Crete) 264, 265,
267-273, — Istefanos Efendi

Silleyman Efendi Zgatari 171

Silleyman Hiisnii Paga 145, 148

Silleyman Paga 249

Siireyya Bey (son of Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora)
170

Tabbakh, Raghib al- 302, 303

Tahsin Frageri 154

Tamerlane 138

Taniel Kharadjian Efendi (Erzurum) 190,
201n, 209n, 211, 220, 316, — Danyel Ka-
racyan

Tanovi¢ Mula Ago 236, 251-252

Tarrazi, Philippe 288, 291

Tchamitch Hovhannes Efendi 190, 197, 198,
202n, 208

Teodor Kasap 55, 58, 64n, 139

Tepedelenli Ali Paga 163, 165

TeskeredZi¢ Dervi$ Bey 240, 242, 243, 252-
253

Toptanzade Sami Bey (i§kodra) 175, 317, —
Toydanzade Sami

Toydanzade Sami — Toptanzade Sami Bey

Trochalakes, Nikolaos 268
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Ursinus, Michael 265

Us, Hakk: Tank 14, 15, 18, 19, 151, 165, 171,
226,229, 232, 251, 252, 277, 286

Vartkes Serengiilian 216

Veysel Bey Dino (Yanya) 161, 166, 175-177,
319

Vithynos, Yanko 32

Vladislav (son of Bili¢ Sava) 234

Vréevié, Vuk 243

Vuckovié¢, Filip Risto — Filip Aga Rosto

Weber, Max 98

Whitman, Sidney 55

Yanko Resmi 134n

Yanyali Ahmed Pagazade Mustafa Bey 168,
— Mustafa Nuri Bey Vlora

Yaver Baruh Salomon — Javer Salomon Ba-
ruh

Yaver Disraeli 231, — Javer Salomon Baruh

Yelyij Efendi 233, — Bili¢ Sava

Yenisehirlizade Haci Ahmed (Aydin) 76,
82, 145n, 175, 316

Yusuf Orugi (or: Urugi) — Yusuf Ziyaeddin
Efendi

Yusuf Vrioni 166

Yusuf Ziya (Jerusalem) 76, 81, 87, 145n, 285,
299-302, 305, 322, — Khalidi, Yusuf Diya’
al-

Yusuf Ziyaeddin Efendi (Iskodra) 177-178,
317, — Yusuf Orugi (or: Urugi), —
Podgorigeli Yusuf Ziyaeddin

Zahari Efendi (Sofia) 218n, 322

Zeki Efendi Rafajlovi¢ 229

Zeynelabidin Efendi (Kosova) 151

Ziya Paga 21, 24, 148

Zoghrafou Efendi (Greek member of Parlia-
ment) 209n

Zogu, Ahmet 175

Zoidhi Efendi 167
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