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ABSTRACT
The Social and Economic Transformation

of Mush Region between 1865 and 1890

This study investigates the ethnic conflict through land, reforms, and migration. The
central government, after the Tanzimat period, eliminated the Aladdinpasazadelis
who owned the yurtluk-ocaklik lands in the Mus region. The population in the Mus
region was mixed and composed of Armenian, Kurdish and Circassian people.
Unlike the claims that the interference of the European Powers started the conflict,
this study investigates the importance of the land which escalated violence due to the
scarce resources which were taken by Kurdish tribes by force. The violence reached

its peak in the region after the establishment of the Hamidian Regiments in 1891.

This study also investigates the reforms attempts of the state and divides the
period into two: Between 1865 and 1878, a series of reform attempts of the state
were visible in order to protect the local inhabitants from attacks of Kurdish tribes.
Between 1878 and 1890, the reforms were aimed to secure the region and state
officials started to favor the Kurds and the establishment of the Hamidian Regiments
illustrates this. Land disputes in the region, on the other hand, also transformed from
class conflict to an ethnoreligious conflict; at the end of the 1880s, the state officials
tolerated the land seizures of the Kurds. However, not every example is the same. In
the case of the Surp Garabed Monastery, displacement of the Kurdish people from
their houses with the help of the state investigates how the peasants cope with

problems, developed new strategies and created their own discourses.
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OZET

Mus Bolgesinin 1865 ve 1890 Yillar1 Arasindaki Sosyal ve Ekonomik Doniistimii

Bu ¢aligma, 1865-1890 yillar1 arasinda Mus bolgesindeki etnik ¢atigmayi toprak,
reformlar ve go¢ iizerinden incelemektedir. Tanzimat’in baslamasi ile bolgeyi
kontrol altina almak isteyen devlet Mus’ta yurtluk-ocaklik topraklarina sahip olan
Alaaddinpasazadelileri tasfiye etmis ve bolgede bir gili¢ boslugu yaratmisti. Mus
bolgesi Ermeni, Kiirt ve Cerkes gibi karisik bir niifusa sahipti. Catismalarin Avrupa
Devletlerinin bir propagandasi olarak basladigina iddialarinin aksine iiretilen iirliniin
azlig1 sebebiyle bolgedeki topragin 6nem kazanmasi ve bunlarin da Kiirt agiretleri
tarafindan zorla alinmak istemesi ile ylikselise gecen siddeti incelemektedir. Bu

siddet ise 1891°de Hamidiye Alaylari’nin kurulmasi ile en tepe noktasina ¢ikmaistir.

Bu donemde ise devletin bolgeye yapmaya calistigr reformlari incelemekte ve
bunu iki doneme ayirmakta. 1865-1878 doneminde yerel ahaliyi Kiirt asiretlerin
saldirilarindan korumaya c¢alisan bir reformlar silsilesi ile karsilasirken 1878-1890
arasindaki donemde ise reformlar bolgenin giivenligini arttirma emeli ile birlikte
devlet gorevlilerinin géziinde Kiirtlerin 6nem kazanmaya basladigi bir donemdir ki
Hamidiye Alaylarinin kurulmasi bunu bize gostermektedir. Bolge ise toprak 6zelinde
ezen bir yerel esraf ile ezilen ahali arasinda bir sinif ¢atigmasi yasarken 1880lerin
sonunda bu daha ¢ok devletin Miisliimanlarin topraklar1 ele gegirmesine goz
yummasi ile gegmistir. Fakat her 6rnek ayni degildir. Surp Garabed Manastiri
orneginde Kiirt ahalinin yasadig1 topraklardan devlet gorevlileri zoruyla ¢ikarilmasi
da aslinda ahalinin yerinden edilince ne gibi stratejilere bagvurdugunu ve kendi

anlatilarini nasil olusturdugunu incelemektedir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This study is an investigation of the land issue in the Mus region, especially
Malazgird, Varto, Bulanik, and Mus plain between 1865 and 1890.! I argue that the
peasants’ claims on possession of the land were changed with the developments in
this period and raised the importance of the land since the region had scarce
resources. Therefore, the migrations into the region, the land disputes in which the
Armenians were affected most, the state officials’ behavior towards the events in the

region escalated the ethnic violence.

The Mus region was narrated by many visitors as a source of agriculture and
animal husbandry.? The fertile land in the Mus region, for instance, was described by
Ahmed Macid, the mutasarrif of Mus in 1909, as a “source of the gold” because of
many different herbs.® The region was closer to the important centers in Eastern
Anatolia such as Erzurum, Van, and the Russian Empire. The mountains around the
plain and the Murad River became the homes of the Kurdish tribes for animal
husbandry. They were pasturing in the summer season for these reasons. However,
the region had compromised of Armenians, settled Muslims, and Kurdish tribes. The
visitors such as Horatio Southgate who visited the region in 1838-1839, were

describing the fertile lands of the Mus region however, emphasis was also on

poverty;

!'1 left out Sason because in this period Sason was, first, a part of Bitlis sub-district, then became a
part of Mus sub-district in 1889.

2 “The land, which though productive was rudely cultivated, seemed for the most part to be devoted to
the growth of corn, but melon and vegetable gardens were not infrequent, and many bullocks and
buffaloes might be seen pasturing.” Henry Fanshawe Tozer, Turkish Armenia and Eastern Asia Minor
(London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1881), 282.

3 “bu cesim ovanin kabiliyet-i fevkalade-i inbatiyesinden kinayeten (Mus Ovas1 altin yuvasi) tabiri
zeban-zeddir.” Ahmed Macid, “Kiirdistan Ahvali ve Mesele-i Islahat,” Miilkiye, 1 September 1325, 2.
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[there are] no covered bazars, and the few stalls which bear the name are ill-
furnished and mean, without regularity or display. ... The number of poor,
insane, and diseased persons is astonishing. Boys and girls are seen running
with a single rag, often entirely naked, through the streets.*

Henry Fanshawe Tozer, on the other hand, complained about Kurdish tribes
in the region in 1879 because “during that season these mountaineers and their cattle
are distributed among the Christian population, who provide them with everything
and receive no payment in return.”” The security in Eastern Anatolia was dependent
on Kurdish beys before their demise. When the state vanished their visibility, it also
turned the region into a powerless place. To prevent any harm against themselves the
tribes came into the equation in terms of passage from one place to another.
Therefore, one of the problems in the 1860s was to provide security in the region.
The efforts however did not stop and continued until the establishment of the
Hamidian regiments.® However, in the 1880s, as this thesis will investigate, the
reforms for the security of the region as well as the protection of the inhabitants
turned into a political discourse in which the state officials argued that the Kurdish
tribes who were attacking the Armenians were loyal to the state. Therefore, a change
in the discourse was apparent. The discourse also followed the practices. The state
officials were not as cautious as the Tanzimat bureaucrats in the 1860s in terms of
the safety of the subjects so it resulted in an escalation of violence. Therefore, this
thesis will examine these practices such as changing the reform discourse from 1865

to 1890 as well as favoring the Muslims in political decisions in the region.

4 Horatio Southgate, Narrative of a Tour Through Armenia, Kurdistan, Persia and Mesopotamia:
With an Introduction, and Occasional Observations Upon the Condition of Mohammedanism and
Christianity in Those Countries, Vol 1 (New York: D. Appleton & Co., 1840), 202.

3> Tozer, Turkish Armenia and Eastern Asia Minor, 285.

¢ Metin Atmaca, ““Fermanii’s-Sultan Bos Beyne’l-Ekrad”: Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun Dogusunda
Sakiler, Hirsizlar Ve Batili Seyyahlar,” Kebikeg 45 (2018), 31.
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The conflict in the region was due to the land dispute after the abolishment of
the yurtluk-ocaklik lands. These types of lands were at the hands of the
Alaaddinpazades, which will be examined in Chapter 2, and the Tanzimat brought
changes for these types of lands. Giilseren Duman-Kog investigates the before and
after the abolishment of these types of lands and how the family members claimed
the land after the abolishment. The descendants of the family claimed the lands they
once belong to. However, the state gave them a monthly salary, and the lands were
confiscated. Duman Kog looks period of the 1820s-1870s through the elites’
perspective and how they were stripped from their titles and properties. She does not
give much detail about the peasants when the Land Code of 1858 was enacted and

they began to claim possession of the land.’

While Duman Kog gave a significant account of the Kurdish tribes in Mus
and their settlement process after the 1850s she did not emphasize the state officials’
policy on the others such as Armenian and Kurdish people who did not have a tribe.
As thesis will examine the peasants who claimed the lands after the developments in
the land issue in the Mus region. The Land Code of 1858 gave an opportunity to the
peasants to possess the land and this development led the peasants to get a title deed

in which many of them did not have.

While the peasants were producing a surplus and sending it mostly for
internal trade, the tribes who were using the pastures in the summer season aspired to
own it. Therefore, in a place where the resources were not enough for the inhabitants,
the conflict grew and turned into ethnic violence. The issue of who owned what,

however, grew with many developments like the migration of the Circassians, as

7 Giilseren Duman Kog, “Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire,” (PhD Diss., Bogazigi
Universitesi, 2018).



well as reform attempts of the state officials. Therefore, I will investigate the ethnic
conflict through land disputes. While emphasizing the importance of scarce resources
in the region, I do not intend to focus on the relation of production in the region. My
goal is to seek the ways in which the producers tried to preserve the resources. Their

demand for justice provides invaluable information about these attempts.

1.1 Literature review

The scholars approached ethnic conflict with different purposes. For instance, many
of them read the conflict from the perspective of international politics. The scholars
focused on the interference of Europe as the reason for the escalation of the violence
because European Powers affected the minds of the “loyal Armenians” badly.
Scholars like Kamuran Giiriin, Cevdet Kiiciik, Bayram Kodaman, and Salahi Sonyel
claimed there was no reason for Armenians to rebel against the Ottoman Empire
because the Armenians were wealthy who took much of the total share in Eastern
Anatolia. Therefore, if the European Powers had not used the Armenians, they would
not fight for freedom.® Therefore, the Armenians became “a tool” for a dream of

autonomous Armenia, in which the Armenian Patriarchate also pursued this dream.’

The problem with this approach is that the Ottoman Empire and its

apparatuses are ignored as if the state was not responsible for the protection of the

8 Bayram Kodaman, Sultan II. Abdulhamid Devri Dogu Anadolu Politikasi (Ankara: Tiirk Kiiltiiriini
Arastirma Enst, 1987); Kamuran Giiriin, Ermeni Dosyasi, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1983); Cevdet Kiiciik, Osmanli Diplomasisinde Ermeni Meselesinin Ortaya Cikisi, 1878-1897,
(fstanbul: Istanbul Universitesi, 1984), Salahi Ramsdam Sonyel, The Ottoman Armenians: Victims of
Great Power Diplomacy (London: K. Rustem & Brother, 1987).

% Giiriin, Ermeni Dosyast, 39-40; becoming “a tool” in the hands of the European Powers was a
common discourse in the nationalist discourse. Cevdet Kiigiik also used this discourse even though the
Armenians had been appointed in the state apparatus. Kiiciik, Osmanli Diplomasisinde Ermeni
Meselesinin Ortaya Cikisi, 1878-1897, 175.



people and providing justice as it was promised with the Tanzimat Edict. Therefore,
rather than focusing on the state power and why the state officials or central
administration failed to consolidate its power and fulfill the promises, the scholars

focused on the interference of the European Powers in case of oppression.

The sixty-first article of the Berlin Treaty enforced the Ottoman Empire to
make reforms in the provinces the Armenians inhabited.!® To determine the
population, the censuses became significant in these regions. Therefore, both the
representatives of the Muslims, the state, and of the Armenians, the Patriarchate,
applied to population censuses. Even though both population censuses did not match
with one another, Bilal Simsir focused on the population censuses because they were
“proving Turkishness” of Eastern Anatolia where he claimed the Armenians were
never a majority and the lands were not populated as the Balkans or Rumelian parts
of the empire in which, non-Muslims were in the majority in the region.!! Fuat
Diindar, on the other hand, argued the population censuses were not used for
measuring people but it had political implications since neither the Ottoman state nor
the Armenian Patriarchate held a proper population record except exaggerated
numbers.'? Mus, in this case, is a perfect example of population censuses. In 1867,
Mus became a sub-district of Erzurum then after the war Mus was a sub-district of

Van province for a brief time, and eventually, the sub-district became a part of Bitlis

10 According to the article, “The Sublime Porte undertakes to carry out, without further delay, the
improvements and reforms demanded by local requirements in the provinces inhabited by the
Armenians, and to guarantee their security against the Circassians and Kurds.” “Treaty between Great
Britain, Germany, Austria, France, Italy, Russia, and Turkey for the Settlement of Affairs in the East:
Signed at Berlin, July 13, 1878.” The American Journal of International Law 2, no. 4 (1908): 422.

" He claimed that the population of Balkans in which the majority of the region was not composed of
the Muslim population therefore should not be mixed with the Armenians in Eastern Anatolia. Bilal
N. Simsir, ed., British Documents on Ottoman Armenians: (1856-1880), vol. 1 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Print. Off, 1989), XXII.

12 Fuat Diindar, Kahir Ekseriyet, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaymlari, 2013), 7.
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province in 1879.'3 These changes were a part of preventing the sub-district from
being claimed as an Armenian city since the reform plans contained Mus sub-
province. The effect of the Berlin Treaty showed itself immediately with this
example. The change of the borders of the region emphasized that if the number of
Armenians were not high then there would not be an issue for reform according to
the central government. While the content of the reform was changed by the state
officials providing security in the region became the essential reform movement to
prevent the attacks of the Kurdish tribes as well as the Armenian revolutionaries as
will be examined in Chapter 4. Land disputes, however, are a more important
element for the escalation of the ethnic conflict and many scholars investigated this

issue.

Janet Klein and Samira Haj explain the land disputes through the expansion
of the global economy in the Ottoman Empire. For instance, Klein investigates the
economic activities of nomadic tribes which transformed their lifestyle with the rise
of the global economy. She emphasizes Mosul and Halep as the main centers for the
global markets in which the merchants from Eastern Anatolia and Mus went to or
sent to their productions. Samira Haj also focuses on the global economy in Ottoman
Iraq in the nineteenth century through the tribes’ economic transition from animal
husbandry to an agrarian landed class.!* In both cases, the state’s participation or

power to negotiate, or overcome the tribe’s power affected the choice. While Klein

13 The Mus sub-provinces became a part of the Van province to “discipline the Kurds” (Kiirtleri islah
etmek) and to protect the subject from the attacks of the tribes. Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (herafter
BOA) $D. 1874-7, 17 Rebiiilevvel 1296 (11 March 1879). However, the change was not successful
and there were plans to return the sub-province to the Erzurum province. However, in the last months
of 1879, Bitlis province was established and Mus became a sub-province of Bitlis. BOA. MB.I. 57-31,
18 November 1879.

14 Janet Klein, The Margins of Empire: Kurdish Militias in the Ottoman Tribal Zone (Stanford,
California: Stanford University Press, 2011), 133, Samira Haj, The Making of Iraq, 1900-1963:
Capital, Power, and Ideology (Albany, N.Y : State University of New York Press, 1997), 22-23.
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and Haj pointed out this important issue, to what degree the Mus region was
integrated into this global economy remains as a significant question. As Chapter 5
will show, rich people from villages in the region were sending their goods to Mosul
and Aleppo, but those who could not afford to go to these centers had to be in the

internal trade circle around the surroundings of the region or neighboring provinces.

Another scholar who focused on the land dispute was Yasar Tolga Cora. He
argues that to understand what happened in Eastern Anatolia it is essential to look at
the class differences because what started as a class conflict between exploiters and

t.!> Cora acknowledges that the class

exploited people transformed into ethnic conflic
conflict cannot be the sole problem or explanation of events since there was not the

only emphasis, what happened in Eastern Anatolia was the amalgamation of the

events and changes deeply felt by the inhabitants.!'®

Stephan Astourian investigates the land issue in Eastern Anatolia and Cilicia
respectively from 1850 to 1914 where the land changed hands from the original
owners. In Eastern Anatolia, the land was taken from Armenians, unlike Cilicia
where the Armenians bought the land.!” He argues that in Eastern Anatolia, the
Armenians became landless peasants after the surplus was taken by the Kurdish
tribes by force. Astourian believes that the migration from the Caucasus also led to
the land seizures in Eastern Anatolia. However, the scarcity of sources forced the
Circassians to fight with the local inhabitants in the Mus region, however, no

examples are showing that Circassians forcefully seized the lands that belong to the

15 Yagar T. Cora, “Dogu'da Kiirt-Ermeni Catismasinin Sosyoekonomik Arkaplani,” in /915: Siyaset,
Tehcir, Soykirim, ed. Fikret Adanir and Oktay Ozel, Birinci basim (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yayinlari, 2015), 130.

16 Cora, “Dogu'da Kiirt-Ermeni Catigmasinin Sosyoekonomik Arkaplani,” 139.

17 Stephan H. Astourian, “The Silence of the Land: Agrarian Relations, Ethnicity, and Power,” in 4
Question of Genocide: Armenians and Turks at the End of the Ottoman Empire, ed. Ronald G. Suny,
Fatma M. G6gek and Norman M. Naimark (New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).
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Armenians until the end of the 1880s. Therefore, I argue that the Circassians were

after these resources or surplus from the production until the end of the 1880s. "

Mehmet Polatel’s thesis is one of the most important contributions to the
scholarship. He focused on Armenians and the land question from 1870-1914. The
land disputes are divided into two categories: a class conflict that took place in the
1860s and a land issue as the national struggle for the Armenians in the 1890s and
onwards. The land disputes up to the Hamidian Period were mostly between
powerful local landholders or state officials and peasants by both claiming that they
had the right to become the owner.!? Polatel looks at Eastern Anatolia in which the
generalizations were common. As I will be investigating the Mus region, even
though the findings of the land disputes in the 1860s-1870s were closer to Polatel’s
findings, I argue that we should reconsider the periodization. He emphasized that the
1890s were “the ethno-nationalization of the land” in which the land seizures were
also begun by ordinary Muslims. However, as Chapter 2 will show, the state officials
were already discussing an Islamic policy in the region for the land disputes in the

1880s and emphasis was on favoring the Muslim inhabitants.

While the scholarship on land focused on the lands that were taken from the
Armenians, this thesis will present a case study in Chapter 5 that the Surp Garabed
Monastery in the midst of this Islamic policy by the state officials managed to
demolish a village closer to the Monastery. The inhabitants were Kurdish Muslims

who asked for justice by saying that how come a Muslim could destroy a mosque.

181 could not find any document regarding the complaints of the Armenians about Circassians seizing
the Armenians’ land in my research in the archives. While being said, I do know that this is not the
ultimate result of my research, however, I can claim that at least with the sources I have the
Circassians were after these resources.

19 Polatel, “Armenians and the Land Question in the Ottoman Empire, 1870-1914,” (PhD Diss.
Bogazigi Universitesi, 2017), 72.



This case illustrated that before the establishment of the Hamidian Regiments the
government agreed to demolish the villages with the request of the Armenian
Monastery and the land was given to the monastery. It is important to see these
events as they present the differences of the region and how the Kurdish peasants
confronted the Monastery as victims in this ethnoreligious conflict. Therefore, as
important as Polatel’s claims are, we have to agree that the study of a region in detail
can provide the difficulties of the generalizations. For instance, the examples of the
Mus region showed that the usurpers were supported by the state officials mainly,
but there is only one case in the region; a mufti claiming to possess the land because
it was inherited from his father. This study, therefore, does not support the claims
that the seyhs in the Mus region seized the lands as the evidence showed. In almost

every case, the usurper was in the state apparatus or befriended by a state official.

1.2 The methodology

This thesis focused on the peasants who could not have enough power to negotiate
the problems with the state except by sending petitions. However, the question is
what the state or the society is? I use Joel Migdal’s “state-in-society” approach. This
approach criticized the idea of the state versus the society. Migdal defined the state
as a “field of power marked by the use and threat of violence shaped by image ... and
practices.” The image or perception of the state can be regarded as the authority in
the decision-making process in a specific territory. This perception has two
boundaries: territorial in which there is a perception between states and social

boundaries in which a perception rules between the state and society. The territorial

boundary can be seen through Ottoman Empire, which was regarded as “the Muslim



empire”. In social boundaries, the image of the state differs from its actors and

groups since it can connect these actors and groups.?

The second element of the state is practice. Actors and agencies change the
perception of the state by their actions, whether enhancing or weaken it. Migdal
separated the practice and image from each other by quoting Bertrand Russell. He
wrote that “We have, in fact, two kinds of morality side by side; one which we
preach but do not practice, and another which we practice but seldom preach.”?!
Thinking about the practices of the state officials in the Ottoman Empire, the
peasants were aware of state officials’ capabilities. The peasants asked for the “right

way” even though the officials did not choose it.

Migdal emphasized the dynamic process of the transformation of the state,
which is not static and changes with interactions between groups to rule.?> While the
Ottoman Empire tried to consolidate its power through establishing new practices, it
engaged with the local notables or nomads for changing its image. It could signify an
empty idiom to the people in Mus since the local notables were already in charge of
everything at the time of emirates, but Tanzimat reforms enforced the centrality of
the state, which can be considered as a not successful attempt in Eastern Anatolia.
With time, during and after the immigration of the Chechens the state became visible
more and more for consolidating power, and eventually, as Elke Hartmann says the

state shared the power with the Hamidian Regiments or passed it to them.?* Or

20 Joel S. Migdal, State in Society: Studying How States and Societies Transform and Constitute One
Another, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 16-18.

2! Bertrand Russell, “Eastern and Western Ideals of Happiness” in Sceptical Essays (New York: W.
W. Norton, 1928), quoted in Migdal, State in Society,18.

22 Migdal, State in Society, 23.

23 Elke Hartmann, “The Central State in the Borderlands: Ottoman Eastern Anatolia in the Late
Nineteenth Century,” in Shatterzone of Empires: Coexistence and Violence in the German, Habsburg,
Russian, and Ottoman Borderlands, ed. Omer Bartov and Eric D. Weitz (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana
University Press; Chesham Combined Academic [distributor], 2012), 172.
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practices can be changed according to the situation like the case of Girvas village
where the governor and the mutasarrif chose to expel the Kurdish villagers in favor
of the Surp Garabed Monastery in a time when the anti-Armenian and pro-Kurdish
discourse was increasing in the writings of the state officials. However, Migdal also
examined the change in the mentality of the people living in the territorial
boundaries. He claimed that even in the static boundaries the change happens as well
as the perception of the state. 2* Why did the Armenians choose the rifle instead of
speaking out or left their countries? Therefore, as he called, the change happens as
well as the perception of the state changes. This thesis aims to look at if there was a
change of the people to the state or the image of it before the state chose to give its

power to Hamidian Regiments.

1.3 Sources

Even though the critique of the state is significant, we have to rely on what the state
preserved us in terms of the sources. Therefore, I used petitions from the peasants
mostly to see their complaints and wishes about what had to be done. Lex Heerma
van Voss explained petitions as “demands for a favor, or the redressing of an
injustice, directed to some established authority.”*> Yuval Ben-Bassat also defined
the petition as “a plea that subjects submit to a ruler to authorize steps in an extra-
judicial manner that bypasses or supersedes the regular justice system when all other

avenues have been exhausted or are believed to be devoid of utility.”?® Both van

24 Migdal, State in Society, 26.

25 Lex H. van Voss, “Introduction,” in Lex H. van Voss (ed.), Petitions in Social History, International
Review of Social History Supplements 9 (2002), 1.

26 Yuval Ben-Bassat, Petitioning the Sultan: Protests and Justice in Late Ottoman Palestine 1865-
1908, (London: [.B. Tauris, 2013), 22.
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Voss and Ben-Bassat emphasized the importance of the people’s choices to inform
the higher-level authorities about the local level problems. One of the most important
difficulties of the petitions is to differentiate when the petitioners showed their
agency into the writing and when the petition writers took responsibility. Van Voss
argued that even if the personal stories of the petitioners can have fictive elements,
the significance is petitioners' narrative on their life. Therefore, we can catch

glimpses of their lives and problems by crosschecking other evidence if there is. 2

Ben-Bassat also explained the importance of the petitions on the relationship
between state and subjects®® in terms of their ideas, wishes, and problems they faced.
The state, on the other hand, could control the petitions of the peasants in theory so
the authority of the sultan, even though he did not go there, was being under control.
Therefore, the petition mechanism both controlled the society and bureaucrats as
proof of the state is in charge.?’ The peasants then benefited from this control
mechanism, since the appointed governors or mutasarrifs were dismissed by the state
because of petitions from people. It was one of the ways that the state was
consolidating its power in the region since the Mus region was already in the
Tanzimat period, but the penetration of the state into the region was not completed
and continued until Hamidian Regiments. Ben-Bassat also wrote that the majority of
petitions from the Palestine region that was sent to the capital were written by the

urban population. Peasants, on the other hand, did not send petitions frequently.’

27 van Voss, Introduction, 9.

B 1 follow Will Hanley’s arguments about differentiation of subject or citizens in terms of Ottoman
Nationality Code in 1869. He investigated the reasons for issuing a code about nationality. He claimed
that the reason was to protect its subjects, and not citizens, in an age when the capitulations formed set
of relations in the empire or gave new meanings to Ottoman subjects if they left their nationality.
Therefore, rather than reading this law as a premise of the citizenship to the people of the empire it
was an attempt to show the sovereignty of the empire. Will Hanley, “What Ottoman Nationality Was
and Was Not,” Journal of the Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association 3, no. 2 (2016): 298.

2 Ben-Bassat, Petitioning the Sultan, 3-4.

30 Ben-Bassat, Petitioning the Sultan, 182.
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However, it can be asked how can we measure the frequency? Since the petitioning
can be seen as a representation of the problems and if the peasants had already their
mechanisms, then there was no need of using them. Therefore, this thesis focused on
the petitions since the peasants wanted to be heard through the petitions against
“injustices” against them. By acknowledging their disadvantages like not being
written by the petitioner itself mostly, this thesis emphasized the petitions because

the petitions can show what they wanted for justice with different discourses.

The petitions I used were mostly in Irade and Meclis-i Vald-y1 Ahkam-i
Adliye (Sublime Council for Judicial Ordinances) catalogs to examine the first years
of the region until 1868 when Meclis-i Vala was abolished and Sura-y1 Devlet
(Council of State) was established. The documents in Dahiliye Nezareti (Ministry of
Interior) showed the state’s interference with the region. The archives provided a
defter collection called “Ayniyat Defteri” in which the registers were copied to these
defters. There are five of them from 1866 to 1879, comprising copies of orders sent
to Erzurum and Van provinces. While there were few orders regarding the Mus
region, these books showed the procedures of state officials. Since the focus is on the
peasants, they applied to Sura-y1 Devlet for the second half of the nineteenth century.
Their call for justice in the documents is significant since they were the backbone of

the empire in a land empire.

The petitions are not the only sources we can look at. The Salnames
(vearbooks) of the provinces are also valuable sources. Even though the state
officials did not keep a track of every province in each year, there are seven
yearbooks of Erzurum province starting from 1870 to 1876 which contains
information about the Mus region. While the yearbooks of Erzurum continued to be

published the Mus sub-province was within the borders of Bitlis province and the
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yearbook of the Bitlis province starts in 1891. The population, the tax revenues, the
names of the state officials, detailed information about the geography of the region
can be found in these yearbooks. Therefore, it is important for the study of the
region. The local newspapers are also important but the only remaining newspaper in
the region that is written in Ottoman Turkish was Envar-1 Sarkiye. The issues of the
newspaper are not complete so it is difficult to use it but the remaining collection is

also important for the studies.

1.4 Chapter outline

This thesis consists of six chapters including the introduction chapter. In Chapter 2, I
will focus on the land disputes in the Mus region. By looking at the Land Code of
1858, I will examine how the code transformed the possession of the land. The Land
Code gave a chance to reduce the multiple claims on the lands but it also produced
many conflicts. The Armenians in most cases complained about the land seizures by
the state officials or the people who were befriended by the state officials. The
Armenians, in almost every case, claimed possession of the land but the conflict was
between powerful people. It was a space of contention because both claimants
always showed their title deeds. However, in the end, the Armenians were considered
as the tenant for the lands they lived in. The cases started as a class conflict but at the
end of the 1880s, it turned into an ethnoreligious conflict where the state gave the

empty lands to the Muslims for free instead of renting the land to the Armenians.

Chapter 3 will investigate the Circassian migrations to the Mus region at the
beginning of the 1860s. I focus on the Circassian immigrants because of their role in

the worsening of the land issue. The scarcity of resources caused the immigrants to
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resort to violence to benefit from resources. While the Circassians did not have any
conflict with the Armenians in terms of the possession of the land the region’s
security became worse. Therefore, the state’s inefficiency to control the Circassians
and prevent them from attacking the local inhabitants forced the state to take

temporary solutions like employment of them.

Chapter 4 focuses on the reform attempts of the state in the period of 1865-
1890. The two and a half decades witnessed two different reform attempts in the
region. The Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 changed the perception of the state
officials however, before that the attention of the Tanzimat bureaucrats was to
increase the security measures such as preventing the Kurdish tribes from attacking
the region as well as improve the local inhabitants’ well-being between 1865 and
1878. After the war, the new political system in the region turned its attention to the
infrastructural problems the region was experiencing. As time passed the problems
began to be ignored by the state officials and the reform attempts were slowed down.
This slow progress, however, escalated violence between the Armenians and Kurdish
inhabitants until the establishment of the Hamidian Regiments. During this time, the
state officials turned their attention to the Kurdish population and wrote reports to the
center claiming that how brave the Kurds were and they had to be in the state

apparatus.

Chapter 5 will examine a case study namely the destruction of Girvas village
in the 1880s by the orders of the governor of Bitlis. I argue that the people in the
village, first, paid the taxes to prevent any destruction of the village, and then, when
the village was destroyed, they used an Islamic discourse by emphasizing the
destruction of the mosque and cemeteries in their struggle. This chapter will show

that the land disputes were not centered on the Armenians becoming the victims but

15



the Kurdish people were also subjected to a similar treatment even if it was not
common as the Armenian people were subjected to. Chapter 6will be the concluding

part of the thesis.
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CHAPTER 2

THE MUS REGION AS A SPACE OF CONTENTION

The scholarship on land mainly focused on the Land Code of 1858 which paved a
way for individual ownership. While the literature on the land argued the
introduction of private property in the Ottoman Empire, the Land Code did not give
absolute ownership to the owners. As will be seen from the examples in the Mus
region, the ownership of the land was the center of the discussions by the claimants.
The complaints, however, were made mostly by the Armenian inhabitants based on
having a title deed and becoming the owner. The alleged suspects were mostly
Muslim state officials or Circassians. The Ottoman archive did not offer much
material about the events, but I found six events that related to the land disputes
between 1865-1890, in which themes of the petitions were demands for justice. Their
argument resembled each other since they were claiming that they were holding the
title deed so they had to be the owner of the land but the alleged suspects became the
owners. As the events show, the Muslims in the Mus region who were closer to the
state officials did not have any difficulty seizing the land due to a class conflict in
which the powerless peasants were oppressed by the Muslim aghas or tribe leaders
until the 1880s. While The Armenian peasants could not achieve their wish to
possess the land but they were even recorded as the tenants after the state decided to
give the land to Muslims. It was a space of contention since “the tenants”
encountered the local notables and state officials. However, this contention was lost
to the notables. Moreover, I argue that at the end of the 1880s, the land conflict was
turned into an ethnoreligious conflict in the region since the higher-level state

officials hesitated to sell the land in the auctions. Their primary motive was to
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populate with the Muslim population. I will first look at the Land Code of 1858 and
its articles, which gave the peasants an opportunity to possess the land. The rest of

the chapter will deal with the land disputes in the Mus region.

2.1 The land and the Land Code of 1858

The Land Code of 1858 was declared two years after the Crimean War ended.
However, these two years witnessed a great transformation in the tax system of the
empire. The reason for a change in the land code was to tax more due to the Crimean
War since the Ottoman Empire struggled with the financial crisis. The state apparatus
tried to find new solutions to the money shortages and the new direction was taxation
as well as centralization. Started with the sheep tax, the year 1274 in Hijri Calendar
(1857-1858) saw three distinct and significant changes in regulations. The sheep tax
which was taken in kind was changed to cash in different parts of the empire. For
instance, the tax was varied from three to five kurus for each sheep in the Balkans
and it was fixed to 1,5 kurus in Anatolia.>! The second change was the Land Code of
1858 in May 1858. The most important change was reducing the number of
claimants for the land for effective taxation. The third change was in the Penal Code

which was adopted from French Code.*

The most important evidence for these changes to improve the taxation
system was that the members of the commission changed the sheep tax was the same

as the members issued the Land Code of 1858. Eight members sealed each document

3'BOA. I MMS. 11-468. 1 came across with this when I was working in Tiibitak Project no: 119K310.
I would like to thank Yonca Koksal for sharing this document with me.

32 For Penal Code, see Senem Oner, “Ceviri Yoluyla Kanun Yapmak: 1858 Tarihli Osmanh Ceza
Kanunu’nun 1810 Tarihli Fransiz Ceza Kanunu’ndan Cevrilmesi,” (PhD Diss. Yildiz Teknik
Universitesi, 2013), Milen V. Petrov, “Everyday Forms of Compliance: Subaltern Commentaries on
Ottoman Reform, 1864-1868,” Comparative Studies in Society and History 46, no. 4 (Oct. 2004).
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without any change in members.** Therefore, we have to think of these lawmakers as
a coherent unit that changed the empire and its taxation policy in one year. The Land
Code of 1858 provided articles to have more taxes since it opened new ways and
lands for land use, which would result in more taxation ideally. However, the result
was chaos because the owners of the land could be living outside of the region in
which the Land Code would allow another person to claim possession of this land.
This ownership and use of the land lead to different arguments about the Land Code
of 1858. On the one hand, it was believed that this was a continuation of old kanuns,

and on the other hand, it was the rupture from the old.

Roderic Davison, Haim Gerber, and Omer Liitfi Barkan explained the Land
Code as a continuation of the old laws. Davison believed that the Land Code was an
upgrade of the old kanuns to keep up with the new discourse and time for control of
more centralized tax. ** Gerber’s claims on the continuation of the code as the old
laws followed the introduction of the ¢iftliks to the code. He interpreted it as the
confirmation of the practices which were not mentioned before, so it was not a break
from the old but rather it was accepting the practices.*®> Barkan claimed the main aim
was to ensure continuity because the code allowed people to use the empty or others’
lands who did not use it for more than ten years without getting punished if they paid
rent.*® As will be mentioned below, the articles of the code showed the significance
of the continuation of the tax revenues. To do that, the state had to know from whom

to collect the tax.

33 The eight members were Ahmed Cevdet, Mehmed Riisdi, Ahmed Celal, Sevket, Mustafa Hakki,
Sami, Tbrahim Edhem and Mehmed Fuad. BOA. I. MMS. 11-468 and BOA. 4.} DVN. NMH. 9-17.
34 Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876 (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1963), 99-100.

35 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, (London: Mansell, 1987), 71.

36 Omer L. Barkan, “Tiirk Toprak Hukuku Tarihinde Tanzimat Ve 1274 (1858) Tarihli Arazi
Kanunnamesi”, in Tiirkiye'de Toprak Meselesi, (Istanbul: Gézlem Yayinlari, 1980), 343.
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Huricihan Islamoglu argued that the Code of 1858 was a process in which the
Ottoman state tried to increase the capacity of the agrarian economy by changing the
land relations in terms of individual ownership.’” Islamoglu rejected the
representation of the law as the result of what has happened but it was the reason and
it defined the rights and claims.?® In this definition, the state was the sole attention in
the contested domain of the land. This attention showed itself on looking at
individual ownership.* Islamoglu is right about reducing the claimants for the
revenues but it should be asked who the state in the Mus region was. Attila Aytekin
criticized this issue by saying that the goal was to see the pros and cons of the code
to the state without examining the “sources of the power”.*° As will be argued in
Chapter 4, the state in the region was still consolidating its power even until the end
of the 1880s so without its power, the peasants in the region were at the mercy of the
state officials who tried to possess lands or helped notables to seize the land from the

peasants.

Ugur Bayraktar, on the other hand, illustrated the importance of seeing the
consequences of the code otherwise the discussions about the Land Code would be
around the statist or legalist approach. Therefore, leaving aside this motive it should
be analyzed throughout the empire to see the impact of the Land Code on the

peasants’ and notables’ lives.*!

37 Huri Islamoglu, “Property as a Contested Domain: A Reevaluation of the Ottoman Land Code of
1858,” in New Perspectives on Property and Land in the Middle East, ed. Roger Owen (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2000), 33—-34.

38 Islamoglu, Property as a Contested Domain, 8.

3 Islamoglu, Property as a Contested Domain, 3—42.

40 Attila Aytekin, also, touched upon the issues like individual ownership, agricultural surplus, use of
land rather than the circulation of the land, gender equality on the land by explaining the code in
detail. E. Attila Aytekin, “Agrarian Relations, Property and Law: An Analysis of the Land Code of
1858 in the Ottoman Empire,” Middle Eastern Studies 45, no. 6 (2009).

41 Bayraktar saw the Land Code both as continuity and rupture. The Code took old discourse with the
older codes but also the transformation was seen in the code, which led to the new forms of the
challenges and contentions for the land users. Ugur Bayraktar, “Yurtluk-Ocakliks: Land, Politics of
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Yiicel Terzibagoglu is one of the scholars who looked at the land use and
relationship between claimants in the nineteenth century after the settlement of
immigrants in Anatolia and how it changed the perspective towards the land like
protecting their rights and setting borders. Terzibasoglu looked at the Land Code of
1858 from the contestants’ perspective. He wrote that this code gave new ways to the
contestants to claim or reclaim the land.*? However, by reducing the numbers of
claimants the code caused an increase in claims and lawsuits. For instance, he looked
at the transformation of the Ottoman miri land into individual ownership in his article
“Eleni Hatun'un Zeytin Bahgeleri”. This ownership in the nineteenth century
changed the land relations from multiple claims on land to the use right of the
cultivator.** Who owns what is important in terms of understanding the transition
from multiple claims to sole ownership. As Terzibasoglu states, one of the problems
in the nineteenth century was to demarcate the people's lands. People, as seen from
Eleni Hatun’s incident, changed, transformed, and even deleted the demarcations
between one owner's land and another user.* The story of the inhabitants in the Mus
region was similar to Eleni Hatun. While they were not as wealthy as Eleni Hatun,
they used every feasible way to own the land. One way was to look into the articles

of the Land Code of 1858.

The Land Code of 1858 was issued on 6 June 1858 and had 132 articles
regarding miri lands. The Code explained the five categories of the land system and

explained only miri lands (state lands), metruk lands (abandoned), and mevat lands

Notables and Society in Ottoman Kurdistan, 1820-1890,” (PhD Diss. Bogazigi Universitesi, 2015),
249-251.

4 Yiicel Tezibasoglu, “Landlords, Refugees, and Nomads: Struggles for Land around Late-
Nineteenth-Century Ayvalik,” New Perspectives on Turkey, 24, 54.

# Yiicel Terzibasoglu, “Eleni Hatun'un Zeytin Bahgeleri: 19. Yiizyilda Anadolu'da Miilkiyet Haklar1
Nasil insa Edildi?,” Tarih ve Toplum Yeni Yaklasimlar 4 (2006): 122.

4 Terzibasoglu, “Eleni Hatun'un Zeytin Bahgeleri,” 125.

21



(empty lands) leaving out miilk (freehold), and mevkuf lands (waqf lands). *° Article
10 gave the possibility to cut the ties with the multiple claims on land by writing
“only the possessor profits by the grass which grows and he can prevent another
from profiting by it.”*® Article 11 strengthened individual ownership by not allowing
any people or animals to enter the land. According to Article 68, the owner had to
cultivate the land for three years and if he would abandon his land without any
reason the owner would lose the title deed.*” Article 72 asserted also the three-year
rule by saying that, if there were no legitimate reasons for leaving the land or they
did not return three years after they left the village, the land would become the “right
of Tapu”.*® Therefore, a three-year period for a village was an important time since
the main idea for the state was constant cultivation without break, otherwise, it could

disrupt the taxes.

Article 78 showed the importance of the continuation of cultivation. If a
person uses the same land for 10 years, then he/she could become the new owner of
the land by changing its status. The key for this was to cultivate and pay taxes and
then hoping the old owners would not come for their lands. The following article also
protected the invader if he paid the taxes of the land. There should not be taken from
the user of the land as rent or value of the land the article wrote. Therefore, the main

aim of the state about the taxes could continue.*” As the articles stated the possession

45 The Ottoman Land Code, trans. by F. Ongley, (London: William Clowes and Sons, 1892), 1-6.

46 Article 10, The Ottoman Land Code, 9.

4T The Ottoman Land Code, 37.

48 “If all or part of the inhabitants of a town or village quit the place for legitimate reasons, the land
belonging to them does not become the right of Tapu, but if the abandonment of the country take
place without valid motive, or if the inhabitants do not return within three years from the time when
the legitimate reasons which forced them to quit have ceased, and if they thus leave the land
uncultivated, it shall then become the right of Tapu.” The Ottoman Land Code, 39.

49 “Nothing shall be claimed as rent (Ijri Misl) or as Decreased value of land (Noksan Arz), from any
person who has arbitrarily taken vacant (Mahlul) lands, Mirie or Mevkufe, and has cultivated them, as
is mentioned in the two preceding articles, and has paid the taxes due by the land.” The Ottoman Land
Code, 42.
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of the land was important in terms of taxation and constant cultivation. As for the
peasants who paid rent to the landholders this was a chance to possess the land and,
therefore, the peasants claimed the possession of the land after another contestant
appeared. The next section will deal with land disputes in the Mus region in the
period between 1865-1890 and will analyze how to land issue changed from 1865 to

1890 by the state officials.

2.2 Land in the Mus region

The land type before the Tanzimat period in the Mus region was the yurtluk-ocaklik
lands. These types of lands were popular treatments of the Ottoman Empire given to
the beys in the border zones. The features of these types of lands and responsibilities
of the landholders were that there could be no appointment from the central state for
a change of the beys so the beys and their sons would continue to hold these lands. In
return for this privilege, the beys had to take part in the case of a war. If the bey had
to be changed, then the next bey would be selected from the same family. These
lands were hereditary, but it was not for sale or donation. As Duman Kog¢ shows
these lands were not necessarily given because of the services but it was the
“recognition of the rights” of the rules who accepted the Ottoman rule in the
sixteenth century with the increased tensions with the Ottoman-Safavid borderlands
as well as after the Battle of Chaldiran in 1514.%° The fundamental difference

between the Safavid and Ottoman empires during the first clashes and after 1514 was

9 Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 39-40.
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to control the lands directly or give semi-autonomous rights. The Safavid Empire

preferred the former, while the Ottoman Empire preferred the latter.>!

Bayraktar, in terms of the use of the yurtluk-ocaklik system, expressed that
this was neither a novelty nor a privilege given to the Kurds. It was “an imperial
tradition” where the Ottoman Empire used similar methods in the Balkans, Syria, and
most of the borderlands to secure the empire's security.’? Tanzimat destroyed this
type of land as well as the beys. However, this destruction was not accepted by the
beys or beys pursued to claim the ownership of the lands. As Bayraktar claimed, the
application of the Land Code was merely to accept the yurtluk-ocaklik lands as
“closer to the miilk lands”. In the case of the Zirki beys’ lands, the beys became the

owners of the Miri lands, which transformed to the miilk lands.>?

In the Mus region, the land was ruled by the Alaaddinpasazadelis from the
eighteenth century onwards as the holders of the yurtluk-ocaklik lands. Before the
Tanzimat, the central government always trusted the competitors of the local
notables who “dared” to rebel against the central government in Mus. In the 1830s, it
was the competitors of the same family Alaaddinpasazades against the Emin Pasha.
Therefore, it can be claimed before the Tanzimat in the Mus region, the local
authorities heavily rested their power on the local families. If they had to create a

new ruler, their choice of ruler stayed in the family.>*

One of the first aims of the Tanzimat in Mus was to break the power of the
local notables. The second aim was to collect taxes since the amount of the revenue

in the region was collected by the Alaaddinpasazades family who did not send any

5! Bayraktar, Yurtluk-Ocakliks, 48.

52 Bayraktar, Yurtluk-Ocakliks, 75.

53 Bayraktar, Yurtluk-Ocakliks, 241.

54 Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 78.
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information about it. Therefore, it was decided to send a clerk for the registering of
the lands.> After the Serif Bey was expelled from the office, the next move for the
implementation of the Tanzimat was to end the hereditary rule of the revenues of the
yurtluk-ocakliks. In return, the owners of the land, the descendants of the

Alaaddinpasazades would get a monthly stipend.>®

One example of the claims about getting a monthly stipend was the grandsons
of Murtaza Bey who was one of the yurtluk-ocaklik holders. He took lands
consisting of 32 villages around the first years of the eighteenth century and after his
death in 1774/75 these lands were divided into his sons Ali and Hasan. After a while,
the transactions gave the lands to the Molla Hasan Banuki dargah. One of the
grandsons of Murtaza, Haci1 Isa, and his son Yusuf Bey, claimed that these lands
were not the same lands Murtaza owned since they were in a miserable condition,
they wanted to get a salary. After an investigation, it was determined that these lands
were at auction 30 years ago, and starting from January 1882, Haci1 Isa and his son

Yusuf were given 250-750 kurus monthly stipend for life-long.>’

Duman-Kog claimed the yurtluk-ocaklik lands in the Mus region had
“exclusive rights over the tax-revenues.” The beys and mutasarrifs of Mus no matter
what claimed these lands were their “miilk” therefore she referred that “ no matter
these lands were officially miri, they were used as private property in practice.”
Before the Tanzimat, it can be claimed as private property since the state was not as

centralized as to control the land and the taxes and needed the local notables.

However, it changed when the Tanzimat reforms started to transform and helped the

55 Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 125-127.
3¢ Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 165.
STBOA. L. SD. 60-3490. 29 Sevval 1299 (13 September 1882).

58 Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 167.
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state to consolidate its power in the Mus region as will be discussed in Chapter 4.
The state tried to consolidate the power by constructing military bases as well as
state offices to increase its visibility. The peasants who used the land laid claim to

the use rights of the land. The next section will deal with these claims.

2.3 Claims on the land in Mus

The petitions and documents about the land issue in the Mus region showed
examples from the different types of land. For instance, tax revenues of a few waqfs
showed that many Armenian people were tenants. However, not every document on
wagqfs is related to the tenancy. The documents regarding waqfs had examples of
having a title deed and people living on the waqf land. For instance, a dargah in
Tendiirek village in Malazgird wanted to have an imperial deed of the grant (berat)
on Seyh Ismail land in which they had been using “since time immemorial”.>® The
reason for asking for the imperial deed of grant was because it was burnt in the house
of the provincial treasurer according to Seyh Ahmed’s petition. Therefore, a new
imperial deed was needed.®® Since there was no response to his petition, Ahmed sent

another petition to ask to write an order to take care of this issue.®!

The land that belonged to waqfs was also used by the population either by
Muslims or non-Muslims. For instance, a waqf called Seyh Zaviyesi collected hakk-1
karar tax and also money the expenses called as the paper cost for one month from
13 July 1869 to 12 July 1869 according to the waqf records in the archive. The

interesting part of these records is that the users were using the land for more than 10

9 BOA. HR.MKT. 536-15. 22 Saban 1282 (10 January 1866).
0 BOA. MVL. 496-116. 26 Zilkade 1282 (15 April 1866).
' BOA. MVL. 561-37. 8 Zilhicce 1284 (1 April 1868).
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years, it was used without any fight or the user did not have a title deed. Ihvan and
Isyo were the users and they paid 24 kurus each as tax and expenses. Bogos, Bedros,
and Verton paid 16,5 kurus. Sahnazar and Giko paid 11,5 kurus.> Another wagf in
Bulanik district in Mus, Seyh Veli waqf, also collected hakk-1 karar tax and money
for the expenses from 13 October 1873 to 12 November 1873.9 In total, the
accountant collected 6,108 kurus. From these two wagqf lands, we can see that the
non-Muslim population was tenants for more than 10 years. However, these
documents do not offer us much about their production except estimating their

wealth by looking at their tax payments.

The majority of the documents emphasized the claims on the ownership of
the land. The contestants of the land, the Armenians, and the notables, claimed
possession of the land. One proof for both contestants was title deeds. The cases
were started by the complaints of the Armenians who claimed that even though the
peasants had title deeds the accused people were intervening in the land and making
a scene. However, the problem was that these accused people were mostly either
notables, tribe leaders, or state officials so they were more influential than the
peasants. Each of the cases mentioned below did not have a copy of the title deeds in
the archives. Therefore, their claims of having one did not matter, and mostly the
cases were in favor of these notables or aghas. Most importantly, these cases showed
that the accused people push the state mechanism on the peasants to get rid of their
claims. They wanted to become the owner but the state recorded them as tenants in
registers. Thus, the cases show how the peasants lost their lands to the notables who

got help from the state officials.

2 BOA. EV.d. 33628. 29 Saban 1286. (4 December 1869).
3 BOA. EV.d. 22939. 1-31 Tesrinievvel 1289 (13 October 1873-12 November 1873).
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The first instance was the clash of interests between the peasants and local
notables. Melkon and Abraham in 1872 sent a petition to the capital complaining that
the mufti of Mus Hiiseyin claimed that his father was the owner of the land in
Dagmarnik, or Morinik, which they had been using for more than 40 years. They
claimed the land was “empty land” (arazi-i haliye) that had not been cultivated or
there were any buildings. Therefore, people formed a village called Dagmarnik from
this land by eradicating the grass. Hiiseyin sued the village because of their use but
Melkon and Abraham emphasized the duration between the establishment of the
village to this date. The court was assembled during the time of the governor of
Ismail who Ismail Hakki Pasha was the governor for a brief time from October 1868
to January 1869.%* Therefore, it can be claimed that the mufti started his claims
before 1868. The decision was to forbid any intervention by Hiiseyin Efendi and to
give 25 title deeds to the village people. Abraham wrote that Hiiseyin Efendi was a
powerful man so by getting the help of the local government, Hiiseyin Efendi
intervened. To prevent a loss of the title deeds, Abraham and Melkon took the deeds
and went to the capital. Since then, two years have passed and they had been staying

in the coffeehouses or inns. As always, to ask for help they put forward the tax issue.

Each year the village was giving 25,000 kurus and since the interventions
started the tax was not paid. What they asked was to take the title deed and the
government to order Hiiseyin Efendi to stop the intervention to the land which was
not settled and was in ruins.®> After they sent this petition, it is known that they went
to the Armenian Patriarchate in Istanbul because the patriarch sent a petition about

this issue 17 days later. The Patriarch wrote that these people revived the village with

%4Sinan Kuneralp, Son Dénem Osmanli Erkédn ve Ricali (1839-1922): Prosopografik Rehber (Istanbul:
Isis, 1999), 38.
% BOA. SD. 2871-47. 4 Ramazan 1289 (5 November 1872).
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so many hardships and they wanted the title deed. Since they do not have it and were
facing problems the Patriarch asked for help from Sura-y1 Devlet.®® The Armenian
Patriarchate in the 1870s was involved with the land disputes by sending two takrirs
to the government.®” While the Ottoman government did not send an official answer
to the Patriarchate, it tried to solve the problems of the peasants. As Polatel argued
either by the pressure of the elites or the institution itself the Patriarchate became
more involved with the land dispute, however, as he showed this involvement was

mostly unfruitful.%®

After five months of waiting, Abraham and Melkon sent another petition to
Sura-y1 Devlet complaining about their expenses to the soil and the construction for
40 years. 300,000 kurus were spent for the revival of the land and the payment of the
tax.% This time they wrote that they would become miserable along with their
children and to stop Hiiseyin for his misbehavior. According to Sura-y1 Devlet’s writ,
these 25 certificates were not title deeds but were given temporarily by the governor
without any court order. Anton Minkov argued that the temporary title deeds would
be given for a replacement to the original documents which would take months to

prepare and their validation would expire with the arrival of the original tapu.”® The

% BOA. SD. 2401-11. 21 Ramazan 1289 (22 November 1872).

67 These takrirs have been examined by many scholars like Lillian Etmekjian, Stephen Astourian
Mehmet Polatel. Etmekjian and Polatel focused on the changing perceptions of the Armenian elites
towards the Ottoman Empire. Etmekjian emphasized that after the Ottoman Empire failed to promote
reform and worsened the conditions of the Armenians by not punishing the attackers, Kurdish tribes,
an alliance was formed between Armenian leaders and the Russian Empire. Polatel, on the other hand,
did not attribute much on the alliance between Russian Empire and Armenian elites but focused on the
division between the Patriarchate and Armenian elites. One of the reasons for the division according
to Polatel was the increase in nationalism since the land “connected peasants to the lands of their
forefathers.” Polatel, Armenians and the Land Question in the Ottoman Empire, 1870-1914, 8587,
Lillian Etmekjian, “The Armenian National Assembly of Turkey and Reform,” The Armenian Review
29, no. 1 (1976), Astourian, Silence of the Land.

%8 Polatel, Armenians and the Land Question in the Ottoman Empire, 1870-1914,106.

 BOA. SD. 2874-46,1. 4 Safer 1290 (3 April 1873).

0 Anton Minkov, “Ottoman Tapu Title Deeds in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries: Origin,
Typology and Diplomatics,” Islamic Law and Society 7, no. 1 (2000): 76.
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reason Abraham and Melkon took the title deeds with them in order to protect it was
because it was their proof. However, the writ of the Sura-y1 Devlet claimed that these
people were none other than tenants and for 35 years they farmed the land as a
leaseholder.”! The land was possessed by Hiiseyin Efendi, Resid, and Hasan Efendi.
The reason for Melkon and Abraham’s arrival to the capital was explained through
fear since Abraham and Melkon believed their title deeds would be taken from them
and their fear had come true.”> When Abraham and Melkon would go to Mus they
had to submit the certificates to the registry. In the end, the Marnik village people
were in a place that they did not want. Now, they became intruders of the land and
they had to stop their “intrusion”. It is possible that as Abraham claimed Hiiseyin
Efendi was a powerful man to influence the decisions since the writ claimed that

Abraham and Melkon said they did this job because of some people’s incitements.”

Abraham and Melkon claimed that the land was first an empty land which
they turned into a village with 40 households. This village was in their possession
(zabt-1 tasarruf) therefore they had the certificates as mentioned above. As Article
109 of the Land Code expressed, the land that belongs to a Muslim would not be
transferred to non-Muslims or vice versa.’* The code also allowed inheriting the land
to the sons of the landowners as well as the daughters. If there would be no inheritors

then the land would be given to the state. However, the petitions never claimed the

71«35 sene mukaddem arazi-i mezkurede miisteciren sakin olarak ziraat ve hiraset etmis olmalari
maddesi olarak bu ise vahi olacag1 gibi ol-suretle iddiaya kiyamlarinin ba’z tahrikatindan nes’et
eyledigini kendileri dahi bi’t-tav’ ikrar etmis olduklar1...” BOA. SD. 2874-46,2.

2 “Hristiyanlar mutasarrifeyn-i miimileyhimin arazi-i mezkureyi tapuya rabt eylediklerini bi’l-istida
miisariinileyh tarafindan dahi bila-muhakeme ve tedkik koganlarinin ... emr olunmasi {izerine ahali-i
merkumeye verilmis ise de muahharan fuzuli oldugu anlasilib mezkur ilm i haberler istirdad olunmak
iizere ... celb olunduk da haksiz ... ve koganlarin redd olunacagini hissetmeleri tizerine” BOA. SD.
2874-46,2. 17 Rebitilevvel 1290 (15 May 1873). This document was dated on 15 October 1873,
however, almost one year ago this document appeared in Ayniyat defter and the date is 27 November
1872. BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 830, No: 751, p. 83.

73 “kiyamlarinin ba’z tahrikatindan nes’et eyledigini...” BOA. SD. 2874-46,2.

7 Orhan Ceker, Arazi Kanunndmesi, (Istanbul: Ebru Yaymnlari, 1985), 62.
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village was constructed with the approval of the state officers as article 103
explained. As mentioned above, Article 78 was a perfect example of this issue. The
land users would be given title deeds if they approved, they would be using the land
without approval from the officers. ismail Pasha then gave these 25 title deeds to the
village people as they were residing in the land for more than 30 years. However,
Abraham and Melkon wrote that Hiiseyin Efendi claimed it was his father’s land
inherited as a ¢iftlik and the village people were tenants. Since we see these claims
from Abraham and Melkon’s petitions and decision of the Sura-y1 Devlet there is no
evidence if this land was a ¢iftlik land. However, there is no evidence that the writ or
documents accepted the land was a ¢iftlik land. The writ mentioned these people as
the tenants, which Abraham and Melkon did not write anything about it. They always
emphasized the “tasarruf” of the land as well as how loyal they are by emphasizing
the tax payments. The writ of Sura-y1 Devlet, however, wrote Hiiseyin Efendi had
tapu together with his uncle’s sons and claimed the governor did not have a decision

by the court.

Then the question of how influential Hiiseyin Efendi comes to the mind. The
yearbooks of Erzurum province showed the officers of the sub-provinces from 1870-
1877. With the start of the Russo-Ottoman War in 1877, the yearbook stopped, and
eventually, Mus became a sub-province of Van province. However, during these 7
years until 1876, the officers of the different departments in the Mus sub-province
were written in the yearbooks. Hiiseyin Efendi was the mufti of the Mus sub-
province, except for a brief change in the office in 1873. Hasan Hiisnii Efendi
replaced him, but the next year Hiiseyin Efendi became the mufti of Mus again.” It

is possible that the local government froze his employment until this issue could be

5 Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1290 (1873), p. 99.
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resolved since the governor was already dismissed from the position. However, it is
important to see the power relations of Hiiseyin Efendi. It is not known when he
became the mufti but the yearbooks give an impression that the continuity in the
professions in the local councils. It explains why Hiiseyin Efendi continued his
behaviors towards the village people after the dismissal of the governor with the
support of the local councils.”® Even though we cannot determine who was the
rightful owner of the land, the village people could have the title deeds since they

claimed they were in that land for over 40 years.

Another instance about the land question was Kogan village in the Bulaniklar
district. Christians wanted to create a new neighborhood in an empty place called
Bozyar(?) which was 15 minutes away from their village before June 1875. These
people claimed that they had title deed and been already cultivators of this village.
However, the correspondences showed us this empty place was at the hand of an
unknown wagqf and there was no title deed entitled to them.”” By referencing the
Ottoman Land Code of 1858, it was claimed that this village can be constructed only

if they would pay rent (icare-i zemin).”® Therefore, it was suggested that a permit be

76 “miimaileyh Hiiseyin Efendi ... mezkura hatirli ve aza-y1 meclis muavenet iltimas ederek ahali-i

karyemiz fukarasini dahi birtakim taaddiyat ve tazyik ile ... karyeden ihra¢ ve mahdumunu mahbus...
bdyle taraf-1 iltimasiyla karyemizi zabt ve esir etmege maadalet-i seniyye kail olamayacagi” BOA.
SD. 2874-46. 4 Safer 1290 (3 April 1873).

7 “Bozyar(?) tabir olunur mahallin kuyud-1 hakanisine zaferyab olunamadig1 gibi mahall-i mezkur
arazisi¢in kimesne uhdesine tapu senedi verilmemis...” BOA. §D. 1505-7, 4. 4 Safer 1293 (1 March
1876).

78 “Arazi-i kanunname-i hiimayunun 32. Maddesinde arazi-i emiriye iizeirnde bi’l-icab masrufi
tarafindan tesviye ile bina ihdas ve imali murad olundugu halde memuru marifetiyle ¢iftlik ebniyesi ve
degirmen ve agil ve dam ve anbar ve ahur ve samanlik mandira gibi ebniye insa olunabilib fakat
mahallerine ve hasbe’l-mevki arazinin seref ve itibarina gore dsre muadil senevi icare-i zemin takdir
ve tahsis kilinib eser-i bina olmayan ham arazi iizerine siikna ittihaz olunmak iizere miiceddeden
ebniye ingasiyla mahalle veyahut karye teskili behemehal-i irade-i seniyye-i mahsusiye miitevakkif
olarak yalniz memurunun izni kafi olmayacagi mukayyid ve ... ve karye-i mezkure ise kura-y1
mevkufeden olub bu misillii vakf-1 arazinin dahi hiikmii bu vechle bulunmus olduguna ve mahall-i
mezkur pek karib bir mahalle hilkmiinde oldugu gibi tapulu arazi bulunduguna binaen 6sre muadil
vakfl canibine icare-i zemin takdiriyle mahalle ittihaz1 halinde ahali-i merkume hiisn-i suretle iskan
edecekleri ve bir mahzurda olmadig1 beyaniyla ifa-y1 muktezasi” BOA. §D. 1505-7. 25
Cemaziyelevvel 1292 (29 June 1875).
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given for construction before the season had passed. There was an order sent to
Erzurum province and in this order, it was asked to investigate if these Christians
were telling the truth about the title deed. If it was true then, a copy of their deed
with answers to how many people were going to settle in this place, why they wanted
to replace it, and what will happen to their old neighborhood would be sent to the

province.”” What happened next is unknown.

Like the Christians in Kogan village, Serkis who was working at the Italian
Consulate as a butler (sofraci) at the time complained about the use of the land by his
uncle in Koltuk village on 29 August 1875. He claimed that his father left some
goods, houses, and land, and 18,000 kurus debt. While Serkis and his brothers were
paying the debt, his uncle Manok did not let them use the land. Serkis wanted his
uncle to stop intervening in the land since he claimed that he held the tapu of the
land, and to ensure it he asked the government for an order to be sent to Erzurum
province.®” An order was sent by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to investigate the

issue and to take necessary action. The result is unknown.

When the notables found out a village was abandoned, they could own the
land with an auction. To prevent this, sometimes people from neighboring villages or
the priest would write petitions. This collective effort did not succeed in Gemig
village. According to a testimonial signed by reputable people from Derek and
Oran(?) villages who were inside of the village borders in December 1882, Gemig
village in Mus was inhabited by the Armenians. However, these people had to flee

away from their villages and settle in another place because of the oppression of the

7 “Bozyar(?) arazisine tasarruflarini havi yedlerinde bulunmasi lazim gelen senedatin musaddak
suretleri gdnderilmegle beraber oraya nakl-i hane etmek istemeleri ne esbaba mebni oldugunun ve
bunlar kag¢ hane ve ne kadar niifus olarak mesken-i kadimileri ne suretle terk edileceginin...” BOA.
SD. 1505-7, 2. 16 Rebiiilahir 1293 (11 May 1876).

80 BOA. HR.MKT. 893-13. 27 Receb 1292 (29 August 1875).
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Hasnanli and Cibranl tribes. After a while, the village was sold to Abdurrahman
Agha, the son of Resul Efendi, in an auction with a price of 5500 kurus. The
testimonial claimed that neither the people who fled away nor the people living in the
villages around Gemig village knew this transfer. This was done by the father Resul
Efendi®! with the help of a member of the administrative council, Halid Agha. Halid
Agha, like Hiiseyin Efendi, was a member of the council in Mus. As the yearbooks
of Erzurum wrote, he held his position until 1876 when his name was dispersed from
the yearbooks.3? The people who wrote this testimonial claimed that they were
powerful men, so no one dared to complain about them and even if some people

from Gemig village complained about these people, there was no answer.

There were more than 200 fields, houses, mills, and two churches in this
village. Since people from Gemig village migrated to another place witnesses from
other places took a step forward and testified for the possession of the village. Three
years later, Gabriel who was a priest from Surp Garabed Monastery became the
representative of the people from Gemig village. Gabriel claimed that since the
establishment of the Bitlis province, these people were trying to get an answer but
there was no solution on the behalf of the village people.®® The churches according to
Gabriel were transformed into the sheepfold. By using a religious discourse, Gabriel
focused on the disrespect for the churches, and even though the sultan was the

guarantor for the “safety of the religion and sect” people became miserable.®*

81 He was a member of Sipki tribe in Mus. Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman
Empire, 310.

82 Yearbooks of Erzurum stopped at 1877 then continued in 1882. However, Mus sub-province was
attached to Van province then to Bitlis province. Therefore, I do not have any knowledge whether he
continued to be a member of local council or not. Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1293 (1876).

8 The first governor appointed to the Bitlis province was in 1879. Kuneralp, Son dénem Osmanli
erkdn ve ricali (1839-1922), 28.

84 “kilise gibi emakin-i mukaddesenin hedmen ... ve sefahat olunarak koyun agili haline ifrag ve
bunca idarat u kavanin ve nizamat-1 seniyye-i hazret-i padisahilerilyle te’min edilegelen selamet-i din
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Therefore, Gabriel wanted the churches to be repaired.®’ After almost one year
Gabriel sent this petition, the chief clerk (Serkatip) Siireyya Pasha ordered to
investigate this issue on 17 September 1886. Siireyya Pasha wrote that if these claims
were true then people were oppressed, and also since the British officers were talking
about the reforms in Anatolia it was important to investigate the situation by sending
an officer to the region.® Siireyya Pasha’s concerns coincided with reform attempts
by British officers even in 1886 when these attempts lost their importance in the

British Empire’s agenda.

The minister of the Interior, Miinir Pasha, sent a correspondence to the grand
vizier on 2 October 1886. According to this, the village was totally in ruins and was
sold while it was escheated from Muslims. Armenians were not inhabitants of the
village as the report said and the reason Gabriel wrote this petition was that he had a
desire “he would purchase the village as the escheated bid with a claim that churches

were in that village”.%’

Miinir Pasha probably was referencing an order that was issued on 2 February
1862. According to this order, the priests of the monasteries in the Mus region
wanted to become the owner of the land that the monasteries were using. The local

government asked for what to do. The answer was to give the land either to the

ve mezheb-i kaziyesi su suretle dugar-1 sekene ve felaket olmasindan ...” BOA. Y. PRK. AZJ. 10-73.
23 Zilhicce 1302 (3 October 1885).

8 BOA. Y. PRK. AZJ. 10-73.

8 “Rivayet-i mezkure sahih ise ahali-i merkume hakikaten gadr-dide olmus demek olacagma ve
Ingilizlerle Anadolu’ca 1slahat icrasi séziinii ara sira der-miyan ettikge bunu ahval ve muamelatin
vuku’ndan bahs etmekde olduklarinda zikr olunan arzuhal ve mahzarda vuku’ndan sikayet olunan
mevadin derece-i sithhatinin suret-i mahsusada tahkikiyle hasil olacak neticeye gore iktiza-y1 halin
ifas1 lazimeden...” BOA. L.DH. 1002-79154. 18 Zilhicce 1303 (17 September 1886).

87«80 tarihinde Islamdan mahiul oldugu halde satilarak simdileri hakikaten ma’mur olub higbir
vakitte Ermenilerin sakin olduklar1 ma’lum olmadig1 ve Caninli (Surp Garabed) manastiri
rahabininden Kabriel nam kimesne pek eski zamandan kalma bir harabe eserini vaktiyle kilise oldugu
iddiasiyla mahlulden satilan bedel ile karyeye malik olurum sevdasinda” BOA. Y. 4. HUS. 195-76.3
Muharrem 304 (2 October 1886).
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priests or another person with the title deed. However, the legislation department
(Daire-i Kavanin ve Nizamat) disagreed with auctioning the land to other people,
which would cause disorder around the monastery. Therefore, the decision was to
give the lands to the priests with deeds if they possessed the land after they pay with
a five percent fee (har¢).3® While it was decided 20 years ago, this possession would
benefit Gabriel in order to be the possessor of the land. However, Gabriel wanted the
churches to be repaired. Even though Miinir Pasha claimed Gabriel wanted to
become the possessor of the land, he does not explain or refer to the motives that the
testimonies of the people of the neighboring villages around Gemig village. Miinir
Pasha also claimed that Gabriel went to courts in Mug and Van before this petition,

but the decision was against Gabriel’s petition.

Miinir Pasha also claimed it was known why Gabriel blamed Kurds and
tribes, and it was certain these claims were written by the Mus bishoprics, who were
known for his mischief behaviors.®* However, these claims are not explanatory
because of the lack of details. Even for 20 years, the archives give us so many
documents of attacks of Kurds on Armenians, which caused their migration. If Munir
Pasha saw the sole reason for this petition as the Mus bishoprics, then why there was
a testimonial from the neighboring villages. In the end, the grand vizier claimed that
this investigation was closed so there was no need to send an officer to the region.”®
It seems that the investigation was closed immediately to show this petition was

answered and the decision-makers would claim that there was no problem handing

8 BOA. MVL. 624-64. 2 Saban 1278 (2 February 1862).

8 Miinir Pasha differentiated the Kurds and the tribes in the correspondence. It is not known to whom
he was referring to. “Daima Ekrad ve asairin ziilm i i’tisaflarindan sikayet eylemelerindeki hikmet
nezd-i alide malum olub su aralik karyelerimiz ve kiliselerimiz tahrib edilmisdir gibi bahs-dide sikayet
kiyamlar1 dahi ahval-i miifsedet-karanesi malum olan Mus murahhasasinin men’-i tezviratindan
¢ikmis seyler olacagi” BOA. Y. 4. HUS. 195-76. 3 Muharrem 1304 (2 January 1886).

“BOA. Y. A. HUS. 195-76. 15 Muharrem 1304 (14 October 1886).
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over this disputed village since one concern was to conform to British Empire’s

reform attempts even though these attempts were not followed.

Gabriel, on the other hand, did not stop and sent another petition to the
Ministry of Interior. The ministry sent an order to investigate this event for the
second time on 22 February 1887. The answer to Gabriel’s petition came almost after
eight months and without any change, it was declared that Gabriel’s complaint was
groundless.’! Gemig village was not the only land in the Mus region that was sold to

Muslims even though Armenians requested it.

The state officials were making privileges in terms of auctioning the land.
These officials’ acts escalated violence since they were discriminating against the
Armenians in the region. One of the acts the officials made a concession was land in
the Kasor sub-district. An escheated land in the Kasor sub-district which was 2,675
acres’? were sold in an auction for a price of 8,275 kurus in 1890. Two to three kurus
was calculated for each acre and in this auction, the bidders were a few Armenian
farmers as the governor of Bitlis wrote. The governor did not believe that the
Armenians would use the land properly, so he suggested that if this land would be
given to the Muslim immigrants and the land would bring more benefit if the price of
the future production could be considered as the selling price of the land.”* He
rejected the claim that Armenians had been harvesting this land because of the

farmers’ inadequacy as one reason. The governor pursued that the grand vizierate

prompted the idea of settling as many as immigrants in the Kasor sub-district in a

' BOA. DH. MKT. 1458-34. 19 Muharrem 1305 (7 October 1887).

%2 Feridun Emecen wrote that 1 acre was equal to 919,302 square meter. Feridun Emecen, “Déniim,”
TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, vol.9 (Istanbul: 1994), 521.

% BOA. [.DH. 1185-92756. 9 Sevval 307 (29 March 1890).

37



telegraph that was sent one year ago as a response to the situation of escheated and

empty lands and Muslim immigrants, details are not stated in the document.**

As the governor continued, the real reason for this encouragement was to
have an equilibrium of the Muslim and Armenian population since the Armenians
constituted the majority of the total population in this place. This equilibrium would
be done only if the immigrants would settle in these lands. However, they did not
have enough money or could not give money for this land. The governor claimed that
the settlers would compensate the cost of the land in the future since the products
would cover it in two years.”> The minister of Interior Miinir Pasha reported to the
grand vizierate that the land was not fertile as the two to three kurus for each acre
were cheap. The grand vizier, on the other hand, approved the settlement of the
Muslim immigrants but excluded Circassian immigrants.’® Then it should be asked;
who were these immigrants? As will be seen in Chapter 3, there was a flow of
immigrants after the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 but the migration phase
became a slow process in the region after the war. Since this event was 12 years later
the war it is not possible to have immigrants staying as immigrant status for all these
years. It is speculative but to discipline and prevent the attacks of moveable Kurds
this might be seen as a chance to settle them so these “Muslim immigrants” could be

Kurdish people. Or even though the local government agreed that Circassian

% “arazi-i haliye ve mahluleye muhacirin-i Islamiyenin celb ve iskani istizanin1 havi makam-1 sami-i

sadaret-uzmaya takdim olunan ariza-i kemteranemin irade-i cevabiyesi olmak {izere 17 Mart 305 (29
March 1889) tarihlii keside buyurulan telgrafname-i ali-i nezaretpenahilerinin beyan olunan
muhacirinden liizumu kadarinin bi’t-tesvik nahiye-i mezkurede hali-i araziye nakl ve iskan1 mukteza-
y1 irade-i aliyyeden bulunmagla...” BOA. [. DH. 1185-92756.

95 “Muhacirin-i Islamiyenin iskanindan maksad asli Mus cihetlerinde Islama nisbeten Ermeni ahalisi
pek ziyade oldugundan oralarca Islam ile Hristiyan niifusu arasinda husul-i miivazenet i¢in miimkiin
olabilecegi ve arazi-i haliye ve mahliilenin miisa’id bulunabilecegi kadar muhacirin-i Islamiyenin celb
ve iskan1 hususundan ibaret bulunduguna ve eger¢i bu iki nev’ arazinin miizayedeye ihracile zuhur
edecek taliblerin verecekleri bedel mukabilinde uhdelerine tehviz ifrag1 hazine-i celilece daha istifay1
mucib gibi gérliniiyor ise de bunlarin alacaklar1 arazi kiymet-i hakikileriyle miitenasib bir bedel
veremeyecekleri” BOA. . DH. 1185-92756.

% BOA. . DH. 1185-92756. 2 Zilkade 1307 (20 June 1890).
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immigrants were not allowed they would settle in the land. “Muslim immigrants”
would be then Circassians without referring to them. However, it is unknown who

these immigrants were.

Almost one month after the Erzurum Incident in June 1890, which will be
discussed in Chapter 4, the land in Kasor was given to Muslim immigrants by the
consent of the Sultan, refraining from giving the land to Circassian immigrants. The
reason even though it was strike-through was explained as not to discommode the
Armenians.’” It is interesting to see the time of the order since the rebellion took
place very recently. Even though the Armenians still could not have the land the
order was to prevent any disorder coming from Circassians if they would get the
land. While “the incapability” of the Armenian farmers was emphasized and it was
claimed that the land was not a fertile land which the immigrants could flee away

from the land because of this situation.

It is significant to ask why a farmer would want unproductive land. Another
point, in this case, is why the governor wanted to give the land to the immigrants free
and claimed in two to three years it would multiply the cost of the land. If the land
was infertile and the farmers wanted to cultivate it then it is possible that the land
was already been cultivated by the farmers who wanted recognition of their usage. In
that case, the government would allocate more money. However, the main aim was
to settle in as many as the Muslim population in the region. Therefore, the governor
followed the orders of the grand vizier for equilibrium and ignored the farmers’

requests.

eydan-verilmis-olmamakicin arazi-i merkumenin
” BOA. DH. MKT. 1740-76. 21 Zilkade 307 (9 July

Cerkesden ma’ada muhacirin-i Islamiye tahsisi...
1890).
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While this thesis’s focus is not to cover the period after the Hamidian
Regiments it is important to show glimpses of what happened after 1891.°® During
the late Hamidian Period, the land was still on demand by the Circassians, the
Armenians who left their houses in the last period of the Hamidian Era felt safe to
return to their house only after the restoration of the Constitution in 1908, which saw
the Circassians already took their lands and houses. For instance, the deputy of Mus,
Kegam Der Garabedyan wrote to the Ministry of the Interior in 1909 that 100
Armenian households left the Komis village in 1904 because of the events, and 15
Circassian households were settled in this village. When the Armenians came back to
their houses, they saw the newcomers. Moreover, the Vartenis village experienced
the same incident when the Circassians took over more than 2,100 acres and still
wanted more than 720 acres.”” Therefore, the Armenians wanted to take their land

back from the Circassians after the calls for reform by the CUP.

2.4 Conclusion

I argued that Mus turned into a space of contention during 1865-1890. The main
tension was between Armenian peasants against the local notables about the
possession of the land. The Armenians claimed they were possessors of the land as
they were holding the title deeds but the local notables, however, also presented their
title deeds. However, in the end, the Armenians were regarded as the tenants by the
state officials in most cases. Therefore, this contention showed itself between the

tenants and the owners according to the state officials. The contention did not resolve

% For a detailed analysis of the land question during this period, see Janet Klein, The Margins of
Empire: Kurdish Militias in the Ottoman Tribal Zone and Mehmet Polatel, Armenians and the Land
Question in the Ottoman Empire, 1870-1914.

% BOA. DH. MKT. 2851-31. 25 Cemaziyelevvel 1327 (14 June 1909).
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in favor of the Armenians, the local notables and state officials favored themselves.
As examined above, the higher-state officials were involved with the land disputes
starting with the 1880s. There were orders for the investigation but the officials did
not emphasize the problems but focused on the different aspects. The minister of the
Interior blamed Armenian bishops for the role they played in the Gemig village
incident. The reform attempts of the British Empire in Eastern Anatolia were
discussed still in the capital and affected the behavior of the officials in 1890 since an
empty land was given to the immigrants rather than Armenian farmers because the
region needed a Muslim population for the balance of the population. Therefore, the
contention was fostered by either government’s support or the forceful behavior of
the local notables. The state also approached the issue from a religious aspect in the
1880s so the land question was turned into an ethno-religious conflict in which the
state officials had already an Islamic policy in their mind by refuting the claims of
the Armenians in the Mus region. The next chapter will examine Chechen
immigration to the Mus region which we saw an effect of this immigration on the

land issue.
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CHAPTER 3

SEARCH FOR A HOME: CHECHEN IMMIGRANTS IN MUS

In 1864 a group of Caucasians comprising many tribes but especially Chechens,
Dagestanis, and Lezgis were preparing to come to the Ottoman Empire. This
migratory movement was not the first and soon enough seen that was not the last
one. The number of the Circassian population who migrated to the Ottoman Empire
differed for scholars. For Alan Fisher, it was estimated between 700,000-900,000
people. 1% Saydam estimated the number of immigrants along with people who died
in route. 1,000,000-1,200,000 people attempted to come to the empire and only
700,000 people succeeded it. '°! 4000 families'*?, over 23,000 people along with
their animals were part of this total number. They looked for a place to settle, and
Mus was one choice. This chapter focuses on these people. First, I will look at the
terms on migration and immigrants which unravel the minds of the scholars. Second,
I examine the reasons for the immigration into Ottoman Empire and show the
importance of Muhacirin Komisyonu. Finally, I will investigate the Chechen
immigrants in the Mus region from 1865 to 1890. This chapter will show the

relationship between loyalty and security in Chechen immigrants. I argue that

100 Alan W. Fisher, “Emigration of Muslims from the Russian Empire in the Years After the Crimean
War,” Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 35, no. 3 (1987): 364.

101 Abdullah Saydam, Kirim ve Kafkas Gogleri, (1856-1876), (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1997), 91.

102 V]adimir Hamed-Troyansky gave the list of the Chechen immigrants' departure from Russian
Empire to Ottoman Empire. The list is compromised the numbers of families, male and female
population as well as carts, horses, and cattle. The list can be regarded the least number of immigrants
documented by the Russian Empire but the actual numbers can be more than the numbers given by the
list. The 4990 families consisted of 11,833 male and 11,224 female. The number of carts was 6,919
and number of horses was 4,531 as well as 11,420 cattle. For more information see, Vladimir Hamed-
Troyansky, “Imperial Refuge: Resettlement of Muslims from Russia in the Ottoman Empire, 1860-
1914” (PhD Diss., Stanford University, 2018), 516—-17.
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because of scarce land, the immigrants first resorted to violence then became part of
the security forces in Eastern Anatolia since the temporary solutions like employing

Kurdish people did not solve the lack of security in the region permanently.

3.1 The migration and immigrants

Migrations 1864 and migrations after the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 have
been investigated by many scholars. The focus of the studies was to determine the
reasons and how people were affected by it. This effect on people led the scholars to
call the migrations and immigrants various names. Bagak Kale used “forced
migration” or “the expulsion of populations” interchangeably to define it. Alan
Fisher, on the other hand, used the term “exodus”. ' Scholars like Abdullah Saydam
and Nedim Ipek called this migration “a genocide”. According to Ipek, who
investigated the immigration from the Balkans, the idea was to create a nationalist
Bulgarian empire in which a second nation/community would not have any chance of
living.!® Saydam also examined the correspondences between the Russian officers
and claimed this was a needed action to destroy Circassians and as a result, the
migrants considered “death was better than staying in the Russian empire.”'%> Dana
Sherry did not agree with the process of the change in the Caucasus happened with
national urges and a destruction action but the migrations were rather a colonization

and therefore a civilization project where the people in the lower hierarchy could not

103 Alan W. Fisher, “Emigration of Muslims from the Russian Empire in the Years After the Crimean
War,” Basak Kale, “Transforming an Empire: The Ottoman Empire’s Immigration and Settlement
Policies in the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries,” Middle Eastern Studies 50, no. 2 (2014):
253, https://doi.org/10.1080/00263206.2013.870894.

104 Nedim Ipek, Rumeli'den Anadolu'ya Tiirk Gogleri: (1877-1890) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Basimevi, 1994), 13—14.

105 Abdullah Saydam, “Soykirimdan Kagis: Cebel-I Elsineden Memalik-I Mahriisaya,” in
Hacisalihoglu, 1864 Kafkas Tehciri, 107.
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directly rule themselves and needed supervision. ™ If the Russians could not control

them, then they simply let them go.

The immigrants were called “muhacir” in the Ottoman archives. Ella
Fratantuono emphasized the use of the term “refugee” as a legal status that did not
incapacitate the whole situation with migrants.'®” Muhacir was a term used by the
state as a tactic to include each of the immigrants coming to the empire.'% Vladimir
Hamed-Troyansky argues the term muhacir would fit into the experiences of the
Circassians.!?” Talking about experiences, it is important to note that what was

happening in Russian Empire and why there were many immigrants.

3.1.1 Before the Migration

Arsen Avagyan divided the migration process of Circassians from the Russian
Empire into three; starting from 1816 when the Russian Empire did not start a total
war against the Circassians but a period of arresting “dangerous” people and
continued until 1846. The next decade was the time when the Russian army started
its slow conquest of the Circassian region, 1856-1864 was the total war period in
which the assimilation and banishment of local inhabitants and settlement of Russian

people. 1 Hakan Kirimli claimed that the deportation was discussed before in

196 Dana Sherry, “Social Alchemy on the Black Sea Coast, 186065, Kritika: Explorations in
Russian and Eurasian History 10, no. 1 (Winter 2009): 29.

107 Ella Fratantuono, “State Fears and Immigrant Tiers: Historical Analysis as a Method in Evaluating
Migration Categories,” Middle East Journal of Refugee Studies 2, no. 1 (2017):113.

198 Fratantuono, “State Fears and Immigrant Tiers,” 99.

199 By analyzing the term Hamed-Troyansky argued that the terms denoted a belonging to the
immigrants. Since the term came from hijr which the Prophet Muhammed migrated from Mecca to
Medina, it had a religious connotation but with the establishment of the Muhacirin-i Islamiye
Komisyonu in 1893. It emphasized Abdulhamid’s Islamist policy, however, Hamed-Troyansky sees it
as evolution of the term as Pro-Ottoman. Hamed-Troyansky, /mperial Refuge, 5-12.

"0Arsen Avagyan, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Kemalist Tiirkiye'nin Devlet-Iktidar Sisteminde
Cerkesler: XIX. Yiizyihn Ilk Yarisindan XX. Yiizyihin Ilk Ceyregine (Istanbul: Belge, 2004), 21-22.
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Russian Empire and was not a novelty. For instance, the Crimean Tatars who had
sympathy for the Ottoman and allied forces were ordered to be deported from
Perekop to Sevastopol during the Crimean War but its implementation would cause
using the Russian army that would weaken the war stance. Using Cossack units to
attack Crimean Tatars would help the army without using them necessarily.
Therefore, the Tatars were put into jails, or their properties were plundered. The

Tatars did not have a choice to leave the lands.!!!

As Kirimli showed, the settlement of these immigrants to Rumelia was a
success which would encourage the Sublime Porte to want more people, since the
immigrants were settled in Kostence by constructing a new village that was
destroyed. Kirimli also argued the positive effect of immigration by looking at the
demographic perspective. A balance would be reached between Muslim and

Christian populations by settling them in Kostence.!!?

After a defeat in Crimean War, the new tsar Alexander II ordered to conquer
Circassian lands. The borders were controlled in case of gun smuggling, then with a
total war against Shamil in 1859, Shamil was captured.'!® His capture was the
beginning of the end for Circassians, who did not want to live under the Russian
Empire. From his capture to 1865, a major migration flow came to the Ottoman
Empire on a large scale. On the Ottoman Empire side, the primary focus of the
studies was the demographic majority. The migration of Muslims both to the Balkans
and Anatolia made the Muslims a bit majority in the Empire and with the defeat of

the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878, most of the Muslim population in Anatolia

"' Hakan Kirimli, “Emigrations from the Crimea to the Ottoman Empire During the Crimean War,”
Middle Eastern Studies 44, no. 5 (2008): 75455, https://doi.org/10.1080/00263200802315778.

12 Kirimli, “Emigrations from the Crimea to the Ottoman Empire,” 767-68.

113 Saydam, Kirim ve Kafkas gégleri, (1856-1876), 60-61.
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was more increased and became a Muslim empire.!'* The emphasis on security in the
Ottoman Empire was another subject to be considered. As Fratantuono wrote, the
settlement of the immigrants had two objectives: protecting borders and civilizing
mission on tribal populations.!'> As will be mentioned below, the Ottoman Empire
chose to settle the Chechens around the borders to which the Russian Empire did not

agree. Nonetheless, the aim was to consolidate the state's power in the region.

As Saydam argued, Ottoman authorities welcomed the immigrants on behalf
of humanity since many immigrants from different religious backgrounds were
already accepted by the Ottoman Empire.!'® Ahmet Oztiirk in his thesis,
acknowledging the security issues, claimed that one of the reasons was nationalism
since there were many non-Muslims in the region. ''” The problem with this
explanation is that the number of nationalists in the 1860s was very limited. Even in
1863, the interactions between the newspaper columnist Srvandztiants and Armenian
peasants showed the main issue was not nationalism but the implementation of
justice promised by the Tanzimat. For instance, one Armenian told Srvandztiants
“Will reading a newspaper free me from the Kurds, will it decrease my taxes, will it

take me to the kingdom, will it take me to heaven...?”!®

To keep up with the immigrants’ settlement, Ottoman Empire first used

Balkans to settle them, then changed the direction of the migration through Anatolia.

4 Avagyan, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Kemalist Tiirkiye'nin Devlet-Iktidar Sisteminde Cerkesler,
30-32.

115 Ella Fratantuono, “Producing Ottomans: Internal Colonization and Social Engineering in Ottoman
Immigrant Settlement,” Journal of Genocide Research 21, no. 1 (2019): 5.

116 Saydam, Kurim ve Kafkas gogleri, (1856-1876), 76-78.

117 Ahmet Oztiirk, “Kafkasya'dan Mus ydresine Gogler ve Iskan (1856-1905),” (M.A. Thesis, Bitlis
Eren Universitesi, 2017), 89.

"8 Aytzvik Taronoy, no. 12 (15 September 1863): 47. Quoted in Dzovinar Derderian, “Shaping
Subjectivities and Contesting Power Through the Image of Kurds, 1860s. In Yasar Tolga Cora,
Dzovinar Derderian & Ali Sipahi (Eds.), The Ottoman East in the Nineteenth Century: Societies,
Identities and Politics, (London: Taurus Academic Studies, 2016), 99.
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To oversee the settlement, the empire established an institution named “Muhacirin

Komisyonu”.

3.1.2 The Muhacirin Komisyonu

One of the most important institutions for immigrants was the Muhacirin
Komisyonu. For scholars, it was an agent to transform the immigrants into Ottoman
citizens. ' For the first time, the state took an active role in the migration process by
establishing an official institution. Before 1865 the influx of the refugees was coming
mainly from the Balkans to Ottoman Empire, like from Dobruja and Danube in
1856-1859 when the numbers were not so many and the administration of the
refugees was managed better than the later influx. Georgi Chochiev and Bekir Kog
emphasized the poverty of Eastern Anatolia for not settling the immigrants and
directing them to the Rumelia.!?* The settlement process in Rumelia did not mean the
transition of these people's new lifestyle was smooth. While cholera and plague were
a dangerous component of the immigrants during the migration, the later economic
problems were also important so the Sublime Porte decided to establish Muhacirin
Komisyonu.!?! Therefore, on 1 January 1860, the Muhacirin Komisyonu was
established after Istanbul, and people in it could not handle the immigration process
without an organization. The members of this commission were Hafiz Pasha of

Circassian origin and ex-governor of Trabzon province, Remzi Bey, who was a

9 David C. Cuthell Jr., “The Muhacirin Komisyonu: An Agent in the Transformation of Ottoman
Anatolia 1860-1866 (PhD Diss., Columbia University, 2005), 20.

120 Georgi Chochiev and Bekir Kog, “Migrants from the North Caucasus in Eastern Anatolia: Some
Notes on Their Settlement and Adaptation (Second Half of the 19th Century-Beginning of 20th
Century,” Journal of Asian History 40, no. 1 (2006): 83.

12 Cuthell Jr., The Muhacirin Komisyonu, 99-101.
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member of the Commerce Department, Refik, Giircii Ismail, and Haci Pir Efendi in

the first place and were changed constantly.'??

In 1861, the migration route was changed with the order of Hafiz Pasha to
Anatolia. The migration places were also changed from western parts of the Russian
Empire to the Caucasus therefore, the new route was Anatolia since the immigrants
came with ships to Trabzon and Samsun ports. Balkans was a place where the
nationalist movements created problems for Ottoman authorities to control the
region. An influx of immigrants would deepen the problem for both communities.'
This change of route became the center of the discussions since the population was

mixed in Eastern Anatolia.

According to David Cuthell Jr, one of the reasons for using the Eastern
borderland of the empire was to prevent any problem in Istanbul, where the first part
of the immigrants stayed in the big mosques and shelters. This stay would become a
problem since there was a chance to spread disease through the capital and a
possibility of Western observation that would show a “painful reminder of Ottoman
weakness” to call itself a Muslim empire.'?* However, as will be seen from below,
the important issue was the immigrants’ wishes. They would leave the land if they
did not have any connection to their tribes. Therefore, seeing the Muhacirin
Komisyonu as an entity that desired to change the demography of the empire is to
give much meaning to the migration decisions. For instance, some Chechens
disagreed to leave the Mus region in order to go to the Rasulayn and stayed there,

even though Russian officials did not want any immigrants around the borders.

122 Cuthell Jr., The Muhacirin Komisyonu, 103-105.
123 Cuthell Jr., The Muhacirin Komisyonu, 113-119.
124 Cuthell Jr., The Muhacirin Komisyonu, 168-169.
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The routes of immigrants were shaped by the closeness of the place to the
Ottoman Empire. While many preferred to come by sea, like the case of Chechen
immigrants, people were also coming by foot. However, transportation was a bit
problem in terms of collaboration with Russian authorities who just wanted to get rid
of immigrants on the shores. Saydam estimated the number of passengers in Spring
1864 almost as 400,000 people. The ships and small boats did not have enough
capacity to carry them all, so diseases and deaths were a part of these rescue
missions. '?° First, the immigrants would get kislaks and yaylaks for the summer and
winter seasons, like the settlements in Uzunyayla. Second, so-called empty lands
would be given to the immigrants like the case of Ayazmend. Third, existed
immigrant places were another choice and last, the immigrants were settled in local

inhabitants' lands.'?°

The empire informed its subjects about the settlement process through the
newspaper. Takvim-i Vekayi during the Circassian immigration informed people
about the donations as money or clothes made by Muslims and non-Muslims.
Margarita Dobreva's investigation resulted in that the newspaper did not have any
intention in explaining conflicts between Russian and Circassians. As expected from
the official newspaper of the empire, the details presented as only the settlement
process that was explained with examples.'?” For instance, Takvim-i Vekayi, the first
official newspaper in the Ottoman Empire, gave an example of the construction of
the houses for the Chechens in Erzurum province in 1867. According to the news, in

1866, there were over 10,000 houses constructed in multiple provinces and sub-

125 Abdullah Saydam, Kirim Ve Kafkas Gogleri, (1856-1876), 87-89.

126 Cuthell Jr., The Muhacirin Komisyonu, 177-78. For more information about Ayazmend see,
Terzibasoglu, Landlords, Refugees, and Nomads for more information about Uzunyayla, see Hamed-
Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, especially Chapter III.

127 Margarita Dobreva, “Cerkes Tehcirinin Medyaya Yankist: Takvim-1 Vekayi Gazetesi,” Yeni
Tiirkiye 74 (2015): 781.
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provinces which provided “wealth and security ... for the immigrants in
everywhere.”!?8 However, as will be mentioned below, this was not the case in the

Mus region.

3.2 The migrations into the Mus region

Even before the Chechens migrated to the Mus region, it was a settlement place. For
instance, the Mus region witnessed the immigration flow in 1861. A tribe called
Yediii¢giin(?) which comprised over 700 households set foot in Samsun port.
However, the tribe could not fit into Samsun since it was claimed there was no place
for them to farm. Two people from the tribe, Haci Mehmed and Hac1 Niyazi came to
the capital and asked to be settled in Erzurum province. Therefore, an order was sent
to the governor of Erzurum to help the tribe for their settlement in Mus.!? This
request from the immigrants illustrated two things, first, the immigrants could change
their location if they would ask for land and second, the commission knew empty

lands at least in theory.

This tribe was not the only tribe that requested to settle in Mus. Chochiev
explained the settlement of immigrants as an entity rather than smaller groups with a
fear of losing their customs in a completely new and alien place. The efforts to

regroup can be seen much better with this fear.!*° In October 1861, Dagestani

128 Takvim-i Vekayi, no. 852, p. 2. 21 Haziran 1283 (4 July 1867).

1291 did not see any document related to this tribe. “... ziraat ve harasetlerine kafi oralarda vasi’ bir
mahal bulunmadig1 misillii kendilerine miistakil haneler dahi gosterilmediginden bahs ile Erzurum
sancagina nakl i izamlar1 hususu kabile-i merkumeden olub Dersaadet’e gelmis olan Hact Mehmed ve
Hac1 Niyazi nam kimesneler tarafindan ...” BOA. 4.} MKT. MHM. 221-10. 22 Zilkade 1277 (1 June
1861).

130 Georgi Chochiev, “XIX. Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda Kuzey Kafkas
Gogmenlerinin Toplumsal Uyarlanmasina Dair Bazi Goriisler (Gogmenlerin Otoriteye Basvurular),”
Kebikeg 23 (2007): 409.

50



immigrants who first came to Biga claimed that the climate of Biga was not suitable
for them. Therefore, they wanted to go to either Kars or Mus since there were already
their fellow countrymen in these sub-provinces and the climate was resembling their
hometown. The grand vizierate ordered the mutasarrif of Biga to investigate if there
were death or sickness because of the climate. If the immigrants were right, then
their request would be accepted.'! After the investigation, the council of Biga
claimed that even though there were death and sickness, the primary reason for these
immigrants was to be closer to their fellow countrymen.!3?> Therefore, their request
was declined because their aim was “malice thoughts”.!*® The local inhabitants, on

the other hand, did not appreciate the settlement of the immigrants.

The administrative council of Erzurum asked the grand vizierate to stop the
immigration flow in 1861. The members of the council claimed inhabitants helped
them with everything they had. They were having problems providing the lumber
because of the construction of new houses for the immigrants. In return, the
immigrants attacked these inhabitants and did not settle. Therefore, the members of
the council wanted the grand vizierate to stop a flow to the province and settle them
in Trabzon since they were gathering there.'** One consequence of this request can
be seen from a memorandum from the grand vizierate to Muhacirin Komisyonu in

1863. According to this memorandum which contained a summary of a telegraph of

131 “Biga’da iskan olunan Dagistan muhacirleri oranin ab ve havasiyla imtizag edemedigi ekseri telef
ve kalanlar dahi na-mizac olmakda olduklarindan ve ekser hemsehrileri Erzurum eyaleti dahilinde
kain ve bilad-1 kadimelerinin havasina ... olan Kars ve Mus sancaklarinda tavattun olunmus
olduklarindan...” BOA. 4.} MKT. MHM. 237-74. 16 Rebiiilahir 1278 (21 October 1861).

132« _.adem-i imtizac-1 ab ve havadan olmayib mahzen Erzurum ve Mus sancaklarinda olan
hemsireleri yanlarina gidib iskan etmek daiyesinde ibaret bulunmus ...” BOA. 4.} MKT. UM. 550-10.
24 Ramazan 1278 (25 March 1862).

133 ¢ ab ve havasiyla adem-i imtizacdan nasi olmayib baz efkar-1 fasideden ibaret bulundugu
anlagilmis” BOA. 4.} MKT. MHM. 558-6. 24 Sevval 1278 (24 April 1862).

134 “elzem olan haneler i¢in muktezi olan kerestenin tedariginde dahi hasbe’l-mevki’ miiskilat
oldugundan” BOA. 4.} MKT. NZD. 385-59. 18 Cemaziyelevvel 1278 (21 November 1861).
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the governor of Erzurum, 222 households of immigrants that had been sent to Mus
were sent to Pasinler and the rest to Sivas.!?® However, these examples were not the
only examples. As mentioned above, 4000 households began their migration. The
Chechens'® as the documents referred to the Caucasian tribes that were coming to
the Ottoman Empire as a whole were waiting to be settled in the empire in September

1864.

The officials’ first choices for these people were Erzurum, Kars, Mus, and
Van. However, the winter was close, therefore the primary aim for the officials was
to start the settlement process and the provincial governments were notified. '3’
Russian Empire did not send Chechen immigrants without a supervisor. While the
immigrants were going to enter the Ottoman Empire through Kars, the Russian
officers came with them. Therefore, the Ottoman Empire hired a clerk who knew

French and Russian with a payment of 600 kurus as well as his traveling expenses. '

The Russian officials did not happy with the idea of the immigrants being
settled at the borders of the Russian Empire. The settlement officer Nusret Pasha
wrote that the Russian officers did not agree with the arranged places for the
immigrants since the destination was agreed on the desert part of the Diyarbekir
province namely in Rasulayn and Mus and Van were not in the desert part. Since the

Russians’ claims were against the settlement decision of the Ottoman state, Nusret

135 BOA. A.} MKT. MHM. 277-101. 9 Rebiiilahir 1280 (23 September 1863).

136 For a list of tribes settled in Ottoman Empire and the list of Circassian villages in Mus see, Ahmet
Oztiirk, “Kafkasya'dan Mus yoresine gdgler ve iskan (1856-1905).” He focused on the Chechens and
how they caused problems. However, in terms of Armenians who complained about the immigrants
he claimed that the reaction of Armenians to the immigrants was political. Armenians, he wrote, was
complaining about being majority in the region, however, as can be seen from the first phases of the
immigration even the council members whose majority was Muslim members than the Armenians
disagreed with the state that the immigrants should not be settled in the region. Oztiirk, Kafkasya 'dan
Mus Yoresine Gégler, 110.

137 BOA. MVL. 685-67. 5 Rebiiilahir 1281(7 September 1864).

133 From Nusret Pasha to the grand vizier. BOA. . MVL. 532-23885. 21 zilhicce 1281 (17 May 1865).
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Pasha wanted to warn the government because the settlement process was in the

Ottoman territories and a foreign country should not interfere with this process. !>

Saydam claimed the refusal of Chechen immigration to Van, Kars, and
Erzurum by Russian authorities could be explained by opposition towards the
Ottoman Empire in “international conjuncture” as well as decreasing the number of
experienced people with the war against future Armenian movements. Saydam
argued that the British ambassador in Istanbul supported the immigrants to be settled
in Eastern Anatolia to secure the newly built Trabzon-Erzurum Road against the
Russian claims.!** However, as can be seen from these times, there were not any
specific events in 1865 that could turn the European Powers against the Ottoman
Empire in terms of immigrant settlement. Sarah Rosser-Owen emphasized the British
interests in trade routes as Saydam argued but she claimed that this immigration
process had a positive effect on the British Empire because of the “humanitarian
element” but it would within 10 years as the Berlin Treaty showed.!'*! Therefore, it

should be asked which conjuncture Saydam was talking about and which years he

139 “MuhAcirin-i varidinin hududa karib mahallerde iskan olunmayub Kiirdistan ve Harput ve Van ve
Mus ve Sivas ve Si’irt taraflarinda tavattun ve ivalari ta’limat- seniyye ahkamindan bulunmus oldugu
halde muhacirini teslime memur olan rusya komiseri hududa karib mahallerde adem-i iskanlariyla
beraber birtakim sdzler ile muhacirinin Mus ve Van taraflarinda dahi iskanlarina razi olmamakda ve
komiser-i miimaileyh yalniz teslim-i muhacirine memur iken bu tarafda ikametle mevad-1 iskaniyeye
dahi karigmakda bulunmasi ... Rusya seféreti canibinden mersul komiser-i miimaileyhin yerinde
bulunan ta’limatda Diyarbekirin 6te tarafinda ya’ni ¢6l tarafina iskan olunacaklari ta’biri sarahaten
bulundugu iddi’asiyla Van ve Mus sancaklar1 ise men-cihetii’l-cografya Diyarbekirden biri de
olmastyla oralara iskan olunmasini protesto etmekde ve ¢akerleri dahi Cegcen muhécirlerinin Mus ve
Van sancaklarinda Diyarbekir semtine miisadif mahallerde iskdn olunmus ta’limat-1 seniyye
ahkdmindan olmastyla muhall-i mezkurenin devleteyn hududuna pek ¢ok ba’id oldugu i’tibarina
mebni dahil mukavele ve ta’limat bulunmus id{igii beyaniyla ita-y1 cevab olunarak ikna’ kilinmis ise
de ber-vech muharrer mevad-1 iskaniyeye miidahale eyledikleri suretde devlet-i aliyyenin iskan-1
muhacirince ittihaz buyurmus oldugu politikaya su’-i tesirdti olacagindan ... devlet-i aliyyenin dahil
miilkiinde icra etmekde oldugu mevad-1 iskaniyeye ecnebiyye veya hususi Rusya devletinin miidahale
eylememesi hususunun beyan-1 alice iktizasina hususunda ve herhalde emr-i ferman hazret-i men
lehiil emrindir.” BOA. 4.} MKT. MHM. 341-27. 10 August 1865.

140 Saydam, Kurim ve Kafkas gogleri, (1856-1876), 101.

141 Sarah A. S. Isla Rosser-Owen, The First ‘Circassian Exodus’ to the Ottoman Empire (1858-1867),
and the Ottoman Response, Based on Accounts of Contemporary British Observers,” (M.A. Thesis,
School of Oriental and African Studies, 2007), 47.
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emphasized. Moreover, predicting an Armenian movement 20 years before the
establishment of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation is a very unrealistic
approach to explain it. The only acceptable reason why Russia declined this
settlement would be that they would not want to fight against these immigrants who
resisted for a long time to Russian Empire. Like an empire that fought three times
against the Ottoman Empire starting from the beginning of the century, a new war
was never out of question. Therefore, the Russian Empire’s refusal on settling the
immigrants surrounding the borders is feasible. However, it is interesting to see the
proposal of the British ambassador, since the key problem in ten years would be
Circassians in which the British Empire forced Ottoman Empire to reform the eastern

provinces.

Even though the Russian Empire rejected the immigrants to be settled in
eastern provinces, the immigrants settled in these regions. The Ottoman Empire was
still sending many of them to Rasulayn district, but the immigrants did not want to
leave these places. The governor of Erzurum, Mehmed Emin Pasha, informed the
grand vizierate about the settlement issue. He started this correspondence with his
journey from Trabzon to Erzurum since he was appointed as the governor, and in the
report, we can see the patterns of settlement issues. He saw the city having problems
in terms of municipal organization and “civilization” and possible reform.'*> An
interesting part about his account is that after an attack on a caravan by Kurds he
asked 10 zaptiyes in Erzurum and only three of them came. The reason fewer officers

came was that others went to help the settlement of Chechen migrants. The

142 “Trabzon’dan hareketle hudud-1 vilayetden Erzurum’a gelinceye kadar esna-y1 rahde mesmu’ ve
meshudum olan ahval-i isfa(?) istimal ile nifs1 Erzurum’un esvak ve pazarinda ve ekrad-1 ahali ve
sekenenin hal i heyet ve miisaverilerinde nezaret-i(?) belediyeye ve siar-1 medine(?) bi’l-kiilliye
miibayin goriinen fenaliklar hayret ve eski(?) miieddi olmasiyla beraber her nasilsa sevabikda 1slahat-1
miimkiineye dahi asla itina olunamamis oldugu...” BOA. 4.} MKT.MHM. 344-94, 4. 26 September
1865.
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relationship between the loose control of the region and immigrants was emphasized
throughout his memorandum. For instance, the zaptiyes were helping the immigrants
by asking wagons from the local inhabitants. five zaptiyes were helping the
immigrants for each immigrant convoy. The “bandits” took advantage of this loose

control and many robbery incidents arose.'#?

The governor also gave an approximate number of immigrants in Erzurum,
Mus, and Hasankale. There were 8,000 immigrants in Erzurum and 15,000 people
were gathered in Mus and Hasankale. When the immigrants were set to go to
Diyarbekir and Harput, they refused to leave and came up with many excuses.
Eventually, “the excuses made the local people suspicious, and they wanted and
asked for to get rid of the immigrants immediately.”'** He wrote that there were
many petitions about the fights between immigrants and local people and Kurds in
general, so if the precautions were not taken place the issue would grow. Therefore,
he immediately wanted to send Nusret Pasha'* to Mus, but this move was not

fruitful because of the expenses and the governor asked for 40 zaptiyes for Erzincan

143 “kuyve-i zabita-i mahalliyeye bi’t-tab> za’af tar1 olmus oldugu ve bu hal surada burada sirkat
vuku’na ve taaddiyat-1 eskiyaya firsat vermis oldugu...” BOA. A.} MKT.MHM. 344-94 4.

144 “canlarina minnet bilmis olduklarindan karar-1 ahiri adem-i kabul ile ahir taraflara gitmemek
efkarina sapub diirlii ta’alliil ve tas’yibat iraesine kalkigdiklar1 ve bu hal dahi ahali-i kadimenin
zihinlerini tahdis ederek muhacirin-i merkumenin buralardan bir kadem akdem te’bidi istirham ve
istidastyla sizlanmaga basladiklar1 anlasildigindan ve arz u beyana hacet olmadig1 lizere sayet bu
muhacirlere kis basmaksizin mahall-i ivalarina(?) sevk ve izam olunamay1b da buralarda kalmak
lazim gelir ise Maazallah hal-i ez-her cihet miigekkel ve bi’l-ahere hatr u vehameti muceb...” BOA.
A.} MKT.MHM. 344-94.4.

145 According to the governor, Nusret Pasha did complain all the time about either not having enough
travel expenses or not going after the Kurds. Eventually, the governor sent some money for the
expenses. He admitted that he could not stand him and his wishes in the letter. “bu Nusret Pasa’nin bir
caresi bulunmadigi takdirde tahammiil edemeyecegim ve kendisinin su ahval-i nabercasi belki
miisariinileyh Ismail Pasa hazretlerinin dahi caki’ olacak arz u ifadesinden ma’lum-1 ali-i hidiv-i
azimileri buyurulacagi ve Erzurum’un ise 1slahat-1 miitenevvi’aya ...ihtiyaci semaen miisellem
bulundugu...” BOA. 4.} MKT.MHM. 344-94,4.
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and there were none according to the response. Eventually, he asked for help from

Colonel Mustafa who was already in the region “to discipline” Kurds.!*®

As mentioned above, the immigrants came with their animals and also
brought their weapons with them. However, it was a problem for the region and it
was given orders to collect the immigrants’ weapons. From the “Cevirme” village to
Mus, an army was sent which were comprised of 300 cavalries and one cannon. The
army was taking the immigrants’ weapons at each stop where the immigrants were
located. However, the immigrants were not willing to give their weapons. For
instance, in one of the clashes between the army and immigrants, one man died, and
many were wounded. The Karabulak tribe, which comprised 700 households,
became a significant problem for the army, that’s why Ali Kemali Pasha needed one
battalion of infantry, three squadrons of cavalry, and 500 Kurdish “equestrians” at
the head of the colonel Mustafa Bey. Since the immigrants’ guns were taken away,
the need for protection arose.!*” Therefore, a patrol around the immigrants was
constructed to protect them and their animals. The telegraph of the governor shows
us an interesting account concerning the discourse on Kurds. The governor divided
the Kurds into two categories; those who fought alongside the Ottomans and the
brigands who were attacking the local people. These brigands, according to the
governor, had the possibility to attack the local people, so the order was to protect

them against these brigands.'*® Interestingly, the Ministry of Interior called this take

146 “ahir diirlii garesi diisiiniildiik de eger¢i Mus tarafi i¢in ol-havali Ekradinin terbiyesi memuriyetiyle
mukaddemce bir tabur asakir-i gahane ile ol-havalide bulunan miralay Mustafa Begin bir géz karaldisi
olmak tizere birkag boliik ile nifs1t Mus’a gelmesi muvaffak-1 hal goriindiigiinden” BOA. 4.}
MKT.MHM. 344-94 .4,

147 “bir tabur piyade ve 3 boliik siivari ve 500 Kiirt atlisi ile iki toplar dahi Miralay Mustafa Bey
refakatiyle” BOA. . DH. 543-37764. 17 Cemaziyelahir 1282 (7 November 1865).

148 BOA. [. DH. 543-37764.
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away of the guns with ease and the “measure of intimidation”.!*’ As mentioned
above, the zaptiyes could not protect the region since many of them were helping the
immigrants. By demonstrating a “show” the local government tried to secure it by
threatening the immigrants. In a place where the state was still building its authority,
the measures were quick and not permanent. This selective interference of the
government showed itself during this event because it was becoming an unsolvable

problem.

The immigrants’ situation during their dispatch to the districts was not good,
as we see from the governor’s letter. Immigrants were so poor that they did not have
money to shoe the horses. The pasha was given orders to do the shoeing process.!'>°
While being said, the governor also wrote that the poor immigrants did not return the
carriages that were collected from the local inhabitants. The inhabitants, therefore,

complained about the issue since the time was to farm the land.!!

Hamed-Troyansky claimed the banditry in Circassians started because of a
failure of providing land and prosperity. Then they started banditry.!>? Indeed, the

problems with settling, or more precisely, not having a coherent process, turned them

149 “Revis-i ig’are nazaran bu babda ittihaz olunan tedabir-i tahvifiye ve teminiye ile muhacirin-i
merkumenin eslihalar1 bi’s-suhule alinarak mahall-i iskanilerine sevki ve 1slahat-1 mukteziyenin
istikmali su giinlerde reside-i hiisn-i hitam olmak {izere bulunmus... muhacirin-i merkumenin mahall-i
iskanlarina sevki ve ta’addiyatlarindan canlar1 yanmis olan ahali-i kadimenin ve eskiya-y1 ekradin
melhuz olan tasallutlarindan muhafazasi emr ... itina olunarak her tarafli tedabire tesebbiis olunmus
ve bunun dahi 5-10 giin i¢inde hiisn-i tesviyeleriyle Erzurum’a mu’avedet olunmas1” BOA. /. DH.
543-37764.

150 “hayvanat-1 mezkurenin fiiruht olunmasi ve bununla beraber muhacirinin kendi mallari olan
esblerinin nallar1 pek fenalasdigindan ashabinin ¢ogu fukaradan bulunduklari cihetle miicerred sevk i
izamlarini teshiliyle medar olmak iizere bir cemiyle olarak bunlarin hayvanlarinin dahi canib-i miriden
nallandirilmasi...” BOA. 4.} MKT. MHM. 344-94 4.

151 “muhacirin-i merkume ise gerek selef-i cakeri devletlii Ismail Pasa hazretleri zamaninda ve gerek
zaman-1 acizanemde defaatle koylerden Okiiz ve araba celbiyle siirat-i azimetleri teklif olunmus iken
taalliilat-1 vahiye ile harekete kiyam etmeyib ve giden kafileler dahi ahalinin araba ve hayvanatini iade
etmeyerek bayagi zabt eylemis olduklari tevatiiren rivayet olunmakda ve su aralik mevsim-i hasad
olmak cihetiyle ahali-i kura ve zira’ taifesinin hizmetleri meydanda kalarak sizlanilmakda
bulunduklari...” BOA. 4.} MKT. MHM. 344-94.

152 Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 304.
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into bandits. However, carrying guns was a problem for the local inhabitants since
they faced some of them before 1861. Chechen immigrants, on the one hand, were
trying to settle into their new houses and, on the other hand, they were making
problems for both the local people and also for Armenians who came to visit the
Surp Garabed Monastery. Although the details are unknown about these attacks, it is
known that these Chechen immigrants were living close to the monastery until the
spring of 1866. To prevent any attack on local people or visitors, an order was sent to
Erzurum province to ban the settlement of the Chechen immigrants without knowing
their intentions or their actions.!>® This attack on the monastery was not the only
attack. Like in the Mus region, they killed a bishop at Madnavank church in Ahlat

and some attacked the town.!>*

The local government, after the first months following the settlement,
recruited the immigrants like Mikail to the police stations. Mikail was wounded from
his right leg with a bullet after a fight. Therefore, he was given 80 kurus as a
salary.!>® Mikail was not the only immigrant stationed in the Mus sub-province. In
one clash between the Hasenan tribe and zaptiye, Halef b. Faris and Afiivv(?) b.
Faris, killed captain Resid Bey in Bulanik around 1868-1869. The reason for the
clash was to bring the brothers Halef and Afiivv to the government place. Resid Bey
along with the sergeant Fettah Bey, and Mustafa from Morea, and Ibrahim from

Dagestan, went to the village to put them into custody. In the end, the brothers were

153 ¢ ol-bahara kadar miisaferet suretiyle orada ikameleri umur-1 zaruriyeden olan Cegen

muhacirlerinin netice-i hal ve hareketleri anlasilmadik¢a ve mevaki’-i iskaniyelerine sevk-i vakia
olunmadik¢a ba’d-ez-in muhacir kabuliine mesag verilmemesi muvaffak-1 maslahat...” BOA. MVL.
1051-11. 2 Receb 1282 (21 November 1865).

154 Troyansky found this document in Tbilisi which showed the Russian Empire investigated the
situation in this period. A similar document is in the Ottoman archives however the summary and the
details do not match. See, BOA. MVL. 1051-11. Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 401.

155 BOA. MVL. 1051-20. 14 Saban 1282 (2 January 1866).
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sentenced to spend 15 years in Erzurum as a penal servitude.'*® It is not known the
criteria for the employment of the immigrants however, even in the first years of
their permanent settlement in the Ottoman Empire, these people found jobs to deal

“with the troublemakers”, like in this case, Kurds.

Like the state affected the society, the Circassians wanted to be a part of the
army even though they were exempt from the conscription for 25 years, which was
reduced to 10 years.!>” Interestingly, the state asked for both soldiers and people for
securing their homelands so in a way admitted that the state could not help the people
in a case of problems with the volunteer regulation. Mehmet Besik¢i emphasized the
state's word of choice in terms of voluntary or compulsory service. While the
immigrants were exempt from the conscription, the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-
1878 was called jihad so the Muslim people had to take part in the war.!>® Even
though I could not find any petition the immigrants in the Mus region sent regarding
conscription, Georgi Chochiev, by looking at the petitions the immigrants sent, wrote
they were enthusiastic about conscription since the military could provide benefits
that they could not have if they were peasants. Therefore, they were the “warriors of
the Sultan” for their new land.'>® However, Besik¢i claimed the conscription of
Circassians into the Ottoman army was a bargaining issue in which it could provide
benefits to them and was not “an absolute loyalty.”!®® Zaptiye institution was another
institution Circassians applied and found jobs. Hamed-Troyansky argued that a kind

of failure of distribution of the land to the immigrants led immigrants to work as

156 BOA. I. DA. 8-159. 16 Muharrem 1287 (14 April 1870).

157 Besikei wrote that it was 25 years for the immigrants who came right after the Crimean Wars but it
was changed to 10 years. Mehmet Besikgi, “Basibozuk savag¢idan ‘Makbul’ tebaaya: 1877-1878
Osmanli-Rus Savasi’nda Osmanli Ordusunda Cerkez Muhacitler,” Hacettepe Universitesi Tiirkiyat
Arastirmalart Dergisi, 23, (2015), 94.

158 Besikei, “Basibozuk savaggidan ‘Makbul’ tebaaya,” 106.

159 Chochiev, “XIX. Yiizyilm ikinci yarisinda Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda,” 414.

160 Besikei, “Basibozuk savaggidan ‘Makbul’ tebaaya,” 87.
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zaptiyes and soldiers as well as created problems with the local communities if the
land was given to the muhacirs.'®! Using immigrants as a security force was seen as
an envisioned proposal of the state since the conflicts between local inhabitants and

immigrants lasted from the start of their arrival to the twentieth century.'®

Hamed-Troyansky explained the issue of security forces as a form of “divide
and rule” policy and claimed that this policy was used to check the other inhabitants
by “hiring minority communities.”!* I claim to look at the Kurdish forces to
understand the use of the immigrants in terms of the security issue. The immigrants
had already been exempted from conscription. On the other hand, Kurds have
already been in use for the state like the incident in Cevirme village and Mus. There
was “kir serdar1” in the village. The kir serdar1 was employed by the state in Western
Anatolia in 1806 as a protection measure during the War of Russo-Ottoman 1806-
1812. Throughout the nineteenth century, the institution was applied in most of
Anatolia as a temporary solution. The time limit for them changed according to the
help the local government needed. The duration changed but there were cases the kir
serdar1 was used by the government from 3 months to 10 months. They were hired
temporarily and had to be cavalry and mobile.'®* Therefore, the problem with the
security was apparent since the temporality of the jobs did not secure Kurdish people
the money also there were risks of dying while following “the bandits”. However,

there were also risks of Kurdish people not doing their jobs by following the bandits.

It is understandable to think why the immigrants applied for the security

forces. If the immigrants could manage their living conditions barely, a chance to

161 Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 55.

162 Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 266-267.

163 Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 307.

104 Murat Gokhan Dalyan, Bir Osmanli I¢ Giivenlik Teskilati: Kir Serdarhgi- Osmanh Gegici Koy
Koruculuk Sistemi, (Istanbul: Kitabevi, 2016), 35-38.

60



make their livings would be an opportunity for them. In terms of the local
government, the temporary security would not bear a success. Therefore, the
collaboration between the immigrants and the government on security issues was a

way for the state to consolidate its power.

Chechens, specifically, were not the only tribes to set to be settled in the Mus
region. 155 nomad households, over 700 people, from the Kahaber tribe who were
living in Hemsin in Lazistan sub-province were set to settle in Hasanova land in the
Mus region in 1871 without explaining the real reason for migration to Mus. The
plan was for the tribe to come from Kars and the soldiers were assigned to prevent
any attack coming from the immigrants. However, the representative of these
households, the imam Mehmed Efendi, wanted to settle in Batum by giving up their
nomadic lifestyle, which was accepted by the Trabzon province, and the settlement

decision was withdrawn.'®

Daghestani immigrants were also in the Mus region for the settlement. The
government wrote in 1873 that the representative of immigrants, Haci Mehmed, by
complaining about not being able to settle in the territories with the 60 households,
wanted to be settled in Hacibey and Zirek villages immediately because the native
people in these villages were not over 8-10 households and had enormous lands. '
However, after three years passed, the request was not completed by the government.
6.167

Therefore, the settlement process was transferred to the zaptiye institution in 187

In August 1876, again another Daghestani immigrant group who were comprised of

165 «Agiret-i merkumenin tavattun ve iskanlar1 Trabzon vilayetince mukarrer olmasina ve Hasanova’ya
Kars’dan hicret eden 155 hane muhacirinin iskani kararlagtirilarak ekserisi sevk olunmadigi beyan
kilinmasina nazaran asiretin Hasanova’da iskanlarina dair sebkat eden isarin bi’t-tab hiikkmii
kalmayib...” BOA. §D. 1503-55. 22 Cemaziyelevvel 1288 (9 August 1871).

166 BOA. BEO.AYN.d. 831, No: 4283,p. 287. 16 December 1873.

167 BOA. BEO.AYN.d. 832, No: 5059,p. 85. 23 August 1876.
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eight households were staying in the Anh(?) village temporarily. However, both the
representative of this group, Mehmed Ali, and the government wanted to settle this
group immediately. The more temporary their stay was, the more the expenses
became. The problem with the temporary stay was that they could not find a place to
farm if they were farmers. Therefore, both the treasury and the immigrants wanted to

solve this problem quickly.'®®

The Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 started on 24 April 1877, when
Russians attacked both from Rumelia and Eastern Anatolia. Russians’ objection to
settling these immigrants on the borderlands was proved right when the Ottoman
Empire recruited soldiers from tribes and Caucasian immigrants in Carsancak and
Mus just before the war. According to a document dated 1 April 1877, 30 battalions
of infantry and five regiments of cavalry were recruited and it was decided to be
given 30 drachmae(?) of bread and barley to cavalries’ animals in each day they
served.'® Besikgi estimated the Circassian volunteers in every step of the army in
Eastern Anatolia as over 50,000 people.'’® Because of the defeat in the war, the
immigrants came to the Ottoman Empire, so the state gave exemptions to them. The
immigrants who came after the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78 were exempted from
income tax (temettu’) for two years, tithe tax for three years, the military exemption
for 6 or 10 years after the date of their settlement, sheep tax was not specified but

after the immigrants started to earn their livings, the taxes would be collected from

168 BOA. BEO.AYN.d. 832, No: 135, p. 80. 6 August 1876.

169 The army could not give any dishes to the soldiers they were on the roads or in the district centers
and the duration of this bread and barley was limited to 5-10 days. “...asakir-i mezkureye kaza
merkezlerinde ve yollarda bulunduklar1 miiddetce evani-i nuhasi ve levazim-1 saire tedarik etmek ve
suret-i mazbuta ve matlubede tayin vermek miimkiin olamadigindan bu miiddet icin asakir-i redifenin
celb ii cem’i esnada icra olunan muamelata tevfikan asakir-i muaveneye dahi yalniz nan ve
hayvanlarina arpa itas1 umur-1 zaruriyeden ve bir de 5-10 giine mahsus idiigii bedihiyatdan
oldugundan...” BOA. .DH. 774-60859. 17 Rebiiilevvel 1294 (1 April 1877).

170 Besikgi, “Basibozuk savaggidan ‘Makbul’ tebaaya,” 103.
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them according to immigrant’s settlement whether they came before the war or

not.!”!

Chechens who were settled in various places maintained the connection with
each other after the war. The Bitlis governor Arif notified the ministry of Interior
about the Chechens who were settled in Rasulayn in Haleb and started to come to the
Varto district in 1883. These 49 households of Chechens and Lezgis come to
Tepekdy and other villages in Varto; some came three-four years ago and some
seven-eight years ago, and in these villages, they settled themselves. However, this
process and its aftermath were not a simple transition. These newly settled
immigrants, along with the old-settled immigrants, started to cause problems. For
instance, people from these two groups killed three men and were arrested, but while
zaptiyes with captured criminals were on their way to Mus, these groups killed two
zaptiyes and freed the criminals. These types of activities in a place settled with
immigrants, the governor wrote, influenced the immigrants who settled in the first
place during the migration flow badly and it was decided that these newly settled
immigrants go back to Rasulayn. Since the Rasulayn was the prescribed place for the
Caucasian immigrants, these newly settled immigrants settled themselves with no
government order. The governor, therefore, wanted these people to send back

otherwise they were capable of harming people.!”?

The Varto district was not the only place that Caucasian immigrants became a
problem. In the Bulanik district, these immigrants were settled in the villages but
according to the Armenian Patriarchate, they were harming the Armenians by

destroying the lands, pasturelands, robbing the animals. The local people complained

" Ipek, Rumeli'den Anadolu'ya Tiirk go¢leri, 220-23.
172 BOA. §D. 1875-23. 5 Muharrem 1301 (6 November 1883).
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to the local authorities, but it is apparent that authorities did not solve this problem
and the local people wrote to the Armenian Patriarchate. Therefore, the patriarchate
wanted the government to stop these immigrants and their oppression.'”® The
government sent a memorandum to the Bitlis province to investigate the claims of

the patriarchate and apply justice.!”*

As mentioned above, these two Chechen immigrant groups living in various
places were coming to the Mus region. Even in 1888, 15 households of immigrants
from Rasulayn came to Mus and asked to be settled in this region. The reason for
their re-settlement was shown due to its harsh weather. We do not see the aftermath
of their petitions, but it is interesting to see the Ottoman authorities changed in the
status of the immigrants. It was 22 years ago that the first settlements in Rasulayn
started so they turned from “old immigrants” to “the native population” in these
years.!”> The perception of the immigrants in the Ottoman Empire, in this case, was

to embrace them as soon as possible to make them an Ottoman subject.

One of the interesting events that the Chechens and inhabitants of the Mus
region interacted was an investigation process that lasted four months from 20 June
to 18 October in 1888. Seyh Mehmed and his three merchant friends, Dervis
Mehmed, Musa, and Mehmed Ali were attacked by one of the Kurdish bandits Foti
and his 11 companions in Hinis. Only Seyh Mehmed who pretended to be dead was
wounded while the other three merchants were killed. After the Chechens learned
this incident, they immediately searched for the perpetrators and captured six

Kurdish people. Interestingly, the Chechens were not a part of the zaptiye but they

173 BOA. DH.MKT. 1345-73. 10 Zilhicce 1301 (1 November 1884).

174 BOA. DH.MKT. 1345-95. 24 Zilhicce 1301 (15 November 1884).

175 ¢« bunlarin ahali-i kadime hiikmiine girmig(?) atik-i muhacirinden bulunmalar1 cihetle...” BOA.
DH. MKT. 1566-45. 16 Rebiiilevvel 306 (20 November 1888).
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were people living in Akpinar village in Mus. Omer b. Hasan, Ali b. Abdi, Sofi b.
Seyran, Mehmed Resid b. Faris, Haydo b. Evso, Ali b. Hasan were arrested around
the Murat River and taken to Akpinar village in Varto to the Seyh Mehmed’s side to

identify as perpetrators.'’¢

After one night of the identification process, the Chechens gave them to
Selim Agha who was the leader of a gendarmerie battalion. The arrest and
identification process were not painless, as the interrogees explained. Seyh Mehmed
in this identification process resembled Ali b. Abdi as one of the perpetrators.
Therefore, to be certain that Ali was one of them, the Chechens made him strip in
which Ali did not mention in his interrogation. Even though not a person talked
about how the Chechens were able to capture them, both sides had their weapons on
themselves. After the interrogation phase paused, these 6 people were put into jail for
one month but eventually, they were released and the interrogation report was not
accepted. However, it is important to see the clashes between local people as Kurds
and as Chechens did not resort to the local government but they wanted to catch the
perpetrators. The result showed us that these six people were not the perpetrators but
then it should be asked what if they were the perpetrators? How could this issue be

solved?

The ministry of Interior interfered and sent an order to Bitlis province on 30
November 1890. According to this order, a police station, a barn, and a hayloft were
to be constructed for 10 cavalries of zaptiyes’ stay in Akpinar village. The total
expenditure including an inspection for a place was 7700 kurus, and it was ordered

this expenditure to be included in the budget of R. 1306 (1890-1891). The identities

176 BOA. ZB. 703-28, 2-5.
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of the zaptiyes would not be known in the case of a possible Circassian zaptiye but
this incident in 1888 must have been considered as an example. Therefore, this
incident and construction for security measures transformed a village’s surroundings.
Even though 10 zaptiyes cannot be considered as adequate measures, their
representation of the state is more important than the quantity of the zaptiyes.
Therefore, placing zaptiyes in 1890 in a Chechen village is a sign of the state to

protect the region before the Hamidian Regiments.

On the other hand, to go back to the interrogation, it is significant to display
the word choices. The interrogators could not decide which term to refer to the
Chechens. The dead merchants were referred to as “the Circassians” at the
beginning, then the attribution of these people changed into “Lezgis” who were
among immigrants in 1864. As the interrogations proceeded the merchants were
referred to as “Chechens”.!”” The confusion on Circassians is clearly seen from one
document. It can be argued that the interrogators in four months became acquainted
with the tribes and their names since the Circassians became an umbrella term for the

tribes.

3.3 What happened during the migration period?

Each side in this period was affected differently. For instance, many Chechen
immigrants were returning to the Russian Empire by claiming that they never left
Russian citizenship because they did not want to become an Ottoman subject in

1865. There were talks to take them back to the Russian Empire. Some of the

177 ee
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...u¢ Cerkezin katl,”, “Lezgilerin adamlarini 6ldiirdiigii halde,” “bu Cecenlerin katl
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immigrants who compromised over 2,500 people argued “they would die or change
their religion” not to return to the Ottoman Empire in Arpagay River. The river was a
border between two empires and a place to enter the Russian Empire. The Ottoman
army, to prevent any problem in the border, fired cannonballs at them and the
immigrants left the region.!”® Moreover, the lands in Russian Empire were filled with
different ethnicities like Armenian and Georgian immigrants. Sherry showed that this
replacement was not a successful transition since these people either left the land in
the first years or became robbers or bandits which was not the result that the

civilization project needed.!”

As seen from scholars, the outcome was seen through the advantages the
immigrants provided. For instance, David Cuthell Jr. investigated the role of the
immigrants in the Ottoman Empire since they helped economically and became a
part of a security force, which turned them into a “loyal Muslim population”.'®" He
argued that the identity of the immigrants changed with the help of nationalist
discourse that Ottoman bureaucracy used and transformed non-Ottoman Muslim
identities into the Turkish Muslim community.'3! Like Cuthell Jr., Ipek saw the result
of the influx of immigration as a success for the later period since the immigrants
helped the improvement of agriculture as well as the increased number of soldiers in
the Ottoman Army. The immigrants’ lifestyle in Anatolia with the Turkish
inhabitants, as Ipek called, became the backbone of the national Turkish State during

its foundation and the Independence War.!®? This nationalist discourse was then

178 Hamed-Troyansky found plans of the settlement plans in the archives for these returnees designed
by Russian Empire but it was never implemented after the cannonballs. Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial
Refuge, 401-5.

179 Sherry, “Social Alchemy on the Black Sea Coast, 1860-65,” 29.

180 Cuthell Jr., The Muhacirin Komisyonu, 4.

181 Cuthell Jr., The Muhacirin Komisyonu, 16-17.

182 ipek, Rumeli'den Anadolu'ya Tiirk go¢leri, 238-39.
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combined with the loyalty of the immigrants to the empire. The loyalty was created
through first land and second jobs. The land, as mentioned in Chapter 2, was not
generally empty as the government hoped or acknowledged. Therefore, what created
loyalty resulted in a fight between inhabitants and immigrants even with the first
years of the settlement. While their guns were taken away as a precaution, the result
was to plunder the villages sometimes. As mentioned above, the settlement of

immigrants in Eastern Anatolia to stabilize the region led to also instability.

Chochiev and Kog wrote about three advantages of the settled immigrants in
Eastern Anatolia; they helped to increase the agricultural productivity in empty
lands, clashes with nomads, and demographic equilibrium. '** Even though they are
partially right about these advantages, the land was at the heart of all these issues.
How the number of the empty land was calculated was not shown. Was it like Eleni
Hatun and her olive garden or was it like the empty land in Kasor village where the
state interfered to stop the Armenians to use the land? However, one thing is clear:
the deliberate choice in the late 1880s of having an equilibrium showed itself in each
discourse via the officers in the capital and the local region. They claimed the
problems caused by Circassians that resulted in putting their names in Article 61 in
the Berlin Treaty slowed and “ceased” in the 1880s and 1890s. They explained this
thorough Circassians becoming peasants with time. However, this was not the case.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, Kegam Der Garabedyan gave a list of lands seized by
Circassians in 1909. The time was also the rise of Kurdish bandits like Musa Bey
therefore, the attention of the European Powers would shift to the people who caused

the problems the most.'** Chochiev and Kog claimed that there was a balanced

183 Chochiev and Kog, “Migrants from the North Caucasus in Eastern Anatolia,” 103.
184 Chochiev and Kog, “Migrants from the North Caucasus in Eastern Anatolia,” 100.
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relationship between local inhabitants and immigrants in the Mus and Bitlis region
without explaining in detail. However, the examples they gave showed the balanced
relationship was to protect “state given Lebensraum”.'®> Then the Akpmar village is
an example of this balanced relationship since they were armed and could detain

people for one day and had a village that the inhabitants were mostly Circassians.

The negative outcomes of migration can be separated into three: debt, the
immigration process, and slavery. The debt of the Ottoman Empire increased with
expenditures for immigrants. During 1878-1914 the expenditure was 215 million
kurus closer to the total debt taken from the European Powers.!%® Second, Saydam
criticized the behavior of the Ottoman Empire in terms of not reading the situation
after the Crimean War. The Russian Empire's attention to Shamil and his resistance
resulted in migration. As rightfully, Saydam believed the Ottoman authorities did not
have enough conversations within themselves about the Russian Empire’s attack on
the Caucasus. For instance, the state abolished Muhacirin Komisyonu in 1865 when
thought was the immigration process ended but the settlements of Chechens were
already in effect. However, the members of the commission distributed and re-
distributed with the immigration waves after 1865 and in 1878 it became a
permanent directorate.'®” Therefore, Saydam believed the source of the problems
with the local inhabitants and immigrants was this unpreparedness.'®® The events in
Murat River and Akpinar village supported Saydam’s claim about the
unpreparedness. The state could not help every person so the immigrants could use

everything they had even the banditry was taken into account. Third, slavery was an

185 Chochiev and Kog, “Migrants from the North Caucasus in Eastern Anatolia,” 96.
186 Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 487.

187 Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 62.

188 Saydam, Kirim ve Kafkas Gogleri, (1856-1876), 186.
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important asset of the immigrants in which the Ottoman Empire tried to destroy this
kind of relationship in the empire (even though the name changed but the practice
continued) so most of the petitions focused on this relationship and problems
regarding the status of the “slaves”.'® I did not encounter any petition regarding
slavery in the Mus region. Hamed-Troyansky analyzed the state's and immigrants'
role in the settlement and how the main narrative of placing the Muslim population
to balance the Christians in which it was looked after 1878 War did not explore the
economic conditions of the immigrants. They lost their primary wealth with slavery

and land, even had conflicts with different immigrants.'*°

3.4 Conclusion

The immigrants changed the Mus region even in the first phases of the immigration.
The Chechens coming from Russian Empire tried to settle in the border zones which
the Russian Empire did not agree with it. The Ottoman Empire designated a new
place for them to stay in Rasulayn. Some went and some of them stayed. This stay
whether the state officials approved it or not happened. The Circassians, even before
the Chechens, were already settling in Mus since they resembled Mus to their
homeland. However, the settlement process was not smooth. The interactions
between the immigrants and the army, as well as Kurdish tribes, emphasized the
importance of security measures. The studies on immigration to Anatolia claimed to
have loyal subjects against non-Muslims. However, as the examples showed us, the
main issue in the settlement process was the immigrants’ wishes. Their aim and

resistance to the state officials changed the region as well. The immigrants that

189 Chochiev, “XIX. Yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda,” 417.
190 Hamed-Troyansky, Imperial Refuge, 110.
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carried guns became zaptiyes and members of the army. They replaced the Kurds,
who were temporary recruitments in the region against the Kurdish tribes. However,
since the job was not permanent, it showed its inefficiency for the region. Then the
immigrants entered in a time that the land was a scarce source. Therefore, land issue
was linked to the security measures. There were villages comprised of Chechens who
were armed and lived in the region became a part of the landed peasants in the 1880s.
The examples of the Kasor village and other villages that were seized by Chechens,
which was examined in Chapter 2, became a part of the problem. The land issue
developed itself into a security issue in which the Circassians became “the loyal

subjects” and were given the lands that Armenians held.
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CHAPTER 4

THE REFORM IN THE MUS REGION

With the help of the local government in the Mus region in the period between 1865-
1890, the provincial government began reforming the region in order to control it
better as well as to address the problems of the local inhabitants. While changing the
administration of the Mus sub-province, these reforms also attempted to protect the
subjects of the Empire from attacks from the Kurdish tribes. However, due to the
Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 and pressures from Europe to reform in the
region, the direction of the reforms shifted to favoring Kurdish tribes against the
Armenians. In the period of 1865-1878, the purpose of the state was to improve the
lifestyle of the Armenians by protecting them against the attacks; however, there was
an escalation of violence in the next period between 1878-1890, thus changing the
state officials’ attitude towards the reforms and their implications. What separated
the first period from the period of 1878-1890 was the efforts to provide the basic
rights of the Tanzimat, including safety, property, and equality; for instance, the case
of the Mus reforms in 1869 was an example of these efforts, as well as the
participation of the Armenians in the local government and reform movements. In
the period between 1878-1890, the officials put an emphasis on the Kurdish people
who were Muslim. Thinking of the Hamidian regiments, which were established in
1891, the emphasis on the religion of Kurds in the 1880s exposed the attitude of the
officials and how they contributed to the establishment of the regiments. This chapter
focuses on the reform movements. In the first section, I will look at the application of

the Tanzimat reforms in the different parts of the empire, and then, I will be focusing
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specifically on the Mus region. The rest of the chapter will deal with the reforms split
into two periods. In the first period, I will investigate the reform attempts of 1865-

1878, and in the second period, I will focus on the escalation of violence and how the
state officials chose to favor the Kurds in which the reforms the first period was done

against them.

4.1 The Tanzimat reforms in the Ottoman Empire and the Mus region

The proclamation of the Tanzimat Edict brought changes all over the empire. While
these changes, or reforms more precisely, began immediately in some parts of the
empire, the provinces in Eastern Anatolia experienced the reforms later. The reforms
began in 1844-1845 in the Kurdistan and Erzurum provinces with two aims: having
more authority in these regions and collecting more taxes. The actions of the state
officials were centered on these two objectives, even though the practices differed
from one another. For instance, Yonca Koksal focuses on the Tanzimat reforms in
Edirne and Ankara, which were closer to the center of the empire and showed that
even though the reform practices were similar, the results were different in terms of
how they affected central bureaucracy, local infrastructure, and taxation.'”! Koksal
explains the difference within the dense connections between the elites; the more the
elites were engaged with other actors, the more the state had to interact with both
these local elites. In Edirne, the elites were connected with many other actors
irrespective of their religion; these connections made the reforms smoother, as local

elites assisted the state in their implementation. Since the different groups and those

! Yonca Koksal, “Local Intermediaries and Ottoman State Centralization: A Comparison of the
Tanzimat Reforms in the Provinces of Ankara and Edirne (1839-1878),” (PhD Diss. Columbia
University, 2002), 20.
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they were connected to had to win the support of the state, the reforms were
encouraged by the local elites. However, the elites in Ankara connected with other
actors on the basis of religion, so the ability of the state to implement the reforms
was made more difficult than the reform attempts in Edirne.!®> The collaboration of
the local elites was necessary in Edirne because the more local elites there were, the
more a clash of interest for the state seats could have seen. To prevent this clash, the
local elites aligned themselves with other elites to have an advantageous position. To
achieve this aim, they also had to collaborate with the state and spend money, unlike
Ankara. The number of local elites in Ankara was not as abundant as Edirne so there
were fewer clashes and less spending money for the elites. However, not every elite

or governor would refuse to collaborate with the state.

As Maurus Reinkowski shows in the cases of Montenegro and Lebanon, the
reforms in the Tanzimat period differentiated according to the characteristics of the
region and its governability. The ability of the local notables and their roles, as many
scholars have investigated, led to different stories and results. Exiles, tax deductions,
sending the army to the “rebel” regions, forgiving practices, and most importantly
negotiating with the notables were tactics employed by the state to deal with the
elites. The examples in the Eastern Anatolian provinces were not different, as these

practices were also employed.!*?

192 ¢T do not limit the definition of dense connections to civic associations. There were civic
associations in the form of trade organizations, literary guilds, aid societies and agricultural
cooperatives, especially in the province of Edirne. However, what I mean by dense connections does
not only include associational life, but it also embraces patronage relations among local elite and
economic transactions among trading partners.” Koksal, Local Intermediaries and Ottoman State
Centralization, 20-23.

193 Maurus Reinkowski, Diizenin Seyleri, Tanzimat’in Kelimeleri: 19. Yiizyil Osmanli Reform
Politikasinin Karsilastirmali Bir Arastirmasi, (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2017), 256-261.
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By focusing on Kiirk¢iibasi Agop who lived in Erzurum and was a prominent
member of the local notables, Tolga Cora shows the tools the central government
used to diffuse the power of the ayans in the Tanzimat period. The state destroyed
the old system in which non-Muslims were financially sponsoring the ayans and
could not move independently without them and created a “new imperial order,” as
Cora calls it, in which non-Muslim traders became an important player in the
regional politics as well as state administration. Agop’s rise in Erzurum showed how
the state and lesser notables negotiated with each other in times of turmoil like the
Crimean War. He provisioned the army during the war by becoming a contractor. In
a way, the state, as Cora shows, tried to control the region with people who agreed to
have lesser power during the Tanzimat period in Erzurum.'”* As mentioned above,
the goal was to create a tax resource, and the yurtluk-ocaklik lands in Eastern
Anatolia were an invaluable source for this. Therefore, the Tanzimat reforms were
also focused on the confiscation of these types of lands, which was a regional
practice. For instance, Ozok-Giindogan investigated the yurtluk-ocaklik and hiikiimet
lands and their abolishment in the Tanzimat period. While the main aim was to
control the land, taxation and getting rid of the hereditary rulers were important
points that the state officials discussed. One measure to address these two issues was
creating larger administrative districts; by doing this, the state aimed to pay less for
the miidirs like the case of Cildir who had 13 yurtluk-ocaklik sub-provinces. Another
example is the case of the Bayezid sub-provinces and the Mus sub-province, in

which the beys in the sub-provinces were be granted money from the lands that they

194 Yagar Tolga Cora, “Transforming Erzurum/Karin: The Social and Economic History of a Multi-
ethnic Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century,” (PhD Diss. The University of Chicago, 2016), 157-
162.
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claimed that to be theirs.!”> Eventually, the strategy of confiscating land was applied

in many places in order to gain more control in Eastern Anatolia.

The Tanzimat in Hazro included a population survey as well as the
establishment of gendarmerie and administrative councils after 1845. Like the Mus
sub-province, the reforms in Diyarbekir focused more on improving people’s lives
and focused on the importance of education and judicial reforms. However, as
Bayraktar argues, these reforms would not have been able to be done without the
cooperation of the local notables even though the Kurdish emirates in 1847 were
destroyed.!”® The old beys of the yurtluk-ocakliks were some of the important
candidates for the new role the Tanzimat offered. Like the case of Riistem Agha, a
relative of the treasurer of Kurdistan, and Said Bey, a member of the local dynasty,
the government rejected their appointments to Hazro and Hani as miidirs in 1857.
However, five years later, Sadullah Bey, the son of Hiiseyin Bey, became the miidir
of Lice but later was dismissed. He was asked to become the miidir of Lice once
again after the governor of Kurdistan wrote about the importance of the local
notables for the sake of Tanzimat reforms.!®” As the focus of this chapter is on the

Mus region, the next section will look at the Tanzimat period in the region.

Even before the Tanzimat Edict in 1839, centralization efforts were
considered by the central government. In 1834, there was an order to establish a
reserve army (redif) in Mus. To compensate for the expenditures of this army, an
inquiry was sent to the governor of Diyarbekir, Resid Mehmed Pasha, and he

responded to it. It was claimed that the center did not get a penny from Mus because

195 Nilay Ozok-Giindogan, “Ruling the Periphery, Governing the Land: The Making of the Modern
Ottoman State in Kurdistan, 1840-70,” Comparative Studies of South Asia, Africa and the Middle
East, 34(1), (2014): 163-164.

196 Bayraktar, Yurtluk-Ocakliks, 178-80.

197 Bayraktar, Yurtluk-Ocakliks, 187.
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the local governors did not permit to send money since they believed they were the
owners of the land. So, Emin Pasha, a member of the Alaaddinpasazades, became
miitesellim again after agreeing to register the land for taxation and establish three

squads to control the region.!*8

The Tanzimat reforms started in Mus after they were introduced in the
Erzurum province in 1844. The first objective was to collect taxes. Before the
Tanzimat, there was no income survey; therefore, the tax was collected according to
the pre-Tanzimat records. According to Duman Kog, the tax was 2,200 purses before
the Tanzimat, which was reduced to 1,500 purses with the introduction of the
Tanzimat in the sub-province. Four years later, it increased to 2,000 purses, which
was less than the previous tax before the Tanzimat. Secondly, to get to know the
province of Erzurum better, the state asked for a group of representatives from the
region consisting of two Muslims and two Armenians. Thirdly, a new kaimakam was
sent to the Mus region that did not have any links with the ruling household, which
was done with the aim of diminishing the power of this family. The inhabitants of the
region used the terminology of the Tanzimat to express their problems as Duman
Kog shows in the case of Ibrahim Efendi who was punished for the abuse of the tax
farming in 1844.'% The central government made the yurtluk-ocaklik owners district
governors and gave them salaries as a precaution for the potential problems these old
beys would create.??’ Fourthly, the settlement of the tribes became an important
issue. Therefore, their settlement in the Mus region had two aims: turning the

tribespeople into farmers or traders in order to be able to tax them, and stopping the

198 Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 97-100.
19 Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 129-135.
200 Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 137.
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attacks of the tribes against the inhabitants.?’! While the Hasenanli tribe settled in the
region, the Sipki tribe that was given the land for the settlement in 1856 later settled
in Bayezid.?”? Therefore, the success of the settlement dependent on the tribes, the
region suffered when the seminomadic tribes came and used the region as a place

solely to live in summer rather than to settle in, as will be shown.

The first decade of the reforms focused on controlling the issues of the
region’s taxation and settlement of the tribes. After making progress on these aims,
the emphasis shifted to the people and their troubling lives. The period between
1865-1890 can be divided into two periods according to the responses of the state

officials to the events, attacks, and requests of the people.

4.2 Reform attempts in the period between 1865-1878

Before and after the Tanzimat, the Mus region was subjected to the attacks of
Kurdish tribes either coming from the Diyarbekir province or living in the region.
The state officials in this period insisted on more progress on protecting the lives of
the inhabitants by stopping the threats. The tensions, however, continued. For
instance, the Vardapet Migirdi¢ Khrimyan wrote that the population decreased
drastically from 80,000 to 25,000 because of Kiirk¢iibasi Ohannes and Manas as well

as the Kurdish bandits in 1865.2%% If these numbers are closer to the real numbers of

20! Duman Kog, Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 267.

202 One of the reasons for change was that the Hasenan tribe was already living in the decided lands so
the villages were divided between two tribes. However, this brought ineffective results. Duman Kog,
Governing a Frontier Sancak in the Ottoman Empire, 274.

203 BOA. MVL. 462-55. 16 Saban 1281 (14 January 1865). I could not find original petition written by
Migirdi¢ Khrimyan.
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migrants, then it is shown why the Mus region was selected as a place to migrate and

settle.

Complaints about Kiirk¢iibasi came into prominence after the Crimean War.
As an army provisioner, he purchased grain from local inhabitants and did not pay
them back. Cora provides details on this by showing that Kiirk¢iibasi's debt and
actions led to the increase in the price of tobacco and tithe. Migirdic Khrimyan
claimed that the tax farmers led people to migrate on various occasions.?** According
to another document, people from the Mus region sued Kiirk¢iibasi because of his
oppression. These people decided to write a petition as a community, which the local
government did not want. The real reason is not known, it is significant to see these
people assembled their complaints and did not want to select a representative. Even
though the local government wanted them to have a representative, the complainants
refused this offer and as the document reveals, the officials claimed people “used
brigandage language” (/lisan-1 sekavet). To enforce the measures, the local

government wanted four squads of soldiers.?*

In another petition, it is seen that more than 10,000 people from Mus
migrated even to the capital. Halil and Hiidaverdi who signed the petitions as “the
representatives of the aforementioned people” claimed that sarrafs were giving
money with interest rates of more than forty of fifty percent in this region for more
than 10 years. Those who could not afford to pay their debts were either selling
everything they had or leaving the region because these sarrafs were pushing the

local government to have the debtors imprisoned. Halil and Hiidaverdi wanted to

204 Cora, Transforming Erzurum/Karin, 202-205. For more information about Kiirkgciibasi, see Yasar
Tolga Cora, “Providing Services and Bargaining Over Loyalty: The Crimean War and the
Armenian Elite in the Ottoman Empire,” Archiv Orientalni, 87-3 (2019): 421-444.

205 BOA. MVL. 705-62. 16 Ramazan 1281 (12 February 1865).
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have a commission to be sure that the sarrafs do not break the law anymore.?°® Thus,
the conditions of the local inhabitants were worsening with all these problems, which
eventually pushed people to migrate from their houses in the region. In turn, this
would go on to affect the amount of the taxes collected in the region, as well as the

agricultural surplus.

While the local people were having problems with one another, outsiders
were also creating trouble for the local inhabitants. For instance, the Bekiranli tribe
was coming to Mus every summer to use its pastures, but the local people suffered
from their arrival each year. Therefore, to stop this, the local government sent
soldiers to remove this tribe from Mus, leading the tribe to assure they will no longer
come to Mus. However, the tribe members did not keep their promises and started
attacking the region, and Mehmed Resid, the governor of Erzurum, wrote to the
governor of Kurdistan to stop them.?%” It is apparent that the local administration in
Kurdistan did not succeed in stopping them even though the soldiers clashed with the
tribes, as the soldiers’ actions did not produce any result. Therefore, the new
governor of Erzurum, Ahmed Pasha, requested an increase in the number of soldiers

in Mus immediately before the season was to be over.?%®

On the issue of why the Mus region had tension, the governor of Erzurum

Ismail Hakki wrote:

the Mus Plain has more than 200 villages and in the south of Mus, Kurdistan
is there. Its location is suitable for people to run away to everywhere, so it

206 BOA. MVL. 476-77. 8 Safer 1282 (3 July 1865).

207 BOA. MVL. 1052-46. 21 Rebiiilahir 1283 (2 September 1866).

208 “daha ne mikdar kuvve-yi askeriyeye liizum-1 hakiki gériiniiyor ise dikkat-i gaib edilmeyerek ve
mevsimi gecirilmeyerek heman istihsab ve icabina gore sevk ve a’mal edilmek i¢in dordiincii ordu-y1
hiimayun miisiriyeti kaymakamligina dahi emr {i talimat ita buyurulmasi” BOA. SD. 1504-27. 9
Zilhicce 1284 (2 April 1868). The governorship of Erzurum replaced very quickly in these years. For
more information see, Kuneralp, Son Dénem Osmanlt Erkan ve Ricali, 30.
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became a place for tribes to be. Mischief happens and the local people are
being oppressed.>?’

One precaution to decrease the tension was to catch and exile the tribes. For instance,
this precaution was used to decrease the harm against the local people, and it aimed
to punish people without giving them a chance to go to court. For instance, the
Cibranl tribe and its leaders were set to be sent to the capital with their families to be

sent to Rumelia in 1866.%1°

One of the most significant exile cases happened between 1868-1872 when
Vardapet Mkhitar, a representative of the Apostolic Patriarchate of Bitlis, sent a
petition on 15 December 1868. The complaint was about Kurdish attacks on women,
and churches and how they were plundering villages. The governor of Erzurum,
Ismail Pasha, wanted to conduct an investigation to find the perpetrators. The Mush
investigation, as Cora named it, had a commission compromised of the local notables
in the Erzurum region, Ispanak¢izade Osman Bey, and an Armenian named Daniel
Kharajyan Efendi. Khrimyan considered the members of this investigation—a
Muslim and an Armenian—to be equal partners, but as Cora explains Osman Bey
was dismissed due to possible inactivity on the investigation. Therefore, the
investigation Daniel Kharajyan Efendi might have conducted as the primary
authority, in which the Armenian counterparts considered him as an equal authority.
However, what is emphasized is still important for the perception of this
investigation, so Cora emphasizes the “effect of Ottomanism” in which the motto
was equality to all. The investigation lasted for four to five months.?!! However,

according to a document sent by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the Erzurum

29 BOA. I.DH. 597-41609. 25 Rebiiilahir 1286 (15 August 1868), for the transliteration of the quote
see Appendix A, 1.

210 BOA. MVL. 1052-59. 13 Cemaziyelevvel 1283 (23 September 1866).

2 Cora, Transforming Erzurum/Karin, 320-24.
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province, the investigation commission was postponed because the perpetrators were
found and were waiting to appear in court.?!? It is apparent that the ministry was not
informed clearly since the commission was actively working to exile the

perpetrators.

While the investigation process was ongoing, it transformed into a bigger
reform movement in the region. Therefore, the year 1869 can be regarded as the year
of the Mus reforms. For instance, the mutasarrif of Mus Haydar Pasha was dismissed
from his position in January 1869. The reason for the dismissal was Haydar Pasha’s
misconduct and tolerance towards Kurdish leaders. Therefore, on short notice,
Haydar Pasha was replaced with Ahmed Bey who was the district governor of Alaiye
because the local people were running away from their houses even before they

started to cultivate the land.?"?

212 “komisyonun irsali simdilik te hir olunmus olmagla ve marrii’z-zikr gazetenin miindericat1 ihbarat-
1 sabikay1 mii’eyyid goriinmekle ve saye-i asayis-vaye-i hazret-i sahanede her sinif teba’ ve zir-i
destanin her ylizden miitemetti’(?) niam-1 huzur ve rahat olmalar1 ve arz-1 ‘adalet hasr cenab-1
cihanbanide hicbir ferdin digere isal-i cevir(ziilm) ve hasar edememesi kat’iyyen matlub ve miiltezim-
i ali bulunmagla halat-1 merviye hig ise failleri kemal-i dikkat ve siirat ile tecessiis ve tefahhus
olunarak ahz i kiirfet(?) olunmasi ve usulii vecihle istintak ve muhakemelerinde ifa kilinmasi ile
ta’yin edecek cinayet ve kabahatlerine gére miicazat-1 kanuniyye ve aliyyelerinden icrasina...” BOA.
HR.SYS. 2929-141. 27 Zilhicce 1285 (10 April 1869).

213« ahali-i Hristiyaniyenin terk-i diyar etmek isteyenler bu sene ziraatdan bile kifayed ettikleri
cihetle simdiden ¢aresine bakilmaz ise ileride 6nii alinamayacagindan kis gegmeksizin ele
gecirilmeleri eshel olacagindan mutasarrifin hemen tebdil ve azimiyle icabinin icrasi ... i bu
fenaliklar miimaileyh Haydar Pasa’nin su-i idaresinden ve riiesa-y1 ekrada yiiz vermesinden nes’et
etmis oldugundan vilayetin inhasi iizerine miimaileyhin azl ve tebdili derdest idiigiinden ... ol-
havalide meskun ve mutavattin olan Ermeni taifesinin eyadi-i(?) ekrad bagiyeden serian tahsiliyle su
muhaceret maddesinin kemali siirat ve ehemmiyetin dnii alinmasi hiikiimetge pek elzem olub bu dahi
harekat-1 sekavetkaranelerinden bahs edilen Ekraddan her kim ne yapmis ve ne gibi seyler gasb etmis
ise tahkikat-1 mukteziye ile beraber meydana ¢ikarilib faillerinin te’dibiyle hasil olacagindan ve bu
suretin icrasina kuvve-i mevcude-i mahalliye kifayet edemez ise dordiincii ordu-yu hiimayun
miisirligiyle bi’l-muhabere asakir-i nizamiye-i sahaneden bir firka-i miifrezenin oraya sevk ve irsali
kabil olabileceginden Erzurum valisi devletlii pasa hazretleri bi’z-zat azimetle su ... derece-i vecibe
varmis olan te’dibatinin icrasina ve ahali-i muti’nin taht-1 temine alinarak muhaceret maddesinin
men’i esbabinin istihsaline sarf-1 mukadderat ... riiesa-y1 ekradin bila-muhakeme Rumeliye iclasi
sureti der-miyan olunmus ise de boyle bila... ile adem-i nefsi kaide ve nizamin haricinde bir muamele
oldugundan tecviz olunamayacagi gibi bundan her diirlii su-i istimalat tevelliid edebileceginden cela-
y1 vatan cezasinin ... iken bir mahkeme-i nizamiyeye istinad ettirilmesi lazim geleceginin...” BOA.
SD. 3219-13. 14 Sevval 1285 (28 January 1869).
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One month later, to prevent the migration of the Armenians, the government
gave them promises to strengthen the order in the sub-province. As the order sent to
the Erzurum province wrote, the main effort was to stop “the pests” from using force
against the “obedient people”.?!* Therefore, the needed reforms aimed at preventing
the harms of these brigand tribes against the Christians had to be carried out without
delay. In terms of reforms and precautions, the orders were to investigate and catch
the people who harmed Armenians, whether from the Kurdish tribe or the leaders of
the clan. If the army was needed, the local government was free to call and use the
army. After the perpetrators were caught, the court had to interrogate them. The
practice of sending these people to Rumelia was not accepted according to an order

sent to the Erzurum province.?!

Another reform in the region was to create two new directorships: one in
Handiris the other in Kasor in 1869. The governor explained the need to establish
these directorships “to protect the local people from bandits and Kurds and to satisfy
the Christians.”?!'® Yusuf Efendi, the director of Adilcevaz, became the director in
Handiris. His salary was 1,000 kurus and his deputy Tatyos Agha who was the
former examiner in the Council of Judicial Appeals made 600 kurus. The former
director of Mutki, Mehmed Efendi, was appointed as the director in Kasor; his salary
was 1000 kurus, and his deputy Vartan who was the former member of the
administrative council in Mus made 750 kurus. Each directorship would have one

secretary and the deputy would get as many soldiers as possible.?!” Ilber Ortaylh

214 BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 829, no. 949, p. 76. 11 February 1869.

215 To the province of Erzurum. BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 829, no, 952, p. 77-78. 21 February 1869.

216 “seyyar hiikmiinde olarak ve daima memuriyetleri dahilinde gest ii giizar ederek hem ahali-i
kurray1 dest-i tasalliit iskiya ve ekraddan vikaye eylemek ve hem de ovada Hristiyan’in vesile-i tatmin
... olmak...” BOA. L. DH. 597-41609. 25 Rebiiilahir 1286 (4 August 1869).

217 BOA. I.DH. 597-41609; the government was ordered to appoint for these directorships. “To the
province of Erzurum” BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 831, p. 132-133. 10 September 1869; Envar-1 Sarkiye,
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wrote the requirements for the appointments of the directors of the sub-districts.
These directors had to be more than 25 years old, literate, from the Ottoman nation,
and without a criminal record. Their responsibilities were to help the state officials to
collect the taxes and report crimes. They were the heads of the sub-district councils
but could not involve themselves in the responsibilities of the headmen and village
councils.?'® As the scheme of new directorships in Handiris and Kasor showed and as
Cora writes, the success of this investigation laid with Daniel Kharajyan Efendi
whose connections with Migirdic Khrimyan, one of the most prominent Armenians
in the empire, and their cooperation with the governor helped. However, with time,
the deputy of the directorships who were Armenians at the beginning was left out

from the office as the yearbooks show.?!”

The yearbooks of Erzurum show the appointments to these sub-districts from
1870 to 1876. In the first year, Vartan Agha from the Kasor sub-district was the only
official to keep his position. The director of the Kasor sub-district became Osman
Agha in 1870 and the director of Handiris became Siileyman Agha; his deputy
became Artin Agha who replaced Tatyos Agha. In 1871, Tatyos Agha returned to his
duty while the others kept their position. The directors of Kasor and Handiris
changed again in 1872. Mirza Bey became the director of the former and Hac1 Ali
Efendi became the director of the latter. Until 1876, the directors continued their jobs

unlike the director of Kasor Mirza Bey was replaced by Ahmed Sevket Agha.

no.105. 25 Rebiiilahir 1289 (4 August 1869). The newspaper wrote that these people were known for
their merit and capability. I thank Yasar Tolga Cora for sharing this newspaper with me.

218 Interestingly, the scholarship tells us that in 1876 there was a regulation about sub-districts.
According to this regulation in which Ortayl claimed it was proclaimed after the pressures by Russian
and Austrian empires. The director would be from the majority of the inhabited population and his
deputy (muavini) would be from other population. The director would be changed per two years and
other responsibilities proclaimed in 1871 continued. Ortayli argued that if the regulation was
implemented then Balkans would become semi-independent. ilber Ortayl, Tanzimat devrinde
Osmanly mahalli idareleri (1840-1880), (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2018), 100.

219 Cora, Transforming Erzurum/Karin, 328.
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Interestingly, between 1873 and 1876, the names of the deputies were never written
in the yearbooks.??° Either the Armenians left the job or the Armenians were pushed
out from becoming the second man in the sub-districts. The second option is more
feasible since the people who were appointed to this position changed, but in the later

years, a deputy was not even mentioned.

The next step in this reform was to prevent the attacks of the Kurds coming
from neighboring provinces. The government sent one battalion to Mus from Van
and wanted three companies to stay in Mus in the winter season.??! The government
ordered the construction of a pass with four gates to inspect the region for 18,450
kurus. Moreover, it employed sergeants, cavalries, and soldiers for the duration of
their employment. Four sergeants were employed for 160 kurus, as well as three
temporary cavalries for 120 kurus and 25 soldiers temporary for 80 kurus;
additionally, four permanent cavalries were hired for 120 kurus, as well as 19
permanent soldiers for 80 kurus.??? For this stay, the local government asked for the

construction of a barrack and a stable in the sum of 1,086,660 and a half kurus.?*’

The military precautions were followed by an effort to improve the lifestyle
of the native people. There were already established directorships in Handiris and
Kasor, but also two people were notorious among the local people for their actions:
Karabet Efendi, who gave money at a 100 percent interest rate, and as a result, was

taking the lands of the people, and Hasan Agha, who also took part in this crime.

220 Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1287 (1870), 76; Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1288 (1871), 75;
Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum,1289 (1872), 78; Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1290 (1873), 101;
Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1291 (1874), 87; Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1292 (1875), 97,
Salname-i Vilayet-i Erzurum, 1293 (1876), 84.

221 To the province of Erzurum. BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 829, no. 280 p. 89. 9 September 1869.

222 To the province of Erzurum. BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 831, p. 129. 24 August 1869

223 To the province of Erzurum. The aim was described as “to underlie Kurds and pests to the hands of
the army’s force”. BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 829, No. 91, p. 107. 2 October 1870.
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Karabet and Hasan were sent to Erzurum to be disciplined. Moreover, taking
provisions from the surplus of the tithe was banned, as well as giving interests. It was
also decided to construct elementary and junior high schools with the aids that were

collected.?*

In total 83 people were questioned, and their punishments varied. It was
decided that 14 people were to be sent to Sinop until they rehabilitated (zslah-1 nefs).
Three of them escaped and one of them died. Seven people were sentenced to be in
hard labor (kiirek cezast) and 29 people from the Cibranli and Hasenanli tribes were
sent to Rumelia. However, those who were to be in hard labor were not sent because
they did not have a trial.?>> The members of the commission, the governor, the
member of the administrative council in Erzurum, the provincial treasurer, and also
Daniel Kharajyan, wrote that their crimes were countless and that reforms were
needed both materially and spiritually since they would bring many advantages and
get rid of many local problems.??® However, the members did not discuss the
different reforms that had been already been implemented. When stating that
material and spiritual issues needed to be fixed, they could have been referring to the

exile of these people, but it is unknown.

224 «__ ahaliye birebir faizle para verilerek Karabet Efendi tarafindan bi-gayr-i hakk ve fuzuli zabt

edilen tarla ve meralarin istirdad ve yataklik gibi muamelat-1 kaziyeye(?) ciiret eden Hasan Aganin
dahi merkez vilayete i'zam kilinmasini ve miiltezimlerin adamlarina dsrden fazla olarak verilen
zehairin men’iyle giyah 6srii ve zahair icraat1 ve ortakgilik ve faiz hususlarinin 1slah ve imha edilmesi
gibi vaki' olan icraat-i hiisneleri ve menfaat sandiklarmin kiisadryla olunan ianeden bir riisdi ve bir de
sibyan mektebinin ingasina miibageret ettirilmesi...” BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 831, p. 138. 23 October
1869.

2BOA. . MMS. 38-1574.

226 ““eghas-1 merkumunun miirtekib ve miitecasir olduklari enva’ mezalim ve taaddiyat ve katl ve
ihrak-1 niifus ve hetk-i 1rz ve namus misillii halat derecat ve keyfiyetini vasita-i kalem ve kirtasi ile
beyan haric-i daire-i imkan olarak arz olunan ahval ise efal-i reddiyelerinin asr-i mis’ar1 derecesinde
bile oldugundan ve bu suret-i 1slahat-1 vakianin muhtac-1 ilahi oldugu gibi maddeten ve manen enva’
fevaidi cami’ ve mahazir-i mahaliyeyi dafi’ olacagindan su hale gore ifa-y1 muktezasi” BOA. I. MMS.
38-1574. 10 Cemaziyelahire 1286 (17 September 1869).
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After the completion of the investigation, these 83 people were sent to
Yotbasi(?) in the Magin district in the Ruscuk sub-province, to the Sinop sub-
province, or the prison in the Erzurum province as a result of the Mus investigation.
The exiled people did not want to be in that place so they were staying in inns while
complaining about not being told why they were exiled in that place. Their families
did not come and eight of the exiles died in the Magin district, which led the exiles to
depression.??” Therefore, they wanted to go back to their houses. Two of these exiled
people are known. Sofi Agha??® from the Hasenanli and Ali Agha from the Cibranl
tribes were ordered to be exiled since they were among the prominent people in Mus
that were harming local people. Therefore, even before the Mug investigation, the
Armenians complained about them. In return, except for Ali and Sofi, many people
were exiled and some of them went to Erzurum and others to another place.
However, with the Mus investigation, the decision was for them to be exiled to
Rumelia, and their wish to return to Mus was a problem since the local government
guaranteed the native people that they would be exiled. Since Ali Agha helped the
government in Firka-i Islahiye along with other people from the sub-province, he
must have thought this action could forgive his acts. However, it was decided that
they should not come back to their houses and this decision was delivered to the

Erzurum province.??’

227« mahal-i mezkure gitmekden bi’t-tab istibah ederek elyevm Ruscuk’da han koselerinde ikamet

etmekde ve oraya nakl olunmalarinin esbab-1 mucibesi kendilere teblig edilmemesinden dolay1 herbar
sizlanmakda olduklar1 gibi vilayet-i mezkurece dahi buna dair malumat olmadigindan ve merkumlar
ise oranin ab ve havasiyla imtizac edemediklerinden dolay1 sekiz neferi telef ve digerleri bir hal-i
buhran i¢inde olduklarindan” BOA. $D. 2079-24. 15 September 1871.

228 He owned land and animals and considered to be one of the notables from the tribes in Malazgird
district in 1880 so he eventually returned to his homeland. BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 9. 20 October
1880.

229« Rumeli tarafina nakllerine dair olan hiikm miitefessih olmus ise de gerek bunlar ve gerek
emsali agalar Mus sancaginca teferriid ve efrad-1 ahaliye tagalliib etmis ve ale’l-husus Ermeniler
haklarinda diirlii su-i muameleye alinmis adamlar oldugu dahi bundan ¢end sene mukaddem liva-i
mezkur ahali-i gayrimiislimesi taraflarindan Bab-1 Aliye sikayat-1 azime arz olunmasi iizerine yazilan
vesayaya mebni merkez vilayetden bir tahkik komisyonu vasitasiyla hal i hareketleri tedkik ve bir
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The exiled people continued to ask for forgiveness in the following months.
The decision to exile them, however, was not a result of court; rather they were sent
with the order of the former governor of Erzurum Ismail Pasha. The exiled people
wanted the government to investigate this issue because there was no official verdict.
Therefore, the government asked the Erzurum province to investigate the cases of
these people and consider the possibility of them to be returning to their homeland.?*°
Like the case of Sofi and Ali, some were exiled without a verdict, or some were
punished according to the laws. Since these people rehabilitated themselves, it was
decided they were no threat to the reforms in the sub-province and the government
allowed these people to return to their lands in 1872.23! Therefore, what started in
1869 as an investigation was concluded with the return of these people to their
homelands. The efforts to bring order to the region were left with this decision.

However, these reform attempts showed the immense importance for the government

to emphasize the importance of the well-being of the local inhabitants.

While the returnees were in the region, the Armenians were still sending
petitions about the oppression brought by the Kurdish tribes in 1873. The

government confirmed that the Kurds were taking money and goods from the

232

Armenians every year, which can be considered as khafir,”~ so it was necessary to

daha oralara ayak basmayacaklar1 dad-1 sitede(?) ahali-i merkume te’min olarak ciimlesinin merkez
vilayete kaldirildig1 ve birtakimi suraya buraya nakl edilerek yalniz miimaileyhimanin kaldig1 buraca
ma’lum ve muhakkak bulundugundan Ali Aganin firka-i 1slahiye maiyetinde hiisn-i hizmeti farz
olunmasa bile anin Sofi aganin Mus sancagina iadesi daha oralarca memuriyetde istihdamlar1 halinde
te'minat-1 sabika-i resmiyenin hilkmii kalmayarak sikayat-1 mesruha avdet edecegi ...” BOA. BEO.
AYN.d. 831, p. 192. 23 October 1870.

230 BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 829, no. 603, p. 124. 3 January 1872, and BOA. . MMS. 113-5698. 22 May
1872.

21 Even some of them who were in Erzurum returned to their lands. BOA. . MMS. 113-5698. 9
August 1872, and BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 829, No. 4328, p. 138. 23 August 1872.

232 Khafir tax was given to the Kurdish aghas, bey or seyhs for protection basically. Since our
knowledge is limited on khafir scholars like Giilseren Duman-Kog¢ questioned this tax to be
continuation of the kislakiye tax which is the payment to the tribes for sheltering their stay as well as
their animals. However, Tolga Cora gave an example of khafir tax which included 20 sheep, 15
chicken, 6 rope, 60 shovels, 8 okka of wools, 15 shalwars. Yasar Tolga Cora, “Osmanli Tasrasindaki
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stop this action. However, the document does not provide details about Armenians’
payments. Therefore, though the investigation of this issue was requested, the results

are unknown.?33

Forgiveness was a common theme for these returnees and many other people
who asked for it. The aim was to be forgiven and the best way to ask for it was to
write how loyal the person was to the government. The petitioners could be the
people asking for forgiveness or at other times, other people would ask for
forgiveness for someone else. For instance, on 10 November 1875, 50 village
headmen sent a petition to the Sura-y1 Devlet. They wanted their leaders to be
pardoned and to return to their houses. In order to strengthen their request, they
introduced themselves as a nomadic tribe living in the mountainous region in Mus
and that settled with the help of the governor of Kurdistan, Esad Pasha, and the
general of the Anatolian Army Gozlikkli Mehmed Resid Pasha thirty to forty years
ago. Moreover, as ideal subjects who were the taxpayers of the empire as well as
soldiers of the empire, they wanted to be considered as loyal to strengthen their
request. Therefore, more than 700 people in the village fought alongside the
Diyarbekir governor Ismail Hakki Pasha®** for the religion and state in the Kozan

War. Even though one of the leaders of the tribes died in the battle, four or five

Ermeniler Uzerine Olan Tarihyaziminda Smif Analizinin Eksikligi,” Praxis, 39, (2015): 28-29,
Duman-Kog, Governing a Frontier, 280-281.

233 «__taife-i merkumenin her bar millet-i mezbure iizerine tasallut birle mal ve can ve 11z ve
namuslarina isal-i dest taaddi ve hasar etmekde olduklar1 der-miyan ve beher sene Kiirdlere vermekde
olduklar1 akge ve esya ber-vech-i miifredat ta'dad ve beyan olunub asayis-i umumi aleyhinde ciizi
vekili hadasat ve harekatina meydan verilmemek hiikiimetin en miihim vazifesi oldugu gibi Kiirdlerin
Ermenilerden boyle mu’tad hilkkmiinde her sene akce ve saire aldiklar1 sahih ise bunun da tedkik-i
esbab ve keyfiyatiyla men' {i 1slahi lazzimeden bulunmus idiigiinden bu babda tahkikat-1 mukteziye ve
kafiye icrasiyla Ekradin oralarca galeyan ve takibati sahih oldugu halde hemen def'-i sekavet ve
muzirratlarina ve saye-i meali-vaye-i cenab-1 padigahide muhafaza-i emn ve asayis-i sekeneye himmet
ve itina ve bu babda vaki' olacak tahkikat...” BOA. BEO. AYN.d. 831, no. 2743, p. 283-4. 21 October
1873.

234 {smail Hakki Pasha was one of the officers in Firka-i Islahiye mission in 1865-1866. For more
information see, Mehmet Siireyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmani, ed. Nuri Akbayar and Seyit Ali Kahraman, 4
vols. (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfi, 1996), 3: 826.
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months later, the leaders were sent to Erzurum and put into prison. The village
headmen claimed that the leaders had done nothing wrong, but since then they were
held in Erzurum. The leaders as well as the people in the village suffered and were
continuing to suffer without their leaders to be able to rule the area. Therefore, the
village headmen wanted these leaders to be released from prison.?** These headmen
did not specifically write their leaders’ names so it is difficult to find their identities

but they expressed their case with how loyal they were.

The reforms in this period were mainly done to improve the well-being of the
peasants. The dismissal of the mutasarrif, catching the perpetrators in the region and
exiling them to distant provinces, creation of new directorships in Handiris and
Kasor, construction of the four gates as well as stationing the army in the region were
all parts of this reform plans. Even though the results were not permanent this period
showed the importance of the protection of the subjects in the region. While the
situation in the region was starting to change the war came near the Mus region and
the Russian Empire attacked Erzurum in 1877. The Russian Empire did not attack or
control the Mus sub-province; however, the aftermath of the war changed the region

forever.

235 “Kiirdistan valisi Esad Pasa hazretleri maan birlikde Mus kazalarindan Malazgird kazasmin
ahalisini cebelden cem’ ediib mecmuan Malazgird kazasina cem’ ediib bi’l-kiilliye rengberlik ile
mesgul ve saye-i sahanede ... ve ¢ift sahibleri olub isimizle mesgul ve devlet-i aliyyemizin her bir
umur ve hususuna ve tekalif vergimizi de ve her bir irade-i aliyyeleri boyun veriib ve agiret aga
bendeleri mesele-i zailde bin siivari ile beraber muharebeye kiyam ediib Kozan muharebesinde yine
hala Diyarbakir valisi Ismail Pasa hazretlerinin maiyetlerinde hayat siperane yedi sekiz yiiz siivari ile
birlikde din-i devlete hizmet eylediklerinden maada asiret aga bendelerinden bir agamiz bendeleri
vefat ederek bdyle hizmet-i devletimizde bulundugumuzdan bu tarihden dort bes mah mukaddem
agiret aga bendelerini birka¢g adamdan ibare(t) Erzurum’a celb ve asakir-i sahane kislasina mahbus
ediib...” BOA. §D. 2884-54. 11 Sevval 1292. (10 November 1875).
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4.3 Aftermath of the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878

During the war, the region was in turmoil. In 1878, probably after the Russo-
Ottoman War of 1877-1878, a secret report about the events in the Mus region was
sent to the capital. In this unsigned and unfinished report, the writer listed events that
the Muslim and Christian populations engaged in after gathering information by
visiting the region at an unknown date. This report showed the incapacity of the local
government by saying that “those people like the naib of the sub-province, our
birdbrain accountant, and officers Arif, Halid, and Selim Aghas who could not
understand the politics and changed the situation” in the region. Therefore, the
inefficiency of the officials encouraged the people who tried to harm the

inhabitants.?3°

This report listed many events that the local inhabitants suffered during the
war. For instance, the Kurds were attacking the monasteries like Surp Garabed
Monastery whose goods and animals were stolen three times. The people in the
villages also suffered from the attacks; for example, an Armenian girl was
kidnapped, but the author of the report wrote that no investigation was conducted.
Moreover, the tribes coming from the Diyarbekir region to the Mus region were
burning the trees as well as grass. While it is unknown how the mutasarrif learned
about the content of this report, he praised the arrests of the Kurdish bandits who

were around the region for the attack.”>” All in all, the report was written against the

236 <« . naib-i liva ile kus akill1 bizim muhasebeci efendi ve Arif ve Halid ve Selim agalar gibi

memurin ve firsat-1 kiizeden(?) ve menafi-i zatiyelerine tevaffuk etmeyen icraat-1 hiikkiimetden ... ve
devran eden politikay1 fehm ile ana gore ta’dil-i hal ve sifat etmegi bilmez bir takim zevatin dahi
efkarma verdikleri kuvvet-i badi-i cesareti olmakda oldugu anlasilmis...” BOA. HR.SYS. 2941-89. No
date.

237 One of the attackers was Mehmed of Boglan tribe. He was living closer to the Surp Garabed
Monastery and as will be mentioned in Chapter 5, the governor of Bitlis, Edhem Pasha considered
him the guardian of the “beggars” surrounding the monastery’s land. The mutasarrif wrote that as a
perpetrator of this incident his son Mehmed was arrested. BOA. HR. SYS. 2941-89. 19 October 1878.
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state officials who were not doing their jobs. The report also included some kind of
secret meeting between the bishops and priests from Surp Garabed Monastery and
other monasteries in the villages of Arak and Sekari(?) for a discussion of the

independence of the Armenians.

As an attendant to this meeting, Ohannes who positioned himself as a “loyal
subject to the eternity” of the Sublime Porte claimed that the secret meeting
happened with the orders of the Armenian bishop Grigoris. There were many
Christian notables and the reason for this meeting was to discuss the “bad dream” of
the creation of an Armenian principality.?*® The oppression of the Kurds and the
soldiers were also discussed in this meeting. Ohannes complained about the bishop’s
language during the meeting. According to him, the bishop used “the language of
violence and damage”.?*° The bishop, Ohannes continued, connected his resignation
to the losses of 200,000 Armenians who were continuing to suffer. Ohannes, in the
end, claimed the meeting was a mistake since the government was trying to reform
the region; thus as a loyal subject, he warned the government about this “bad
dream”.>*® Grigoris, on the other hand, was rewarded a year later with a Third-Class

Order of Mecidiye because of his loyalty and service to the Ottoman Empire.!

238 “Mus Ermeni milleti murahhasi Kerkoris Efendi tarafindan olunan davete icabetle murahhashaneye
‘azimet ve muhasalat-1 ¢cakeranemde ... birgok ilerii gelen ahali-i hristiyaniye celb ve ihzar ve bir kit’a
mahzar-1 ... bu davet-i cemiyyet ise miicerred asya-y1 Osmani’de vaki’ Ermenistan kit’as1 sekene-i
Hristiyaniyyesine Rumeli Bulgarlar1 gibi bir emaret ve imtiyaz istihsali hiilya-y1 fasidesinden ilerii
geldigi dahi” BOA. HR. SYS. 2941-89. 16 September 1878.

239 “Kiirdistan kit’asinda meskun olan bunca Ermeni fukarasi taht-1 zulm ve esaretde kaldig1 politika-1
haziraya dokunur bir lisan-1 siddet ve muzirrat kullanmis ve hususile Mus sancagi ile miitecavir
bulunan mahallerde mutavattin ziikur ve inas 200,000 niifusa karib Ermeni mazlumlariin giiya rey’
ve miistemirren sefk heder olunmakda olan kanlaria actyib dayanamadigi cihetle murahhas-1
mumaileyh mecburen istifa’ eyledigi tefevviihati dahi tarif olunmaz bir mugalataya ilaveten derg
olunmus idi.” BOA. HR. SYS. 2941-89. 16 September 1878.

240 BOA. HR. SYS. 2941-89. 16 September 1878.

241 BOA. I. HR. 275-16767. 4 Zilhicce 1297 (7 November 1880).
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Therefore, it is most likely that the authorities did not accept Ohannes’ claims about

the bishop.

The mutasarrif, on the other hand, responded to this unknown report
negatively. The mutasarrif did not accept the writer of this report’s claims and even
wrote that he was ready to be on trial in order to be acquitted. The mutasarrif
confirmed the attacks on the monasteries by saying that “the bandits who stole the
sheep or attacked the Surp Garabed Monastery three times were found by my efforts”
even though the attacks occurred five or six years prior.?*? Even though the
mutasarrif refuted the reporter’s claims, he did not elaborate on the other claims like
the kidnappings, the investigation of the killing of Christians, or the incapacity of the
officers. Therefore, his main claims are built on only what he accomplished. As this
report showed, the tensions and the sufferings of the people continued in the period

between and after the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878. The conditions of the

people were worsening in 1880.

1880 was an important year for Eastern Anatolia because of the famine.
Zozan Pehlivan investigates how the global climate affected Ottoman Kurdistan as a
result of natural events.?** From the winter of 1879 to 1893 there were droughts or
cold weather every five to eight years (1879, 1887-1888, 1891-1893). The frequency
of the unfortunate weather conditions became a problem since the scarcity of crops
followed a recovery period that was not a long enough amount of time for the
peasants. The animals were also affected since they could not be fed due to the

extreme climate events.?** The drought in 1879 was felt from the plateaus to the

22 BOA. HR. SYS. 2941-89. 16 September 1878.

243 Zozan Pehlivan, “El Nifio and the Nomads: Global Climate, Local Environment, and the Crisis of
Pastoralism in Late Ottoman Kurdistan,”Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient,
63(3), (2020): 336.

24 pehlivan, EI Nifio and the Nomads, 338.
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mountainous areas in the Kurdistan region. The people complained about the
problems they were having like the scarcity of food to feed the animals or their
deaths. In Diyarbekir for instance, pastoralists were trespassing the peoples’ farms to

find a piece of food in 1880.%4

The local government’s first plan was to send provisions to famine-affected
places the most. However, in some cases, the districts that the provisions were stored
were also experiencing famine so people did not want any of the supply to be sent to
another district. For instance, an order was sent to the Mus sub-province to send
provision to the Van province in 1880. However, the local inhabitants protested and
the provisions were not sent. The mutasarrif of Mus claimed the “provokers”?¢ were
Halil Agha Selim Agha, Hact Mehmed, Abdullah, and the teacher at the junior high
school, Abdulrahman. The idea for the punishment for their role in rebelling against
the decision was to exile them to either Erzurum or Diyarbekir province for three to
four months. It was accepted that their behavior was caused by the famine, but when
choosing between showing mercy and punishing them, it was decided that this
punishment would amend their behavior.?*” However, the authorities disagreed to
punish them without any proper trial because it would not be fair to them. Therefore,
the decision-makers in this process were the courts and it became more and more

clear that no one would be expelled without a trial.2#®

The year 1880 is also important because the government ordered a report

from the Bitlis province including information on various subjects. This report was

245 Pehlivan, El Nifio and the Nomads, 342—44.

246 “ahalinin mihrek ve miisevvikleri” BOA. 4.} MKT.MHM. 485-57. 16 Nisan 1296 (28 April 1880).
247 “kahttan ne’set etmis bulunduguna nazaran fiiliyat ile cezayetinde nisbet-i adile bulunarak himem-i
siyaset iginde eser-i adl ve sefkat gosterilmek ve hem de harekat-1 vakialarinin cezasini goriib 1slah-1
nefs etmek...” BOA. 4.} MKT.MHM. 485-57,1. 17 June 1880.

28 BOA. 4.} MKT. MHM. 485-57, 2-3. 24 June 1880.
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collected after the establishment of the Bitlis province, most probably to see what
was happening in the region. Starting from 1876, this report comprised the
population census of these years, the total number of deaths and births, the number of
soldiers and gendarmeries, the reported criminal activities, and the local notables
who owned money and land.?*° This report’s significance is that due to both the war
and the disorder in the region, the local government focused on how to improve the

lives of the people in the region.

The aim of the report was explained by the governor of Bitlis, Arif Pasha,
who wrote that there was an order to investigate “the provocative activities or
statements by the British consul and consuls from other countries.”?*° The order was
executed by the local authorities. The district governors, the Muslim and Armenian
members of the administrative council, and the deputy abbot were present for this
census, which lasted for three months. As the governor of Bitlis claimed, the tribes
were not included in this census since there were no records about them. The
inadequacy of the doctors in the province led to solely an estimate of the numbers of
deaths and population. Arif Pasha also wrote that the consuls were not present in the
Bitlis province unlike the Van, Erzurum, and Diyarbekir provinces; however, the
consuls in these three provinces were traveling to the province. The governor said the
information could be gathered about their actions, so the government kept its eyes
closely on the consuls.>*! The results showed the needs of the region for

improvement or civilization.

249 The report do not show the quantity of these peoples’ assets. BOA. Y.PRK.UM. 4-10.

250« Ingiltere devletiyle diivel-i sdire konsoloslar1 tarafindan ahali hakkinda bir-gtine tahrik ve
ekavil vuk@’ bulmakda olub olmadiginin stret-i mektiimede bi’t-tahkik arz ve izbari...” BOA. Y.
PRK. UM. 4-10, 22. 14 Zilhicce 1297 (17 November 1880).

Z1BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 22.
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In terms of the reforms, the governor wrote about the need for schools for the
children. Even though there was a junior high school in the Mus sub-province,
primary school was not the main concern. The governor underlined the use of the old
techniques in agriculture and thus, the main crops produced the most in the province
were wheat and barley which “lacked the agricultural science”.?>? Therefore, the
governor asked for a man who knew the new agricultural techniques. Another
problem in the province was the roads. As will be shown, the local administrators, as
well as the governor, emphasized the importance of the roads. To construct the roads,
the governor asked for an engineer whose payments would be paid from the tithe

tax 253

The roads and postal services were emphasized both by the governor and by
the members of the administrative councils. The roads were important for the
centralization efforts to unify the regions, or as Fulya Ozkan writes, to create “a
unified imperial market and geography”.?** While railways were beginning to be
constructed in the empire, the eastern regions did not have railroads because of the
issues like attacks on people. Therefore, the roads were the most important and, in
many provinces, the only transportation system that people would use. In this
context, people wished for the construction of the roads since they provided the
connection and trade between the provinces.?*> Ilhan Tekeli and Selim ilkin claimed
that the construction of roads was indicative of the emergence of capitalism in
Anatolia. However, they also questioned the degree of the entry of the capitalist

relations, in which they concluded it was not adequate to spread it throughout the

B2BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 22.

33 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 22.

254 Fulya Ozkan, “A Road in Rebellion, A History on the Move: The Social History of the Trabzon-
Bayezid Road and the Formation of the Modern State in the Late Ottoman World,” (PhD Diss.
Binghamton University, 2012), 3.

255 Ozkan, A Road in Rebellion, A History on the Move, 30.
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empire.?>® Rather than thinking of the roads as proof that the region provided goods
to the global market, as Fulya Ozkan writes, the internal trade of the region with its
neighboring provinces was more important than global trade.?*” Therefore, the need

for the roads was actually intended for the development of the region.

In terms of postal technology and telegraphy, Roderic Davison emphasizes the
accessibility of telegraphy in the distant provinces, which contributed to the
centralization efforts and allowed the orders to be sent easily.?>® Nesimi Yazici also
focuses on the monopoly of the Ministry of Post and Telegraphy on cheap
transportation for the local inhabitants and foreign citizens in the empire as well as
the protection of the country. > Therefore, the emphasis on the roads and telegraphy
was mostly due to the improvement of the people’s lives and state functions.

The needed reforms were different according to their locations. The administrative
council in Malazgird was composed of nine members: three Armenian and six
Muslim members. This commission generally wrote about the problems related to
the roads. New bridges had to be built on the Murad River because the old ones were
in ruins as well as the Sencar River, which was in the middle of the Malazgird Castle
and Bulanik. People, as well as their animals, had difficulties passing these rivers and
a small raft was used but, in the end, people and animals still died while crossing. It
was said that it would also be beneficial for people to construct two or three inns, two

bakeries, and a few shops in Malazgird.>*

256 {lhan Tekeli and Selim {lkin, “Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda Ondokuzuncu Yiizyilda Araba
Teknolojisindeki Ve Karayolu Yapimindaki Gelismeler,” in Thsanoglu; Kacar, Cagim Yakalayan
Osmanli!, 440.

257 Fulya Ozkan, A4 Road in Rebellion, A History on the Move, 33.

238 Roderic Davison, “The Advent of the Electric Telegraph in the Ottoman Empire,” in Essays in
Ottoman and Turkish History, 1774-1923: The Impact of the West (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1990), 147.

29 Nesimi Yazici, “Posta Nezaretinin Kurulusu,” in Thsanoglu; Kacar, Cagini Yakalayan Osmanli!,
43,

200 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 10. 8 Tesrinievvel 1296 (20 October 1880).
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The mutasarrif of Mus, Mehmed Ali, listed the needs of the people and the
sub-province. The construction of highways from Erzurum to Diyarbekir would
benefit people since they were having problems with transportation. He proposed the
construction of eight post stations on the road from Bitlis to Erzurum since there
were problems with the transportation of letters and the construction of the telegraph
office in each district, (Mus, Bulanik, Varto, Malazgird) and their expenses would be
covered by the people through monetary donations. The bridges were repaired with
wood which would not last long and every three to four years, the repair process
would repeat itself; thus, he wanted the bridges to be constructed with stone. The
mutasarrif also talked about the importance of the schools and how the parents did
not want children to go to school. Therefore, the mutasarrif insisted on sending
children to schools even if the parents did not allow them to by building new schools

and appointing new teachers to these schools.?®!

Varto’s needs, on the other hand, were more urgent. People in Varto were in
bad condition already, since due to the famine, they were forced to sell their goods to
live. Since they had no seeds, their conditions were worsening. Therefore, the
members of the administrative council in Varto that was composed of one Armenian
and seven Muslims decided to ask for 1,000 bushels (kile) of wheat and barley to
boost agriculture in the district.?®> Moreover, at the end of the census, like the
Malazgird district, the need for the construction of the roads was apparent. The roads
would allow people to go to Erzurum and sell their goods. The bridge on the river in

Varto was also in ruins so repair would also help people for their businesses.?®

261 BOA. Y.PRK.UM. 4-10, 16. 20 Tesrinievvel 1296 (1 November 1880).
262 BOA.Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 13. 8 Tesrinievvel 1296. (20 October 1880).
263 BOA.Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 13.
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As mentioned above, the report did not only investigate the needed reforms
but also the number of dead people, reported crimes, and the number of soldiers and
gendarmerie during the period of 1876-1880. As mentioned above, the Varto district
was experiencing famine but also during these four years, fever and variola were
major causes of death in the Mus sub-province as well as Malazgird, Bulanik, and
Varto. The approximate number of deaths caused by fever is only known in Varto.
As is shown in Appendix B, in Varto around 135 people died from fever and 10
people also died from hunger.?** The Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 also
affected the number of deaths. For instance, 375 Muslims from the Malazgird and
Bulanik districts died during the war and 103 Muslims from Varto were martyrized
during the war.?®> As the governor wrote, the lack of doctors makes these numbers
incomplete as many people migrated temporarily because of the war. However, at
least these numbers suggest the effects of the war on the Muslim and non-Muslim
populations. Most non-Muslims deaths that took place during the war were probably
as a result of the attacks of the Kurdish tribes. Again, the number of Muslims that
died increased during wartime, and especially in the Sason and Mus districts; thus,

the death toll of Muslims was 751.

The reported crimes in the sub-province and districts made up a total of 150
cases. The types of crimes in the sub-province are divided into nine categories; These
categories were rape, defloration, ef'al-i senia, kidnapping a girl, burning grass,
burglary, usurp, wounding, and murder. 2°® As is shown in Appendix C, the highest
number of reported cases was in 1878. Since the Ottoman Empire was trying to

negotiate after the defeat of the Russo-Ottoman War, turbulence in the eastern

264 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 20. 30 Zilkade 1297. (3 November 1880).
265 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 20.
26 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 18.
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province was visible. This year saw an increase in the number of crimes from 13
cases to 94 cases. Burglary was in first place with 52 cases and murder followed with
18 cases. The next year, the number of cases decreased to 34. Then, it would be an
important question to ask was this turbulence due to the lack of the police force, or
was there another reason? The Bitlis province gave the number of soldiers and
gendarmerie. As is shown in Appendix D, the Mus sub-province gave the exact
number of these forces but the numbers for Varto, Bulanik, and Malazgird were
estimated.?®” In the Mus and Sason regions, the numbers of gendarmeries were close

to 300 and in 1876 and 1878 it was again around 300 gendarmeries.

The number of soldiers, on the other hand, increased during the war in 1877
and decreased from 272 soldiers to 141 soldiers in 1878, which can be related to the
peace negotiations that were started. From 1879 onwards, the numbers of
gendarmeries decreased and the report wrote that there were no soldiers in the Mus
and Sason regions after the war. In terms of the numbers of gendarmeries, it was
estimated that there were no gendarmeries from 1877 onwards in Varto, Malazgird,
and Bulanik, and in a brief period of 1876, there was a total of 10 gendarmeries in
the region. On the other hand, the numbers of soldiers fluctuated, which is
understandable since the numbers were estimated. Although the numbers of soldiers
in Varto, Malazgird, and Bulanik decreased with the start of the war, the number of
soldiers increased during the peace negotiations and afterward. After 1879, in the
Malazgird and Bulanik regions, the number of soldiers increased from 140 to 173. In
Varto, the numbers decreased from 180 to 132 soldiers. The difference in these
districts in the numbers of gendarmerie and soldiers is significant. The Tanzimat

Edict brought changes in the security forces. The zaptiyes, then gendarmeries, were

27 BOA.Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 8-12.
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established by the state to infiltrate the provinces in the 1840s.2%% Nadir Ozbek calls
the aim of establishing the gendarmerie institution as the “colonization of the
countryside”.?®” Ozbek explains the security system in Eastern Anatolia as a “three-
tiered security system” which included the army, the gendarmerie that consisted of
migrants, and the Kurdish tribes with the Hamidian Regiments. However, the tribes
had already been used in the Tanzimat Period. The period between 1865-1891 is one
example that shows this system was already three-tiered, but the last tier changed in
1891.%7° The 1860s showed a transformation in security forces. The irregular forces
began to be replaced by the army centered in Eastern Anatolia. However, this
transformation was not immediate since the irregular forces were still in use like in
the case of kir serdar1 that is mentioned in Chapter 3.2”! However, Ozbek does not
focus on the activities of the gendarmerie during the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-
1878 or how the gendarmeries along with the soldiers, protected the countryside. He
also does not address if there were any differences, for example, if the region had
different demographics like if the Armenians made up the majority in some of the
regions or if the number of Armenians was much less than that of Muslims.

As mentioned before, the non-Muslim population was in the majority in Mus and
Sason, which doubled the Muslim population. Therefore, these numbers show that
the attention of the local authorities was turned to places with a mixed population.
Even though the numbers were estimated, the number of the gendarmeries in Varto is
significant. The Muslim population made up the majority of Varto. Therefore, the

motive behind having no gendarmeries in the district could be that the soldiers would

268 Nadir Ozbek, “Policing the Countryside: Gendarmes of the Late 19th-Century Ottoman Empire
(1876-1908),” International Journal of Middle East Studies 40 (2008): 47,
doi:10.1017/S0020743807080087.

260 Ozbek, “Policing the Countryside,” 49.

270 Gzbek, “Policing the Countryside,” 61.

211 Ozbek, “Policing the Countryside,” 52.
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solve the problems in Muslim neighborhoods easily unlike in the Mus sub-province.
As a police force, the gendarmerie combined with soldiers tried to control the mixed-
population places during the war. Since the increase in criminal activities is known it

is feasible to say that the practice of using the gendarmeries with soldiers failed.

4.3.1 Escalation of Violence

For some time past, he said, the Kurds from the neighbouring mountains -not
those of the Dersim-had been accustomed to descend on to the plain, and bum
the crops, and rob and murder the inhabitants. To some extent this was going
on still, and quite lately in one village the newly-gathered harvest had been
what the Government did under these circumstances. ‘Now and then,’ he
replied, ‘a man is caught, and is imprisoned for a year at Erzeroum, but that is
all.” ‘But are there no Turkish soldiers,’ I inquired ‘to restrain the Kurds?’
for we had passed a squadron of regular cavalry, who were encamped outside
the town. “Yes,” he said, ‘but their behaviour in the villages is still worse, for
they take the opportunity of violating the women.’ "2

Henry Tozer visited the Mus region in August 1879 and quoted a man in the region
for what he described as the maltreatment of the local government in dealing with the
Kurdish tribes. While the visit was after the war, the theme in the region was the
same: the acts of the Kurdish tribes towards the Armenian inhabitants. In the region,
the 1880s was a chaotic time after the Armenian teachers, priests, monks were trying
to organize the local inhabitants against the Ottoman Empire.?’* The maltreatment of
the tribes as well as the behavior of the government officials changed the region

deeply.

The tension never stopped in the region from the 1860s to the 1880s. The
documents labeled these actions as mostly oppression being done by the Kurds

before, yet the state officials called the “oppressors™ as the “bandits” in the 1880s.

272 Tozer, Turkish Armenia and Eastern Asia Minor, 284—85.
23 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 10-87. 20 Rebiiilevvel 1305 (6 December 1887).
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While the term “bandits” was used in the 1860s, it was attributed to the leaders of the
tribes like in the case of Ali and Sofi Aghas who were the leaders of the tribes, as
mentioned previously, yet now the term applied to individuals as well. The petitions
and correspondences sent to the Ministry of the Interior showed a frequency in the
use of the banditry in the documents. For instance, a bandit named Ismail was
arrested in Kars and the stolen goods were given back to their owners. Like Ismail,
other bandits, Tufan, Hiiseyin, and Musa were located in the Malazgird district and it
was reported to the Bitlis province so that action could be taken.?’* The infamous
bandit Dervis and his nephew Halil were oppressing the people from the Rindani
village. Abdullah sent a petition as a representative of the village to get justice for
what Dervis did. However, it is unknown whether the Dervis was really a bandit or
what type of oppression the village people experienced.?”> In October 1886, the Mus
government released another “bandit” Riza, who killed Bayezidli Siileyman.
Therefore, Hac1 Ali and his friends wrote a petition about Riza’s brigandage and the
crimes he had done and asked for justice.?’® Again, a bandit’s crime of murder was

listed in the documents, but this bandit was still released, in turn stirring up trouble.

In the 1880s, new political movements came to the Mus region. The
distribution of pamphlets for the “provocation for revolution” (tahrikat-1 ihtilal) as
written in the Ottoman documents became a new instrument for the separatist
Armenians.?’”” Natanyan Margos was one of the Armenians in the region for
distributing the pamphlets in Van, Bitlis, and Mus. Sapan Migirdi¢ was another

distributor of these pamphlets who distributed them in Dersim, Bayezid, and

274 BOA. DH. MKT. 1357-43. 9 Sevval 1303 (11 July 1886).

275 BOA. DH. MKT. 1358-22. 25 Sevval 1303 (27 July 1886)

276 T could not find the original petition. BOA. DH. MKT. 1374-48. 24 Muharrem 1304 (23 October
1886).

277 BOA. DH. MKT. 1387-19. 26 Rebiiilevvel 1304 (23 December 1886).
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Erzurum. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was in charge of banning these pamphlets
and investigating these people.?’® Natanyan was eventually arrested and sent to exile
in Yemen.?” In 1887, the governor of Bitlis, Edhem Pasha, complained that the
teachers from Armenian schools, the monks, and the priests were visiting Ahlat,
Bulanik, the Mus Plain, and the neighborhoods Armenians lived in and “advising
them to harm and poisoning their mind[s].”?*" The Armenian revolutionaries were

not the only actors that helped the violence to escalate.

Around a similar time in the 1880s, a new actor, Musa Bey, emerged in the
region. Musa Bey is known mostly for the kidnapping of Gulizar in 1889, yet
kidnapping was not his only incident in the region. Even though it was not the first
time his actions were heard of, Musa Bey increased this behavior towards the end of
the 1880s. Musa Bey was a prominent person in the region with his connections to
the local government such as the members of the administrative council of the
district like, Necmeddin Efendi and others in the state apparatuses. Moreover, he had
in his command 1,100 people with arms. The number of local zaptiyes in the Mus
region in that period was 520.%%! The numbers show how powerful the Musa Bey was
in the region. He prevented any possible attack from the local government so that in
case of any event related to Musa Bey the local government would need to seek help
from the army. However, Musa Bey also made sure that the local government never

ask help from the army. Therefore, this inefficiency of the local government as well

28 BOA. DH. MKT. 1387-19.

27 BOA. DH. MKT. 1423-10. 5 Ramazan 1304 (28 May 1887)

280 “baz Ermeni mekteb-i hiceleriyle papaz ve rahiban mekulesi bir mahalden diger mahale gitmek
vesilesiyle Ahlat, Bulanik, Mus ovasi1 ve Ermeni ahalisinin meskun bulunduklari sair mahalleri gezib
dolagmakla menviya-1 muzirralarini telkinat bed-hahi ile icra etmekden ve tesmim-i ezhan ilkaatindan
gayr1 hali bulunduklari bedihidir.” BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 10-87. 20 Rebiiilevvel 1305 (6 December
1887).

281 Musa Sasmaz, Kiirt Musa Bey Olay:, 1883-1890, (Istanbul: Kitabevi, 2004), 52.
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as becoming friends with the members in state offices, showed how Musa Bey

prevailed being precautious and protecting himself.

Ohannes, the bishop of Armenians in Mus, talked about Musa Bey’s actions
towards the Armenians in a telegraph dated 23 February 1888. As a nation who lived
under the Ottoman realm, he wrote, the Armenians had been living loyally but some
noxious people and the officers from local authorities were trying to make up a
reason to punish the innocent Armenians as though they were the local citizens
(Tebaa-i Ermeniyan) to the empire. For instance, Ohannes wrote that the officers
investigated one of the churches, Arak Church, but did not find anything, which
showed the loyalty of the Armenians one more time.?*> Musa Bey was mentioned
again in Ohannes’s telegraph. According to Ohannes, a church in the village of Hars
was burned due to the provocation of Musa Bey. Thus, Ohannes claimed that the
suspicion towards Armenians was growing in the Muslim population. Therefore, he
wanted the government to restore the “dignity of our nation and welfare of the
comfort” and as well as to punish the responsible people.?®*> Again, the priest focused
on the ineffectiveness and misuse of the power by the local authorities against the
non-Muslim population but also, he was warning the government about Musa Bey
one year before he kidnapped Gulizar, demonstrating his warning was going to come

true.

The first months of 1888 passed with complaints about Musa Bey. While the

details were not explained in the correspondences, Musa Bey was the main actor in

22 BOA. DH. MKT. 1491-108. 10 Cemaziyelahir 1305 (23 February 1888).

283 “Hars karyesinin kilisesini eskiya Musa beg tahrikiyle atese verilmis bu hal-i piirmelalimize
ma’deletin ... buyurulmast intizarinda iken isbu zanniyat ve taharriyat vuku’su Islam
vatandaglarimizin fikirlerimizin tegvis birle ihlal-i rahatimiza bais olacak mevaddan olacagi buna ise
maadelet... raz1 olmayacagi derkar oldugundan su hal esef-i istimalden teba-i sadika-i sahanelerini
bi’l-ihlas milletimizin iade-i haysiyeti ve refah-1 rahatimizin te’min...” BOA. DH. MKT. 1491-108. 10
Cemaziyelahir 1305 (23 February 1888).
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the region. In one of the correspondences, the Ministry of Interior ordered the
investigation of a petition written by Miro and sent from the city center of Mus,
which was about the attacks of Musa Bey on 50 villages in the region. As the
representative of the numerous villages, Miro asked for justice from the ministry
since their requests to the local authority were fruitless.?®* One month after Miro’s
petition, the ministry sent another correspondence to the Bitlis province about the
situation with Musa Bey. The local people were concerned that the sub-province
officers were protecting Musa Bey since he was released after his arrest.*> However,
the interesting part of this document is the perception of Musa Bey. The clerk first
described Musa Bey as “saki” (brigand), but he crossed out this term and wrote
instead “sah1s” (person).?®¢ Even though it is a tiny detail, it can be thought that even
the clerks or the government officials did not decide which category to put Musa
Bey’s actions in despite the Armenians insisting that the government take action

against him.

The Armenians’ plea for justice was affirmed and according to a document, it
was said that Musa Bey was forced to live in Bitlis after he asked for mercy from the
government in 1888.2%7 However, Musa Bey was still residing in Mus in 1889. It
was suggested to move Musa Bey to another place that did not have a Kurdish
population or send him to do hard labor. If Musa Bey were to stay in the current
place, then the region would not have public order. The problem with Musa Bey was
that his followers were caught which showed his involvement with the banditry.

Therefore, it was not acceptable for the local government to allow him to stay in the

284 BOA. DH. MKT. 1490-109. 14 Cemaziyelahir 1305 (27 February 1888).

285 BOA. DH.MKT. 1498-108. 2 April 1888.

286 “Musa beg naminda bir-gakinin bir sahsin kura...” 2 April 1888 and “Musa Bey naminda
birinin...” BOA. DH. MKT. 1507-60. 7 May 1888.

287 BOA. DH. MKT. 1605-84. 14 Receb 306 (16 March, 1889).
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region after he asked for mercy for his actions. As a result, it was decided that Musa
Bey had to come to Istanbul for residence.?*® However, from the petitions sent to
Sura-y1 Devlet, it is clear that his followers were still acting like bandits. His
followers burned the village headman of the Arkovan village alive. However, they
did not stop there and killed the father and kidnapped the wife and her sister. The
plain of Mus suffered from their acts as claimed by Parsih, Miro, and six other

people.

Not a single bird is flying, all of us are starving... for how many years we
became incapable of doing anything except we cry out to the offices with the
telegraphs...If the government of the law continues to ignore us then there
won’t be any power for retaliation against these brigands. The
aforementioned brigand continues to destroy a village daily and if the family
of this brigand and his followers will not be disciplined then it will not be
possible to maintain our order. We have to migrate which will affect the
treasury of the state badly. There is a countless number of people
migrating...please mercy to expel these people and his brothers with his
family and maintain the order. Or for the love of God please save our lives
and our dignity for the people who were burned alive and find a solution in
the name of justice and humanity.?*’

The telegraph, which was formed by these eight people, clearly shows the acts of
Musa Bey. Musa Sasmaz believes Musa Bey was a scapegoat in the region after he
was a suspect in an attack of two American priests in 1883. Later, an Armenian girl
Gilizar was kidnapped by him. For Sasmaz, the Armenians, British consulates, and
missionaries made Musa Bey a “target”. In order to exonerate him, he details every
misconception and problem of the interrogee during the interrogation. He creates a
myth around Musa Bey by claiming that if he had been imprisoned, then the Muslims
in Eastern Anatolia would be suppressed. However, this narrative jumped from 1883

to 1889 by skipping the events Musa Bey and his men were involved in. As Sasmaz

288 BOA. DH. MKT. 1605-84.
289 BOA. DH. MKT. 1617-42. 8 Saban 1306 (9 April 1889), for the transliterated text see Appendix A,
2.
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writes, the court was in Istanbul and many victims did not or could not come to the
interrogation, which left the trial incomplete. He believes that every one of the
Armenians had a desire to participate in the establishment of an Armenian state but
did not ask if these Armenians really pursued this desire.?? Therefore, what

happened in the region was interpreted as political by ignoring Musa Bey’s actions.

The Armenians became more and more desperate to find peace after these
events at the end of the century. All in all, from the start of the 1860s, the calls for
peace and maintaining order by Armenians were not addressed. The inefficiency of
the local government and, in the case of Musa Bey, the protection of the bandits also
did not solve the problem but hardened the relationship between Kurds and
Armenians. Therefore, Armenian parties presented themselves as fighters against
these bandits, becoming bandits themselves in the region and purchased weapons.
The Armenians were not the only purchasers of weapons, but also Kurds were
buying them from Russia. The Fourth Army searched the houses to collect the
weapons but this did not bear productive results, so the general of the Fourth Army
asked the serasker to prevent the flow of the weapon trade with Russians and native
people.?’! Owen Miller claims that the Musa Bey incident resulted in taking the guns
of the Armenian peasants in the Mus region between 1889-1890. Before that, they
could have firearms. This resulted in the increase of the power of the Armenian

revolutionaries in the region as the sole Armenian gunbearers.?%>

The Musa Bey incident increased the tension in the region after he was

acquitted from the charges. As Miller writes, the investigation of the weapons in the

290 Sasmaz, Kiirt Musa Bey olayi, 1883-1890, 271.

21 BOA. Y. PRK. ASK. 61-70. 1 Zilkade 1307 (19 June 1890).

292 Owen Miller, “Sasun 1894: Mountains, Missionaries and Massacres at the End of the Ottoman
Empire” (PhD Diss. Columbia University, 2015), 50.
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region also extended to the monasteries. This search sparked a reaction from the

Armenians in Erzurum in 1890.

In this incident, or known as the Erzurum Incident, the state officials
inspected a church in Erzurum in case the Armenian revolutionaries were hiding
weapons in it on 19 June 1890. According to the narratives by the Turkish
historiography, the Armenian inhabitants who heard about this search closed their
shops and gathered in front of the church the next day. On 21 June, the Armenians
protested the search by claiming that the Muslims can attack the church; the
members of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation provoked the Armenian
inhabitants. Eventually, the guns fired and eight Armenians and two Muslims died
along with many injured people.?”> While local government suppressed the events,

the result was fear among both Armenians and Kurds.

After the Erzurum Incident in 1890, the Muslim population became more
hostile to Armenians as well as feared by the Armenians. Bitlis government wrote
that the Armenians in the Bulanik district were purchasing weapons to prevent any
possible event resembling to the Erzurum Incident. Muslim inhabitants in the district
started to become fearful since the population in this district was lower than that of
Armenians. Therefore, the mutasarrif of Mus ordered that a battalion be sent to the
area for protection from outside of Mus while the battalions in Mus were not moving
in case of an event.?** However, the Muslims were not the only population who were
afraid of the others, the Armenians were also afraid. Even though the Erzurum

Incident was suppressed, the increase in weapons being purchased showed its effects

293 Zeynep Cumhur Iskefiyeli, “Ermenilerin ilk Biiyiik Ayaklanmasi Erzurum Olay1 (1890),” Ermeni
Arastirmalari, 5 (19), 2005: 108-112.

294 “Hadise-i malumeden Bulanik kazasinca hiss ii saiya vuku’yla silah miibaya’a ve teminat
edilmekde ve bu halden kabail ve asair-i Islamiyede fevkalade hal ve heyecan miisahede olunmakda
oldugundan...” BOA. DH. MKT. 1739-110. 19 Zilkade 307 (7 July 1890).
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because there was an increase in the fights between the population of Armenians,
settled Muslims, and Kurdish tribes. The Patriarchate presented some cases that were
sent by the monasteries in Mus to the grand vizierate. For instance, Kurdish people
killed Markar and Artin who were two guides of the Surp Garabed Monastery, and
from then onwards the monastery was no longer accepting visitors since the order
was not maintained. Moreover, the Armenians also attacked these Kurdish people to
take whatever was stolen from the guides back but five of them were arrested. The
Patriarchate emphasized the role the people in the Vartenis village played in the
lawsuit against Musa Bey; therefore, Kurds attacked the Vartenis village for
retaliation.?”> Even though the village headmen were trying to complain about the
Kurds, they were arrested, and then the soldiers went to the Vartenis village and
arrested 65 Armenians without explaining the reason for their arrest. Moreover, the
Badigan and Bekiran tribes that were spending the summer in the pastures attacked
the Armenians and Circassians stole eight horses and burned the stocks of wheat and
barley. Therefore, in the end, the Patriarchate explained the actions of the Armenians
as self-defense since there was no order for the Armenians to continue to live in the
region, so he wanted reforming acts from the Sultan.?®® After looking at the events
that happened in almost two months, it is easy to tell that the actions of the Kurds
and as well as the Circassians changed the perception of Armenians. They must have
thought to protect themselves after looking at the actions of the Kurds and

Circassians. They bought weapons, attacked the Kurds for retaliation, and were

295 “Vartinis karyesi Ermenileri Musa Bey aleyhinde sikayet ve davaya kiyAm etmis olmalari
hasebiyle bunlar aleyhinde Kiirdlerin arz ve hustimetleri derkar iken su vuki’atdan dolay1 emniyetleri
biisbiitiin miinselib olarak dagilmislar” BOA. DH. MKT. 1739-110. 9 July 1890.

26 BOA. Y. 4. HUS. 237-97. 21 Zilhicce 307 (8 August 1890).
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attacked again. On the other hand, the Bitlis government detailed the events when the

Patriarchate claimed that there was no information about what happened.

According to the Bitlis government, the Armenians in the Vartenis village
went to a Kurdish village and killed five people, and to prevent retaliation these
people were arrested. To calm the region, 100 zaptiyes were brought to the region in
case of an event. This attack, said the government, started with the entry of a priest
who was expelled from the region in the first place. The priest entered the region
disguised in a bride costume and covered his face, yet the Kurds recognized him. As
a result, the Armenians started shooting.?”” While they were sending 100 zaptiyes,
the Bitlis government wanted to increase the number of zaptiyes to a number higher
than that.?”® This increase must have been a result of the fear that the events would

continue since the two sides were armed and attacked each other.

The Kurdish tribes were not only having problems with the Armenians but
also having problems with rival tribes. For instance, the Hasenanli tribe in Mus
attacked Hinis and Antab so the ministry ordered the Erzurum province to stop these
attacks and maintain order. However, the Sepki tribe in Bayezid stole goods and
money from the Hasenanli tribe because the government could not help them with
this issue.?®® Therefore, the Sepki tribe saw the Hasenanl1 tribe as a perpetrator and
punished the Hasenanli tribe without any court instead of punishing the government.
However, these two tribes became members of the Hamidian Regiments that were
established three years later. Thinking that these tribes were already troublemakers
for each other and the local people, the choice of the tribes being in the regiments

could explain the motives for establishing the Hamidian cavalries. These tribes did

¥TBOA. DH. MKT. 1743-57. 30 Zilkade 307 (18 July 1890).
28 BOA. Y. 4. HUS. 237-3. 2 Zilhicce 307 (20 July 1890).
29 BOA. DH.MKT. 1629-40. 18 Sevval 306 (17 June 1889).
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not change in three years and continued to distrust the local government. However,
they became members of an institution that played a significant role in the massacres
of 1894-1896. Therefore, as Elke Hartmann writes, the establishment of the
Hamidian cavalries was an option to share the power.3?° The Hamidian Regiments
were the vital force, but before they turned the region upside-down, the reform ideas
were still in the heads of the state officials in the 1880s. The next section will look at

the reform discourse and how the state officials argued for it.

4.3.2 Reforms in the 1880s or favoring the Kurds

Mehmed Asim, who was the judicial inspector of Trabzon district*’! and traveled
through Van, Hakkari, and Bitlis as the judicial inspector of Van province for 21
months, wrote one of the most important reports on this subject. He wrote about the
situation in Van, Hakkari, and Bitlis provinces, the relationships between the local
people, and the population of the districts in 1881 to provide some general
information. He first explained the reason for the establishment of this judicial
inspectorship. He argued that the European Powers made the Ottoman Empire
establish this judicial inspectorship to control the situation in these districts and

implement the “Anatolian Reforms” .32 However, according to Mehmed Asim, the

300 Hartmann, “The Central State in the Borderlands,” 185.

301 Mehmed Asim was not the only judicial inspector in the region. Ferid Bey was sent to Diyarbekir
province in 1880. For more information on Ferid Bey’s mission, see Abdulhamit Kirmizi, “1880°de
Diyarbekir Vilayetine Gelen {1k Adliye Miifettisinin Sergiizesti,” e-Sarkiyat Ilmi Arastirmalar Dergisi
VII, 2012: 73-90.

302 Mehmed Asim was referring to the reform attempts of the European Powers in which the Ottoman
Empire promised with the Article 61 of the Berlin Treaty. “Avrupa devletlerinin bir suret-i mahsusada
iltizam etmelerinde mer’i olub gavail-i mezkure ciimlesinden biri de Anadolu islahati namiyla afaka
miintegir olan mes’ele-i mahalliyeyi suret-pezir icra etmek maksadiyla Avrupa’nin gosterdigi tehaliik
tam oldugundan Avrupa hey’et-i miitemeddinesinin tevcihine mazhariyeti nazarlarda orduca
ehemmiyetli goriinen mes’eleyi...” BOA. Y.PRK.AZN. 1-50.
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establishment of this mission was not due to the importance of improving the

lifestyle of the inhabitants but rather that Europe was pushing for the reforms.

His report has documented the prejudice against the Armenians and how the
Armenians were trying to get rid of the Kurdish inhabitants. In these 21 months, he
investigated the Armenians and Kurds and their lifestyle in these districts. For
instance, he commented on the Kurdish economic lifestyle in regard to the animal
trade and the dispensability of the pastures for them. According to him, the
Armenians were trying to have the Kurds banned from using the pastures for their
safety. Although this was a legitimate wish, the use of the pastures was “a matter of
life” for the Kurds and they would be miserable without their use.>*> Mehmed Asim,
in this report, acknowledged the problems Armenians had but he tried to display that
the Kurds were not the real problem-causers by giving the rates of Armenian and
Kurdish prisoners. For instance, he said if there were 10 people accused of murdering
someone, four of them were Armenians and the rest were Kurds and people from
other millets. According to the report, the Armenians committed most of the crimes,
but they were complaining to European countries and framing themselves as the
victims.*** However, he only gave one example of Armenians as the perpetrator. One
night, a major had to spend a night in an Armenian village with his money but the
village people attacked and wounded him and his family. Mehmed Asim did not give

any specific details about this event but his narrative does not answer why a village

303 “Ermenilerin teminat-1 mahsuslarindan biri te’min-i asayis bahanesiyle Kiirdlerin mevsim-i sayfda
yaylaklara gitmelerini men’ etmekdir. Vakia temin-i asayis arzusu bir iktiza-y1 ictimanin ifadesi
oldugu derpis olunduk da mesru’ goriiniiyor ise de Ekradin mevsim-i sayfda ...nisin olarak
yaylaklarda bulunmalar1 miicerred sermaye-i ticaretleri olan koyunlari ra’y etmek i¢in olduguna
mebni bu kaziyenin Kiirdler i¢in bir mesele-i hayatiye demek oldugu ve ra’y-1 agnam edilecek olur ise
Kiirdlerin mahrur-1 perigan olacaklar1 bedihidir.” BOA. Y. PRK. AZN. 1-50.

304 “Niifus-1 Islamiye’ye nisbetle Ermenilerin akliyeti pis-i nazaran meane alindik da vukuat-1
cinaiyenin ekserisini Ermeniler tarafindan ika’ olunmus oldugu sabit olur iken yine Ermeniler bir
takim isnadat ve miibalagat ile Avrupa nazarinda kendilerini simdide sitem-dide gostermekdedirler.”
BOA. Y. PRK. AZN. 1-50.
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folk attacked the major even though the Armenians would have guessed the
gendarmeries would be sent to their village. It is clear that he is hiding some details,
such as if did the major want to take money from the village because, in previous
times, the expense of a military person would have to be compensated by the village.
However, I could not find a document from the archives about this event so this

event is suspicious.

Mehmed Asim also claimed the crimes that Kurds were being accused of
were an exaggeration. He continued by saying that the Kurds were being victimized
because of their illiteracy, so even if the Kurds were right in the courts, the
Armenians would be free because the Kurds did not have any defense other than
saying “You know it!”3% Mehmed Asim’s suggestion to raise the literacy rate was to
establish more schools available for the Muslim population. With these, they would
be able to defend themselves in the courts and Armenians would not complain to the
European countries. Even though Mehmed Asim claimed the crimes of Kurds were
an exaggeration, the second half of the 1880s reflected the opposite as mentioned

above.

While focusing on the reforms, petitions of the people pointed out the
inefficiency of the local government to their problems. For instance, the governor of
Bitlis, ibrahim Edhem in 1887, acknowledged that while the Kurdish tribes and other
tribes were attacking the Armenian population, it was known that a plea to the local

government would not bring any solution to their problems or to prevent these

305 “Mesela bir Ermeninin iddiasi iizerine mahkemeye ihzar olunan bir Kiird isticvab olunduk da “sen
biliyorsun” s6ziinden baska suretle miidafaaya muktedir olamayib Ermenilerin tezvirati ile
mazlumiyetini isbat edecek yerde maznuniyetini siddetlendirecek kadar hukuk-1 sahsiyesinden bi-
haber oldugu ekser-i vakiadir.” BOA. Y. PRK. AZN. 1-50.
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attacks.>*® When the local inhabitants realized that the local authorities would not
help them, they tried to find a solution in other districts. For instance, people from

the Kasor sub-district in 1888, complained about the people who oppressed them.

The oppressors were ordered to be arrested by the Bitlis province. However,
the zaptiyes in Mus did not arrest them because “they did not pay attention to the
judicial treatments.” 37 After that, people from the Kasor sub-district went to the Van
Court of Appeals to report the mistreatment from the zaptiyes. From there, this issue
went to the Ministry of Justice and with the help of the Ministry of Interior,
correspondence was sent to the Bitlis province to inform the zaptiyes of the content
of their jobs and to help if needed. As this case showed, what the state officials did

affected the people in terms of their livelihood.

Ismail Bey, the district governor of Bulanik, did not agree with what the
Armenians claimed. According to him, these telegraphs were wrong since they
claimed that the local government did not act in favor of maintaining order. As a
matter of fact, he wrote, “Even before the central government asks for something the
local government was already doing that thing and the local government asks for

everything from the central government.” 3 Therefore, the idea of improving the

306 “Berci Bitlisin etraf ve eknafi daire-i medeniyeye heniiz takrib edebilemeyen akvam ve kabail-i
miiteaddide ve muhtelife-i agair ve ekrad ile mal-a-mal olub bunlarin ahali-i mut’i ve bi-tahsis Ermeni
ahali-i kurrasina bazen vuku’bulan taarruzlarindan dolay1 ahali-i merkumeye hiikiimet-i metbularina
miiracaatla ifade-i hal ve istikaya hakk-1 u mecburiyet verebilir ise de ne ¢are ki Ermeni ahalisinin
miiracaatlari matuflarimin gayri mahallerde aksi etmek kendilerinin fikrlerinece pek de selameti isbat
edemez” BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 10-87. 20 Rebiiilevvel 1305 (6 December 1887).

307 “Mus kazasina tabi’ Kasor nahiyesi ahalisine icra-y1 zulm ve ta’addi eden eshasin celb ve ihzarlart
hakkinda verilen miizekkereler ahkami Mus zabitasinca icra edilemediginden nasi vilayet-i
behiyyelerine icra-y1 tebligat olunmus ise de vilayet ve miilhakat zabitalarinin mu’amelat-1 adliyeye
kat’a ehemmiyet vermedikleri ve bu hal tedkikat-1 adliyeye sekte iras eylemekde oldugu Van istinaf
mahkemesi miiddei umumiliginden bildirildiginden...” BOA. DH. MKT. 1524-28. 7 Zilkade 1305 (16
July 1888).

398 « mesalih-i miilkiye ve resmiyenin matlub-1 aliye takribi ve ahalisinin 1slah-1 efkar1 ve te’min-i
ahvali pek ¢cok himmete pek ¢ok tedbire miitevakkif olub bu suretlerin mevki-i husiile konulmasina
taalliik edecek tedabirin derece-i ehemmiyetle mevki’in gakerlerince ma’lum olan ehemmiyet ve
hususiyet vakiasi bi’l-muvazene tesebbiisat-1 lazimeye devam olunmakda ve nevakis-1 livanin
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Bulanik district was not a good act because the local government was already
improving the sub-province and province. Even though the district governor did not
give any detail about the improvements in order to maintain order, the construction

of a police station was one precaution in the region to stop the attacks.

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the authorities investigated the killing of three
Chechens and wounding one of them by interrogating Kurdish people in 1888. The
investigation could not be finalized, but there was an order to construct a police
station in the village.* Chechens in the village were armed and detained Kurdish
people by themselves in case the suspected Kurds were the perpetrators. Six months
later, this order to construct the police station came out which shows the limitation of
the use of arms for the Chechens since the Chechens chose to detain the Kurds close

to their village.

The reform movements now became a problem for the region. The
Armenians became visible with the pressure of the European Powers and the
Armenian revolutionaries were taking an active role in fighting in the region. The
attitude of the state officials changed and began to praise the Kurds. Mehmed Asim’s
efforts to exonerate the Kurds against the blames of crimes were continuing with the
efforts of the higher-level state officials. For instance, at the end of the 1880s, the
tribes who were attacking the villages were still coming to the Mus region. The
Ministry of Interior, however, did not accept the accusations but wrote that the
Armenians wanted “Kurds to be crushed with the help of army forces and to prove

their claims about Kurdish oppression”, essentially that Armenians framed the

keyfiyeti ve esbab-1 1slahiyenin derecati anlasildik¢a huzur-1 ali-i vilayetpenahilerini ta’cizden geri
durulmamakdadir.” BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 15-133. 3 Cemaziyelahir 1307 (25 January 1890).
39 BOA. ZB. 703-28 and BOA. DH. MKT. 1690-3. 24 Cemaziyelevvel 1307 (16 January 1890).
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Kurdish people.®!? The ministry also ordered the Bitlis government to send an order
to the mutasarrif of Mus to stop Kurds’ ignorant behaviors like stealing animals
because they were “the brave Muslim tribes”.3!! These brave tribes, as the ministry
called them, were also mentioned in the report written by Mehmed Salih, the
mutasarrif of Mus and Siirt and who was in Bitlis province for eight years and

illustrated the general situation of the district, but specifically the Mus region.

Mehmed Salih claimed the total population of the Bitlis province, of which
two-thirds of the population was Muslim while one-third was non-Muslim, and the
numbers might be even miscalculated since some of the tribes and neighborhoods
were not included. Therefore, he believed that the total population of the district was
composed of 80 percent of Muslims and 20 percent of non-Muslims. He depicted the
Kurds as brave and loyal even though they did not go to school. He claimed to be
taking part in stopping the fight between Kurdish tribes like Resgutan, Hasenanli,
and Sason.>'? Now, the tribes became loyal to the orders of the sultan. According to
Mehmed Salih, the Armenians could not dare to make a plot because of the existence
of the Kurds. However, people who went to the schools were highly effective at

influencing Armenians “who would not dare to rebel against the state.”*!> Therefore,

310« igbu fezahatin miitecasirleri Ermeniler oldugu halde bunun Ermeniler tarafindan Kiirtlere isnad

olunmasi kuvve-i ciinudiye ile Kiirtleri ezdirmek ve Kiirtlerin mezalimi hakkindaki vahi iddialarimi
hakl1 gostermek maksadina miistenid olduguna...” BOA. DH. MKT. 1768-14. 22 Safer 308 (7
October 1890)

311« cengaver olan asair-i islamiyenin celb koluna(?) ¢alismasi ve tedricen harekat-1 cahilanelerinin
izalesi zimninda mus kumandanligina tebligat-1 lazime icra...” BOA. DH. MKT. 1768-14.

312 He claims the reason of the fights between the tribes was the ignorance. BOA. Y. PRK. AZJ. 17-
116. 13 November 1890.

313 “Ermeniler Kiirdler ile karigik bir halde ve hatta siilasi mikdar1 Ermenice bilmeyerek Kiirdce
miitekellim bulunmalarina binaen bunlar kendi hallerine kalmis olsalar hi¢cbir zaman ahval-i isyana ve
efkar-1 muzirraya miitecasir ve alet olamayacaklar1 derkar ise de bunlar meyaninda biraz maarif
gdrmiis Gteye beriye gitmis olanlar daima ahlaki bozulmamis olan Ermenilere birtakim tatmi’at ve
teminat ile ilkaatdan hali kalmamakda ve bu hallerine saika-i cehaletle o gibi Ermeniler {izerinde
tesirat-1 muzirrasi goriilmekdedir.” BOA. Y. PRK. AZJ. 17-116.
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as mentioned above, Natanyan Margos, Sapan Migirdi¢, and the bishop Kirkor were

exiled to various places.

The most important contribution of this report was that a state official in the
region was populated by Armenians and Kurds saw the Kurds as a barrier to the anti-
state acts by Armenians. Mehmed Salih claimed “Armenians could not resist even
one hour against the Kurds” because the Kurds were loyal Muslim people whose
contributions to the state were known and majority in the region. 3! Therefore, what
needed to be done was to refrain the leaders of the tribes from being reprimanded.
Otherwise, if the Kurds would see the traces of any such action, then, they would
come together with the Armenians, which would be a problem for the government.>!>
Regardless, two units of cavalries were permanently patrolling the Mus region, one

in Kasor and the other in Handiris, so the security was increased in the region.

Mehmed Salih’s report is important since it was written almost one year
before the establishment of the Hamidian Regiments. Favoring the Kurds was the
main motive of the report because of their religion. Mehmed Salih, on the one hand,
saw the Kurds as making up the majority of the region and the powerful entity. On
the other hand, he feared the possibility of the Kurds helping the Armenians.

Therefore, the mentality of the local officer was to incorporate the Kurds into the

314 “Tafsilat-1 maruzadan muhat-1 ilm-i ali-i hidivileri buyurulacag: vechle Kiirdlerin riiesa ve efradi
nur-1 maarifle pek de hisse-mend olamamuislar ise de devlete aid ubudiyet ve sadakat ve taassiib-i
Islamiye ve gayret ve hamiyetleri derece-i kemalde bulundugu ve niifusga da Ermenilerin 4 misli
ziyade olduklari cihetle Maazallah-i Teala hilaf-1 marazi-i ali bir guna hal vuku’nda bunlara kars1
Ermeniler hiikkiimsiiz ve kati’yen hiikiimden sakat olarak savlet-i Ekrada kars1 bir saat bile mukavemet
edemeyecekleri siibhesizdir.” BOA. Y. PRK. AZJ. 17-116.

315« riiesa-y1 asayir ve ekradi miivahaza ve kesr-i niifuz ve haysiyetlerine tesebbiisden ol-mertebe
miitevakki ve miicanebet olunmasi feraiz-i umurdandir. Ciinkii bunlar Ermenilerin ifadat ve ilkaatinin
nezd-i hiikiimetde miiessir oldugunu hiss i teferriis eylerler ise hiikiimete mukarenetden miibaadet ve
ika’-i miigkilata miicaseret ve birtakimi da Ermenilere miiracaatla hiisn-i sehadetlerini celbe miisaberet
ederek bu suret ise oraca pek muzirr olur. Hilkiimet-i mahalliye sahihen iltizam-1 adl ve hakkaniyetle
riiesa-y1 asair ve ekradi te’min-i vecdi suretde tehdid etmesiyle Ermenileri taaddiyat ve sikayatdan
muhafaza etmis olacag siiphesizdir.” BOA. Y. PRK. AZJ. 17-116.
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state apparatus. Although he did not write that directly in the report, he indirectly

advocated that the government could be more respectful against them.

4.4 Conclusion

The period between 1865-1890 can be regarded as the era of reform attempts in the
region. These years can be divided into two in terms of the purpose of the reforms. In
the first period, the reforms were directed against the Kurdish tribes who used force
and attacked local inhabitants. As comprehensive reforms, the Mus reforms that were
tied to the Mus Investigation in 1869 produced various efforts to stop the attacks of
the Kurds. However, the results were not satisfactory and the attempts continued.
The breakpoint was in 1878 when the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 forced the
empire to make reforms in the region once again under European pressure. While the
possibility of the reforms in the region was investigated the reform attempts changed
to favor the Kurds, which escalated the violence in the region. The state could not or
did not stop the violence because the mindset of the state officials was centered on
the Pan-Islamic policy of the 1880s which resulted in the Hamidian Regiments. The
ideas of these state officials helped the state to establish the regiments. The reforms,
on the other hand, slowed down because of favoring the Kurds. They claimed that
the Kurds were illiterate, so the Armenians would benefit from this situation like in
the case of Mehmed Asim, or as Mehmed Salih claimed, that the favoritism of Kurds
was important for the region because they were restraining the Armenians. Even
before the establishment of the Hamidian Regiments, the state officials were
underlining the importance of the Kurdish people. Therefore, the contribution of the

state officials in terms of incorporating the Kurds into the state apparatus is also as
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important as the regiments being created. State officials’ decisions could affect the
higher-level officials but also peasants. The next chapter will examine a case study
on land dispute between Surp Garabed Monastery and the peasants in Girvas-1 Ulya
village. The governor’s decision changed the events entirely so I will focus on how

the peasants and monastery acted.
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CHAPTER 5

HOW COME A MUSLIM CAN DESTROY A MOSQUE? THE

DESTRUCTION OF GiRVAS VILLAGE

On 13 November 1881, a priest named Vartan son of Agob, a representative of Surp
Garabed Monastery, appeared on the Mus Court of the First Instance (bidayet
mahkemesi) to end a dispute between the peasants in Girvas-1 Ulya village and the
monastery. Vartan and members of the village were present in the court. The dispute
was about who possessed the land, the peasants, or the monastery. This dispute
continued from 1881 to 1892 until the Sura-y1 Devlet decided the monastery was the
possessor of the land. This dispute is examined by Riza Beroje and Mehmed Mahfuz
Séylemez, both of whom claimed that the land was given to the peasants.*!® While
Beroje highlighted the impartiality of the Ottoman courts during the court process,
Séylemez emphasized religious tolerance between Muslims and non-Muslims.>!’
Soylemez claimed that this dispute did not result in a fight and how tolerance was
widespread in the region.’'® However, unlike both researchers’ emphasis, this dispute
in the region showed neither impartiality nor tolerance. This event already falsifies
“tolerance” discourse by showing how the peasants in the village, Kurds, attacked

the monastery or destroyed its possessions.>!?

316 Mehmet Mahfuz Sdylemez, “Arsiv Belgeleri Isiginda Osmanli’nin Son Déneminde Arakonak
(Grrvas) Beldesi,” I1. Bingol Sempozyumu, (Bingdl: Bingdl Belediyesi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2009), 251-
261 and Riza Beroje, “Mus Surp Garabed Manastirs,” (M.A. Thesis, Dicle Universitesi, 2019).

317 Beroje, Mus Surp Garabed Manastir1, 133.

318 Sdylemez, Arsiv Belgeleri Isiginda, 253.

319 Metin Hiilagii and et la. claimed that the “tolerance” in the Ottoman Empire was in harmony until
the European Powers "poisoned" the Armenians and made them return their back to the “tolerant”
Ottomans. This discourse does not focus on the state and its capacity but the main problem was the
Armenian revolutionary movement as well as European Powers. Metin Hiilagii, Stileyman Demireci,
Sakir Batmaz, Giilbadi Alan, (eds.), Hosgérii Toplumunda Ermeniler: Osmanli Toplumunda Birlikte
Yasama Sanati: Tiirk Ermeni Iliskileri Ornegi (Kayseri: Erciyes Universitesi, 2007), viii; for a critique
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However, this dispute also cannot be considered simply as a case of the
deteriorated relationship between Kurds and Armenians. As will be showed, this
dispute was not centered on the relationship between the monastery and the
government officials but instead, it was the peasants’ strategies against the latter.
Therefore, I argue that the peasants used the payment of the taxes and Islamic
discourse to show their loyalty to the government and own the land and gain an
advantage against the monastery and the government officials who sided with the
monastery. I will first underline the village’s characteristics and why there was a
dispute after all, and by focusing on government officials who were involved in this
case, [ will examine the relationship between the government officials, the peasants,
and the monastery. Finally, I will show the use of the Islamic and “savagery”
discourses by the officials, monastery, and peasants. In this case, the land issue was
centered on an Armenian monastery, which tried to get rid of a Kurdish village
surrounding its land. This case showed that Kurdish people also suffered from the
decisions and it should not be claimed the only victims in the land issue were

Armenians, but the peasants in the region as a whole became a part of the issue.

5.1 The first case

Vartan went to the court to get the disputed land on the behalf of the monastery in
1881. The land, according to Vartan, comprised 100 acres of meadows and fields and
1000 acres of pasture, and the monastery has been the possessor of this land for 100
years. Vartan claimed that 30 years ago, Senco bin Hamo, Muso bin Yasar, Ahmed

bin Osman, Reco bin Resul, Omer bin Sofi Yusuf, and Mehmed bin Omer who were

of this tolerance discourse, see Ugur Bayraktar and Yasar Tolga Cora, “Sorunlar” Golgesinde
Tanzimat Doneminde Kiirtlerin Ve Ermenilerin Tarihi,” Kebikeg 42 (2016).
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members of Boglan tribe from Geng district came to the disputed area and Kasim bin
Mahmud also joined them five or six months ago. By destroying the meadows and
fields, these people constructed houses and used pasture with force. There was an
investigation about the disputed land two years ago, according to Vartan, and the
monastery acquired a title deed concerning the land. Vartan wanted the houses to be
destroyed, banning these people from coming to this land, and pastures and fields to

be given to the monastery.>?°

On the same day, the court listened to the defendants whose names were
mentioned above. The defendants claimed that in that land there were 21 houses, and
the monastery did not have any rights on these lands because, for 200 years, they
were the possessors of the land. While the defendants had nine witnesses for their
claims, Vartan brought six witnesses and added that there were other witnesses who
were not present at the court. >*! Vartan’s witnesses agreed that Senco and Muso
fought with their neighbors 33-35 years ago then they came to this disputed land. The
document did not show how the defendants presented their case to the court other
than denying the claims of Vartan. Therefore, the court rejected the claims of the
defendants and gave the land to the monastery by using the Land Code of 1858 and

Mecelle. According to 97" article of the Land Code;

...Meras reserved ab antiquo to the inhabitants of one village only, or in
common to the inhabitants of several villages, cannot be bought or sold,
enclosures, sheepfolds and other buildings cannot be made on them,
they cannot be created into vineyards or gardens by planting trees or
vines. If anyone has erected buildings or planted trees, the inhabitants
can at any time have them demolished or pulled up. Permission cannot
be given to anyone to break them up for cultivation like other arable
land. If anyone cultivates them he will be ejected. They shall remain as
meras always.>*?

320 BOA. SD. 2564-20, 7. 1 Kanunuevvel 1297 (13 December 1881).
21 BOA. SD. 2564-20, 7.
322 The Ottoman Land Code, 50-51.
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Moreover, the 906™ article of the Mecelle also emphasized the importance of the meras

as communal areas. According to the article,

If the property wrongfully appropriated is land and the person
wrongfully appropriating such property constructs buildings or plants
trees thereon, such person shall be ordered to restore such land after
uprooting the trees or pulling down the buildings. If the fact of pulling
down the buildings or of uprooting the trees causes injury to the lands,
the person whose land has been wrongfully appropriated may take
possession of such buildings or trees upon paying the pulling-down
value thereof. If the value of the buildings or trees is greater than that of
the land, however, and such buildings or trees have been constructed or
planted under the belief that there was some legal justification for so
doing, the owner of the buildings or trees may claim to be vested with
the ownership of the land, upon paying the price, therefore.>?

These two articles from two different codes confirmed the land that the
villagers took possession of was meadows. Therefore, people could not build
or erect anything in these communal areas because, as the code said, their
status had to continue as such. Mecelle also gave a chance to the monastery to
destroy everything in that area but also by paying the peasants monastery
would get the land because the value of the buildings was greater than the land.
Thereafter, the monastery agreed to pay 6,300 kurus to the peasants in return
for taking possession of the land and destroying the houses, barns, and other
things, and prevention the peasants to enter the land. The court also decreed to

take 325 kurus from Vartan for the expenses of the court.

This court decree given by the court of the first instance in Mus started a
decade of a prolonged process of courts and appeals involving many ministries and
Seyhiilislam. This decree was not the first attempt of Vartan trying to displace the
peasants. According to the summary of this decree given by the court of the first

instance, Vartan claimed the monastery possessed a title deed for this land, which

32 Al-Majalla al-Ahkam al-Adaliyyah: (the Ottoman Courts Manual (Hanafi)), (USA: CreateSpace
Independent Publishing Platform, 2017).
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was taken two years ago after an investigation.>** It is not known whether Vartan
attempted to displace these people in these two years or not, but Vartan emphasized
Kasim’s presence, as mentioned above. Kasim came to the village five or six months

ago, and since that time, the monastery must have thought to take an action.

It is not known from the documents that why the decision did not take into
consideration of this title deed during the court. The monastery would easily prove
that the land was their property in the first place. Therefore, it is not convincing that
the monastery had a title deed because the deed was a product of an investigation in
the village in 1879 which the peasants later claimed that there was no investigation
until this decree came out in 1881.3% It is possible that the title deed Vartan claims
may not be apparent during the case. However, it is not understandable why Vartan
did not bring it. No matter what Vartan sought ways to displace the peasants after the
decree came out and until 1887, he did not get a result for the displacement of people
in the village. Before seeing the developments in this village, it is important to focus
on the villagers who they were, what their occupation was, or how much worth their

houses or lands had.

324 «__hudud-1 mezkurede vaki mera ve ¢ayir ve tarlaha-y1 mezkura manastir-1 mezburun kadimen

hakk-1 karar ve tasarrufu oldugu bundan iki sene evvel kesf-i muayene ile tapuya rabt oldugu...”
BOA. $D. 2564-20,7.

325« manastir tarafindan doksan yedi tarihine kadar bir giin miidahale vuku’ni isitmemis...” BOA.
SD. 1878-17,7. There was no date in this document but it is apparent that it was sent after Edhem
Pasha sent his defense.
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5.2 The village and the peasants

In the region, there were two Girvas villages one is Girvas-1 Ulya and the other
Girvas-1 Sufla. The documents tell us that the distance between the two villages was
fifteen minutes and the Boglan village’s distance to Girvas-1 Ulya is 1,5 hours and
the Bagli-1 Isa village (now the Bagl village) is 4,5 hours further than Girvas-1
Ulya.*?® On behalf of 26 people from the village, an unsigned document sent by a
fifty-year-old man detailed who the peasants were. 13 out of 26 people were
considered “wealthy people” and the rest was mentioned as “common people”.
According to this document, each one of them had oxen and tools for agriculture.
The surplus from agriculture was exported and the wealthy people were a part of the
sheep trade circle that was sent to Harput and Halep.**” As is shown in Appendix E,
the village consisted of 43 houses and 262 people 155 women and 107 men.>?® The
population, however, was decreasing. The famine which was occurred multiple times
in the region caused a decreasing number of people but the famine was not the sole
factor.?” The conscription to the army was a determining factor for men to stay at
the village or to run away from the village. Therefore, the mutasarrif of Geng sub-
£330

district™” wrote that the peasants hid men in order to show the government officials

326 BOA. SD. 1878-17,8. 25 Haziran 1306 (7 July 1890).

327 «_ . ahalisinin ciimlesinin ¢ift dkiiz ve edevati mevcud olmasiyla her sene zer’ eyledikleri
arazilerinin mahsuliinden kendiileri idare ve ta’ayyiis eyledikden sonra ba’zilar1 harice zahire fiiruht
eyledikleri... Halep ve Harput taraflarina koyun sevkiyle ticaret eyler takimindan olduklari civar kura
ve nevahi ahalilerinin ma’lumu...” BOA. $§D. 1878-17,7.

38 BOA. SD. 1878-17.8.

329 For famine in Ottoman Empire in 1880, see Ozge Ertem, “Considering Famine in the Late
Nineteenth Century Ottoman Empire: A Comparative Framework and Overview,” COLLeGIUM 22,
no. 9 (2017).

330 Geng sub-province was a part of Bitlis province until the end of the empire. Before the
establishment of the province, it was a district in Bitlis. Gen¢ was very close to the Mus sub-province
it is claimed the people in village was paying taxes to the Geng sub-province during this period. Ela
Ozkan, “19. Yiizyilda Osmanli Devleti'nin Idari Taksimat1 (1839-1914),” (PhD Diss. Firat
Universitesi, 2017), 178.

126



there were not enough men for conscription.**! Moreover, the peasants owned 43
houses and lands (in some it was counted as 42 houses) according to a land and

population survey.

Registers count 37 people who had either house or land or both. The total
estimation of the worth of 42 houses and 706 evlek doniim>®* is 147875 kurus. To
take into consideration the money given by the monastery, it corresponds to roughly
1/23 of the total worth. In terms of their houses and lands, the records show us that
6,300 kurus that was given by the monastery to the peasants was very small. It is
understandable the peasants’ complaints since they cannot earn livings with the
money given to them. As is shown in Appendix F, there are seven women who
owned both house and land or one of them.*** These seven women, Medine bint
Ahmed, Hedi bint Giiles(?), Zeyni bint Abdullah, Nevli bint Halil, Medine bint
Abdullah, and Peri bint Talo did not have any voice in the document written by fifty-
years-old man’s writings or population census which counted men as the owners of
the houses. Therefore, they must be the close relatives of the “ehl-i servet” like
daughters, wives, mothers, or even widows. The six women except Peri bint Talo had
houses but Peri had only lands. Since the common people have a similar value to
their house, it is not probable to think that their affinity with common people. Except
for Hedi and Peri, their house worthed similar while Medine bint Ahmed’s house
was worth 750 kurus, Nevli bint Halil, Fatima bint Ahmed, and Medine bint
Abdullah’s houses net worth was 500 kurus. However, Hedi was the richest among

them. She had one house and five evlek of land their total worth was 3,625 kurus.

Blmiikellefiyet-i askeriye-i havffiyla niifuslarini ve virgiilerinin taklil ve ‘adem-i itasi ...siyle hane

ve arazilerini ketm ve ihfa ile yazdirmamalarindan...” BOA. $D. 1878-17, 2. 19 July 1890.
332 Bylek is Y4 of doniim. For more information see; Feridun Emecen, “Déniim,” 521.
33 BOA. SD. 1878-17, 9.
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Another interesting point about these registers is that six people who did not
have a house in the village occupied 556 evlek out of 706 evlek doniim. Of these
seven people, two of them are clearly out of the village. Vartolu Nadir bin Hamo and
Sero from Girvas-1 Sufla were not from the village. Interestingly there is a woman
Peri bint Talu in this village who owned land but no house with her business partner.
While the land Yusuf held had more value than Peri it is interesting to see about this
partnership. These six people possessed more than 76 percent of the evlek and
compiled half of the estimated price in the registers. What happened after Vartan got
the decree to displace people even though the registers were in detail about the

estimated values of the people’s possessions?

Even though Vartan got permission to prevent the peasants to enter the land
he could not execute it. From an official letter sent to Fetullah Efendi who was a
member of the administrative council in Mus, it is clear that the peasants resisted the
decision. To help the monastery, this letter wrote, the court decreed to send officers
to the village along with a member of court Tatyos who was representing the
monastery.>** Although there was an order to execute the decree the attempts became
futile because almost six months later, and Vartan was still complaining. Vartan sent
a petition to the Ministry of Justice to complain about not fulfilling the court
decision. In the petition, he wrote that he was waiting for nine months for the
execution of the decision. After a long wait of more than five years, in a decree dated
30 April 1887, Hiiseyin Bey, the head of sub-district of Handir1s, along with
members of the council went to the aforementioned village and gave the news to the

peasants but they did not listen and did not accept the decree.*** Therefore, Halil who

334 BOA. SD. 1879-8, 27. 25 Haziran 1302 (7 July 1886).
335 BOA. SD. 1879-8, 4. 21 Nisan 1303 (3 May 1887).

128



was an officer in the court of first appeals in Mus wrote that the help of the
government was expected for this situation.>*® However, as time passed, the rhetoric

changed from giving the news with tears to the Ekrad-1 vahsiye (uncivilized Kurds).

In a previous decree written by Halil on 3 May 1887, the help of government
was written as “hiikiimet-i seniyye” (Sultan’s government) and the peasants as
“karye-i mezkure ahalisi” (people from the aforementioned village). After 27 days,
there is another decree written by Halil changed the address for help. Now, the need
for help had to come with “kuvve-i zaptiye” (power of the zaptiye) and the peasants

turned from people to the “Ekrad-1 vahsiye”.>*’

The documents do not provide us the exact date when the zaptiyes came and
displaced the peasants but this slight change in the tone must be a result of the clash
between government officials and the peasants. In a decree dated 16 June 1887, the
events followed as such: the peasants did not accept any offer from the monastery
and but officials went to the village again. The peasants were gathered and the
situation was pronounced. However, Senco, Ahmed, Ali, and Abdullah refused the
displacement decision, other peasantries also did not accept it hereupon zaptiye Esad
and Hasan attacked the peasants but help was needed.**® So, a platoon was sent to the
village which was under the command of Siikrii Bey.**° After that, the peasants were
banished and the village as well as the mosque and four cemeteries were destroyed.

However, what happened in these five and a half years from the time Vartan asked

336 BOA. SD. 1879-8, 4. 21 Nisan 1303 (3 May 1887).

37 BOA. SD. 1879-8; 4,3. 18 Mayis 1303 (30 May 1887).

338Ba-tekrar mezkur Girvas karyesine gidilmis ve karye-i mezkure ahalileri celb ve cem’ ettirilerek
keyfiyet tefhim olunmus ise de karye-i mezkur ahalilerinden Senco ve Ahmed ve Ali ve Abdullahin
temerriidleri lizerine ahali-i merkume bu cihete de ru-yi riza géstermediklerinden bagka refakat-i acizi
de bulunan zaptiye Es’ad ve Hasan tizerlerine hiicum suretini de gostermeleri ve hilkm-i ilamin icrasi
kuvve-i kafiye-i iraesine muhtag idiigii bu bedihisi bulundugu...” BOA. §D. 1879-8;4. 4 Haziran 1304
(16 Junel888).

339 BOA. SD. 1879-8, 28. 25 Haziran 1304 (7 July 1888).
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for the destruction of the village many times from 1881 to 1887 and why the
government officials agreed to execute the decree or, to put it simply, who ordered to

make the execution of the court order?

5.3 Search for the culprit

For five years, Vartan tried to get the land but officials were not cooperative.
However, after 1887, the monastery managed to take the village with the help of
officials during Edhem Pasha’s governorship. Edhem Pasha was appointed to the
Bitlis governorship in 1887. He stayed in this position for two years and various
petitions and correspondences claimed that Edhem Pasha abused his power. Edhem
Pasha’s actions in the district were significant since the government became
suspicious of him. For instance, there was a complaint about Edhem Pasha from Mus
district because he was interfering in judicial decisions.**® Moreover, the government
was paying for the governors’ tours in the districts and Edhem Pasha was one of
them getting paid. However, in Edhem Pasha’s case, there was an anomaly because
his claims for the expense of these tours are more than it cost. The government after
his governorship ordered him to pay this money back.**! Another document is about
conspiring to rig the bid for the tithe of Ahlat district in Bitlis. In this document,
Edhem Pasha’s abuse of power is visible not only for the fraud but also for
oppressing people and immigrants, which resulted in a migration from their houses.

Edhem Pasha had no prestige among the local people, and because of his oppression

340 BOA. DH. MKT. 1586-80. 11 Kanunusani 1304 (23 January 1889). The laws concerning Nizamiye
courts that were proclaimed in 1879 and courts’ scheme required the governors to abstain from
judicial decisions. This attempt of separation of powers in the government, however, was resisted by
the governors. For more information, see, Avi Rubin, Ottoman Nizamiye Courts: Law and Modernity
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 38-44.

341 BOA. DH.MKT. 1797-55. 9 Kanunuevvel 1306 (21 December 1890).
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and he even had to protect his household with guards because “their houses being
shot and men are being killed and stolen.”*** Therefore, Edhem Pasha was dismissed
from his governorship. These three events are instances of the misbehavior of Edhem
Pasha, and it is no wonder that in this disputed land issue Edhem Pasha was
questioned. The documents tell us that Edhem Pasha’s actions made the peasants
displaced as the government officials claimed which will be mentioned below. The
Bitlis governors before Edhem Pasha did not approve the transfer of this land, but the
monastery became the possessor of the land during Edhem Pasha’s governorship.>*

Therefore, the authorities requested Edhem Pasha’s defense and he sent it.

The accusations centered on two issues. First, the displacement was done by
the orders of Edhem Pasha and how a governor agreed to destroy a village that
consisted of a mosque and Muslim cemeteries. In his defense, he rejected both
accusations by claiming that there was no village in the first place. He introduced
two people in the defense: the mufti of Geng, iskender, and the well-known Mehmed
Agha from Boglan village. Edhem Pasha claimed that these two people joined the
discussion of possession of this disputed land during the pasha’s first Bitlis tour.
According to Edhem Pasha, iskender and Mehmed claimed that they possessed the
disputed land. There is no record of what Iskender and Mehmed claimed other than
Edhem Pasha’s claims. Therefore, it is possible that Edhem Pasha tried to convince

authorities that he was seeking the truth against the people who were not the

342 «“Vali-i miisariinileyhin ahali nazarinda haysiyet ve itibar1 kalmadig1 ve geceleri hanesini zabitalar
ile muhafaza ettirilmekde oldugu ve erkan-1 vilayetin hanelerine kursunlar atilmakda ve adam
oldiriliip soyulmakda bulundugu muharrer olarak fi’l-hakika yukarida beyan oldugunu vechle umur-1
mevkulesini yerliden bulunan bir miimeyyize tevdi’ eden valinin nazar-1 ahalide haysiyet ve
ehemmiyeti olamayacagi gibi su hal ile miisariinileyhin idame-i memuriyeti ahalisi ekrad ve asairden
ibaret olan Bitlis vilayetinin sirasinda(?) intizam ve inzibat1 biitiin biitiin ihlal edeceginden vali-i
miigariinileyin hemen tebdili...” BOA. Y. A. RES. 48-7, 2. 15 Mart 1305 (27 March 1889).

343 Before Edhem Pasha there were three governors in Bitlis who did not approve the execution of the
decree. Sinan Kuneralp, Son donem Osmanl: ricali, 28.
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possessor of the land but wanted to be. Edhem Pasha exemplified this by
emphasizing that mufti was questioning the events rather than claiming the land for
his possession. Edhem Pasha provided details about the disputed land, it was further
than half an hour distance to the mountain. Around this land, there were only four or
five shepherds and 10-12 beggars (saile). Edhem Pasha built his argument through
how the mufti was disappointed in the answers given by shepherds and beggars.
Edhem Pasha did not elaborate on the mufti’s disappointment but it is clear that the
beggars as Edhem Pasha called them disproved the mufti’s claims on possessing the

land.

After questioning “beggars”, Edhem Pasha along with the mufti and Mehmed
Agha went to the monastery to discuss the disputed land. In this discussion, the
monastery priests explained to the mufti how the land was part of the monastery’s
meadow for its animals.>** Edhem claimed that mufti “...could not find a word to say
and felt embarrassed” and then Edhem Pasha became the mediator between two sides
but he did not express how or what subjects he mediated. Along with the mufti,
Mehmed Agha is one major character in Edhem Pasha’s defense. Edhem Pasha
claims Mehmed Agha was a guardian of people living on that land but we do not
hear anything from Mehmed Agha reflected by Edhem Pasha in his defense.
Moreover, the peasants are out of context in his defense, and to silence them more
Edhem Pasha pointed to Mehmed Agha as the guardian of the “beggars”. Mehmed

Agha’s role ended with his death, so the pasha did not have an eyewitness for cross-

344 “Manastir rahibleri ve Mus murahhasa vekili yedlerinde bulunan mufassal(?) mahkeme
mazbatasiyla evrak-i saireyi ve cereyan-i hali miifti-i miimaileyh huzurunda bir tafsil-i beyan ve arazi-
i merkume-i manastir hayvanatinin kadimen otlagi olup orada karye olmadigini ve bu adamlar
miiste’cir ve miisteir olduklar1 halde aga-y1 miimaileyh ve hempalar1 eshas-i merkumeyi tahrir ederek
zabt-i arazi i¢in milkiimiiz deyii da’va ettirdiklerini ve mahkeme tarafindan ariz ve amik-i kesf i
tahkik olunarak davalarinda haksizliklar tahkik edildigini ve bu babda isbat-i miiddea i¢in manastirda
evrak ve mezabit ve kuyud-1 adide bulundugunu ifade ...” BOA. SD. 1878-17, 13. 25 Subat 1305 (9
March 1890).
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examining other than the mufti. Edhem Pasha came back to this land in the second
field research after almost two years after the first field research. When he died these
“beggars” wanted to leave the land because they would face hardships.**> In Edhem
Pasha’s narrative, there is a big question. Why in the first-place people did not leave
and waited for Edhem because he claimed the reason for their leave was that the land
was not appropriate for cultivation and the meadow belonged to the monastery. If
these people, “beggars” as Edhem claimed, were staying in the land with Mehmed
Agha’s assurance then there would not be a problem for leaving the land. Because in
the end, Edhem Pasha claimed that the monastery priests offered them to stay. Even
though there was enough grass for their management people did not want to stay. On
the contrary, the displaced peasants argued that the protection provided by Mehmed
Agha was a false claim as Edhem Pasha claimed. The peasants’ wish was to start an
investigation for the village and then the truth would come out.>*® Finally, the pasha

finished his defense by claiming that he did not know what happened after that.>%’

If we compare Edhem Pasha’s defense with Vartan’s claims there are some
inconsistencies. As mentioned above, Edhem Pasha’s claims were about 15 or more
people who were taking care of the sheep or staying there. Vartan’s starting point

was Kurds attacking the monastery and removing them from meadowlands. On the

345 “Mehmed aganin ¢end mah evvel vefat ettigini ve kendiilerinin de bundan bdyle arazi-i mezkure de
ikamet-i sefaletlerini mii’eddi olacagindan...” BOA. §D. 1878-17, 13. 18 Receb 1307 (9 March
1890).

346 “Manastir rahibinin miiteveffa Mehmed Agaya ve o misillii ehl-i vukufunu karye-i mezkur
ahalisine mensub gdstermeleri icab1 takdirde vuku’bulacak sehadet-i muhikeleri(?) haksiz birakmak
gibi bir hiilyas1 ndbecadan ve hakikat-i hal ma’ruzat-i sabikadan...” BOA. §D. 1878-17, 7.

347« arazi denilen mahal dag ve otlak olup zira’ata kafi olmadigindan ve otlak ise manastirin
oldugundan idarelerine kafi mahal gosterilmesini musirrane beyan etdiler manastir rahibleri
merkumun kemakan ikamet etmelerini ve idareleri¢in lizum-1 mikdar giyah vereceklerini sdyledilerse
de kabul etmediklerinden oradan hareketle Mus ovasina gecip badehu Mus’a azimet-i acizanemde
keyfiyet mutasarrif pasaya ifade olunarak hakikaten orasi kdye benzer mahal olmadigi cihetle orada
barinamayacaklarindan diger mahal-i tedarikle memnunen nakl etdirilecegini ... Musca ve bu hususca
cereyan-i mu’amele-i acizelerince mechul olup ... malumatim bundan ibaret olmagin...” BOA. SD.
1878-17, 13.
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other hand, the peasants claimed that the land was in their hands for over 200 years
and there was no clash with the monastery. Edhem Pasha’s only connecting
argument about this land in his defense was at the beginning. He claimed he did not
destroy the land which had mosque and cemeteries, then his arguments about this
dispute do not compromise. Then Edhem Pasha either is talking about another land
or he did not want to be the man who destroyed the small mosque and cemeteries.
The second option is more feasible since, in one part of the peasants’ petition, there
is a refutation on the protection of Mehmed Agha. If the monastery wanted people to
stay then why Vartan tried to displace people for over five years and eventually

managed to do so.

The government officials put Edhem Pasha in the center as the responsible
person for the events. His defense is therefore important because he was seen as “the
main suspect” for the destruction of the small mosque and cemeteries in the eyes of
the government. Sura-y1 Devlet claimed that the right to follow orders was under the
command of the head of the court of the first instance. A civil servant like Edhem
Pasha did not have the authority to follow this order without approval from Sura-y1
Devlet.>*® His participation in the destruction of the village was questioned. Fethullah
Efendi who was the ex-member of the local council knew not so much since it
occurred four years ago but Lieutenant Mehmed claimed that Edhem started his tour

from Varto and came to the monastery and then went to Mus and from Mus to

348« _surd-y1 devletge asl-i muhtag tedkik olan cihet icra vazifesi kanunen bidayet mahkemesi

reislerine aid olup mahkeme riyasetinden zabta miiraca’at vuku’bulmadik¢a me’murin-i miilkiyenin
miidahaleye salahiyetleri bulunmadig1 halde vali-i sabik-1 miigariinileyhin ne yolda ve ne gibi vesaite
miiraca’at ile ilami icra eyledigi ve isti’mal olundugu beyan olunan kuvve-i cebriyenin neden ibaret
bulundugu ve miisariinileyh hazretlerinin emirlerine miistenid bulundugunun nasil tahkik eyledigi
hususati olmasina bu babda...” BOA. SD. 1878-17,14. 16 Safer 1308 (1 October 1890).
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Bitlis.>* Mehmed’s information did not help much because the records said there
was “no information or record was showing Edhem Pasha involved personally.”3%°
On the other hand, the prosecutor of the court of appeal in Bitlis, Ahmed Hamdi, the
head of the courts in Bitlis district, was also asked about Edhem Pasha. Ahmed
Hamdi wrote that “he did not have any involvement in the execution of the decree
but the take-over had been done with his verbal order.”*! Therefore, the importance
of Edhem Pasha in this investigation was shown with his involvement in the case.
Without him, Vartan could not have the application of the decree and the peasants
would not be displaced from the village. After their displacement, they aimed to go

back to the village and one way to go back was an investigation in the village so the

truth would come as they aimed.

5.4 The investigation

The peasants went to the court of appeal in Van in order to go back to their houses
and lands. The aim was to provide a full-scale investigation and to seek justice.
Eventually, an investigation was carried out in the destroyed village. Government
officials went to the village and investigated the situation on 7 July 1890. In this
investigation, the zabtiye, the representative of Surp Garabed Monastery, member of

local council Agob, the mufti of Geng district, Iskender Efendi, Naib of Geng Halid

349 Mehmed was the only one remembers what Edhem Pasha was doing. Fethullah Efendi did not
know what Edhem did or where he was. BOA. $D. 1879-8, 9. 22 Cemaziyelahir 1308 (2 February
1891).

330 “mijgariinileyh Edhem Pasa hazretlerinin bir guna is’ar-i resmisi kaydina zaferyab olunamadigi gibi
emr-i icraya miisariinileyhin bi’z-zat miidahale-i failesini irae ve israb edecek kayd u ma’lumat dahi
bulunamamaistir.” BOA. $D. 1879-8, 11. 27 Kanunusani 1306 (8 February 1891).

351« ve egerci icra-y1 ilamda vali-i sabik saadetlii Edhem Pasa hazretlerinin bir isarat1 yogsa da
kendileri devren orada ve manastir cihetinde bulunmasina ve oradan aza ve zabt etmelerine(?) nazaran
emr i sifahisiyle vuku’buldugu anlagilmis...” BOA. SD. 1879-8, 12. 28 Kanunusani 1306 (8 February
1891).
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Efendi and assistant-prosecutor of Mus Ismail Efendi went to the Girvas village. This
investigation was carried out with many witnesses from the neighboring villages,
namely Girvas-1 Sufla, Boglan, Bagli-1 Isa. According to the results, the village
comprised 41 houses and 262 people, 155 women and 107 men before the
destruction. The investigators found one small mosque and four cemeteries in which
there were 800 graves. The taxes were given to Boglan village, which was under the
command of Diyarbekir province. People who were going to be conscripted to the
army were sent to Geng. The investigators concluded that the land was not meadows
but in possession of the village people. Therefore, the monastery had no rights on the

land.*>2

Two weeks after the investigation, the mutasarrif of Geng district sent a
report to Bitlis district on 19 July 1890 according to an order sent by the grand vizier,
on the behalf of displaced people and their goodwill. The mutasarrif believed that the
representative of the monastery tricked poor people to come and be witnesses and he
claimed the village did not hear anything about the event. Moreover, as a state
official, the mutasarrif looked at the event from the perspective of taxation, too. The
mutasarrif claimed the court could have invited some officials from the government
because the result of this decree and the displacement would harm the revenues. The
mutasarrif claimed that “in case the aforementioned village is given to the
monastery...it is unknown from where the state will collect so much revenue.”*>} As
will be discussed below, the peasants’ strategy of paying taxes after the decree was

paid off a bit. The mutasarrif also claims that people in the village proposed to be

332 BOA. $D. 1878-17, 8. 25 Haziran 1306 (7 July 1890).

353 “Karye-i mezkurun manastira rabt ve ilhaki halinde hukuk-1 ahali s6yle dursun devletin bu kadar
emval-i varidatinin nereden cebr ve te’min olunacagi bilinemiyor.” BOA. SD. 1878-17, 2. 6 Temmuz
1306 (18 July 1890).
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conscripted even though they were in miserable conditions.*>* By showing their
loyalty to the government in terms of conscription, the peasants thought that the
government officials would take a side with them. Since they were movable, there
would be no implications for this proposition. They would run away easily as they
have done before. Even though their proposition was heard, these people still

dispersed, and they aimed to go back.

Haci1 Ahmed who wrote on the behalf of the people of the Girvas village
detailed what happened to them and the village. After many compliances with the
local authorities, Ahmed finally wrote to the Grand vizier to take action. In this letter
dated 25 March 1891, Ahmed blamed the monastery for making the court take an
unjust decision. He believed that the case was a futile attempt of the monastery to
take the land, but by misguiding the investigators who came to the village; the
monastery took the village. After that, they were displaced even though the villagers
had the title deed for their houses and land. Without money or a house, they went to
either the Mus Plain, Varto, or Menesgiit and lived in misery with their children.
People started to work as shepherds and servants or became beggars.**> Even with
these jobs, they could not afford to live, so what they did was to return to their
destroyed village. Ahmed wrote that 12 families, including him, were living in a tent
because of their destroyed houses. Eventually, Ahmed wanted to resettle in the

village and cultivate the soil.**®* However, Ahmed’s wish was opposed by the

354« karye-i mezkur ahalileri bu kadar miiddetten berii ve her nev’ tekalif-i miriyelerine ‘ita

eyledikleri ve hatta bu sene daginik ve perisan olduklar1 halde bile mukayyed olan niifuslarina nazaran
ahz-1 asker mu'amelesinin icrasiyla miikellef olanlar1 asker eylemistir.” BOA. SD. 1878-17, 2.

355 “sefaletimiz son derecede oldugu halde muhafaza-i nefs igin Mus ovasina Varto kazasima Menesgiit
nahiyesine dagilarak te’min-i ma’iset ve muhafaza-i hayat tarikini aramaga baslamistik fakat diriga ki
gittigimiz yerlerde ne arazi ve hanemiz ve ne de bunlar1 edinmek i¢in elde bir servetimiz
olmadigindan ¢obanlik hizmetcilik sailelik gibi hizmetle fase tarikini aradigimiz ve vaktiyle oldukca
ziraatimiz sayesinde ashab-i servetten sayilirken bugiinkii giin kani” oldugumuz bir kuru etmekden
bile mahrum olusumuz...” BOA. §D. 1879-8, 20.

3% BOA. SD. 1879-8, 20.
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monastery, and, eventually, Vartan got in contact with the Armenian Patriarch in
Istanbul, Khoren I of Constantinople. Khoren I wrote to the Ministry of Justice on 15
February 1892, to refute the Kurds’ claims over the land which will be seen in detail
below. He wrote the Kurds were aiming to harm the monastery, which they have
already done. Before destruction in the monastery could happen, he aimed to get rid

of these Kurds who were still living on the disputed land.*’

The case ended with a decree from Sura-y1 Devlet dated 4 March 1892.
According to this decree, the Kurds did not object to the decree given by the court
until 25 March 1891, when Hac1t Ahmed send a petition to the grand vizier. However,
we know that even before Ahmed’s petition, the peasants went to Van for the case so
probably the Sura-y1 Devlet decree emphasized the date when the capital was
informed. This decree gave the land to the monastery since there was no evidence
showing the Kurds were the sole possessors of the land. If the Kurds would bring
new evidence, then there would be a new decision. This decree summarized the
events that started with Vartan’s appeal to the court. From the application of the
decree to Hact Ahmed’s petition, four years passed and it is argued there was no
objection until to this petition. Therefore, the decision was not to accept the peasants’
appeal since the decree became non-changeable because of the four-year time lapse.
Sura-y1 Devlet, on the other hand, acknowledged an irregularity in this case. “The
irregularity” as mentioned by Sura-y1 Devlet was repeated before the case was

finalized. Ahmed Hamdsi, the court of appeal prosecutor in Bitlis, wrote that;

According to the 65™ article of Teskilat-1 Mehakim there needed to be a
prosecutor in the court and if there was a need for zaptiye then the
application had to be done in Geng subdistrict but they went to the
mutasarrif of Mus which made a corrupt procedure...since there was no

357 BOA. SD. 1879-8, 17.
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executive officer made the doubt in the lawsuit and judgment of the
law 338

Fethullah Efendi declined the allegations against them and he believed that
there was no need to inform the mutasarrif of Geng.*° Ahmed Hamdi’s

allegations against the mutasarrif of Mus were answered by Omer Sevki Pasha.

The mutasarrif of Mus Omer Sevki Pasha was in the capital during the
investigation process of this case. Therefore, there was a chance to ask his opinion
about the events. Omer Sevki Pasha claimed that the disputed land was in Mus.
Omer Sevki Pasha said that the Kurds wanted 60 golds to leave but after a while,
they came back. Then the monastery deputies went to the Omer Sevki Pasha for the
second displacement of these people, which Omer Sevki Pasha claimed that he said:
“The court gave a decree on the behalf of your assertion and executed the decree now

if you have a claim then go to the court and your decree will be executed ...”*

Moreover, Omer Sevki argued that if the land was in Geng subdistrict the
zaptiye in Geng would interfere. Even though the judicial affairs of the Geng were
attached to the Mus court, in theory, the decree issue should have gone to Geng
court. Omer Sevki Pasha eventually declined the forced displacement of the people
from the village.*®! Like Omer Sevki Pasha, Fethullah Efendi also declined that there
was no force to displace people from the village and he claimed that the Kurds

accepted the 6,300 kurus and left.**? The current mutasarrif of Mus Mehmed bin

38 BOA. SD. 1879-8, 12, 29 Cemaziyelahir 308 (9 February 1891), for the transliterated text, see
Appendix A, 3.

359 “avdet ve icra hususunun Geng’e aidiyeti bahsine gelince muamelatin bi’t-tabi’ acizlerince mahbul
bulunacagindan hikmet-i hiikiimete kars1 o suretin ihtarma da mecburiyet goriilemedigi hasebiyle ihtar
edilmemis ve hakikat-i halde bundan ibaret bulunmus” BOA. SD. 1879-8, 24.

360« evvel iddia ettiginiz mahkeme lehinize bir 1lam verdi anin hiikmii de icra edildi simdi yine bir
iddaniz var ise mahkemeye miiracaat ediniz kanunen la-hakk olacak hilkkm mevki-i icraya konulur.”
BOA. $D. 1879-8, 30.

361 BOA. $D. 1879-8, 30.

362 “pu arazi kendilerinin hakk-1 karardan tasarruflarinda bulundugundan terk edemeyeceklerini
soylediler ise de icra memuru madem ki ilama kars1 agraz edilmemis icrasi yoluna gidilecegini tekrar
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Salih on 8 January 1892 wrote that the order to tell the village people to leave the
village was given by the former mutasarrif Omer Sevki Pasha but the details of the
order were not known.*** According to a document that explains the involvement of
Omer Sevki Pasha, he wrote that even though there was no platoon some people
from the zaptiye and army were sent to the village. These people took care of the
displacement of people because of people's helplessness.*** The people, according to

the current mutasarrif, were right in requesting justice.

Sura-y1 Devlet decided that even though the land was in Geng sub-district the
court process, the application of the decree and not having an executive officer were
done without the involvement of the mutasarrif of Geng or the zaptiye. Sura-y1
Devlet acknowledged the court hierarchy between the Mus and Geng courts where
the latter is under the authority of the former. Moreover, Sura-y1 Devlet abstained
from talking about the claims of the destruction of the small mosque and cemeteries
by both the Kurds and government officials. Rather than talking about a whole
village, the decree mentioned Kurds’ attacks and their capture of land. It was written
that “even though the aforementioned land had been composed of meadowland and

was under the possession of the monastery since time immemorial it is proved that it

tefhimide meskenleri bedeli kendilerine verilir ise terk edeceklerini beyaniyla meskenleri i¢in bagka
baska fiy’at takdirle balig oldugu bes veyahut alt1 bin kurus bedelleri manastir tarafindan kendilerine
yedden-be-yedd tesviye ile ...lerinde sened-i tealisi(?) edilerek olbabdaki evrak-i aidiyeti cihetle icra
memurluguna tevdi’ edilmis ve bir giina muamele-i cebriyye vuku’bulmadigi...” BOA. $D. 1879-8,
24.

363 “Miimaileyh Fethullah Efendi ile hey’et-i zabitadan bu ise memur edilen Miilazim Mehmed
Efendi’nin memuriyetleri liva-i tahrirat-i kalemince buldurularak zeyli evrak-i mukayyedliginden
musaddak bulunan ve mutasarrif-i esbak-i miimaileyh Omer Sevki Pasa tarafindan yazilmis olan resmi
bir buyurulduya miistenid olub bunda emr ii icraca ittihaz olunacak tedabir ve tesebbiisatin derecesi
hakkinda bir sey denilmeyerek” BOA. SD. 1879-8, 26.

364 «“Omer Sevki Pasanin miifreze zabitine olan tahrirat-i muavaza-i resmiyesinde azzii’l-icab(?)
muavenet-i askeriye ifas1 yolunda cevaz haric gosterilmesi ve su suretle memurlarin refakatine
birliikden(?) ziyade zabtiye ve nizamiye efradi terfik edilmesiyle satvet-i askeriyenin tesirati-i
mehibesine kars1 ahalinin aciz halinden istifade edilmis oldugu anlasilmakta oldugundan cereyan-i
muamele...” BOA. $D. 1879-8, 26.
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has been captured forcefully by the Kurds and they constructed a few cottages.”3%

Sura-y1 Devlet accepted the land as meadows which meant that any construction on
that land was forbidden. Therefore, rather than using the Islamic rhetoric as the
Kurds and some government officials used, Sura-y1 Devlet’s emphasis was on the
breaching of the law. The claims of the Kurds were not proven and Sura-y1 Devlet
claimed the Kurdish people were admitting they were not accepting the decision of
the court by coming back to the destroyed village. This meant only one thing: giving
the land to the monastery. Eventually, unless there was no more evidence the case

was closed.>%°

5.5 First strategy: Paying taxes

The village’s tax records are an example of the peasants’ strategies to cope with the
decree given by the Mus court. Until the village people were displaced the taxation
was the important tool for them to narrate their rightfulness through the taxes. They
were the loyal peasants who were paying the taxes and contributing to the state. As
will be seen below, the tax payments increased effectively after Vartan got his
decree. While it can be argued the reason for the increase was due to the war and

hence not a strategy but the effect of the aftermath of the war should take into

365 «_ . mahall-i mezkurun kadimden beri ¢ayirlik araziden ibaret ve tasarrufu manastir-i mezbura ait

oldugu halde ekrad-i merkume taraflarindan bi’l-ahire tegalliiben tecaviizle ol vechle adi birkag
kuliibe ihdas etmis olduklar1 bir dereceye kadar isbat olunarak yollu yolsuz yerde ilama rabt edilmis
olmasina kars1 bu kere hiikiimet-i mahalliyece icra etdirilmis olan tahkikat...” BOA. $D. 1879-8, 1.
366 <6300 gurus kayme yedan-be-yedd eshabina tevzi’ edile... olbabda alman senedin dahi icra
memurluguna tevdi’ kilindig1 ve bu yolda bir giine cebr-i isti’mal olmadig1 marii’l-beyan evrak-1
tahkikiye netayicinden tezahiir etmekde ve biitiin ol yoldaki miiddeat-i dava bila-delil kabilinden
kalmakda olmasina binaen arazi-i mezkureye bu kere hod-be-hod avdet eylediklerini ve bir taraftan
dahi tecemmu edeceklerini kendi arzuhallerinde itiraf eylemekde olan ahali-i merkumenin su iddia-y1
tasarruflarini her nasil olsa haber-i siibuta isal edebilmeleri miildhazati pek meskuk goriinmekdedir.”
BOA. SD. 1879-8, 1.
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account that not one piaster was paid before the decree. Therefore, the first strategy

was paying the taxes against Vartan’s claims.

Table A: Total tax payments and debts from fiscal year 1289 to fiscal year 1305°%”

Total Paid Debt
Virgii (tax) 12938,30 1287,20 11651,10
Income tax 580 . 580
Military exemption tax 558 . 558
Sheep tax 40329,20 18179,10 | 22150,10
Tithe tax 15770 10287 5483
Tithe tax that was collected | 551 . 551
through the state officials
Total 70427,10 29753,30 | 40673,20

There were five different taxes that they had to pay. These were sheep tax
(bedel-i agnam, the tax (virgii), bedel-i askeriye (military exemption tax), income tax
(temettu’), and the tithe tax (6sr). The table showing the allocated money from the
village sent by Mehmed Emin who was the deputy accountant of Geng district on 3
July 1890. The comparison between the records of the payments before and after the
decree show very interesting changes. According to the table showing the taxes, the
anticipated revenue was 70427 kurus which only 29753,5 kurus were paid. However,
the payment of the taxes starts shortly before the decree came out. For instance, for
the first time, the peasants paid the tax was in R. 1296 (1880) and they paid some of
the virgli more precisely, 5/22 of that year. After that year, each year the peasants
paid their share for the tax and the fiscal year 1305 was the last year the peasants
paid the tax after their displacement. I argue that the peasants paid the taxes to show
their loyalty to the government for not being displaced. From these five taxes, the

peasants paid 1,200 kurus before the decree was issued. After the decree, the

3T BOA. SD. 1878-17, 9.
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peasants paid 29553,30 kurus.*®® Until Edhem Pasha’s arrival, their strategy worked

out but, in the end, the peasants were displaced.

The total revenue was accounted for 17 years with breaks, especially during
the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78. As is shown in Appendix G, during the war,
only the tithe, military exemption tax, and the virgli were counted but none of them
were paid. The other taxes were not counted. The main tax was the sheep tax where

4/7 of the total accrued revenue was the sheep tax.

The sheep tax from the fiscal year 1288 (1872) to the fiscal year 1304 (1888)
was collected with the disruptions. For 4 years, in the fiscal year 1289, 1292, 1293,
and 1297, sheep tax was not counted. While the tax in the fiscal year 1293 was not
counted, in 1294 was counted but there were no payments from the peasants. The
Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78 was fought at closer locations to the village, and it
was normal for a two-year-lapse in the table. When we look at the table, the tax
revenue has ups and downs, but not until the fiscal year 1296 (1880) the government
could collect money from the village. However, the taxpayers started to pay the tax
and until fiscal year 1304 they paid a large proportion of the tax. The tax revenue
was declined after the first year and only after 7 years; it surpassed the first year's
amount. For instance, the tax in the fiscal year 1,290 and 1291 was only 270 and 300
kurus while the tax in the fiscal year 1288 was 2,416 kurus. Therefore, the
conclusion from this table is that in three counts the village hid their sheep in order
not to give them more money. The peak year for the sheep tax was the fiscal year
1295. After that year, the tax never became as high as its level in 1295. If we take

into account the total payment, it is clear that the villagers became adapted to their

368 1 kurus was equal to 40 para.
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role in the taxation to become loyal subjects because until the fiscal year 1298 the
majority of the tax was being unpaid, which changed drastically after the fiscal year
1299. As mentioned above, the mutasarrif of Geng claimed conscription was one of
the reasons the population of the village was less than its actual numbers. As an
important asset of the people, the sheep owners could hide their sheep in the counting
times. The sheep tax was collected according to the number of sheep, which were
present and counted by the government officials and the changes show us fluctuation
of the amount of the sheep. While the peasants were paying their taxes, it is more
probable that they were also hiding it. Since there is no information on how many
kurug were taken from each sheep, it can be estimated that 500-1500 sheep were in

the possession of the village.

The tax (virgili) was taken from the village for 17 years. Ufuk Giilsoy claimed
the virgii was determined according to people's houses, lands, and profits. If the
taxpayers would pay more than other taxes, the virgii was more or the less the
payment the less the virgii was considered.*® The only year in the table that did not
write any value for the tax was the fiscal year 1292 (1876) other than that year in 17
years the virgii was counted. However, the government managed to gather the tax
only for five years and in these years not all of them were collected. The amount that
is levied for this tax also fluctuated. For 11 years, 880 kurus were determined to be
given by the village but during the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78 the amount
declined to 680 kurus and after the war, it again rose to 880 kurus. the fiscal year
1302 (1886) was the last year the tax was set at 880 kurus after that year it decreased.

The exact reason for the decrease is not known, but it is probable that the people

3% Ufuk Giilsoy, “Osmanh Gayrimiislimlerinin Askerlikten Muafiyet Vergisi: Bedel-i Askeri (1855-
1909),” Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi 37 (2002): 101.
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started to leave the village. However, in these 17 years, the peasants paid 1287,5
kurus out of 12938 kurus which is roughly 10 % of the tax. The tax count was
important since it determined the “virgii” along with other taxes. The increase in this

tax also showed the peasants' strategy worked.?”°

The military exemption tax was collected from the fiscal year 1289 to the
fiscal year 1301. The military exemption tax was counted as one soldier out of 180
men in 1855. Therefore, people would pay for this one soldier, which Giilsoy
claimed 50 liras.>”! The exemption for Muslims was fixed at 80 liras and for non-
Muslims at 50 liras.’”> The only time it was not counted was the fiscal year 1292 just
before the war. First, the tax was 8 kurus in the fiscal year 1289 but after the fiscal
year 1290 the tax rose to 50 kurus, and interestingly it was never paid. It is known
that the village was not fond of sending their men to the military. For instance,
during the investigation process, it was said that they were under-reporting the men’s
population in order not to send them to the army.*”® Therefore, it is acceptable for

these numbers and why they were never paid.

The income tax was also counted 3 times from the fiscal year 1302 (1886) to
the fiscal year 1305 (1889) and after the first count, which was 80 kurus, it rose to
100 kurus. This tax was a personal tax and from the other documents, we see that

only 6 men were responsible for paying this tax. The highest amount of tax was 25

370 Giilsoy, “Osmanli Gayrimiislimlerinin Askerlikten Muéfiyet Vergisi,” 107-8.

37 Giilsoy, “Osmanli Gayrimiislimlerinin Askerlikten Muafiyet Vergisi,” 103.

372 Mehmet Hacisalihoglu, “Inclusion and Exclusion: Concription in the Ottoman Empire,” Journal of
Modern European History / Zeitschrift Fiir Moderne Europdische Geschichte / Revue D'histoire
Européenne Contemporaine 5, no. 2 (2007): 275, www jstor.org/stable/26265853.

SBBOA. §D. 1878-17, 2.
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kurus and the smallest one was 10 kurus.’”* However, in these three years, none was

paid.

The tithe tax was counted from the fiscal year 1293 to 1304 and while the
fiscal year 1293-the fiscal year 1295 were counted as “emaneten asar” which means
there was no tax farmer that bought the right to collect the tax so the government
collected it. From the table, it is clear that the village did not pay anything for these
years and it always rose during the counts. From 1295 to 1299 there are no records
for the tithe but in 1299 the count and payments began. Interestingly, as well as
sheep tax, the tithe tax was paid in the fiscal year 1301 without any debt and it was
the highest amount of the tax with 2,950 kurus. The village must have experienced
the famine in 1886 since the payments became to drop and the debts lead to an
increase. Overall, the payments for all of them were 29753,5 kurus and the debt was
40673,5 kurus. The question was after the displacing of the people how these people

were going to pay their debts.

Miinir Pasha, the Minister of Interior, wrote about this debt and asked about
instructions from the Minister of Finance on 28 January 1890. Almost 2 years later,
on 28 November 1891, Nazif Pasha, the Minister of Finance, answered by saying

that;

...since it is not known what the reason and importance of the decree
and scope of what kind of property and land is, it cannot be said
anything, however, ... if people’s house and their means of support are
taken away and given to the monastery it means that these people need
the help of the sultan. Therefore, to ask to give the taxes would not be
suitable for the mercy of the sultan ... to forgive their taxes and delete
their record.’”

374 “Yasin bin Osman had to pay 20 kurus, ... Bin Haci Ibrahim 15 kurus, Hasan bin Ali 25 kurus,
Hiiseyin bin Ali Siileyman 15 kurus, Ali bin Ismail 15 kurus and Abdullah bin Kirkyilan(?) paid 10
kurus.” BOA. §D. 1878-17, 9.

375 BOA. SD. 2585-28, 4. 25 Rebiiilahir 1309 (28 November 1891), for the transliterated text, see
Appendix A, 4.
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As can be seen from the minister’s words, the importance that was attributed to the
taxation showed that until Edhem Pasha came to the region their strategy was paying
off. However, the governor stopped the villagers’ strategy by banishing them.
Therefore, the peasants appealed to the second strategy. This time they adopted the
words rather than paying the taxes. They used the Islamic discourse to return their

destroyed village.

5.6 Second strategy: Islamic discourse vs. “savage” discourse

When the first strategy the peasants used did not work, they adopted a new strategy:
embracing the Islamic discourse. I use the term Islamic discourse since the petitions
and correspondences focused on the claim of the destruction of a small mosque and
four cemeteries. The Hamidian Period witnessed the Pan-Islamism abroad and inside
the empire, it was Islamist policy which the focus was on Abdulhamid II’s policies
on the Muslim population. For instance, Orhan Ors analyzed the relationship
between Kurdish seyhs and Abdulhamid IT from a Pan-Islamist perspective by
claiming that the seyhs gain from controlling the peasants or making them loyal to
the sultan in this policy. The relationship between the seyhs and the sultan
changed.’’® In this case, we see active participation of the peasants who were not
supported by any seyh in a period that the Islamic character of the empire was started
to be emphasized by many government officials. Therefore, the peasants used their

only weapon because they had nothing to lose. This strategy was also useful for them

376 Orhan Ors, “Islamcilik/Panislamizm Penceresinden Osmanl Devleti’nin Kiirt Seyhleriyle iliskisi,”
Kiird Arastirmalart Dergisi, no. 3 (Mart-Mayis 2020): 179, Kemal Karpat and Cezmi Eraslan focused
on Abdulhamid’s role in this policy leaving out the peasants. For more information, see Kemal H.
Karpat, The Politicization of Islam: Reconstructing ldentity, State, Faith, and Community in the Late
Ottoman State (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), Cezmi Eraslan, II. Abdiilhamid ve Islam
Birligi: Osmanli Devleti 'nin Islam Siyaseti, 1856-1908, 3 ed. (Istanbul: Otiiken Nesriyat, 2019).
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since they gathered sympathy from seyhiilislam but also this discourse was used to
prevent the savage discourse of the government officials and related to the
monastery’s attacking discourse. As mentioned above, the monastery’s goal was to
prevent Senco, Kasim, and others from entering into the field and banning, and after
this ban, destruction of the village. Therefore, what we see is the usage of two

different strategies to possess the land.

According to the Sura-y1 Devlet decree, the peasants opened a case with Haci
Ahmed’s petition to the grand vizier. Ahmed wrote that the monastery did not
attempt to take the land until the decree was given by the Mus court. Ahmed claimed
the reason for the monastery’s wish to destroy the village was having a Muslim
village around the monastery. Ahmed believed that the monastery did not want this
Muslim village to be around because of their ambition and greediness.*”” Ahmed
while writing to the grand vizier he tried to prick the grand vizier’s conscience by
saying that “I evade to sorry about the conscience of the government by repeating the
truth”78 to assert that the peasants were right in their cases. There is nothing in his
letter referring to the ethnicity of the peasants but the main concerns are again first
giving a Muslim village to the monastery and secondly making Muslim people's lives
miserable. However, Ahmed accused only the monastery but there is no mention of
officials because he claims that the representative of the monastery misguided the

officials. Even if the officials are at the heart of this case, Ahmed makes the

377 “karyemize civar bulunan Canli manastir1 ruhbani 8yle bir Islam karyesinin civarlarinda bekasin
istemedikleri ve nazar-1 hirs1 ve tama’larimi arazilerimize dikdikleri i¢in bu karyenin manastir-i
mezkur miilhakatindan olduguna da’ir vaktiyle ne yolda fuzuli bir dava kapusu agmis...” BOA. SD.
1879-8, 20.

378 “tekrarla masdar-1 hakkaniyet olan vicdan-i devletlerini miite’essir ve dagdar etmekden ictinab
ederim.” BOA. §D. 1879-8, 20. Italics are mine.
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monastery the sole perpetrator of this destruction. This is another indication that

Ahmed wanted the state’s support with his case.

Unlike Ahmed’s no accusation of the government officials, another unsigned
petition written from the village wrote that the displacement was carried out “...with
the help of Muslim force dispatched from Mus district.”3”® This fifty-year-old man
points to the zaptiyes sent by Siikrii Bey but his description of the police force as the
Muslim force shows that his idea of getting displaced by the help of Muslims for the

non-Muslim monastery.

The government officials, as well as the peasants, used the Islamic discourse.
The Seyhiilislam Omer Liitfi played a role in this discourse. As the head of religious
affairs in the courts, his main concern was how a Muslim official in the court would
help a transfer of the Muslim village to the non-Muslim monastery. He accused Naib
Stikrii who was at the head of Mus court of the first appeal for this transfer. As he
argued, “since there is evidence that the village composed of Muslim people and
there are mosque and cemeteries, how Naib Siikrii could accept to see the case which
is not just and right...”3% It is understandable for the religious authority in the
empire to see this issue from the perspective of religion but he is not the only one
using it. Edhem Pasha’s defense has also one of the examples of this discourse. As
mentioned above, Edhem with his defense argued that the land the peasants wanted
and the land given to the monastery were different despite the contrary claims. He

argued: “no Muslim’s conscience would accept to displace people with force in a

3 BOA. $D. 1878-17, 7.

380« Na’ib Siikrii efendinin taht-i riyasetinde bulunmus olan Mus sancag1 bidayet mahkemesinden
verilen i’lam nizami hiikmii ... na’ib-i miimaileyhin adil ve hakkaniyet ile kabil-i telif olmayan bdyle
bir da’vayi istima’ ve kabulii...” BOA. SD. 1878-17, 11. 28 Cemaziyelevvel 1307 (18 February
1890).
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village which has a small mosque and cemetery and give it to the monastery.”3!

Edhem Pasha knew what happened to the village since the order was given by him
verbally. The way he refuted the claims perfectly suits Islamic discourse. He started
his defense with the quote above to refute the idea that he was the reason for the

diminishing of the mosque.

Non-Muslims in this narrative argued a Kurdish discourse by emphasizing
their attacking character. Vartan’s main argument, in this case, was the attacks of
people on the monastery. Even though Vartan did not use the ethnicity of the
peasants he wanted no people to be on the land. However, the main opposition to the
use of the land specifically by the Kurds came not from Vartan but the Armenian
Patriarch. Khoren I of Constantinople wrote to the Ministery of Justice on 15
February 1892 for this issue. Patriarch Khoren emphasized Kurds’ activities around
the monastery. According to the patriarch, the local Kurds especially Senco, Omer,
and others were harming the monastery and people around it. Even though they were
given money to give the land to the monastery Kurds claimed this land with
erroneous statements. Patriarch Khoren claimed the Kurds intended to harm the
monastery again. Giving the land back to the Kurds would not be right since the
decree was on the side of the monastery and it would not be acceptable. The
interesting part is Khoren’s writing is that first he believed that the Kurds had power
and influence in that place so they were trying to do everything they could. Who
these powerful people were to possess the land and why they did not do anything in
the first place are important questions to ask. The Patriarch did not mention their

occupation but it is possible that these people were state officials or had ties with

381 “mescid ve kabristan1 bulunan bir karye ahalisini cebren tard ve ihrag ve manastira ilhak etmegi

hi¢bir Miislimin vicdani kabul etmeyecegi malumdur.” BOA. §D. 1878-17, 13. 18 Receb 1307 (9
March 1890).
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them. On the monastery’s side, Edhem Pasha’s arrival to Mus is a milestone because
governors before him did not agree to help the monastery. Moreover, Fethullah
Efendi, Omer Sevki, Naib Siikrii helped the monastery indirectly to take the disputed
land back. However, Patriarch Khoren’s argument about Kurds' influence in that
region might refer to the dismissal of these people. Because Fethullah Efendi in his
petition to the attorney general in Mus signed the petition as “reis-1 sabik-1 meclis-i
irade-i Mus.”**? Moreover, Khoren never mentioned the small mosque or four
cemeteries that overwhelm the petitions of the Kurds or government officials. He
emphasized the ethnicity of the attackers or people who were living there but not
their religion. The houses in the village were corral, barn, and cabin for Khoren but
not houses, which indicates he implied people were in temporary/new settlement in
this status as mentioned by Vartan in the case of Kasim. All in all, the patriarch and
Vartan’s goal was to displace these people the second time for the fear that the

peasants were going to attack the monastery.>*?

The savagery discourse was one of the phenomena in the writings of the
government officials. While the main users were the high-level officials like the

governors the low-ranking officials were also using this discourse. As in the case of

382« mutasarrif-i sabik ... Omer Sevki Pasanm ... mahkemeden dahi terfik edilen na’ib-i sabik

miiteveffa Receb Sami efendinin biraderi Mustafa ve aza-y1 sabikadan Tatyos...” BOA. SD. 1879-8,
7.7 Kanunusani 1306 (19 January 1891).

383 «__bir¢ok zahmet ve kiilfet ihtiyar olunarak ve agil ve samanlik ve kuliibe bedelleri namiyla
manastir-i mezkur sandigindan merkumun Kiirdlere bi’l-mecburiye gayet kilinmis akgeler verilerek
arazi-i mezkurede manastira teslim edilmis iken merkumun Kiirdler bir takim yalan yanlis ifadelerle
makamat-i Glyaya arzuhaller irsal ederek mezkur arazinin istirdad istidasinda bulunmus olduklari ve
keyfiyet Sura-y1 devlete havale olunmasiyla isti’lami havi tahrirat-i aliyye tastir ve tesyir buyurulmus
oldugu ve merkumun Kiirdler mahallinde niifuz ve te’sirleri sayesinde mezkur-i aliyyesine bir karar
verdirilmesine her diirlii cehd ve gayretde bulunduklar1 ve niyet ve maksadlari manastir1 ba-tekrar
zarar ve hasara diicar etmek oldugu manastir-i mezkur murahhasaligindan ba- varaka-i mahsusa ifade
ve beyan olunarak bunlarm men’-i tesebbiisleri zimninda icabin icrasi istida olunmustur. ... mezkur
arazi kadimen manastir mali oldugu usulen ve nizamen tebeyyiin ve tahkik etmis ve olbabda siidir
eden hiikkm-i kat’iyet hali kesb eylemis ve icraya dahi konulmus iken merkumunun tecdid-i dava igin
miistedayat vakialar1 kanunen ve nizamen mesmu olamayacag1 ve miiracaatlarina ehemmiyet verildigi
takdirde bunlar if’al ve harekat vakialarinda tesvik ve tergib olunarak bi’l-ahire manastirin bir
kaidha(?) zarar u hasara ugramasina sebeb olacaklari cihetle tesebbiisat-1 vakialarinin men’i...” BOA.
SD. 1879-8, 17.
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Halil, a member of the Court of First Appeals in Mus changed the discourse after the
peasants and the zaptiyes attacked each other. Halil wrote two documents to explain
the events in the first one village people were “people from the aforementioned
village” but in the second one the identification changed badly to “uncivilized
Kurds”. Edip Gdlbast emphasized the use of the words in the writings of the elites in
the Ottoman Empire not as a copy of the European colonial discourse. “Savage”
discourse he claimed was used to close the gap between the civilized and uncivilized
not to deepen it.*** However, in this case, Halil degraded the people by claiming
them as uncivilized. Even Edhem Pasha joined in this discourse by identifying the
villagers as “beggars”. He claimed that these people were beggars who needed
protection but after Mehmed Agha died, they refused to stay around the monastery’s
land. The people were associated with beggars to prevent any claims on the lands so
Edhem Pasha used the term to protect himself by showing that the land did not
belong to people but it was empty so he could prove that he made the right call.
Eventually, the discourses played a role in the claims and defenses to influence the
decision-makers. The village people managed to get the attention of the important

institutions but the decision was against them.

5.7 Conclusion

The disputes around the land in Girvas lasted more than 10 years. In these years, the
monastery and the peasants adopted discourses and other practices to gain an
advantage in their claims over the land. The village had 262 people before the

destruction but the numbers would be higher if there were no famine or hiding men

384 Edip Golbast, “19. Yiizy1l Osmanlh Emperyal Siyaseti ve Osmanli Tarih Yaziminda Kolonyal
Perspektifler,” Tarih ve Toplum Yeni Yaklasimlar 13 (Giiz 2011): 208-9.
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to prevent conscription. The monastery gave 6300 kurus to the peasants for their
displacement. However, the registers show that the money was not enough for people
since it only covered roughly 4 percent of the estimated value of the houses. Vartan
could not execute the decree of the removal of the peasants without having the
approval of government officials, in this case, the approval of the governor. The
order was executed after Edhem Pasha became the governor of Bitlis, and the village

was destroyed.

The peasants before and after Edhem Pasha became the governor adopted
strategies. Before the decree, the peasants did not pay any tax but just a bit later this
decree was issued, the peasants started paying the tax. To compare the tax
proportions the peasants paid 1200 kurus before the decree and 29553,10 kurus after
the decree. The different kinds of taxes were being paid until their displacement and
the aim was to show that they were the loyal citizens of the government. The
displacement of the peasants led to the second strategy: adopting Islamic discourse.
The peasants along with the government officials used it in their petitions. The
discourse emphasized the Muslim character of the village therefore they should not
be displaced. In order to gain support from the government, this discourse mainly
helped the peasants since the case reopened and from the grand vizier to Seyhiilislam
the government officials turned their attention to the destruction of the mosque and

cemeteries.

The monastery and the Armenian Patriarch, on the other hand, adopted the
anti-Kurdish discourse. This discourse emphasized the attacks from the Kurds and if
the case would be in favor of the peasants the changes of re-attacking to the
monastery would be higher. Therefore, the patriarch especially, wanted Sura-y1

Devlet to stop the Kurds. In the end, the case closed in favor of the monastery. Kurds
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did not have sufficient evidence to retake the village and Sura-y1 Devlet closed the
case. This land issue shows us, therefore, the peasantries’ use of every chance they

get in order to stay in their houses likewise the monastery used a different strategy.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

This thesis focused on ethnic conflict through land disputes, reform attempts, and the
perception of the state officials in the Mus region, specifically Varto, Malazgird, and
Bulanik, between 1865-1890. The mixed population in the region, Armenians and
Kurdish people and Circassian immigrants, caused the conflicts and these conflicts
were interpreted as the nationalist discourse. The main theme was the interference of
the European Powers in the region the period cannot be minimized as nationalist
urges. As Chapter 1 focused the survival of the local inhabitants were more
important. As a land empire, the population in the region was bound to the soil
therefore any problem with the land affected the population badly. For many people,
the land was a significant asset for living. Therefore, the land was the center of the
conflict, however, its implications were everywhere. While I did not emphasize the
relations of the production in the thesis the surplus of the production and distribution
of it resulted in the conflict the reforms, land disputes, or the actions of the tribes
were all reasoned to have them. The fertile lands of the region were not enough for
the nomadic or semi-nomadic tribes and they preferred to have the peasants’
production. The scarcity of the sources, however, complicated the well-being of the

peasants who relied on the land. Throughout the thesis, this hardship was mentioned.

Chapter 2 focused on the land issue and land seizures. The victims of these
seizures were mostly Armenians who claimed they were the possessor of the land but
they lost the land to the notables or people who were close to the state officials.
Chapter 3, on the other hand, focused on the migration into the Mus region which led
to the conflicts, however, unlike many scholars claimed the Islamization of the

empire was not the primary focus of the empire. The immigrants most of the time
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chose where to settle and this led to a conflict since the state officials were not
prepared for the results of the immigrations. Therefore, employment of the
immigrants in the military or gendarmerie was chosen to slow down the tension in
the region. The state officials in the first years of the 1860s tried to reduce the
problems so the reform attempts continued from the 1860s to the end of the 1880s.
However, the reform attempts changed as Chapter 4 showed. The role of the state
officials was visible in every aspect of the life. Chapter 5 focused on the Girvas
village and its destruction. The village people before and after the destruction paid
taxes and used the Islamic discourse to avoid it but they did not succeed. In all of

these chapters, the land was the center of the discussion.

The land issue, in this context, was a complex problem since the surplus was
being taken the land itself was also started to be taken away from their hands. The
Land Code of 1858 gave an opportunity to the people to possess the land. The
peasants, and in this case, the Armenians claimed the land for a possession, however,
the contention was high in the region. The notables were also aiming to take
advantage of the code by seizing the lands of the Armenians. The 1860s can be
considered as the class conflict in which the powerful people in the region with the
support of the state officials became the owners of the lands. The complaints were
based on having a title deed but the state did not accept their title deeds and,
therefore, the Armenians who contested to the powerful people lost their land and

became tenants.

This thesis showed that the people were using different strategies to cope
with the officials so show how they became an agent in the state-society relations.
The people in Girvas village showed that the Armenian priests had the power to

expel the people from the village and destroy the mosque and the cemeteries. It is
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important since the destruction of them became a strategy to be used by the people.
The governorship of Edhem Pasha changed the fate of the people who started to pay
the taxes to continue living in the village. This was the first strategy and the second
one was applied after the village was destroyed. The people as well as the higher-
level state officials focused on the destruction of the mosque and the cemeteries. The
village people by adopting an Islamic discourse gathered attention from Seyhiilislam
and the grand vizier. However, in the end, the land remained at the hands of the Surp
Garabed Monastery. The main issue here is not to object to the decision why the
Kurdish people were expelled but it showed how the people who were the backbone
of the empire tried to cope with the injustices as people called it. As the case showed
the state officials influenced the region, so it should be asked that who these state

officials were.

Many incidents showed that the notables were also the state officials who
continued their profession for many years. These state officials did not change
mostly unless a problem occurred in the region or he was the source of the problem.
As Chapter 2 investigated, the dismissal of the state officials did not mean that they
were kicked out from the state profession but their comeback would be even
extremely fast. However, these state officials do not leave documents in the archives
so what we know is very limited about them. However, the representation of the
Muslims and non-Muslims in the region as the administrative councils showed the
state officials were mostly Muslims. If the non-Muslim population was closer to the
Muslim population, then the representation of non-Muslims increased but they never
became the head of a permanent office like the case of the Kasor and Handir1s sub-

districts.
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The central government was also important for the appointments of the
officials as well as accepting the reform attempts. The period between 1865-1890
saw many efforts to consolidate its power in the region as well as improving the
well-being of the inhabitants. However, the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878
changed the effects of the reform as well as the content of it. The reform attempts
between 1865-1878 were to prevent any attack that the peasants were experiencing
as much as the government tried. However, the next period was affected by the
interference of the European Powers as the state officials began to look at the
Armenians with mistrust. The new reform was to secure the region however, this
plan also involved favoring the Kurds. Therefore, the officials’ choice in the region
escalated violence. While violence was mainly targeted the Armenians in the 1880s,
the Armenians began to respond with guns. Thus, as this thesis showed, the choice

the state officials made changed the region forever.
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APPENDIX A
THE TRANSLITERATED TEXTS OF THE QUOTED OTTOMAN

ARCHIVAL DOCUMENTS

1.BOA. .I.DH. 597-41609. 25 Rebiiilahir 1286 (15 August 1868).

“200’den miitecaviz kuraati havi olarak cihet-i clinubiyesinin Kiirdistan cibal-i
miiteselsilesine iltisaki ve her tarafa savusmaga miisaide-i mevkiesi hasebiyle
cevelangah-1 asair idiiglinden ekseri ya fenaliklar orada vuku’bulmakda ve her
yerden ziyade kurra-i mezkure ahalisi taaddi gérmekde...”

2. BOA. DH. MKT. 1617-42. 8 Saban 1306 (9 April 1889).

“kus bile ugamiyor ciimlemiz a¢ ve telehhiim(?) kaldik saki-i merkum ovamizi
sar...tiriyor(?) ¢cend senedir miite’addid telgraflarla makamat-1 aliye feryad etmeden
aciz kaldik valanin(?) istishabatiyla icraat1 gériilmedi hiikiimet-i hukuk ibadin
mukafazasini igmaz (gérmezden gelme) ederse ikinci ahalinin eskiyaya mukabele
etmege iktidar1 yoktur. saki-i merkum yevmiye bir kdy talan ve harab ediyor ¢oluk
cocuklarimiz eskiya ayag altinda kaldi. Merkum familya ve avaneleriyle buralardan
teb’id edilmez ise iade-i asayisimiz miimkiinsiizdiir yakinda zaruri dagilacagimiz ...
hazinede mutezarrir oldu... saki-i merkumun familya ve biraderinin Cezo(?) ve
Omer beglerle avaneleriyle buralardan teb’idleriyle iade-i asayis ve temin-i
hukukumuza merhamet buyurulmasi1 yahud Allah agkina can ve namusumuzu
kurtarmak zzimninda atesde(?) ¢ayir ¢ayir yakilan ... ahali kullarinin diger suretle bir
care edilmesi adalet-i ... namina olarak istid’a olunur.”

3. BOA. $D. 1879-8, 12. 29 Cemaziyelahir 308 (9 February 1891).

“...bu isin bir mahall-i ahalisine ve evkafa aid oldugu halde Teskilat-i Mehakimin
65. maddesi ahkaminca muhakemede miiddea-i umuminin bulundurulmas: ve esas
madde Geng sancagi dahilinde olub flamin icrasi i¢in zabitaya miiracaat ve llizumu
takdirinde Geng¢ mutasarrifligina miiracaat olunmak lazim gelirken Mus hiikiimetine
miiracaat olunmus ve cerin(?) muhakemede daha yolsuz muamele mevcud olub
esasen gayr-1 muvazzaf na’ibin biraderi ve idare azas1 ma’rifetiyle ... cerd vazifesi
olan icra memuru bulundurulmamasi siibheyi dava ve ahkam-i kanuniyeye muhalif
goriilmiis...”

4. BOA. SD. 2585-28, 4. 25 Rebiiilahir 1309 (28 November 1891).

“...miiterakim virgii bakayasina miinhasir olarak ilam-i mezkur mutélaa ile hitkmiin
esbab ve mahiyeti ve ne nev’ emlak ve araziye siimulii oldugu bilinmedikge bir sey
denemeyib ma’mafih hiikkm -1 mezkur beyan olunan karyede sakin ahalinin mesken
ve ma’valariyla miite’ayyislerini tedarike muhtasi olan tarla ve sairelerinin ellerinden
nez’ ile manastira teslimini samil ise ahali-i merkume muhtag-1 muavenet-i seniyye
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bu halde kalmis demek olacaklari cihetle onlardan miiterakim olan virgiilerini taleb
etmek merhamet-i seniyye-i hazret-i padisahiye muvaffik olamayacagindan ...
bunlara aid virgiiniin afv ile ahvali da’iresinde terkin-i kaydi ...”
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APPENDIX B

THE TABLE OF DEATHS AND BIRTHS AND THE TOTAL POPULATION OF

SUB-PROVINCES OF MUS FROM 1876 TO 1880%%°

August/ 16t 5th 26 Total
September | January January December | Numbers
1876-16" 1877-5" 1878-26" | 1878-4%h of Death
January January December | October and
1877 1878 1878 1880 Births
Sason and | Non- Death 305 410 315 332 1362
Mus Muslim
Birth 300 410 305 174 1189
Population 18133 18133 18123 17965
Muslim | Death 220 751 250 260 1481
Birth 220 351 600 260 1431
Population 9344 8944 9294 9294
Total 27477 27077 27417 27259
Malazgird | Non- Death 231 215 197 216 859
and Muslim
Bulanik
Birth 274 248 261 287 1070
Population 9647 9690 9723 9787
Muslim | Death 401 625 386 298 1710
Birth 466 317 365 444 1592
Population 20785 20844 20536 20515
Total 30432 30534 30259 30302
Varto Non- Death 28 19 23 15 85
Muslim
Birth 53 31 40 27 151
Population 685 710 722 739
Muslim | Death 102 113 120 145 480
Birth 124 108 62 98 392
Population 6772 6794 6789 6867
Total 7457 7504 7511 7606

385 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 20.
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BULANIK FROM 1876 TO 1880°%¢

APPENDIX C
REPORTED CRIMES IN MUS, SASON, VARTO, MALAZGIRD, AND

22nd 16th 5th January | 26th  December
August January 1878-26th 1878-25th
1876-16th | 1877-5th December 1878 | October 1880
January January
1877 1878

Rape 0 0 0 0

Defloration | 0 0 1 1

Efal-i 0 0 2 1

Senia

Kidnapping | 0 0 0 1

a girl

Burning 0 2 6 1

grass

Burglary 4 4 52 12

Usurp 2 4 12 7

Wounding | 1 1 3 4

Murder 2 2 18 7

Total 9 13 94 34

38 BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 18.
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APPENDIX D
NUMBER OF GENDARMERIE AND SOLDIERS IN MUS, SASON,
MALAZGIRD, AND BULANIK FROM 1876 TO 188037

22nd 16th 5th January | 26th Total®®®
August | January |1878-26th | December
1876- 1877- December 1878-25th
16th 5th 1878 October
January | January 1880
1877 1878
Mus and | Gendarmerie 335 293 337 281
Sason
Soldiers 171 272 141 0 584
Malazgird | Gendarmerie 5 0 0
and
Bulanik
Soldiers 182 85 140 173 580
Varto Gendarmerie 5 0 0 0
Soldiers 238 52 180 132 602

3T BOA. Y. PRK. UM. 4-10, 20.
38 The original document calculated only the soldiers’ numbers.
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APPENDIX E
POPULATION SURVEY OF GIRVAS VILLAGE*’

House owners

House

Population

Men

Women

Hasan bin Ali

Sofi Omer bin Hiiseyin

Nado bin Ali

Ali bin Ibrahim

Ali bin Hiiseyin

Hiiseyin bin Haci Hasan

Dervis bin Cendo(?)

Ahmed bin Hamo

Hiiseyin bin Mehmed

Maho bin Cendo(?)

Senco bin Hamo

Halife bin Hamo

Resul bin Beri

Maho bin Bekir

Ali bin Yaso(?)

Ali bin Meryem(?)

Abdullah bin Osman

Osman bin Koso

Ahmed bin Faki Yusuf

Abdo bin Eyyiibo

Hallo bin Eyyiibo

Dervis bin Nado

Resul bin Senco

Iskender bin Cendo(?)

Mehmed bin Cendo(?)

Yasin bin Osman

Musa bin Basar

Mami(?) bin Ali

Ahmed bin Hamid

W

Hiiseyin bin Ali

Haci1 bin Faki Yusuf

[\

Ali bin Haci

Ali bin Siileyman

p—

Abdullah bin Mehmed

Sofi bin Osman

Ahmed bin Osman

Omer bin Ahmed

Perhankokli Ahmed

Hasan bin Abdullah

b | et | e |t | et [t | et | e [t | et [ | et | et [t | et [ |t | e [ | et [ |t | et [t [t | e [t | et [ | et | e [ et | et [ e | et | et [ e | et |

NI R|IQNAN|m N[N = N[N]|R0[W[W|AN[NN|Q[ Q[N Q[ [R|Q[W(O|N O [Q|[WLW NN W

N[NNI WIR(N N[N =N R|WW WWWIN | R|W[—= || W= DN W= [N === W[N

WIWINN NWIWIQ WA N QW [R|A(NN|R(NIN|R|R(WIR IR WWIRINDIRA|RR|RRONR|RR|=|W (DO

389 BOA. SD. 1878-17,8.
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Sihvan bin ... 1 9 4 5
Amo bin Fettah 1 5 2 3
Nado bin Eyyiibo 1 11 6 5
Yusuf bin {brahim 1 8 4 4
43 262 107 155

165




APPENDIX F
THE ESTIMATED PRICES OF THE LAND AND HOUSES?**

Names Arazi-i kita'at | Evlek doniim | House | Estimated price
Sancar bin Osman 4 13 2 7500
Ferho bin Abdullah . . 1 750
Musa bin Basar 3 8 2 5500
Yasin bin Osman 4 14 1 7000
Senda(?) bin Osman 4 11 1 5750
Ibrahim bin Hiiseyin 2 7 3 3250
Resul bin Genco 1 500
Mehmed bin Cundi 1 500
Sofi bin Osman . . 2 1000
Haci Ibrahim bin Faki Yusuf 5 16 2 7000
Hiiseyin bin Mehmed 2 6 2 2000
Nadir bin Ibrahim 1 3 1 1375
Halil bin Ibrahim - - 1 750
Ismail bin Nadir 3 13 3 7000
Hiiseyin bin izam(?) 1 500
Resul bin Mehmed 1 500
Ahmed bin Kalo 1 750
Yusuf bin Abdullah 1 750
Ahmed bin Kasim 1 750
Yusuf bin Ali 1 750
Alo bin Mamo 2 1250
Ahmed bin Osman . . 1 500
Ali bin Siileyman 1 3 1 2625
Mehmed bin Mustafa 1 4 . 1250
Yusuf bin Mehmed 1 2 1 1250
Resul bin Yusuf 2 1250
Medine bint Ahmed . . 1 750
Hedi(?) bint Giiles(?) 2 5 1 3625
Zeyni bint Abdullah 2 42 2 7250
Fatma bint Ahmed 1 500
Nevli bint Halil 1 500
Medine bint Abdullah . . 1 500
Vartolu Nadir bin Hamo 4 90 15250
Ismail bin Nadir 1 30 3000
Haci Ibrahim bin Yusuf ve seriki | 2 412 41250
Girvas-1 Sufla’da Sero veled-i | 9 21 11375
Tero

Peri bint Talo and her partner 1 3 725
Yusuf bin Muso 1 3 . 1000
Total 53 706 42 147875

30 BOA. SD. 1878-17, 9.
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THE TAXES OF THE GIRVAS VILLAGE BETWEEN THE FISCAL

YEAR 1288 AND 1306*!

APPENDIX G

TAXES
Years Tax (virgii) Sheep tax Mthary Tithe Tax Income Tax
exemption tax
(Paid) (Paid) (Paid) (Paid) (Paid) | Tota
Debt | 1% | pebe | TOR | pepe | TOR | ey | Tl | pepe |
1288 X X (0)2416 | 2416 X X X X X X
1289 (0)880 | 880 X X 0)8 8 X X X X
1290 (0)880 | 880 | (0)270 270 (0) 50 50 X X X X
1291 (0)880 | 880 | (0)300 300 (0) 50 50 X X X X
1292 X X X X X X X X
1293 (0)680 | 680 X X (0) 50 50 (0)155 | 155 X X
1294 (0)680 | 680 | (0)1750 | 1750 | (0)50 50 | (0)196 | 196 X X
1295 (0)880 | 880 | (0)7408 | 7408 | (0)50 50 | (0)200 | 200 X X
1296 (200) (1000)
630 880 | g3y | 49032 | (050 50 X X X X
1297 %gg) 880 X X (0) 50 50 X X X X
1298 (200) (400)
630 880 | 500y | 2900 | (050 50 X X X X
1299 (0)880 | 880 (285772’2) 29292 | (0)50 50 (1291927’22) 2210 X X
1300 (200) (2824,2) (1292)
630 880 037 38112 | (0) 50 50 less | 2950 X X
1301 (0)880 | 880 | (2950)0 | 2950 | (0)50 | 50 | (2950)0 | 2950 | X X
1302 (0)880 | 880 | (2954)0 | 2954 X X (2270427’22) 2950 | (0)80 | 80
1303 (0) (2678.2) (1300)
6163 | 6163 p 27052 X X 1200 | 2500 X X
1304 (0) (2499,3) (0)
6341 | 634! a1 3031,2 X X [ (©2200 | 2210 | [0 | 100
1305 (487.2) (0)
Lol | 6343 X X X X loo | 100
1306 X X X X X X X X X X
Total | (1287,2) | 1293 | (18179,1) | 40239, (10287) | 1632 | (0)
116511 | 8 22150,1 2 (0)558 | 338 6034 1 20 | 280

1 BOA. SD. 1878-17, 9.
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