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CHAPTER NINE

THE COUP D’ETAT OF 1912

The Parliament convened on April 18 as scheduled.! If some-
what vague on matters of internal policy, the Speech from the
Throne was clear enough with regard to the continuation of
the war with Italy and the Sublime Porte’s absolute refusal to
surrender one bit of its sovereignty in Turkish Africa, much
less the whole of Tripoli as the Italians had demanded. The
news of the attack on the Dardanelles reached Parliament at
the outset of the opening ceremony, reportedly causing no
alarm.?

As expected, the elections had not been totally completed,
and without a majority of its deputies in attendance, the
Chamber could not begin conducting business.? Up until mid-
April, about one hundred and sixty-seven deputies had been
elected.* In mid-May, some one hundred and eighty deputies
had arrived at Istanbul, many of whom were members of the
Committee of Union and Progress.5

With the election nonetheless effectively over, the Com-
mittee’s leadership returned to the modification of Article 35
of the Constitution. By early May, the cabinet had approved
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the proposed modifications which then had to be submitted to
the Parliament. The leadership of the Committee of Union
and Progress was confident that it would obtain the necessary
two-thirds majority in the Chamber of Deputies.6 With Article
35 passed, the Chamber would then pass the Budget, discuss,
and perhaps pass, certain demands for extra-ordinary credits,
and then be prorogued.” A meeting was held on June 5 at
Cavid Bey’s house to discuss the proposed amendment ot the
Constitution. Said Pasha, and a group of the leaders of the
Committee of Union and Progress—Talat Bey, Emrullah Bey,
Midhat Stukri [Bleda], Ahmed Nesimi [Sayman], Ziya Bey,
Urgﬁplﬁ Mustafa Hayri Bey, and Dr. Nazim Bey—were all
present. Both Said Pasha and Talit Bey had serious reser-
vations concerning the cooperation of the Chamber. Yet, the
decision taken by the leaders of the Committe of Union and
Progress was to push for the amendment. 8

The Chamber, as Said Pasha and Talat Bey had feared, re-
fused to cooperate. A majority of the deputies decided that the
article in question should be modified so as to give the Sultan,
in the case of the Chamber’s repeated refusal to accept a pro-
posal supported by the cabinet and acting on the advice of the
government, the power to dissolve Parliament and order new
elections to be held. The proposal also stipulated that if after the
elections, the Chamber persisted in its point of view the gov-
ernment would have to give way. In response, the govern-
ment attempted to further modify the article, in a proposal
which would give the government freedom to disregard the
decisions of a newly elected Parliament. This latest proposal
encountered so much opposition that it was quickly with-
drawn.?

On June 22, after some discussion on the floor, the Cham-
ber modified, by a vote of two hundred and five votes to fifteen,
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Article 7.19 On June 24, the Chamber voted by one hundred
and ninety-nine to fifteen Article 35 of the Constitution in ac-
cordance with the recommendations of the Committee for the
Revision of the Constitution, which had not gone so far as the
Government wished. !l

Meanwhile, the Unionist leadership had also encountered
difficulty in selecting an acceptable candidate for the Pres-
idency of the Chamber. Its first choice had been Hac1 Adil
[Arda], then on an inspection tour in Macedonia. His nomi-
nation, however, had met with strong opposition in the Cham-
ber, and was dropped. Consequently, Halil [Mentese], a for-
mer Minister of the Interior, and leader of the parliamentary
group of the Committee, was nominated.12

On May 15 Halil [Mentese] was elected President of the
Chamber of Deputies. The First Vice-President was Muham-
mad Fawzi Pasha al-‘Azm, deputy for Damascus, the Second,
Bedros Haladjian, deputy for Istanbul and former Minister of
Public Works. All three were the nominees of the Committee
of Union and Progress.!3

Rumours of cabinet instability persisted, though it seemed
premature to predict any immediate change. Most felt that the
Unionists would continue to make use of Said Pasha for just as
long as needed, and that when he retired on account of old
age, ill health, or under pressure he would probably be suc-
ceeded by another ‘elder statesman,” meaning, another non-
Unionist pasha.!4

In late May, Nail Bey, Minister of Finance, resigned. He
had been appointed to the Ministry in May of 1911, replacing
Cavid Bey who had been forced to resign under monarchist
attack. A strong advocate of economy, he had followed Cavid
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Bey’s policies and had the pleasure of seeing a distinct im-
provement in revenues, while his efforts to reduce expendi-
ture, if not entirely successful, had none the less produced an
improvement in the financial situation of the Government.
Cavid Bey was appointed Acting-Minister of Finance, and
would probably succeed him, in which case Bedros Haladjian
would probably replace Cavid Bey as Minister of Public
Works. There were rumours that Asim Bey, Minister for For-
eign Affairs, would also resign shortly. As he was not on the
best of terms with Said Pasha and some members of the Com-
mittee of Union and Progress, it was certain that such a move
would not be entirely voluntary.1

When it realised that it had no hope of capturing political pow-
er through constitutional means, the monarchist opposition
decided to resort to a coup d’état, one which would center

around the discontented Albanian elements in Macedonia.16
Dr. Riza Nur, one of the leaders of the Entente Libérale, held
talks with Colonel Yakovah Riza Bey who was, at the time,
exiled to Sinob for his role in the counter-revolutionary coup
attempt of April, 1909. They agreed to work together to provoke
an Albanian rebellion which would ostensibly lead to the
destabilisation and fall of the Unionist government. Just as Dr.
Riza Nur was arranging for Yakovali Riza Bey’s escape from
Sinob, the latter was pardoned. He then returned to Albania

where he began organising, as had been planned, the rebel-
lion.17
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Dr. Riza Nur maintained contact with the Albanian rebels
through such intermediaries as Celal Pasazade Emin Bey.
This network also included Prince Sabahaddin, who was in-
troduced by Dr. Riza Nur to Yakovali Riza Bey, and helped
finance the clandestine operation.!® Hoca Said Efendi and
Necib Draga, both ex-deputies for Uskiib, Volcetrinli Hasan
Bey, ex-deputy for Prishtné, Mehmed Pasha Dralla, Receb
Mitrovitza, Bedri Bey of Ipek, Salih Yuka, Idris Sefer, and Issa
Bolatinatz were among the organisers of the conspiracy.!?

While leaders of the Entente Libérale were busy coordinat-
ing and financially supporting the Albanian rebellion, how-
ever, monarchist supporters in the army started a rebellion in
the Monastir area on May 6. Some officers left their garrisons
and took to the mountains; some were captured and brought to
Istanbul.?® News of this military insurrection would not appear
in Turkish newspapers for almost six weeks.

League of Saviour Officers—or, Halaskar Zabitan Grubu—a
secret military organisation, was to become the lynch-pin of
the monarchists’ plans.?! One of its leading members, Geli-
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bolulu Kemal [Senkil] Bey, a staff officer, had contacted
Prince Sabahaddin through Scalieri, a Greek politician.2?
Prince Sabahaddin had then invited Dr. Riza Nur and several
other opposition politicians to discuss the prospects of the Al-
banian rebellion. They agreed that, at this critical juncture, in
order to effect the fall of the Said Pasha Cabinet, the Albanian
rebellion could use the help of a general military upheaval.
Following the meeting, Prince Sabahaddin added his own
views to the League of Saviour Officers’ manifesto, and this re-
vised version was secretly printed in large quantities in a print
shop at Pera. Again, Prince Sabahaddin was responsible for fi-
nancing.?

Monarchists then set about diligently recruiting army of-
ficers.?* Acting as liaison between the officers on the one hand
and Prince Sabahaddin, Kimil Pasha, and Nazim Pasha on
the other, Dr. Riza Nur also used his residence as the head-
quarters for the preparation and distribution of counter-revolu-
tionary propaganda.? Nazim Pasha, head of the Council of
War, also served as intermediary between the leadership of
the Entente Libérale and the secret military organisation,
though most communication between the two groups was
highly secret and, in general, the organisation was geared to
disguise its political machinations as a purely military un-
rest.?6

In late June, newspapers finally printed news of the revolt
at Monastir, though most downplayed its significance, por-

# Tank Zafer Tunaya, Tirkiye'de Siyasi Partiler, 1859-1952, p.346; and, Fethi
Tevetoglu, Omer Naci, 2nd Edition, p.138. }
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51: Prens Sabahattin Bey’in Yalisindaki Toplantlar,” Tan, December 30, 1937, p.9.
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military were Gelibolulu Kemal, Kastamonulu Hilmi, Receb, Ibrahim Aski, Kud-
ret, ‘Rossignol’ Hiisnit, Hasan Ali and Tevfik Beys (Fethi Tevetoglu, Omer Naci,
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the text of this seditious propaganda see, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tdrk Inkilab: Tari-
ki, 2/1, pp.252-254.
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traying it as the action of a few disgruntled officers and sol-
diers who were rebelling against their supervisors.?” But, the
mutiny of troops at Monastir proved to be a more serious prob-
lem than was at first indicated.?® The Government soon re-
alised that it was, in effect, a deliberate revolt against the Cab-
inet on the part of at least one organisation, ostensibly the
League of Saviour Officers, which by itself represented an in-
fluential body of military opinion. Although local factors
seemed to have caused a premature outbreak at Monastir, there
was good reason to believe that the secret military organi-
sation had for some time been contemplating open hostility
against the Committee of Union and Progress and that it had
only held back on account of the Tripolitan war. With the
crisis past, however, the unrest in Albania and monarchist
activity combined to strengthened the hands of the
malcontents in Monastir.%

On the night of June 22 and 23, Captain Tayyar Bey Tetova,
an Albanian officer from Dibér and a member of the League
of Saviour Officers, left the barracks at Bistritza, three miles
from Monastir, with several other officers, some sixty men,
several machine guns and 1,000 TLs. He was later joined by
more officers and troops, mostly Albanians, though a few
were Turks and Christians from Dibér and Perlepe.?® He then

2 “Beyanname-i Resmi,” Iktiham, June 15, 1328/June 28, 1912, p.3; “Arnavut-
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3; “Arnavutluk,” Taenin, June 18, 1328/July 1, 1912, pp.2-3; Huseyin Cahid Yalcin,
“Mesrutiyet Hauralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17,
1937), p.166. In his statement in the Chamber of Deputies with reference to the
situation in Albania, Hac Adil [Arda], the Minister of the Interior, was still
denying that the Albanians had been contemplating an uprising (“Ministerial
Statement,” The Times, June 6, 1912, p.5).
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1912, p.5; “Mutiny of Turkish Troops,” The Times, June 26, 1912, p.5; “Monastir
Mutiny: Political and Military Movement—Fighting with the Insurgents,” The
Times, June 27, 1912, p.8; and, “The Revolt of Troops at Monastir: Spread of the Dis-
affection,” The Times, June 28, 1912, p.5.

“Monastir Mutiny: Political and Military Movement—Fighting with the
Insurgents,” The Times, June 27, 1912, p.8; “Notes of the Week,” The Near East,
July 5, 1912, p.261; and, Aram Andonyan, Balkan Savasi, p.176. For the existence of
seditious propaganda material—distributed by members of the League of Saviour
Officers, and found on the captured mutineers—see, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirk In-
kilibr  Tarihi, 2/1, pp.255-256.

30 “Monastir Mutiny: Political and Military Movement—Fighting with the
Insurgents,” The Times, June 27, 1912, p.8; “Bir Mulazim-1 Saninin Gaybubeti,”
Iktiham, June 15, 1328/June 28, 1912, p.3; “Pirlepe’den Firar Edenler,” Tktiham,
June 15, 1328/June 28, 1912, p. 3; “Firarilerin Mikdar1,” Iktiham, June 15, 1328/
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announced that he and his comrades, organised clandes-
tinely under the name - of Protection of the Fatherland—or,
‘Hifz-1 Vatan, or Muhafaza4 Vatan—supported the Albanian
insurgents, and sent a telegram to the Government demand-
ing the resignation of the existing Cabinet, the impeachment
of Hakki Pasha’s Cabinet for its lack of military preparations
in Tripoli, as well as the trials of Talat Bey, Cavid Bey, Hu-
seyin Cahid [Yalcin], Omer Naci Bey, Dr. Nazim Bey, Ba-
banzade Ismail Hakk: Bey, and Rahmi [Aslan]—all of whom
were leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress. He also
demanded that the Committee of Union and Progress be pro-
hibited from any further political activity, that army officers’
grievances be addressed, that a General Staff at the Palace be
created, and that new elections be held. 3!

The League of Saviour Officers addressed its demands to
the Council of War, which was conveniently headed by one
of its conspirators, Nazim Pasha.?? Acting in his official ca-
pacity, Nazim Pasha urged that the Cabinet give the matter
immediate attention, suggesting that discontent was wide-
spread enough to warrant its resignation.33 Although the
League of Saviour Officers had demanded that the Sultan pre-
side over the General Staff, apparently to correct certain ‘irreg-
ularities’ in the army’s advancement procedures, there could

June 28, 1912, p.3; and, “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 5, 1912, p-263.
See also, Peter Bartl, Die albanischen -Muslime zur Zeit der mnationalen Unab-
hangigkeitsbewegung, 1878-1912, p.181; Suleyman Kilce, Osmanli Tarihinde Ar-
navutluk, p.410; Basil Kondis, Greece and Albania, 1908-1914, p.69; Stavro Skendi,
The Albanian National Awakening, 1878-1912, p.430; Ahmet Turan Alkan, fkinci
Mesrutiyet Devrinde Ordu ve Styaset, p.125; Edwin Pears, Forty Years in Constan-
tinople: The Recollections of Sir Edwin Pears, 18731915, p-325; and, Yusuf Hikmet
Bayur, Tirk Inkilabr Tarihi, 2/1, p.257,

31 “The Revolt of Troops at Monastir: Demand of the Mutineers,” The Times,
June 28, 1912; “Notes of the Week,” The Near East, July 5, 1912, p-261; “Constan-
tinople Letter,” The Near East, July 5, 1912, p.263; Aram Andonyan, Balkan Savasi,
p.176; Peter Bartl, Die albanischen Muslime zur Zeit der nationalen Unabhingig-
keitsbewegung, 1878-1912, p.181; Stavro Skendi, The Albanian National Awaken-
ing, 1875-1912, pp.430-431; Ahmet Turan Alkan, Ikinci Mesrutiyet Devrinde Ordu
ve Sz;yaset, p-126; and, Stleyman Kilce, Osmanls Tarihinde Arnavutluk, p.406.

2 Ziya Sakir [Soko], “Hirriyet ve Itlaf Nasil Dogdu? Nasil Yasadi? Nasil Bat-
t1? 52: Sait Pasa Adeta Tehditkir bir Vaziyet Almist,” Tan, December 31, 1937,
p-9; Ahmet Turan Alkan, lkinci Mesrutiyet Devrinde Ordu ve Siyaset, p.134; and,

and Riza Nur, Hirriyet ve Itilif Firkasi Nasil Dogdu, Nasil Oldﬁ?pp.67-67.

33 “Hursid Pasa’'nin Kabine Hatiralan,” Hayat, January 23, 1964, p.5, quoted
in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.530, and Riza Nur, Hirriyet ve Itldf Firkas
Nasil Dogdu, Nasil Oldi? p.67.
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be no doubt that its demands were primarily political.3* It had
singled out Cavid and Taldt Beys, two of the most prominent
leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress and minis-
ters in the cabinet, as well as Mahmud Sevket Pasha, the
Minister of War; and called for the Committee’s dissolution,
as well as the new parliament’s. %

After the news of the outbreak at Monastir, the government
summoned the Chamber for the special purpose of passing a
bill introduced by Mahmud Sevket Pasha, Minister of War,
which would prohibit political activity on the part of officers
and troops.?® In the speech he delivered to the Chamber on
July 1, Mahmud Sevket Pasha praised the alliance between
officers and Unionists prior to and during the Revolution of
1908. Yet he went on to say that he was generally against the
military’s involvement in politics and was proposing a bill
that effect.®” Apart from the Albanian and Entente Libérale
deputies, a majority of the Chamber favoured the bill.38
Nonetheless, Ali Galib Bey, the opposition deputy for Kayseri,
criticised the proposal as unconstitutional, adding that if the
bill were passed, the fact that the officers and troops of Mo-
nastir would automatically be guilty might only provoke
them further still.? Vartkes Serengtlyan, the socialist deputy

34 «Salonika Letter,” The Near East, July 12, 1912, p.295.

3 “The Turkish Military Revolt: Divided Government Counsels,” The Times,
June 29, 1912, p.5; “The Turkish Revolt: Pessimism in Vienna,” The Times, July 4,
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[Soko], “Hurriyet ve Itilaf Nasil Dogdu? Nasil Yasadi? Nasil Batu? 51: Prens Saba-
hattin Bey’in Yalisindaki Toplantilar,” Taen, December 30, 1937, p.9.
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mine Tesiri,” pp.87-88. See also, Babanzade Ismail Hakki, “Harbiye Nazirinin Nut-
ku,” Tanin, June 19, 1328/July 2, 1912, p.1; and, Ahmet Turan Alkan, lkinci Mes-
rutiyet Devrinde Ordu ve Siyaset, pp.144-145.

3 11/1/28, June 18, 1328/July 1, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, I,
pp.546-549. See_also, Mehmet Saray, “Devlet Yonetiminde Ordunun Yeri ve Rola
Hakkinda bir Ornek: Ittihat ve Terakki Devrinde Ordunun Millet ve Devlet Yone-
timine Tesiri,” pp.88-89; and, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Turk Inkildbi Tarihi, 2/1,
p-258.

¥ 11/1/23, June 18, 1328/July 1, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 1,
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for Erzurum, responded to the monarchist rhetoric of Ali Galib
Bey by denouncing any political party which leaned on
military support.*’ The bill, prohibiting all political meetings
and demonstrations by the military, as well as its taking any
part in any political struggle, passed that day.4!

The government’s measures to deal with the revolt, how-
ever, provoked little more than its own embarrassment. After
having announced that loyal troops at Monastir would pursue
the deserters rigorously, the Cabinet was informed that the
garrison could not be counted upon to take action against its
comrades. The government then ordered Abdullah Pasha, its
commander in Izmir, to send a detachment of his troops to the
afflicted region. However, Abdullah Pasha was also actively
working with the monarchists and the Albanian rebels; so he
curtly replied that no Turkish officer would take the field
against his brother officers. Troops, however, were eventually
dispatched to Monastir. Nonetheless, the Government, now
aware of the strength and extent of its opposition, was not pre-
pared to risk civil war, and while some pushed for strong mil-
itary action, others continued to support the ongoing negoti-
ations with Tayyar Bey Tetova conducted through officers of
the Monastir and Salonica garrisons who acted as the govern-
ment’s representatives, 42

Unable to rely on other troops in Macedonia, the Govern-
ment sent in an entire division from the Dardanelles. Though

pp.-550-554; and, Mehmet Saray, “Devlet Yonetiminde Ordunun Yeri ve Rolii Hak-
kinda bir Ornek: Ittthat ve Terakki Devrinde Ordunun Millet ve Devlet YOoneti-
mine Tesiri,” pp.88-89.

40 I1/1/23, June 18, 1328/July 1, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 1, -

pp-555-557.

' 11/1/28, June 18, 1328/July 1, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, I,
pp-570-578; “Troops Sent to Monastir: Officers and Politics,” The Times, July 2,
1912, p.5; and, “Salonika Letter,” The Near East, July 12, 1912, p.295. The bill, how -
ever, did not become-law immediately. Before the other required procedures were
carried out, Mahmud Sevket Pasha was forced to resign. After the coup d’état of July
1912, Nizim Pasha, the new monarchist Minister of War, deferring to the wishes
of the monarchist deputies, delayed the carrying out of the remaining formalities
for three months, and the bill was finally published in October 1912 (Takvim-i Ve-
kayi, September 27, 1328/October 10, 1912, cited in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2,
p.516). See also, Ahmet Turan Alkan, fkinci Mesrutiyet Devrinde Ordu ve Siyaset,
p.146. .

*2 “The Turkish Military Revolt: Official Statements,” The Times, June 29,
1912, p.5; “The Monastir Mutiny: Situation at Monastir,” The Times, July 1, 1912,
p.5; “I'he Monastir Mutiny: Hopes of a Compromise,” The Times, July 3, 1912, p.5;

“Notes of the Week,” The Near East, July 5, 1912, p.261; and, Aram Andonyan,
Balkan Savas, p.176. '
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it contained elements which were decidedly hostile to the
Committee of Union and Progress, the army was by no
means unanimously anti-Unionist, and most officers wished
to avoid a military conflagration at all costs. These supported a
cover-up of the Monastir episode which involved letting the
mutineers escape without much punishment. Mahmud Sev-
ket Pasha and the leaders of the Committee of Union and
Progress, however, declared that while those deserters who
surrendered within a given period would be dealt with as
mildly as possible, those who refused would be punished with
the utmost severity. Yet, neither the Minister of War nor the"
Unionists could feel at all secure; they were relying largely
on the patriotism of the officer class to prevent any extension
of the movement.*3

There was little doubt that there had been signs of disaf-
fection among the troops at Izmir, Edirne, and to a certain ex-
tent Erzurum and Erzincan.* At Izmir, the army, six divisions
strong and under the command of the anti-Unionist Abdullah
Pasha, demonstrated in sympathy with the mutineers.*® On
July 6, the Commander of the Damascus Army Corps
detained two officers for their involvement in political
demonstrations. The officers of the garrison demanded their
release, which was at first refused. The garrison then went on

4 “The Monastir Mutiny: The Committee and the Movement,” The Times,
July 1, 1912, p.5; “Troops Sent to Monastir: Officers and Politics,” The Times, July 2,
1912, p.5; “The Monastir Mutiny: The Movement of Turkish Troops,” The Times,
July 3, 1912, p.5; “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 12, 1912, p.295; and,
Aram Andonyan, Balkan Savasi, p.176.

# “The Monastir Mutiny: The Committee and the Movement,” The Times,
July 1, 1912, p.5; and, “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 12, 1912, p.295.

45 “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.323; and, Aram An-
donyan, Balkan Savasi, p.176. See also, Ziya Sakir [Soko], “Hurriyet ve Itilaf Nasil
Dogdu? Nasil Yasadi? Nasil Batti? 52: Sait Pasa Adeta Tehditkir bir Vaziyet Al-
mist1,” Tan, December 31, 1937, p.9.

The American Consul at {zmir filed this report on Abdullah Pasha’s com-
plicity in overthrowing the constitutional regime: “I am credibly informed that
Abdullah, with various of his officers have been meeting in a house at Seydikoy,
near Smyrna, where they have been receiving from forty to fifty cipher telegrams
per day from the different military centers of the Empire. ... It 1s worthy of notice
that many of the leading officers of the army are Albanians or Arabs, who have
been disaffected by the policy which the Committee has been pursuing with refer-
ence to these two provinces. It is more than probable that the recent disturbances in
Albania have been approved of if not actually connived at by army officers here and
elsewhere” (Consul George Horton to Secretary of State, Smyrna, July 25, 1912, in
Records of the Department of State Relating to Internal Affairs of Turkey, 1910-
1929, Roll 4).
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strike, adopting such a hostile attitude that the commander
was finally forced to release the officers. Additionally, the
commanders of one or two isolated battalions on the Anatolian
coastline reported that their officers had made the same de-
mands as the Monastir mutineers. 4

On the night of July 9, Mahmud Sevket Pasha resigned his
portfolio, stating that it would be more fitting for someone else
to enforce the new law concerning political activity within
the military.#” As his resignation was the result of an League
of Saviour Officers ultimatum, he was the first to be sacrificed
to the exigencies of the situation. 8

Mahmud Sevket Pasha’s resignation was followed by that
of his cousin and brother-in-law, Hadi Pasha, Chief of the
General Staff, who had replaced Izzet Pasha when the latter
went to Yemen.** Monarchists had been against his appoint-
ment to that post.>® Other high officers were also expected to
resign, including Ismail Hakk: Pasha, Chief of Provisions. 5!

46 “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p-323.

4 “Mahmud Sevket Pasa’nin Istifas1,” Tanin, June 27, 1328 /July 10, 1912, p.2;
“Harbiye Naziri'min Istifas1,” Ilktiham, June 27, 1328 /July 10, 1912, p-1; “The Turk-
ish Cabinet: Committee and War Minister,” The Times, July 10, 1912, p.5; “The
Turkish Mutiny: Resignation of the War Minister, The Times, July 11, 1912, p-6;
“Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.323; Mehmed Cavid, “Mes-
rutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey'in Hatiralari: 1%4,” Tanin, January 15, 1944, p.2;
and, Hiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri,
7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.180. See also, Edwin Pears, Forty Years in
Constantinople: The Recollections of Sir Edwin Pears, 1873-1915, p.-325; Yusuf Hik-
met Bayur, Tirk Inkildbs Tarihi,” 2/1, p-258; Ahmet Turan Alkan, fkinc Mesru-
iiyet Devrinde Ordu ve Siyaset, p.147; and, Aram Andonyan, Balkan Savas, p.176.

48 «The Army and the Government,” The Times, July 11, 1912, p.6; “The Sit-
uation in Turkey,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.334; Ziya Sakir [Soko], “Hurriyet
ve lulaf Nasil Dogdu? Nasil Yasadi? Nasil Batti? 51: Prens Sabahattin Bey’in
Yalisindaki Toplantlar,” Tan, December 30, 1937, p.9; and, Ahmet Turan Alkan,
Ikinci Megsrutiyet Devrinde Ordu ve Siyaset, p.147. See also, Babanzade Ismail Hak-
ki, “Mahmud Sevket Pasa,” Tanin, June 28, 1328/July 11, 1912, p.1; and, “Mahmud
Shevket’s Fall: England and Turkey,” The Times, July 12, 1912, p.5. Hasan Amca,
who belonged to the League of Saviour Officers, has a completely different—and,
wrong—view of the event (Hasan Amca, Dogmayan Hiirriyet: Bir Devrin  Igyiizi,
1908-1918, p.101). For Bayur’s interpretation of the resignation see, Yusuf Hikmet
Bayur, Tiurk Inkiddbr Tarihi, 2/1, Pp-259-260.

# “The Turkish Mutiny: Resignation of the War Minister, The Times, July
11, 1912, p.6; and, “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p-323.

¢ “Mahmud Shevket’s Fall: Feeling in the Army,” The Times, July 18, 1912,
p5. ,

1 Tamin, July 2, 1328/July 15, 1912, cited in Hiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesru-
tiyet Hatiralar1, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937),
p-181; and, Aram Andonyan, Balkan Savas, pp.176-177. See also, Hasan Amca,
Dogmayan Hiirriyet: Bir Devrin Igyiizii, 1908-1918, p-101; and, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur,
Tirk Inkildbr Tarihi, 2/1, p.259.
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Meanwhile, counter-revolutionaries sent a stream of threat-
ening letters to leaders of the Committee of Union and Prog-
ress, expressing their designs to assassinate certain Ministers
and leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress, and at
the same time, spread rumours designed to destabilise the
Government. In Izmir, hand bills printed by the League of
Saviour Officers were distributed both among the troops and
the civilian population. Miisavat, a monarchist paper there,
also printed unfounded stories that several Cabinet members,
including Mahmud $evket Pasha, had been assassinated.??

Said Pasha asked the Minister of the Navy, Hursid Pasha, to
take over the Ministry of War as Acting Minister. The latter,
however, was of the opinion that the whole Cabinet should re-
sign. Under pressure from Said Pasha, he reluctantly accepted
and was appointed pending the selection of a successor.5® Said
Pasha then offered the job to Abdullah Pasha, Commander of
the Army at Izmir, who declined the offer on the grounds of
‘competence.’5* Nazim, Turgut Sevket, Abdullah, Ibrahim, and
Tatar Osman Pashas were all considered possible successors,
and although Turgut and Nazim Pashas had both refused,
monarchist press hoped that Nazim Pasha, who had been
holding long talks with the Cabinet, might reconsider.5® Not
wanting to further strain an already delicate situation, the
Government clearly hoped to resolve the Ministry question as
quickly as possible. There was, however, some hope that the

52 Serafettin Turan, “Ikinci Mesrutiyet Doneminde Ordu-Yonetim Iliskile -
ri,” p.74; and, Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralani, 1908-1918,” Fikir
Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.181. See also, Mehmet Saray,
“Devlet Yonetiminde Ordunun Yeri ve Rola Hakkinda bir Ornek: Ittihat ve Te-
rakki Devrinde Ordunun.Millet ve Devlet Yonetimine Tesiri,” pp.90-91.

% “Mahmud Sevket Pasa’min Istifasi,” Tanin, June 27, 1328/July 10, 1912, p.2;
“The Turkish Mutiny: Resignation of the War Minister, The Times, July 11, 1912,
p.6; Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.519; Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Ha-
tiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.181;
and, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildbv Tariki, 2/1, p.272.

5 “Mahmud Shevket’s Fall: Feeling in the Army,” The Times, July 13, 1912,
p-5; “Harbiye Nazirhi$,” Iktiham, June 29, 1328/July 12, 1912, p.1; and, Hiseyin
Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralary, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 {October 24,
1936-April 17, 1937), pp.181-182. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkilébr Tari-
hi, 2/4, p.215; and, Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanli Pasasy ve
Dénemi, pp.332-333.

5 “The Turkish Mutiny: Resignation of the War Minister, The Times, July
11, 1912, p.6; “Harbiye Nezareti,” Tanin, June 29, 1328/July 12, 1912, p.2; “Harbiye
Nazirligi,” “Nizim Pasa,” and, “Osman Pasa,” Iktiham, June 29, 1328/July 12,
1912, p.1; and, “Mahmud Shevket’s Fall: The Vacant Ministry of War,” The Times,
July 16, 1912, p.5. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirk Inkildbr Tarihi, 2/1, p.272.
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division between those officers who had strictly military
grievances, and wanted no more than Mahmud Sevket
Pasha’s resignation, and those who had a definite political
programme, which included the resignation of the Cabinet,
the overthrow of the Committee of Union and Progress, and
the dissolution of the existing Chamber of Deputies, might
bring about a compromise and save the country from a pro-
nunciamento.

When Said Pasha asked Niazim Pasha to take the Ministry
of War, the latter had made his acceptance conditional on
several points. First, he stated that he would not vigorously
pursue the Monastir rebels; second, he demanded that martial
law be lifted and a general amnesty declared; third, he
wanted the creation of a new office, Supreme Commander,
the responsibilities of which would be given to the Minister of
War. The Unionist leadership indicated that whereas they
were willing to accept the first two conditions, they could not
accept the third, pointing out that, as stipulated in the Consti-
tution, only the Sultan himself could be considered Supreme
Commander. Nazim Pasha, however, insisted and was duly
passed over as a candidate for the Ministry of War.57

Then, Said Pasha offered the position to Mahmud Muhtar
Pasha. Made on July 16, this offer would be the Cabinet’s last
chance to hold its ground.’® Mahmud Muhtar Pasha pred-
icated his acceptance on conditions similar to the first two Ni-
zim Pasha had presented, and though the Committee of
Union and Progress agreed, he eventually declined the of-

* “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.323. See also, Seh-
ben%erzade Filibeli Ahmed Hilmi, Muhalefetin Ifldsi: Itilaf ve Hiirriyet Firkas,
pp-47-48.

57 “Nazim Pasa,” Iktiham, June 29, 1328/July 12, 1912, p.-1; “Mahmud Shev-
ket’s Fall: The Difficulties of the Cabinet,” The Times, July 13, 1912, p.5; “Harbiye
Nezareti,” Tanin, June 30, 1328 /July 13, 1912, p-2; “Harbiye Nazirligt ve Nazim Pa-
sa,” Iktiham, June 30, 1328/July 13, 1912, p.1; “Nazim Paga—Harbiye Nazirlig1,”
Tktiham, July 1, 1328/July 14, 1912, p.1; “Turkish Politicians and the War: The
Cabinet Crisis,” The Times, July 15, 1912, p.5; “Nazim Pasa’nin Seraiti,” Iktiham,
July 4, 1328/July 17, 1912, p-1; Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid
Bey’in Hatiralan: 185,” Tanin, January 16, 1944, p.2; Huaseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mes-
rutiyet Hauralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1986-April 17,
1937), p.181; and, Aram Andonyan, Balken Savag, p.177.

58 “Harbiye Nezareti,” lktiham, July 4, 1328/July 17, 1912, p-1; “The Situation
in Turkey,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.334; and, Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet
Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’'in Hatiralari: 1386,” Tanin, January 17, 1944, p.2.
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fer.® Nonetheless, that day, the press announced that Mah-
mud Muhtar Pasha had been named to the post. The imperial
decree confirming the appointment, however, was never is-
sued.%

The pashas had been acting in collusion all along, and
their persistent refusals had left the Unionist-backed Said Pa-
sha Cabinet in an extremely difficult position.®! And it was at
this critical juncture that Hursid Pasha, also involved in the
League of Saviour Officers—fearing that if Mahmud Muhtar
Pasha were forced to accept the post, the Cabinet might be
saved and the coup crushed—resigned.®? His resignation had
the intended effect: Despite the advice of Cavid and Talat Beys
who had insistently refused to succumb to monarchist intimi-
dation, Said Pasha resigned.%

On July 17, the Said Pasha Cabinet resigned—just two days
after it had been given an overwhelming one hundred nine-
ty-four to four vote of confidence. That day both Said Pasha
and Asim Bey, Minister for Foreign Affairs, had made well-
received speeches in the Chamber of Deputies on both the do-
mestic unrest and its effect on international relations.5*

59 «New Turkish War Minister: Mahmud Mukhtar’s Career,” The Times,
July 17, 1912, p.5; “The Sultan and the Crisis: Said Pasha’s Resignation,” The
Times, July 19, 1912, p.5; Hiiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralar, 1908-
1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.182; Mustafa Ragib
Esatli, [ttihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve Nasil Ol-
dirildi? p.100; Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’in Hatralan:
136,” Tanin, January 17, 1944, p.2; Mahmud Muhtar Pasha, La Turquie, p.159 (All
cited in Feroz Ahmad, The Young Turks: The Commitiee of Union and Progress
in Turkish Politics, 1908-1914, p.107). See also, Mahmud Muhtar Pasa, Maziye Bir
Nazar, p.157. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildbs Tariki, 2/4, pp.215-217,
and, Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanl Pasasi: ve Dénemi, p.333.

60 “New Turkish War Minister: Mahmud Mukhtar’s Career,” The Times,
July 17, 1912, p.5; and, “The Situation in Turkey,” The Near East, July 19, 1912,
p-334.

61 Ziya Sakir [Soko], “Hirriyet ve Itilaf Nasil Dogdu? Nasil Yasadi? Nasil Bat-
t1? 52: Sait Pasa Adeta Tehditkir bir Vaziyet Almisu,” Tan, December 31, 1937,
p.9. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildbr Tarihi, 2/1, p-272.

%2 Mahmud Muhtar Pasa, Maziye Bir Nazar, p-157; and, Huseyin Cahid Yal-
cin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936
April 17, 1937), p.182.

63 «Salonika Letter,” The Near East, July 26, 1912, p.351; Mehmed Cavid,
“Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’in Hatiralari: 136,” Tanin, January 17, 1944,
p.2; and Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareket-
leri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.182. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk
Inkilaby Tarihi, 2/1,p.2717.

6 Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’'in Hatralar: 137,” Ta-
nin, January 18, 1944, p.2; Babanzade Ismail Hakki, “Buhrandan Buhrana,” 7Tu-
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Although Asim Bey had tendered his resignation four
times during the cabinet crisis, Talat Bey had consistently
prevented it. When Hursid Pasha finally resigned, leaving
both the Ministry of the Navy and of War empty, Said Pasha
had told the leadership of the Committee of Union and Prog-
ress that it would be impossible to carry on. In order to gain
time, however, Talat Bey urged Said Pasha to postpone his res-
ignation, and Said Pasha acquiesced, waiting another day be-
fore submitting the cabinet’s resignation to the Sultan.

The previous Hakki Pasha Cabinet had been forced to re-
sign, at the beginning of the war with Italy, owing to popular
indignation over its failure to avoid the war or make adequate
preparations for it. Said Pasha had filled the gap with a nomi-
nally non-party Cabinet, though before long the Committee of
Union and Progress had seen fit to strengthen its position by
placing some of its leaders in the cabinet. This process of
consolidation was then applied to the Chamber, where the
clections were carefully designed to secure parliamentary
support for the Committee of Union and Progress. From that
moment on, the fate of the cabinet was sealed. Internal dis-
sensions within its ranks became acute; the monarchist oppo-
sition now had an invaluable rallying cry, while at the same
time, dissatisfaction among the military could only grow, in-

nin, July 5, 1328/July 18, 1912, p.1; “Buhrana Vikeld: Said Paga’nin Istifasi—Es-
bab- Istifa,” Tanin, July 5, 1328/July 18, 1912, pp-1-2; “Istifa,” Tanin, July 5, 1328/
July 18, 1912, p.2; “Buhran- Vikeld,” “Said Pagsa’nin Konaginda,” and “Kabul-i
Istifa Tebligi,” Ikttham, July 5, 1328 /July 18, 1912, p-1; “Resignation of the Cabi-
net: Growing Difficulties in Albania,” The Times, July 18, 1912, p.6; Feroz Ahmad,
The Young Turks: The Committee of Union and ~ Progress in Turkish Politics,
1908-1914, p.107; Edwin Pears, Forty Years in Constantinople: The Recollections of
Sir Edwin Pears, 1873-1915, p-325; Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Turk Inkilabr Tarihi, 2/1,
P-275; and, Ahmed Bedevi Kuran, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Inkilép Hareketle-
r ve Milli Miicadele, p.567. See also, Ahmed Izzet, Feryadvm, 1, p.116. The letter of
resignation was dated July 15, 1912. It was made public with the Takvim-i Vekayt,
July 18, 1912. The text of the resignation letter can also be found in Celal Bayar,
Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp.536-537. : :

11/1/83, July 2, 1328/July 15, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2
pp-315-336; “The Situation in Turkey,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.-334. “Huka-
metin Izahatai: U¢ Nutk-u Miihim—Bir Kitle-i Ittihad,” Tanin, July 3, 1328 /July
16, 1912, pp.1-4; Ibnulemin Mahmud Kemal Inal, Osmanli Devrinde Son Sadri-
azamlar, p.1089. Yalcin writes that the Cabinet had received a vote of confidence by
196 votes (Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hare-
ketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p-182).

8% Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’'in Hauralar: 136,” Tu-
nin, January 17, 1944, p-2; and, Letter of Hakki Baha [Pars], Unionist deputy for
Bursa, to Celal [Bayar], Unionist local party member, Istanbul, July 12, 1328 /July
25, 1912, reproduced in full in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp-523-526.
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separable as it was from the Unionist policy of consolidating
its power. 6

After Mahmud Sevket Pasha’s resignation, the League of
Saviour Officers had prepared a proclamation in which they
demanded the immediate resignation of the Said Pasha Cab-
met, the dissolution of the Chamber, and appointment of Ka-
mil Pasha to the Grand Vezierate. On July 18, the League of
Saviour Officers gave its proclamation to Hursid Pasha and Na-
zim Pasha.®” Hursid Pasha brought it to the attention of the
Cabinet. The Cabinet members who were present during the
ensuing discussion were Said Pasha, Hac Adil [Arda], Min-
ister of the Interior, Taldt Bey, Minister of Posts, Hayri Bey,
Minister of Pious Foundations, and Asim Bey, Minister for
Foreign Affairs. Hac1 Adil [Arda] and Talat Bey urged Hur-
sid Pasha to use force against the rebellious officers. Hursid
Pasha, however, rejected any such plan and recommended
that the proclamation be presented to the Sultan.%® The Cabinet
was at an impasse. Said Pasha summoned Nazim Pasha to the
Sublime Porte, but Nazim Pasha refused, agreeing with
Hursid Pasha that the ultimatum should be immediately re-
ferred to the Sultan, something he himself was prepared to
do.%? The Cabinet, however, decided that if the Sultan needed
to be informed of the situation, Said Pasha should be the one to
do it. Nonetheless, Hursid Pasha took matters into his own
hands and went to the Palace.” The Sultan then summoned
Said Pasha and requested that the Cabinet draft a conciliatory

% “The Situation in Turkey,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.334. See also, F.O.

424/232, Major Tyrrell to Mr. Marling, Constantinople, July 29, 1912, Further
Correspondence Respecting the Affuirs of Asiatic Turkey and Arabia, Part VII,
No.10164, pp.99-100.

7 Letter of Hakki Baha [Pars], Unionist deputy for Bursa, to Celal [Bayar],
Unionist local party member, Istanbul, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, reproduced in
full in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp-523-526. See also, Sehbenderzade Fili -
beli Ahmed Hilmi, Muhalefetin Iflisi: Iulaf ve Hiirriyet Firkasi, p.47.

68 “Hursid Paga’'nin Kabine Hatiralari,” Hayat, January 23, 1964, p.5, quoted
in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.533.

% “Hursid Pasa’'nin Kabine Hauralan,” Hayat, January 23, 1964, p.5, quoted
in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp-533-534.

O Letter of Hakki Baha [Pars], Unionist deputy for Bursa, to Celal [Bayar],
Unionist local party member, Istanbul, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, reproduced in
full in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp.523-526. Hursid Pasha claims that he
was authorised to see the Sultan and present the military ultimatom (“Hursid
Pasa’'min Kabine Hauralar,” Hayat, January 23, 1964, p.5, quoted in Celal Bayar,
Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.534).
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proclamation, addressing the military’s grievances. The Cabi-
net then prepared its proclamation and submitted it for the Sul-
tan’s approval. That night, however, Nazim, Hursid, and Hadi
Pashas revised the proclamation, deleting, among other
things, all references to the punishment of rebellious officers.
Seeing the altered text in the newspapers the next day, the
Cabinet met and declared that this constituted a serious breach
of constitutional rules.”!

On July 17, the Sultan again offered Tevfik Pasha, the mon-
archist pasha who had been appointed Grand Vezier during
the April, 1909 coup, the helm of the government.” In its re-
sponse to the League of Saviour Officers, the government rep-
rimanded the rebellious officers for having interfered in pol-
itics. The proclamation announced that the Sultan had con-
sulted the Presidents of both the Chamber and the Senate, and
with their consent, had invited Tevfik Pasha to take the post of
Grand Vezier. The Sultan added that the new cabinet would
be composed of those who had wide experience of matters of
State, independent views, and that this cabinet would be free
from all outside influences.”® In essence, this meant the es-
tablishment of a conservative government composed mostly of
old regime pashas—most likely, under the grand veziership
of Kamil Pasha—with the aim of keeping the Unionists out of

I Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’in Hauralari: 137, Tu-
nin, January 18, 1944, p.2; and, Letter of Hakki Baha [Pars], Unionist deputy for
Bursa, to Celal [Bayar], Unionist local party member, Istanbul, July 12, 1328 /July
25, 1912, reproduced in full in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 27, pp-523-526. For the
text of this imperial proclamation see, “Beyanname-i Padisahi,” Tanin, July 7,
13287/2]111}7 20, 1912, p.1.

“Resignation of the Cabinet: Growing Difficulties in Albania,” The Times,

July 18, 1912, p.6; “Meclis Koridorlarinda,” fktiham, July 5, 1328 /July 18, 1912, p2 .

“Teviik Pasa’ya Teklif,” Tanin, July 5, 1328/July 18, 1912, p.2; “The Sultan and the
Crisis: Said Pasha’s Resignation,” The Times, July 19, 1912, p.5; Ziya Sakir [Soko],
“Hirriyet ve Itilaf Nasil Dogdu? Nasil Yasadi? Nasil Battu? 52: Sait Pasa Adeta
Tehditkdr bir Vaziyet Almisti,” Tan, December 31, 1937, p.9; and, Yusuf Hikmet
Bayur, Tirk Inkildbr Tarihi, 2/1, p.-277. Tevfik Pasha was Ambassador at London at
this juncture (“The Situation in Turkey,” The Near East, July 19, 1912, p.334). See
also, Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri,
7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1987), p.197. '

3 “Notes of the Week,” The Near East, July 26, 1912, p-349. The whole text of
this proclamation, dated July 6, 1328 /July 19, 1912, can be found in “Beyanname-i
Padisahi,” Tanin, July 7, 1328 /July 20, 1912, p.1, Hiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesruti-
yet Hatiralar:, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1987),
p.197, and Ibntlemin Mahmud Kemal Inal, Osmanli Devrinde Son Sadriazam-

lar, pp.1713-1714. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirk Inkildabr Taribi, 2/1, pp.278-
279.
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power.”*

Tevfik Pasha’s conditions for accepting the Grand Vezier-
ship, however, were the lifting of the martial law, the procla—
mation of general amnesty, the dissolution of the Chamber of
Deputies and the abolition of the ‘secret’ societies and political
organisations—meaning, the closing down of the Committee
of Union and Progress. Naturally, the Unionists rejected these
demands, and Tevfik Pasha was passed over as a nominee for
the Grand Veziership.”>

The situation was clearly deadlocked. As forces operating
outside established parliamentary rules had forced the Said
Pasha Cabinet to resign, it was clear that the monarchist op-

‘position aspired to a totally anti-Unionist Grand Vezier and

cabinet. This could only be thoroughly unacceptable to the

Committee of Union and Progress and the predominantly

anti-monarchist Chamber.”® The names of Ferid Pasha and
Kamil Pasha had also been circulated by the monarchists, but
the leadership of the Committee of Union and Progress had
also successfully resisted their nominations.”” In the case of
Kamil Pasha, Talat Bey had even urged Halid Ziya [Usakli-

gil], Secretary to the Sultan, to use his influence with the Sul-

tan to block the nomination, indicating that it might well lead
to civil war.78

7 yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildbv Tarihi, 2/1 , p-279.
% Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’in Hatiralari: 138,” Tu-

“nin, January 19, 1944, p.2; “The Sultan and the Crisis: Tewfik Pasha’s Plans,” The

Times, July 19, 1912, p.5; “The Turkish Crisis: Tewfik Pasha to Form a Cabinet,”
The Times, July 20, 1912, p.8; “Buhran-1 Vikeld: Teviik Paga,” and “Tevfik Pa-
sa'nin Sadareti Hakkinda,” Tkttham, July 7, 1328/July 20, 1912, p.2; “Notes of the
Week,” The Near East, July 26, 1912, p.349; and, Ziya Sakir [Soko], “Hirriyet ve
[tilaf Nasil Dogdu? Nasil Yasadi? Nasil Batti? 52: Sait Pasa Adeta Tehditkar bir
Vaziyet Almisti,” T'an, December 31, 1937, p.9. See also, Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet
Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanli Pasasi ve Donemi, p.337.

6 Hiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareket-
leri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.197; and, Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet
Devrine Ait Cavid Bey'in Hatiralari: 138,” Tanin, January 19, 1944, p.2. See also,
Osmanischer Lloyd of July 19, 1912, excerpted in “Yeni Kabine Hakkinda,” Ikti-
ham, July 7, 1328/July 20, 1912, p.2. See also, Sehbenderzade Filibeli Ahmed Hil-
mi, Muhalefetin Iflasi: Itildf ve Hiirriyet Firkasi, pp.52-55.

7 “Tevfik Pasa Kabinesi,” Ikiiham, July 8, 1328/July 21, 1912, p-1; Halid Ziya
Usakligil, Saray ve Otesi, 3, p.47; Ali Fuad Turkgeldi, Gorip Isittiklerim, p.49;
and, Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanls Pasasi ve Dinemi, p.338.

7 “Kiamil JPasha’s Position,” The Times, July 8, 1912, p.5; Halid Ziya Usak-
ligil, Saray ve Otesi, 3, p.47, Ali Fuad Turkgeldi, Gérip Isittiklerim, p.49; Mustafa
Ragib Esath, Ittihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve
Nasil Oldirildi? p.106; and, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirk Inkilébyr Tarihi, 2/1,
pp-279-280.
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Described by its adherents as the ‘Grand Cabinet,” the new
Cabinet was formed on July 21, under the presidency of Gazi
Ahmed Muhtar Pasha.” It included Gabriel Nouradunghian,
the monarchist senator and now Minister for Foreign Affairs,
Avlonyali Mehmed Ferid Pasha, the deposed Grand Vezier of
the absolutist regime and now Minister of the Interior,
Hiuseyin Hilmi Pasha, ex-Grand Vezier and now Minister of
Justice, Nazim Pasha, member of the Council of War and now
Minister of War, Mahmud Muhtar Pasha, Minister of the
Navy, Said Bey, Under-Secretary of the Ministry of Education
and now Minister of Education, Ziya Pasha as Minister of
Finance, Damad Serif Pasha, President of the Civil Bureau-
cracy Section of the Council of State and now Minister of Pub-
lic Works, Resid Pasha, ex-Ambassador to Vienna, now Min-
ister of Commerce and Agriculture, and Muhammad Fawzi
Pasha al-‘Azm, deputy for Damascus and Vice-President of the
Chamber of Deputies, now Minister of Pious Foundations. Ka-
mil Pasha was named President of the Council of State; Meh-
med Cemaleddin Efendi was appointed Sheikh-ul-Islam.80
With his appointment as Sheikh-ul-Islam Cemaleddin Efendi,
who was a member of the Entente Libérale, returned to an of-
fice which he had held for many years under the ancien
régimed |

Avlonyalt Mehmed Ferid Pasha, however, had been
named to the Ministry of the Interior without either his prior

7 “Muhtar Pasa—Kamil Pasa Kabinesi, lktiham, July 9, 1328/July 22, 1912,
p.1; “New Turkish Cabinet: Mukhtar Pasha Grand Vizier,” The Times, July 22,
1912, p.5; “Buhranin Nihayeti,” Tanin, July 9, 1328/July 22, 1912, p.-1; and, “Yeni
Sadr-1 Azam,” Tanin, July 9, 1828/July 22, 1912, p.1. See also, Mehmed Cavid,
“Megrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’in Hauralari: 189, Tanin, January 20, 1944,
p-2; Hasan Amca, Dogmayan Hirriyet: Bir Devrin Ieyiizii, 1908-1918, p-105; Ahmed
Bedevi Kuran, Osmanb Imparatorlugunda Inkilép Hareketleri ve Milli Miicadele,
p-566; Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkilabs Tarihi, 2/1, PP-279-280; and, Ahmed Iz-
zet, Feryadim, 1,p.116.

Takvim-i Vekayi, July 10, 1328/July 23, 1912, quoted in Celal Bayar, Ben de
Yazdim, 2, pp.564-565; “The Turkish Cabinet: A Blow to the Extremists,” The
Times, July 28, 1912, p.5; “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 2, 1912,
p.379; and, William W. Rockhill to Secretary of State, Constantinople, July 26,
1912, in Records of the Department of State Relating to Internal Affairs of Turkey,
1910-1929, Roll 4. See also, Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hanralan, 1908-
1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p-198. Bayur quite
rightly observes that Kimil Pasha was the ‘spiritual leader’ of this cabinet (Yusuf
Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildb: Tarihi, 2/1, p.289).

81 “The Turkish Cabinet: A Blow to the Extremists,” The Times, July 23, 1912,
p.5. See also, Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey'in Hatiralar:
139,” Tanin, January 20, 1944, p.2.
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knowledge or consent, and he immediately declined the
position.?? Ziya Pasha, the new Minister of Finance, was
named as his replacement; in turn, Abdurrahman Bey, a
member of the Financial Reform Commission was appointed
to the latter’s position. # However, unable to ‘compromise,’” Ziya
Pasha soon left the Cabinet altogether.8* Damad Serif Pasha,
the Minister of Public Works, was then appointed in his place,
but he too resigned shortly afterwards.®> The Ministry was
then entrusted to Ali Danis Bey, an Albanian and former
governor of Salonica who, after the Revolution, had been dis-
missed from office for incompetence.®® Reluctant to appoint
such a dubious character, the Sultan had once again offered
the post to Avlonyali Mehmed Ferid Pasha, who had, once
again, refused.%7

But by this time, it was clear that the constant ministerial
shuffling was the result of concerted monarchist efforts to
force Gazi Ahmed Muhtar Pasha from office, in the hopes of
replacing him with Kamil Pasha. Ferid Pasha had suggested
as much in his meetings with Gazi Ahmed Muhtar Pasha.8

8 “Ghazi Mukhtar’s Cabinet: The Committee and the Government,” The
Times, July 25, 1912, p.5; “Notes of the Week,” The Near East, July 26, 1912, p.349;
“The Turkish Cabinet and the Committee: Withdrawal of Ferid Pasha,” The
Times, July 27, 1912, p.5; “The Turkish Crisis: Cabinet Changes and Appoint-
ments,” The Times, July 29, 1912, p.5; “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East,
August 2, 1912, p.379; Mustafa Ragib Esath, lttihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Per-
desi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve Nusil Oldirildii? p-110; and, Mahmud Kemal Inal,
Osmanly Devrinde Son Sadriazamlar, p.1621.

8 “The Turkish Crisis: Cabinet Changes and Appointments,” The Times,
July 29, 1912, p.5; Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’in Hatirala-
ri: 140,” Tanin, January 21, 1944, p.2; Mustafa Ragib Esatli, litihat ve Terakki Tari-
hinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve Nasil Oldiirildii? p-110; and, Celal
Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.56b.

8 Mustafa Ragib Esatli, lttihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Ce-
mil Nigin ve Nusil Oldiurildi? p.114; Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.565; and,
Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkilibs Tarihi, 2/4, p.225.

85 “Dahiliye Nezareti,” Tanin, August 8, 1328/August 21, 1912, p.3; “Serif Pa-
sa’nin Sebeb-i Istifas1,” Tanin, August 9, 1328/August 22, 1912, p.3; “Bos Nezaretler,
" Tanin, August 10, 1328/August 23, 1912, p.2; and, Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2,
p.565.. .

86 «Dahiliye Nezareti,” Tanin, August 10, 1328/August 23, 1912, p-2; Mustafa
Ragib Esatl, Ittihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve
Nasil Oldiirildi? p.115; and, Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.565.

87 “Ferid Paga,” Iktiham, July 13, 1328/July 26, 1912, p.1; “Resid Bey—Dabhi-
liye Nezareti,” Iktiham, July 14, 1328/July 27, 1912, p.1; and, Celal Bayar, Ben de
Yazdim, 2, p.566.

8 Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp.566-567. See also, Sehbenderzade Fili-
beli Ahmed Hilmi, Muhalefetin Iflisi: Itilaf ve Hiirriyet Firkasi, pp.55-56.
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The move reportedly began with Hoca Said Efendi, the En-
tente Libérale’s ex-deputy for Uskiib, who, along with several
other Albanian politicians, now openly petitioned to the Pal-
ace for these demands.®

The blatant instability of the new cabinet worried the Com-
mittee of Union and Progress. Whereas monarchists called it
the ‘Grand Cabinet,” Tanin described it as the ‘Cabinet of Re-
venge,” and along with Hak, and, to a lesser degree, Le Jeune
Turc, campaigned against it.%

On their part, the monarchists realised that the cabinet, >
which had come to power without the support either of a par-
liamentary majority or the Committee of Union and Progress,
left the Entente Libérale vulnerable to retaliation—at least as
long as it failed to dissolve the Parliament.?!

The League of Saviour Officers—or, Halaskar Zabitan Grubu—
was a secret military organisation formed sometime in 1911.9
Its aim was not only the fall of the Said Pasha Cabinet, but the
complete exclusion of the Committee of Union and Progress
from political life. The organisation hoped to achieve its ends
by threatening the Unionist leadership with nothing short of
violence and death. Accordingly, in a letter dated July 24,
Halid Ziya [Usakligil], the Unionist Secretary to the Sultan,
was told to resign within twenty-four hours and return to
private life or lose his life.?® On the night of July 29, he, as well
as Latfi [Simavi], the First Chamberlain, were relieved of their
duties and were replaced by Halid Hursid Bey, First Secretary
to the Turkish Embassy in Paris, and Ruifat Bey, Assistant
Grand Referandary at the Sublime Porte.%

% Ali Fuad Tirkgeldi, Gériip Isittiklerim, pp.69-70.

% “Meclis ve Hiikiimet,” Tanin, July 19, 1328/August 1, 1912, p-4; “Constanti-
nople Letter,” The Near East, August 2, 1912, p.379. See also, Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ah-
met Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanli Pasasi ve Donemi, p-347. .

91 “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 2, 1912, p.379; and, Sehben-
derzade Filibeli Ahmed Hilmi, Muhalefetin Iflisi: Iilaf ve Hiirriyet Firkas:, p.52-
54,

2 Hasan Amca, Dogmayan Hirriyet: Bir Devrin Igyiizi, 1908-1918, p-104; Ah-
med Bedevi Kuran, Inkildp Tarikimiz ve Ton Tirkler,” pp-302-303; and, Halid Zi-
ya Usakligil, Saray ve Otest, 3, pp-40-41. See also, Fethi Tevetoglu, Omer Naci, 2nd
Edition, pp.137-138. )

% Halid Ziya Usakhgil, Saray ve Otesi, 3, pp.4041.

9 «“The Turkish Crisis: The Cabinet and the Chamber,” The Times, July 31,
1912, p.5.
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Halil [Mentese], the Unionist President of the Chamber of
Deputies received a similar letter, again, dated July 24.95 Here,
the League of Saviour Officers expressed dissatisfaction with
Halil [Mentese] for having blocked Kamil Pasha’s ap-
pointment to the Grand Vezierate, and demanded the disso-
lution of the Chamber of Deputies. If its demands were not met
within forty-eight hours, the League of Saviour Officers prom-
ised to assassinate Halil [Mentese].% The latter immediately
met with Talat Bey, leader of the Committee of Union and
Progress; they decided to take the matter before the Chamber
of Deputies. %7

Halil [Mentese] presented the letter that following day, and
the Chamber reacted energetically.”® Talat Bey, Seyyid Bey,
and Halil [Mentese] declared that they were prepared to die
for the Constitution.? Omer Naci Bey, deputy for Kirk Kilise
and a prominent member of the Committee of Union and
Progress, made a moving speech in which he denounced the
League of Saviour Officers’ tactics and aims, and reiterated his
and his party’s commitment to defend the Revolution and the

new constitutional regime against military intervention.®

But the most important speech came from Vartkes Seren-

% Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.540; and, 11/1/40, July 12, 1328/July 25,
1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2, pp.444-449.

% The complete text of the letter dated July 11, 1328 /July 24, 1912, sent by the

- Group of Saviour Officers can be found in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp.540-

541. Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hauralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri,
7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.198.

9 Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.540.
9B 11/1/40, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, Meclis<i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,

pp-444-449; “The Turkish Chamber: Threatening Letter from the Military League,”

The Times, July 26, 1912, p.5; Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid
Bey’in Hanoralari: 140,” Tanin, January 21, 1944, p.2; and, Mustafa Ragib_Esath, It-
tihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve Nasil Oldiirildi?
p.109. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Turk Inkilébr Tarihi, 2/1, pp.293-294. Ikti-
ham also published a long proclamation by the League of Saviour Officers on Jul
25, 1912 ("Halaskar Zabitan Grubu Beyannamesi,” lkiiham, July 12, 1328/July 25,
1912, p.4). The same proclamation was published in, “Halaskar Zabitan Grubu’'nun
Beyannamesi,” Yeni Gazete, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, and, “Halaskir Zabitan
Grubu'nun Programi,” Teminat, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912 (Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ah-
met Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanls Pasasi ve Donemi, p.358n).

% 11/1/40, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
pp-444-449; “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 2, 1912, p.379; Mustafa
Ragib Esath, Ittihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve
Nusil Oldirildi? p.109; and, Hiseyin Cahid Yal¢cin, “Mesrutiyet Hauralar, 1908-
1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.198.

100 11/1/40, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
pp-445-446. See also Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p.542; and, Fethi Tevetoglu,
Omer Naci, 2nd Edition, pp.139-141.
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gulyan, the socialist Armenian deputy for Erzurum, who
joined in the condemnation, adding that they had eliminated
similar charlatans during the pre-revolutionary days and
were prepared to do so again. He went on to say that the
Chamber could not be dissolved through outside pressure, and
he urged his colleagues to turn to the Government for an ex-
planation, at the same time, inviting representatives of the
Government to confess that they had gained power with the
League of Saviour Officers’ support. Finally, he ended his
speech by stating that as long as strong adherents to a parlia-
mentary regime remained, the country would never be ruled
by a military dictatorship.101

The address was significant in so far as it gave voice to
widespread Unionist dissatisfaction with the way the Said Pa-

sha Cabinet had been forced to resign, and publicly raised the

question of the current military-backed government’s legiti-
macy. Nesim Masliah, a prominent Unionist deputy for Iz-
mir, along with the other Jewish and Armenian Unionist
deputies condemned the ultimatum, and demanded that the
Government come to the parliamentary regime’s defence.102
Meanwhile, monarchist papers were in an unabashedly
festive mood. Not only did they publish the ultimatum in its
entirety, they openly gave the League of Saviour Officers and
its demands their whole-hearted support, urging the Govern-
ment to obey the rebel officers and dissolve the Chamber. 103
Eventually, Nazim Pasha, the monarchist Minister of War,
appeared before the Chamber. He began by saying that the
threatening letter was in all probability a bluff, nonetheless,

101 I1/1/40, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
pp.446-447. See also, “The Turkish Cabinet and the Committee: Another Military
Threat,” The Times, July 27, 1912, p-5; and, “The Turkish Crisis: Cabinet Changes
and Appointments,” The Times, July 29, 1912, p-b. .

102°11/1/40, July 12, 1828/July 25, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
pp-446-448; “The Turkish Cabinet and the Committee: Another Military Threat,”
The Times, July 27, 1912, p.5; “Constantinople Letter,” The Near Euast, August 2,
1912, p.379; Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p-b44; and, Huseyin Cahid Yalgin,
“M(;grutiyet Hauralar, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17,
1937), p.198.

103" «Halaskar Zabitan Grubu Beyannamesi,” lktiham, July 12, 1328/July 25,
1912, p.4; Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hare-
ketlers, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.213. Hiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Hiseyin
Cahid Yalcinin 50 Yllik Siyasi Hatiralart: Mesrutiyet Devri ve Sonrast,” No.129,
Halkgr (Yeni Ulus), October 23, 1954, reproduced in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim,
2, p.547. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Turk Inkildabr Tariki, 2/1, pp.249-252.
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he assured the Chamber that the culprits would be pursued
and punished.!® Seyyid Bey, deputy for Izmir and leader. of
the parliamentary group of the Committee of Union and Prog-
ress, asked Nazim Pasha what steps he was prepared to take in
regard to those newspapers which had publicly endorsed the
military organisation’s threats. Nazim Pasha avoided the issue
by blaming the press’ behaviour on the public and its hunger
for sensational news.1%

Dissatisfied with Nizim Pasha’s answers, the Unionist
press attacked the monarchist opposition and took it upon itself
to discredit the League of Saviour Officers.!% Despite threats
against Unionist journalists, Hak printed an editorial by Sii-
leyman Nazif, entitled “Kilicli Siyaset”™—iz.e., ‘Armed Poli-
tics,’—which ridiculed the army’s motto, “The military is the
defender of the Constitutional Regime.” The editorial went on
to say that the army’s sole and proper function was to defend

- the nation against foreign attack, that it had no place in do-

mestic politics, and that the survival of a constitutional regime
depended not on the sword, but on the conscience of the
citizenry.!” The Unionist press also began printing letters
which denounced the League of Saviour Officers and support-
ed the constitutional regime, sent by loyal officers in such
Macedonian towns as Salonica, Ipek, and Senidje. 108

It became clear that the Committee of Union and Progress
would do everything in its power, particularly in the Cham -
ber, to resist the newly formed monarchist Cabinet and its
wish to dissolve the Chamber.!® On their part, the monar-

104 11/1/40, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
p-449; “Meclis-i Mebusan’da,” Iktiham, July 13, 1328/July 26, 1912, p.1; Celal Ba-
yar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp.544-545; “The Turkish Chamber: Threatening Letter
from the Military League,” The Times, July 26, 1912, p.5; “Constantinople Letter,”
The Near East, August 2, 1912, p.379; Hiuseyin Cahid Yalgin, “Mesrutiyet Hatrala-
r, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.198; and,
Riza Nur, Hirriyet ve Itilif Firkasi Nasil Dogdu, Nasil Oldii? pp.87-88.

%5 11/1/40, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
p-449. See also, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirk Inkilibr Tarihi, 2/1, p.294.

106 “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 2, 1912, p.379.

107 Suleyman Nazif, “Kilicli Siyaset,” Huk, July 12, 1328/July 25, 1912, reprint -
ed in full in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp.554-556. For threats against mem-
bers of the Committee of Union and Progress see, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Ink:-
labr Tarihi, 2/4, p.241.

108 “Ordunun Beyan-1 Hissiyati,” Hak, July 14, 1328/July 27, 1912, reproduced
in Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, pp.549-551.

19 Babanzade Ismail Hakki, “Feshe Dogru Ik Tesebbts,” Tanin, July 19, 1328/
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chists had already made up their mind and were looking for
a seemingly ‘legal’ way to dissolve the Chamber.!1® Lutfi Fikri
Bey, an opposition ex-deputy for Dersim, who was known for
his independent views, came up with one solution: “If each
and every deputy were ‘persuaded’ - to resign, then the
Chamber would be automatically dissolved.”!! This was
clearly impossible. On his part, Riza Nur was publicly en-
gaged in activities in discrediting the general elections and,
therefore, the Chamber of Deputies.!!2

Gazi Ahmed Muhtar Pasha presented the new government’s
programme on July 30. Huseyin Hilmi Pasha, the new Min-
ister of Justice, asked the Chamber for its unconditional sup-
port. Under pressure, the deputies approved the government’s
programme by a vote of one hundred and twelve to forty-four
that same day.!??

Armed with an apparent mandate, the Government lost no
time in replacing the Head of Police, as well as the Chief Mil-
itary Commander in Istanbul, and state of emergency was
promptly lifted. Military and provincial authorities in the

August 1, 1912, p.1; Babanzade [smail Hakki, “Fesih Gayr-1 Megru,” Tanin, July 21,
1328 /August 3, 1912, p.1; “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 16, 1912,
p-435.

110 Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey'in Hatiralari: 140,”
Tanin, January 21, 1944, p.2. For Gazi Ahmed Pasha’s views for the urgency of the
dissolution see, Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanli Pasasi ve Dé-
nemsi, pp.361-362. )

1 Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Megrutiyet Hattralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Harekei-
leri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.214.

2 Riza Nur, “Yeni Kabinenin Heyet-i Muhteremesine: Hik{metin Intihaba-
ta Mudahalesine ve Binaenaleyh Intihabin Gayr-1 Mesru Olduguna Dair Vesaik-i
Resmiye,” Ikiiham, July 15, 1328 /July 28, 1912, pp.1-2.

13 11/1/43, July 17, 1328/July 30, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
pp-533-558; “The Turkish Crisis: The Cabinet and the Chamber,” The Times, July
31, 1912, p.5; “Kabine Meclisi Mebusan Huzurunda,” Iktiham, July 18, 1328/July
31,1912, p.1; Tanin, July 18, 1328/July 31, 1912, quoted in Huseyin Cahid Yal¢in,
“Mesrutiyet Hatiralan, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17,
1937), p.214; “Yeni Kabine: ftimad Reyi Hakkinda,” Iktiham, July 19, 1328/August
1,1912, p.1; and, William W. Rockhill to Secretary of State, Constantinople, July
31, 1912, in Records of the Department of State Relating to Internal Affairs of
Turkey, 1910-1929, Roll 4. See also, Mehmed Cavid, “Megrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid
Bey’in Hatiralari: 140,” Tanin, January 21, 1944, p.2; Rifat Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet
Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanli Pasasi ve Dinemi, pp.352-354; Mustafa Ragib Esatli, [#ii-
hat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve Nasil Oldiirildii?
pp-110-111; and, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkilaby Tarihi, 2/1, p.293. For an En-
glish translation of the cabinet’s programme see, William W. Rockhill to Secre-
tary of State, Constantinople, August 2, 1912, in ‘Records of the Department of State
Relating to Inlernal Affairs of Turkey, 1910-1929, Roll 4.
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Macedonian provinces were also ordered to exercise leniency
with regard to Albanian and other rebels still at large.!1* Fi-
nally, those rebels currently in detention were amnestied and
immediately set free.!15

The amnesty drew heavy criticism from the independent
daily press in Istanbul, among them Arevelk and Jamanak,
two Armenian newspapers. Both attacked the military Gov-
ernment, pointing out that, with few exceptions, it consisted of
prominent figures from the old absolutist regime. Jamanak
went on to say that if the new Government thought it could
solve the current crisis by bringing in Hamidian reactionar-
ies, it was dead wrong.!"® Pyzantion, another Armenian daily,
denounced the amnesty, saying that it included not only
Hamidian spies, conspirators, and other reactionaries who
were involved in the uprising, but also corrupt Hamidian
bureaucrats and ministers who had been exiled or imprisoned
long before.1”

Dr. Riza Nur, one of the conspirators who had brought about
the fall of the constitutional regime, remained in close contact
with Albanian nationalist/separatist leaders. Towards the end
of July, a telegram he had sent to Hoca Said Efendi, the mon-
archist ex-deputy for Uskiib who was organising the Albanian
revolt in Prishtné, was intercepted. In it, he promised the hod-
Jja that the Chamber’s dissolution was only a matter of time.

114 «The Turkish Cabinet: Martial Law Suppressed,” The Times, July 23, 1912,
p.5; “The Grand Vizier and Public Order: Police Under Military Officers,” The
Times, July 24, 1912, p.5; Hiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908
1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.198; and, Rifat
Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa: Bir Osmanli Pasasi ve Dinemi, p-356. See also,
Basil Kondis, Greece and Albania, 1908-1914, p.74.

15 «pfry Umumi,” fktiham, July 14, 1328/July 27, 1912, p.1; “Aff1 Umumi,”
Iktiham, July 16, 1328/July 29, 1912, p.2; and, Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet
Hatiralan, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.214,
and p.230. The monarchist politicians forming the new cabinet had gotten in
touch with the Albanian rebels as soon as the Said Pasha Cabinet left office (Peter
Bartl, Die albanischen Muslime zur Zeit der mnationalen Unabhingigheitsbewe-
gung, 1878-1912, p.181).

16 “Neden Af Olundular?” Tanin, July 21, 1328/August 3, 1912, pp.1-2. See
also, Hiseyin Cahid Yal¢in, - “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri,
7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.214; and, Aram Andonyan, Balkan Savas,
p.193.

07 «pf Etrafinda,” Tanin, July 22, 1328/August 4, 1912, p.1; and, Hiseyin Ca-
hid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralan, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 {October 24,
1936-April 17, 1937), p.229. See also, Aram Andonyan, Balkan Savas, p.193.
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The text was printed in Tanin.!8

Local partisans of the Committee of Union and Progress
sent telegram after telegram to the Grand Vezier, urging him
not to dissolve the Parliament, and threatening to raise a force
of ten thousand volunteers if any move were made in this
direction.!® Countless letters and telegrams from concerned
citizens of all political convictions throughout the country
poured into the Chamber in support of the constitutional re-

gime, denouncing the proclamations and threats of the secret

military organisation.!20

The military Government, however, had found a ‘legal’
way to dissolve the Chamber by modifying Article 7 of the
Constitution which defined the rights of the Sultan. The Cab-
inet proposed that the article be modified in such a way as to
empower the Sultan to dissolve the Chamber under extraordi-
nary circumstances after consultation with the Senate.!?! After
a stormy debate, the Chamber sent the Government’s pro posal
to the Commission for the Revision of the Constitution.
Realising that the Commission would certainly reject its pro-
posal after delaying its reply for as long as possible, the Gov-
ernment turned to the monarchist-dominated Senate, and a
special sitting was scheduled for the morning on Sunday,
August 4.12

In response, and in order to test the Unionist strength in the
Chamber, eight Unionist deputies—Ziya Bey, deputy for Rize,
Hasan Fehmi [Timerkan], deputy for Sinob, Osman Bey,

U8 Tunin, July 18, 1328/July 31, 1912, in Hiseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutivet
Hauralar, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1986-April 17, 1937), p.230.

19 §.0. 424/232, Mr. Marling to Sir Edward Grey, Constantinople, August 1,
1912, Further Correspondence Respecting the Affairs of Asiatic Turkey and Arabia,
Part VII, No.10164, p.86; and, “The Turkish Cabinet and the Committee: Another
Military Threat,” The Times, July 27, 1912, p.5.

120 “«“The Turkish Cabinet and the Committee: Another Military Threat,” The
Times, July 27, 1912, p.5; I1/1/42, July 16, 1328/July 29, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan
Zabit  Ceridesi, 2, pp.487-492; 11/1/44, July 18, 1328 /July 31, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan
Zabit  Ceridesi, 2, pp.b61-564; and, Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim, 2, p-b48.

121 “Meclis’in Feshi,” “Fesih Hakkinda,” and “Tadil Etrafinda,” Iktikam,
July 22, 1328/August 4, 1912, p.1; Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid
Bey'in Hauralan: 140,” Tanin, January 21, 1944, p.2; Huseyin Cahid Yal¢in, “Mes-
rutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Harekeileri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17,
193;), p-230; and, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildébr Tarihi, 2/1, p-295.

122 “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 16, 1912, p.435. See also,
Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’in Hatralari: 141,” Tanin,
January 22, 1944, p.2.
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deputy for Serfidje, Bedros Haladjian, deputy for Istanbul,
Mehmed Minir [Cagil], deputy for Corum, Nuri Bey, deputy
for Kerbela, Ibrahim Fevzi Efendi, deputy for Mosul, and Talat
Bey, deputy for Edirne—submitted a petition to the Chamber
of Deputies on August 4 which criticised both the actions of
the League of Saviour Officers and the laxity on the part of Na-
zim Pasha, Minister of War, and the Government towards the
rebel officers. The deputies alleged that Nazim Pasha, far from
opening an investigation into counter-revolutionary activity
among his officers, had, in fact, invited the League of Saviour
Officers members to the Sublime Porte, and congratulated
them. The petition also criticised the fact that these officers
had complete access to the Chamber without the proper author-
ities’ knowledge or authorisation. The deputies demanded that
the Ministry of War be held accountable. 23

During the closed Senate session that same day, the Gov-
ernment gave its version of the events in Macedonia. Twenty
out of sixty garrisons in Albania, it said, had revolted against
government authority and joined the uprising, and coupled
with the fact that the Committee of Union and Progress on the
whole did not enjoy widespread military support, a resolution
to the crisis in Albania clearly called for the dissolution of the
Chamber of Deputies.!?* Mahmud Sevket Pasha, the ex-Min-
ister of War who had been named senator immediately after
his forced resignation, questioned the validity of these allega-
tions as well as the government’s logic. He pointed out that a
majority of the garrisons in Macedonia had remained loyal
and had sent telegrams supporting the constitutional regime—

~both to the Sublime Porte and to Parliament. These troops, he

argued, were perfectly capable of maintaining order; the activ-
ities of a few mutinous garrisons were clearly no reason to dis-
solve the Chamber. The monarchist-dominated Senate, how-
ever, paid little attention to his arguments, and proceeded to

18 “Meclis- Mebusan’da: -Istizah Etrafinda,” Tktiham, July 22, 1328/August 4,
1912, p.1; and, Hiuseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir
Hareketleri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.231, and p.245.

1% “Ayan’da: Celsei Tarihiye,” Tanin, July 23, 1828/August 5, 1912, pp.1-2;
and, Hiseyin ‘Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri,
7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p-245.
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make legal arrangements for the Chamber’s dissolution.!®

By a vote of twenty-eight to five, with one undecided, the
Senate passed a modified version of Article 35. It then passed
an amendment to Article 43 which shortened the parliamen-
tary session to six months, though it could be prolonged for an
additional period of time. Because the Senate declared that the
present Parliament was a continuation of the Parliament of
1908, making the last elections null and void, and because this
Parliament had been sitting for much more than the pro-
scribed term, the Senate authorised the Government to dis-
solve the Chamber of Deputies.126

That night, Halil [Mentese] rushed to the Palace and im-
plored the Sultan not to issue the decree of dissolution, but to no
avail. The Imperial Decree was issued at midnight.!?’

Hoping to mount a counter-attack, the leadership of the
Committee of Union and Progress decided to convene the
Chamber before the official announcement was made. On the
morning of August 5, Halil [Mentese] did not relay the Im-
perial Decree to the Chamber. Instead, he simply confirmed
that such a decree had been issued, allowing the session ©
continue as if nothing had happened.'® After several Alba-
nian deputies had tried unsuccessfully to disrupt the proceed-
ings, Cavid Bey took the floor and made a highly charged

125 “Ayan’da: Celse-i Tarihiye,” Tanin, July 23, 1328/August 5, 1912, pp-1-2;
and, Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareketleri,
7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.246. X
1% 11/1/32, July 22, 1328/August 4, 1912, Meclisi Ayan Zabit Ceridesi, 1, p.383;
‘Ayan’da: Gelse-1 Tarihiye,” Tanin, July 23, 1328/August 5, 1912, pp.1-2; “Meclis-
Mebusan’in Feshi,” and “Meclis’in Feshi: Ictima-i Fevkalade,” Iktiham, July 23,
1328/August 5, 1912, pp.1-2; “Fesih Hakkinda,” lktiham, July 25, 1328/August 7,
1912, p.2; “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 16, 1912, p-435; Mehmed
Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devrine Ait Cavid Bey’'in Hauralari: 141,” Tanin, January 22,
1944, p.2; Mustafa Ragib Esath, Ittihat ve Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup
Cemil Nigin ve Nasil Oldirildi? p.112; and, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildb
Tarihi, 2/1, p.295. Those who voted against were Hiuseyin Hiisni Pasha, Bessaraya
Efendi, Musa Kizim Efendi, Tilkof Efendi, Ahmed Riza Bey. Mahmud Sevket Pa-
sha was undecided. Some senators had left the Senate in protest during the closed
session (Huseyin Cahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hauralari, 1908-1918,” Fikir Hareket-
leri, 7 (October 24, 1986-April 17, 1937), p.246; and, Mustafa Ragib Esath, liihat ve
Terakki Tarihinde Esrar Perdesi: Yakup Cemil Nigin ve Nasil Oldiirildi? p.112).
See also, Ahmed lzzet, Feryadim, 1, p.117.

127 “Constantinople Letter,” The Near East, August 16, 1912, p.435.

128 Huseyin GCahid Yalcin, “Mesrutiyet Hatiralar1, 1908-1918,” Fikir Harekel-
leri, 7 (October 24, 1936-April 17, 1937), p.246; Mehmed Cavid, “Mesrutiyet Devri-
ne Ait Cavid Bey'in Hatiralari: 141,” Tanin, January 22, 1944, p.2; “Meclisi Mebu-
san Riyaseti'nin Telgrafi,” Tanin, July 24, 1328 /August 6, 1912, p.3; and, Yusuf
Hikmet Bayur, Tirk Inkildbr Tarihi, 2/1, p.296.
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speech, in which he declared that more than the existence of
the Chamber was at stake: the rights of the entire nation were
under siege.'® After fierce debate, the Chamber gave the
Government a vote of no confidence, and adjourned “till sum-
moned by its President.”130
, Gazi Ahmed Muhtar Pasha arrived at Parliament at 1 p.m.
- and read the decree of dissolution to a handful of Senators, a
dozen monarchist Albanian deputies, as well as Seyyid Talib
ibn Receb Bey, deputy for Basra, and Seyhzade Zeynelabidin
\ Efendi, deputy for Konya. He informed the deputies that the
Government would not recognise the morning’s proceed-
ings.1¥ Halil [Mentese] went to the Palace, where the Sultan
refused to see him. Later, after a scene in the Speaker’s room,
where Esad Pasha Toptan behaved with such violence that Ha-
lil [Mentese] was forced to summon the police, the Chamber
of Deputies was locked up by Ferid Pasha’s order and the
Cabinet met to discuss the situation.!32

129 41 /1/47, July 23, 1328 /August 5, 1912, Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit Ceridesi, 2,
pp-647-654; “Bir Celse-i Tarihiye: Seciyane bir Miidafaa-i Kanun ve Mesrutiyet—
Bir Nutk-u Mithim,” Tanin, July 24, 1328/August 6, 1912, pp-1-2; Mehmed Cavid,
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Tarihi, 2/1, p.300.
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Throughout that day, about three hundred loyalist officers
demonstrated in Hiurriyetd Ebediye Square. In a proclamation
issued that day, they declared their allegiance to the
constitutional regime, denounced the rebel officers, and asked
for their immediate arrests. They further demanded that those
rebel officers be tried and punished.!33

In a joint declaration, one hundred and sixteen junior
officers belonging to the Third Army Corps stationed at Sa-
lonica expressed the hope that the Third Army Corps, which
had played such a significant role in restoring the constitu-
tional regime after the coup attempt of April 1909, would not
remain silent in this event too. They especially deplored and
denounced those army officers who had both joined the Al-
banian insurgents’ demands for independence and rebelled
against the constitutional regime at a time when Turkey was
at war with the Italians in Tripoli. They ended their declara-
tion with a firm commitment to liberal democratic principles
and the supremacy of parliamentary rule.!34

133 Hak, July 24, 1328/August 6, 1912, p.4, quoted in Mehmet Saray, “Devlet Yo-
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lar1_Feldketler Dogurmustu,” Aksam, March 25, 1943, p.3.

13¢ Hak, July 27, 1328/August 9, 1912, p.1, quoted in Mehmet Saray, “Devlet Yo-
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