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1) Intro on revolts and mashriq historiography: the commonality of revolt

2) Colonialism and colonial historiography: the commnality of colonial experience

3) rebels and their rebellions: the commonality of Ottoman experience.

In 1920 Britain and France partitioned the post-Ottoman Arab Middle East and created several new colonial states. The new states were called mandates, and with very limited exceptions, the inhabitants were not consulted in the partitions and governing arrangements. Between 1920 and the 1940s armed revolts of unprecedented scope and intensity challenged the two mandatory powers in each of the new colonial states. To some degree these revolts continued throughout the mandates, waxing and waning, but never stopping completely. The revolts and their circumstances are complex, but despite the dismissive claims of the colonial governments, there were unifying themes between all of the uprisings.

 The mandatory powers had pledged to establish and maintain relationships of tutelage over the new states, including fostering democracy, human rights, and development, but there were nearly continuous insurgencies in Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, and Palestine and Transjordan. The rebellions often shared participants from region to region and the public in each of the new states followed uprisings eagerly whether local or in the neighboring regions.  

The mandate authorities responded to the revolts primarily with military repression. Colonial militaries brought techniques of industrialized violence innovated during the First World War and in the suppression of earlier colonial uprisings, including mass expulsions, collective punishment, aerial bombardment of cities, towns, and villages, summary mass executions, tanks and artillery in villages and urban neighborhoods. While such methods continue to characterize warfare in the Middle East and elsewhere, the colonial powers introduced them to the Middle East and first used them against civilians. As the methods of occupation and repression have proved depressingly durable, so too have the memory and influence of the revolts in more contemporary insurgencies. 

Each revolt has been woven seamlessly into the national histories of the post-colonial nation-states. There is, for example, the Iraqi revolt of 1920, the Great Syrian revolt, and the Great Palestine revolt, and even the Turkish war of independence, to mention only the best known. Both colonial and nationalist historiography has generally underscored the discrete separateness of the revolts. Colonial civil servants and chroniclers sought to undermine the legitimacy of resistance by emphasizing its unrepresentative and fragmentary character. Post-colonial nationalist historians have portrayed the revolts as early and immature stirrings of national consciousness on the road to the post-colonial nation-state. And yet, abundant evidence, including living popular memory, suggests rebel participants did not view the revolts as separate movements of national liberation, but rather as locally conditioned elements of a single, undifferentiated struggle. The uprisings, their participants, and the circumstances that surrounded them seem to share more in common than they differed in detail.   

What might an investigation and comparison of the individual insurgent movements reveal? It seems clear that rebels in each of the regions shared a number of elements. They rejected the European imposed colonial settlement of the former Ottoman realms, most particularly the imposition of borders and foreign military occupation. They generally articulated some form of nationalist ideology, albeit with little intellectual consistency or careful delineation. Intellectuals were rarely the operative leaders of the revolts, and the secular intellectuals and civil elites of the various former Ottoman urban centers had an ambivalent attitude to armed revolt, which moreover, usually originated in the countryside. Insurgent leaders in each of the revolts furthermore shared a series of experiences, including Ottoman education, usually in military preparatory schools and often the Ottoman Imperial Military College, wartime Ottoman service in the far-flung former Ottoman realms, and the shock and trauma of defeat, occupation, and frequently, subsequent unemployment. Most were of modest provincial background and received fully subsidized education in the Ottoman military system. Most of the active insurgents during the mandates were born in the 1890s, and many of them fought in several territories under European rule. They paid scant attention to borders, ruling arrangements, or the claims of the colonial regimes. 

Such people formed a unified late-Ottoman class and exerted a tremendous but mostly unacknowledged influence on modern Middle East history. A typical composite résumé might include attendance at provincial military schools and the Ottoman Military College. Graduation usually preceded military service in Libya, the Balkans, and the various fronts during the First World War, including perhaps, Suez, Gallipoli, Iraq, and Greater Syria. Post-war rebel activities might well include taking part in insurgencies in Anatolia, northern Syria, southern Syria, Palestine, and Iraq. Exile under death sentence from one or more mandate governments would generally ensue. Most such people probably did not survive to see the independence, wherever they happened to end up, but more than a few helped form the nuclei of the post-colonial national armies. 

The experience of Ottoman army service, war, and colonial occupation shaped several generations in the Middle East. It is no exaggeration to say that Britain and France continued to fight the remnants of the Ottoman army until de-colonization in the late 1940s and 1950s. And yet, national histories of the various new states have totally eclipsed the singular story of the region united by the Ottoman legacy, World War, colonial occupation, and trans-border insurgencies. 

This article suggests that the post-Ottoman Arab realms under colonial rule should be considered together. I argue that a history of any single colonial state in the period before independence, reifies colonial divisions that did not exist in the collective consciousness of the people of the region. It should be self evident that a history of, to take Transjordan for example, before anyone was aware of being Jordanian, is an absurd prospect. And yet, not only do such historical treatments exist, they dominate the field and have even been pushed back well into Ottoman times. Social historians aspire to represent the lived, subjective, experiences of ordinary people. But most studies of modern Arab history have unselfconsciously reflected a colonial-nationalist narrative, and the class prerogatives of the state’s colonial and post-colonial economic and political leaders. 

The argument for a unitary colonial-era social history of the region is based on two related propositions. First, the inter-war insurgencies in the post-Ottoman Middle East were understood by at least a proportion of their thousands of participants, and perhaps millions of sympathizers, as part of single movement and a single narrative. And second, since all the new colonial states shared the Ottoman legacy, colonial rule, and armed insurgencies, a near total focus on nation-state history, has served to erase important and decisive elements in the modern history of the region and its people.  

What the article will do:

1-Examine the Ottoman legacy

2- social-biographical sample of the insurgents 

3-Examine the revolts and a the themes of colonial government

Might such a project  provide a more faithful representation of the collective consciousness of those who lived though the immediate post-Ottoman decades under colonial rule? Does it follow that a single unified history of the region would be more recognizable to those people who lived through the period?  

In 1893 Ottoman Sulåân Abdül-™amid II sent a gift to Great Britain and the United States. The gift, a photo album, consisted of 1800 professionally produced images of the imperial realms. The photo albums have been called an “imperial self-portrait,” and while this is an evocative expression, it is also slightly misleading.
 The albums represent a diligently modernizing state and it institutions. There are photos of historic mosques and religious buildings, fortifications from the conquest of Istanbul, ancient weapons and relics, but by far the majority of photos portray modern state institutions and buildings. Among the institutions represented are fire fighting brigades, police stations and policemen from various cities, the Black Sea lifesaving station and its staff and equipment, and schools---hundreds and hundreds of schools. There are scores of schools in Istanbul and more modest schools in every far-flung province, from the Balkans to Yemen to what is today Libya. There are schools for the blind, and for the deaf, for law, for higher studies in social and political sciences, for religious studies, for industrial arts, for girls and women, for prospective high civil bureaucrats, for boys from tribal regions, and most prominently, for prospective military officers. By 1894 there were apparently some 40 or 50 military secondary and preparatory schools all over the empire, preparing students for the Imperial Military College in Istanbul.
 

Education in the late Ottoman Empire has been a topic of interest for decades. Most studies have focused on either missionary education or Ottoman civil education.  It is difficult to overstate the importance of these two strands of modern education in the late empire and post-Ottoman Middle East. Missionary education in the form of the Syrian Protestant College, founded in 1866 in Beirut, contributed mightily to the Arabic literary renaissance of the nineteenth century, or the NahÐa. George Antonius and many others argued the NahÐa was the well-spring of modern Arab culture and identity. Furthermore, Catholic and Protestant missionaries founded many lesser-known schools in Ottoman Syria in the middle decades of the 19th century. Such schools existed in Beirut, Damascus, Jerusalem, Aleppo, and other smaller towns. They often concentrated their educational efforts among members of the non-Muslim minorities, but nevertheless had influence through society at large. Robert College founded in 1863 in Istanbul likewise made a contribution to Ottoman and Turkish education, and helped prepare the way for the emergence of new identities. 

Ottoman state civil education has received scarcely less attention. The celebrated elite Galatasaray Lycée founded in 1868 in Istanbul has enjoyed prominence until today. The Galatasaray School, once also known as the Mekteb-i Sultanî, eventually became a 12-year preparatory school on the French model, and in the final Ottoman decades often sent its graduates to the Mekteb-i Mülkiye-i Şahane, or Imperial Civil Service School.  The Mülkiye school was older, having been founded in 1859, and was in competition with the Galatasaray school in the 1880s. The Galatasaray School, probably because of its emphasis on French instruction, produced a majority of high officials in the Foreign Ministry, while the Mülkiye produced a majority of the high officials in the Interior Ministry.
 After 1909 the Mülkiye became a special university faculty, attracting graduating students from the Galatasaray School and other Sultanî schools.
 

Ottoman officials opened the Galatasaray Lycée to meet a challenge posed by foreign and missionary education. Ottoman elites worried ceaselessly about the activities of the missionaries, concerned that they sought to convert Muslims and subvert non-Muslim Ottoman subjects. The prospect that prominent Ottomans, especially Muslims, might send their children to be educated by missionaries was particularly troubling. The missionary colleges opened in the mid-1860s, and in direct response, the Galatasaray Lycée opened in 1868. In 1869, the government issued a new educational law establishing a multi-tiered civil education system, including Qurânic elementary schools, Rushdiyya secondary schools, I‘dâdiyya preparatory schools, and finally an Imperial Sulåâniyya Lycée in every provincial capital.
 The plan was ambitious but implementation was slow. 

In 1878 A×mad Mid×at Pasha, an energetic reformer and advocate of educational development, became provincial governor of Wilâyat Sûriyya. When Mid×at arrived in Beirut he was thrilled to find that a number of the city’s most prominent Muslim citizens had formed a charitable association for the development of education. With big ideas but a miniscule budget, Mid×at Pasha made the association a centerpiece of his education reform, and encouraged the establishment of similar associations in Damascus and elsewhere. The Jam‘iyyat al-Maqâãid al-Khayriyya al-Islâmiyya, or the Makkased Society, helped to fund and establish a number of schools, but the society’s fondest wish was the establishment of a Sulåâniyya Lycée on the model of the Galatasaray School in the imperial capital.
    

Sulåân Abdül-™amid judged Mid×at and the independent societies a threat. And as Mid×at was transferred, the Makassed Society was dissolved and a state controlled educational board took its place. State funding followed and the Beirut Sulåâniyya Lycée (Mekteb-i Sultaniye) opened in 1883. The Beirut Sulåâniyya moved into a splendid new building in the Basta quarter outside central Beirut. The school soon enrolled the sons of the most prominent and wealthy Beiruti families.
 The teachers were important scholars and tuition with was expensive. Students could board at the school or attend during the day, and fees were up to15 gold Ottoman lira for board and tuition. By sulåânic decree, students were exempted from military service—a valuable benefit considering the low regard Ottoman-Arab elites held for military careers. George Antonius notes that prominent families supported elite civil education as an “escape from the military careers they dreaded for their children.” 

 The Damascus Sulåâniyya Lycée opened two years later in 1885. The Damascus Sulåâniyya was established in a beautiful mansion build by Damascene Jewish merchant Yûsef ‘Anbar, who had gone bankrupt building the huge house. After his bankruptcy ownership reverted to the state. The mansion proved a perfect place to establish a large school, and the two schools soon enrolled close to 1000 boys between them. The curriculum lasted six years, and a sizable proportion of boys were boarders from other parts of the Ottoman realms.
 

Maktab ‘Anbar and the Beirut Sultâniyya have storied legacies.  The educational experience at Maktab ‘Anbar was fondly chronicled by several prominent Damascenes, particularly Fakhrî al-Barûdî, and ¹âfir al-Qâsimî. The famous scholar and activist ¨âhir al-Jazâ’irî taught there, and for almost a century Maktab ‘Anbar has been considered the nursery of Arab nationalism in Syria.
 It educated several generations of the most famous Damascene intellectuals, politicians, and wealthy landowners. The Beirut Sulåâniyya has a similar lofty place in modern history. Many historians have written about both schools and many have claimed that Maktab ‘Anbar was the first modern preparatory school in Damascus. While Maktab ‘Anbar deserves its fame, these claims are wrong: there was a state preparatory school in continuous operation Damascus 50 years before Maktab ‘Anbar opened its doors. Its existence has almost totally escaped the notice of historians.

Ottoman state education began with military academies in the imperial capital. The School of Military Sciences (Mekteb-i Ulûm-i ™arbiye) opened in 1834. Military preparatory schools in the capital soon followed.
 But in the Arabic speaking provinces of Egypt and Syria, a new and more vigorously reforming administration had already arrived. In 1831 Ibrâhîm Pasha, son of Egypt’s walî Mu×ammad ‘Alî marched on and occupied Ottoman Greater Syria. Among his many reforms were attempts at male universal military conscription and the introduction of military schools. In 1832 Ibrâhîm Pasha opened the first state educational institution in all of Greater Syria— and two years before the establishment of a similar school in the imperial capital.    

The Damascus military school opened in a large Mamlûk mosque in the Marja quarter. With a few interruptions, it would remain the principal higher military academy of greater Syria until 1932. Mamlûk walî Amîr Sayf al-Dîn Tankîz built the mosque and tomb complex as a burial place for him and his wife in 1317. His wife is buried in the first tomb but the adjoining tomb is empty since the Mamlûk Sulåân in Alexandria executed Tankîz for excessive ambition. With the exception of the Umayyad mosque and Ayyubid citadel, it was one of the largest structures in Damascus for centuries. Ibrâhîm opened his first military academy outside Egypt there and followed with military schools in Aleppo and Antakya. They were called Jihâdiyya schools and the students were soldiers and the instructors were serving army officers. Discipline was strict and the curriculum was rigid and focused on practical knowledge like reading and writing, mathematics, geometry, history, geography, and drawing. The Damascus school had 600 students by 1835; the other schools had fewer students. The school in Damascus seems to have been both a secondary and advanced academy, while the other schools offered only secondary instruction. Apparently more schools were planned.
 

In 1840 a combined Ottoman-British force expelled Ibrâhîm’s forces from Syria. The British imposed a rigid treaty regime on the break-away province and as Ottoman control was reasserted, the Jihâdiyya schools closed. The Egyptian experiment was over, but in 1845 the central Ottoman state decreed that all provincial capitals housing an army corps headquarters should have a military preparatory school, or I‘dâdî academy. 
 Damascus was the first army headquarters outside Anatolia or Rumelia to open a school, and by 1850 the Damascus military preparatory school had re-opened in the Tankîz mosque.
 

Ottoman reformers systematized state education over the middle decades of the 19th century. After the education law of 1869, the military and civil educational systems both came to be based around a similar set of assumptions and goals. The military system however, despite the minimal attention of historians, seems to have always been better funded and more carefully organized. The law called for an elementary school, or Ibtidâ’iyya school, in each village, a secondary school, or Rushidiyya school in each town, and an I‘dâdiyya or Sulåâniyya preparatory school in each provincial capital. At the Rushdiyya level and above, the schools were divided into either military, (‘askariyya) or civil (mulkiyya) civil systems. The Ibtidâ’iyya and Rushidiyya schools were often combined to provide a total of six years of instruction. The next step, the I‘dâdiyya provided an additional three years. The higher I‘dâdiyya schools, which boarded students in the important cities, like the Damascus military school, Beirut Sulåâniyya, Maktab ‘Anbar, and Galatasaray schools, provided up to seven years of instruction. The most promising students would continue their studies in an imperial service academy, either the military college or Makteb-i Harbiye, civil service academy, Mekteb-i Mulkiye, medical school, or law.

 Prominent families in Beirut and Damascus lobbied tirelessly for elite state civil educational institutions. In both cities, however, the state built and opened military schools long before the civil schools. In Damascus the military preparatory school had been in operation since 1850, and in 1875, at least ten years before Maktab ‘Anbar opened, the Damascus Rusdiyye askeriyye school opened near Damascus’ Marja quarter.
 The same year the Beirut Rusdiyye Askeri opened in a new and impressive building, and according to the Ottoman ministry of military education documents, the state, then on the verge of bankruptcy and insolvency, opened nine major provincial military Rushidiyya schools in 1875 alone. In comparison with civil schools, military schools opened earlier, got better buildings, more funding direct from the state treasury, enrolled more students, and did not charge tuition. Schools opened in the civil system, under the Ministry of State Education, by contrast, opened slower, and were built and operated with a greater concentration of local funds, and charged very high tuition fees.  

By 1893 there were almost 40 military secondary and preparatory schools in operation with an enrollment of over 11,000 students from Yemen to the Balkans.  

	Date
	School 
	Place

	1834
	Mekteb-i Ulûm-i Harbiye (Somel, 21)
	Istanbul

	1831-40
	“Egyptian” military “Jihâdiyya” secondary
	Various

	
	Schools in Damas, Halab, Antakya. Closed 
	

	
	1838? (Somel, 28; Tibawi, Modern History, 87- 
	

	
	88; American Interests, 68; Antonius, 41.)
	

	1845 
	Provincial Army Corps HQ—Idâdî Askerî
	Various ?

	
	(Somel, 23)
	

	1853 (1877) 
	Rushdiye ‘Askeriye (Hansen, Zokak, 153)
	Beirut 

	1856 
	Reform Edict ---Effect? 
	

	1859 
	Mekteb-i Mülkiye—1859 2-yr. clerk school,  
	Istanbul

	
	1870 3-yr , 1876 professional admin college
	

	
	(Somel)
	

	1863 
	French language in Idâdî Askeriye (Somel)
	

	1863
	Robert College ( Bebek Seminary)
	Istanbul

	1868
	American Protestant College
	Beirut

	1868
	Mekteb-i Sultaniye –Galatasaray Lycee 
	Istanbul

	
	(Somel)
	

	1869 
	Public Education law (establishing normative
	

	
	System, including Sulåâniyya schools)
	

	1876-90? 
	24 provincial military schools ??
	Various

	1894
	(Abdul-Hamid collection) 
	

	1883
	Mekteb-i Sultaniye Beirut (Hansen)
	Beirut- Basta

	Ca. 1885 
	Mekteb-i Sultaniye--Maktab ‘Anbar 
	Damascus 

	
	
	


The durable traces of the late Ottoman state are everywhere in the contemporary Middle East. The physical and social structures are so ubiquitous that they usually pass unnoticed.  
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