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ABSTRACT 

 

FREEMASONRY IN THE OTTOMAN LANDS: A TRANSNATIONAL 

HISTORY 

 

Tiryaki, Rüştü Murat 

Ph. D., Department of History 

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Kenneth Weisbrode 

 

July 2022 

 

Early encounters with Freemasonry in the Ottoman lands took place in the 

eighteenth century. Its significance as a sociocultural institution developed after the 

Crimean War, when Ottoman subjects belonging to different ethnic and religious 

backgrounds joined an increasing number of lodges formed in Istanbul and Izmir, as 

well as the Balkans, Egypt and Palestine. Following the Young Turk Revolution of 

1908, Ottoman Freemasonry formed its own sovereign administrative body and was 

highly engaged in the political climate of the period during which the Committee of 

Union and Progress became a major political actor. A significant characteristic of 

Ottoman Freemasonry after the middle of the nineteenth century was its inclusivity 

towards different elements in the empire. It was seen by its adherents as a vehicle 

towards the ideal of a fraternal existence within the remaining territories of the 



iv 
 

empire, epitomized in the Young Ottoman movement and later that of the Young 

Turks. This work endeavors to place Ottoman Freemasonry in the broader 

sociopolitical picture of the Ottoman Empire from the late 18th century until the 

collapse of the empire following the First World War. The history of Ottoman 

Freemasonry during this period is significant historically because of its association 

with individuals from Ottoman society’s diverse ethnic and denominational 

components, many with prominent standing in the cultural and political history of the 

empire, and also, because of its relation with the various significant sociopolitical 

processes which took place during this period. 

 

Keywords: Freemasonry, Lodge, Young Ottomans, Murād V, Salonica, Committee 

of Union and Progress 
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ÖZET 

 

OSMANLI TOPRAKLARINDA MASONLUK: BİR ULUSAŞIRI TARİH 

İNCELEMESİ 

 

Tiryaki, Rüştü Murat 

Doktora, Tarih Bölümü 

Tez Danışmanı: Yrd. Doç. Dr. Kenneth Weisbrode 

 

Temmuz 2022 

 

Osmanlı topraklarında masonluk ile erken karşılaşmalar on sekizinci yüzyılda 

gerçekleşti. Masonluğun, bir sosyokültürel kurum olarak gelişimi ise Kırım Savaşı 

sonrası oldu ve bu tarihten itibaren çeşitli etnik ve dini temelden gelen Osmanlı 

tebaası, İstanbul ve İzmir ile Balkanlar, Mısır ve Filistin’de sayıca artan localara 

katılımlar gösterdi. 1908 yılındaki Jön Türk Devrimi sonrası Osmanlı masonluğu 

kendi bağımsız yönetim otoritesini oluşturdu ve İttihād ve Terakki Cemiyeti’nin bir 

siyasi aktör olarak ön plana çıktığı bu dönemin siyasi iklimi içinde yer aldı. Osmanlı 

masonluğunun on dokuzuncu yüzyılın ortasından itibaren gelişen önemli bir özelliği 

imparatorluğun çeşitli unsurlarına yönelik kapsayıcılığı idi. Bu unsurlara mensup 

masonlar, Osmanlı masonluğunu, Yeni Osmanlılar hareketi ve sonrasında Jön 

Türkler tarafından temsil edildiği şekliyle imparatorluğun kalan topraklarında bir 

arada yaşayabilme amacına yönelik bir araç olarak benimsediler. Bu çalışma, on 
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sekizinci yüzyılın sonundan, Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nun Birinci Dünya Savaşı 

sonunda yıkılışına kadar olan sürede Osmanlı masonluğunu, imparatorluğun geniş 

sosyopolitik manzarası içinde konumlandırmayı amaçlamaktadır. Osmanlı 

masonluğunun bahsi geçen dönem içinde tarihi olarak önemi, pek çoğu 

imparatorluğun kültürel ve siyasi tarihi içinde önemli yere sahip olan ve Osmanlı 

toplumunun çeşitli etnik ve dini kökenlerinden gelen fertlerinin masonluk içindeki 

varlığına ek olarak, bu dönemde gelişen çeşitli sosyopolitik süreçler ile Osmanlı 

masonluğunun ilişkisinden kaynaklanmaktadır. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Masonluk, Loca, Yeni Osmanlılar, V. Murād, Selanik, İttihād 

ve Terakki Cemiyeti 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

Freemasonry in the form it is practiced today is the result of an evolution 

comprising centuries old traditions and origins. However, certain aspects of its 

current organizational structure and ritual practices took shape in the British Isles at 

the beginning of the eighteenth century. It was not long before British Freemasons 

introduced this new form of Freemasonry to continental Europe and from there it 

found its way to the overseas dominions of the leading European empires. 

Freemasonry’s evolution within distinct geographical and cultural environments 

created what we may now retrospectively call Freemasonries with more or less the 

same essential principles but often distinct practices and philosophical approaches. 

As Freemasonry spread from Christian Europe into imperial dominions and 

other sovereign states on the periphery of the continent with predominantly non-

Christian populations, this encounter proved to be a major challenge for the fraternity 

due to its many aspects connected with Christian tradition and faith. However, the 

universal approach towards belief in a supreme being was one with obvious appeal to 

primarily the monotheistic religions.1  

A tolerant view of religion and an idea of universal fraternity resonated quite 

favorably with the members of various religions and ethnicities within imperial lands 

                                                           
1 See Section 1.1. 
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possessing multi-national elements like that of the Ottoman Empire. While various 

social groups, as explored in this work, became prominent in Freemasonry’s gaining 

a foothold in the empire as well as its further development, given the complexity of 

the demographic make-up of the empire, enlistment to the Freemasonic institution 

was not a uniform process among different groups within Ottoman society. For both 

Muslims and Christians, hesitation was prevalent due to the antagonism towards 

Freemasonry among religious and civil authorities, and the society at large.  

One phenomenon that came to exist concurrently with the spread and 

development of Freemasonry in Europe and elsewhere was the antagonism towards 

its practices and teachings. This animosity was often propelled by the official 

statements of the Catholic Church in the form of papal bulls. The opposition of the 

Catholic Church in certain European states extended its influence to the Ottoman 

lands through not only the local Catholic institution itself but also the predominant 

religious institution of the majority of Orthodox Christians in the Ottoman Empire, 

the Fener (Phanar) Rum Patriarchate.2 During most of the period in which 

Freemasonry came into contact with Ottoman subjects in or outside of the Ottoman 

Empire, anti-Masonic sentiment was transmitted into the society also through the 

Islamic scholars who perceived Freemasonry as a threat to Islamic faith. This was in 

most likelihood due to a negative perception of its secretive practices and 

organization. In the current historiography of Ottoman Freemasonry, two commonly 

proposed dates for a hostile action taken by the imperial administration against the 

formation and existence of Freemasonic social connections within the empire are 

1748, and 1826. The first of these is attributed to Sultan Maḥmūd I (r.1730–54) and 

is believed to be an influence of the papal bull of 1738, In Eminenti Apostolatus 

                                                           
2 See Section 1.2. 
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Specula, which triggered the reaction of the ʽulamāʼ (i.e., the members of the learned 

class who acted as a religious aristocracy in the administration of the Ottoman 

Empire). The abolishment of the Janissary corps in 1826 created a similar hostile 

attitude towards mystical fraternal associations, particularly the Bektashis, which in 

most likelihood affected Freemasonry as well, notwithstanding its presumably 

limited existence in the Ottoman territories at the time.3 

Many publications against Freemasonry, which targeted its philosophical and 

ritual content as well as its organizational aspects, went into circulation in European 

countries and the translations of a few found their way to the Ottoman Empire, albeit 

with significant delay, during the last quarter of the nineteenth century.4 On the other 

hand, it is hard to assess how much impact they may have had in impeding the 

growth of Freemasonry in Europe and elsewhere. In the case of the Ottomans, it is all 

the more so, because of the scarcity of such publications put in circulation in the 

empire and their limited access to only the literate and educated minority of the 

population. 

It may be argued that many of those who revealed their opposition to 

Freemasonry through their writings sought the type of speculative sources to serve 

their purposes, instead of relying on the actual philosophical treatises and discussions 

relating to the internal structure of the fraternity penned by Freemasons themselves. 

Although Freemasonry is often believed to have been rather secretive of its ritual 

system and operation, the level and nature of this secrecy is open to debate. There 

has always been a good deal of written output accessible to those outside the 

                                                           
3 Celil Layiktez, Türkiye’de Masonluk Tarihi, Vol.1 (Istanbul: Yenilik Basımevi, 1999), 6,13. 
4 A book compiled with the aim of reviling Freemasonry was published in Istanbul in 1877 or 1878 

with the title of Esrār-ı Farmason. It was mainly a translation from a French original which the 

translator claimed to have been published in 1822. See Suha Umur, “Osmanlılarda Masonluğa Ait İlk 

Kayıtlar (3),” Şakul Gibi 2, no.18 (November 1989): 16–18. Léo Taxil’s book Les Mystères de la 

franc-maçonnerie dévoilés published in France in 1886 was also translated into Ottoman language in 

the subsequent years. 
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fraternity. However, as Albert G. Mackey states in the “Masonic Publications” article 

of his Encyclopedia, such treatises from the Freemasons themselves have been rather 

of little interest to those who have developed their own myths and ideas regarding 

Freemasonry: 

The objections to treatises and disquisitions on Masonic subjects, that there is 

danger, through them, of giving too much light to the world without, has not 

the slightest support from experience. In England, in France and in Germany, 

scarcely any restriction has been observed by Masonic writers, except as to 

what is emphatically esoteric; and yet we do not believe that the profane world 

is wiser in those countries than in our own in respect to the secrets of 

Freemasonry. In the face of these publications, the world without has remained 

as ignorant of the aporrheta of our art, as if no work had ever been written on 

the subject; while the world within – the craft themselves – have been 

enlightened and instructed, and their views of Masonry, (not as a social or 

charitable society, but as a philosophy, a science, a religion) have been 

elevated and enlarged. 

 

The truth is, that men who are not Masons never read authentic Masonic 

works. They have no interest in the topics discussed, and could not understand 

them, from a want of the preparatory education which the Lodge5 alone can 

supply. Therefore, were a writer even to trench a little on what may be 

considered as being really the arcana of Masonry, there is no danger of his thus 

making an improper revelation to improper persons.6 

 

Fortunately in recent years, research into Freemasonic history has gained momentum 

through a great deal of neutral insight in the light of available documents interpreted 

by historians in the “profane world” in Mackey’s terms (i.e., those outside of 

Freemasonry) as well as by Freemasons themselves, as presented in the 

historiographical section below.  

This particular study of Freemasonry will focus on the organizational and 

sociopolitical aspects of its development within the context of Ottoman territories 

and Ottoman subjects in order to demonstrate its relevance within the broader 

sociopolitical environment and circumstances of the empire. Although some 

                                                           
5 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
6 Albert G. Mackey, M.D., An Encyclopedia of Freemasonry and its Kindred Sciences: Comprising 

the Whole Range of Arts, Sciences and Literature as Connected with the Institution (Philadelphia: 

Moss & Company, 1874), 617. 
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Freemasonic activity existed in the Ottoman lands from the very early stages of the 

development of European Freemasonries, during most of its existence it was 

dependent on the foreign Freemasonic bodies in the way it was administered and 

organized. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, all lodges formed within the 

Ottoman Empire were opened and worked under the auspices of various European 

Freemasonries. It was not until 1909 that an Ottoman Grand Orient7 was formed and 

aspired to unite under its roof all the lodges working within the empire. This thesis 

will describe the significance of Freemasonry in the Ottoman context through its 

involvement and association in the course of the last two hundred years of the empire 

with certain social elements, notably the diplomatic circles, the commercial 

networks, and political entities like the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP). 

The aim is to reveal certain critical themes and phases of Ottoman Freemasonic 

history and to inspect how, through its inherent transnational characteristic of 

operating through lodges taking authority from their metropolitan organizations, 

Freemasonry adapted itself to the sociopolitical environment of the empire as 

manifested through different types of relations, be they commercial, diplomatic, 

social or political in their nature. It will demonstrate moreover that the development 

of Freemasonry within the Ottoman context was closely linked to a transnational 

context, notably the commercial, cultural and political ties to Britain, France, and 

other nations, which made Freemasonry appeal to Ottoman subjects in various ways, 

namely in their commercial interests, cultural and intellectual pursuits as well as 

political aspirations. Consequently, it will demonstrate that despite Ottoman 

Freemasonry’s own geographic and demographic dynamics, it experienced 

challenges similar to its counterparts in Europe and elsewhere, notably the cultural 

                                                           
7 See the definition of “Obedience” in Glossary in Appendix A. 
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and religious differences among the members, the extent of inclusivity, the social and 

political interests at the institutional and individual level, to name but a few. 

A major component of the resulting work has therefore been a historic 

examination of the affiliation with Freemasonry of a wide spectrum of individuals 

including merchants, army officers, intellectuals and prominent officials of states and 

governments as well as members of aristocracy and royalty on the upper end of the 

spectrum. This Freemasonic affiliation was closely associated with the various social 

networks to which these individuals belonged and certain motives8 in their adherence 

to Freemasonry can be identified. The diverse motivations and aspirations, mainly 

social, intellectual and commercial, led these individuals to an adherence to 

Freemasonry which often times also created common ground in the pursuit of 

sociopolitical aims, as in the case of the CUP or the highly politically oriented lodges 

of Egypt in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth. Therefore, the history of 

Ottoman Freemasonry from the late 18th to the early 20th century is significant 

historically because of its association with individuals from Ottoman society’s 

diverse ethnic and denominational components, many with prominent standing in the 

cultural and political history of the empire, as well as its relation with the various 

significant sociopolitical processes which took place during this period. 

This thesis is organized into a number of thematic sections which are then 

grouped into several chapters that relate to the development of Ottoman 

Freemasonry. While a much broader picture with additional themes could be 

                                                           
8 Koloğlu postulates a number of motives for Ottoman subjects’ joining of Freemasonry: 1. the cause 

of consolidating freedoms and human rights, 2. mere political aims, 3. building a social network and 

being involved in philanthropic deeds, 4. personal gain. This type of a classification is arguably 

superficial, as the motive for joining the Freemasonic order was most likely a weighted sum of these 

rather simplified criteria in addition to others that can be suggested. Even in a hypothetical case where 

the motivation for personal gain or political advancement could be predominant, an interest in the 

intellectual and spiritual aspects of Freemasonry would not be absent. See Orhan Koloğlu, Abdülhamit 

ve Masonlar (Istanbul: Pozitif, 2004), 239–42. 
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possible, given the existing archival material and sources yet to be explored, the 

thesis focuses on the following subjects: 

1. How Freemasonry expanded in the Ottoman territories through its relation with 

particularly the commercial and diplomatic networks often acting as a vehicle to 

enhance the ties within these communities as well as with their counterparts 

outside the empire. 

2. How Freemasonry related to sociopolitical endeavors within the Ottoman Empire, 

where it was at certain times involved both as a liberal medium for the sharing of 

ideas as well as a relatively secret environment for political platforms to form and 

expand. 

3. How Freemasonry overlapped with the social networks of both the Ottoman 

subjects living in Europe (to represent the state, to attend educational institutions, 

etc.) and the European expatriates living in Ottoman territories (as members of 

diplomatic missions, men of commerce or political refugees, etc.).   

While these constitute the main threads that come to the fore in different 

periods of Ottoman Freemasonry, other significant themes like Ottoman 

Freemasonry’s relation to Sufism and the Young Ottoman movement, occasional 

political debates among Freemasons, connections with foreign Freemasonries, and 

the question of inclusivity are also featured to help enhance the picture of Ottoman 

Freemasonry. In the light of these main threads and thematic probes into Ottoman 

Freemasonry, the thesis offers answers to a number of historical questions: Who 

were the agents in the introduction of Freemasonry into the Ottoman lands and in the 

later periods of its progress? How was Freemasonry organized in the Ottoman 

Empire? How inclusive were the lodges towards various elements of Ottoman 

society? To what extent did Freemasonry become a sociopolitical vehicle for various 
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groups especially in the second half of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries? 

Additional questions are implicit in the various thematic sections where related 

interpretations are presented.  

While Freemasonic activity in cities like Izmir, Istanbul and Salonica 

dominate most of the historical narrative, Egypt is also given a special consideration 

in this study due to its particular political position within the Ottoman Empire from 

the beginning of the nineteenth century to the end of the First World War during 

which it came under the rule of the Muḥammad ʽAlī dynasty. During this period, it 

reached varying degrees of autonomy and following the British occupation of 1882 it 

was practically outside of Ottoman political domination. The relations of the 

Ottoman and Egyptian royal houses and state élite with Freemasonry especially 

during the period of the latter’s administration as a Khedivate under nominal 

Ottoman sovereignty after 1867 was put into consideration as a significant 

component of the evolution of Freemasonry within the Ottoman territories. This 

aspect of Freemasonry, namely the involvement of royalty and state élite as a 

supporting or oppositional component, is closely associated with the position and 

extent of involvement of the Freemasonic organizations within the social and 

political entanglements of state and society. 

 

Sources and Historiography 

 

Many works of research on Freemasonry deal with its esoteric, ritual or 

philosophical content. However, evaluating these aspects insofar as they pertain to 

Ottoman Freemasonry is not within the scope of this work. The personal views 

regarding these subjects which are often put forward in various forms of treatises 
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with either a pro- or anti-Masonic approach are not taken into consideration for their 

own sake. The type of anti-Masonic literature mentioned earlier is thus not pertinent 

to the subject of this work as it mostly focuses on religion and expounds on what was 

perceived as Freemasonry’s pre-dominantly anti-clerical position from the standpoint 

of both Christian and Islamic ideologues. 

Although many lodges have been formed and in many cases discontinued 

during the long history of Ottoman Freemasonry, giving a comprehensive account of 

the formation and development of these lodges within the Ottoman Empire is beyond 

the scope of this thesis.9 The portrayal of certain lodges as required in the context of 

the threads and discussions pursued in the narrative is done with reference to either 

extant lodge records or secondary sources revealing them.  

Although the organization of Ottoman Freemasonry gained its sovereign 

character after the formation of the Ottoman Grand Orient in 1909, for the purposes 

of convenience and integrity throughout this work, whenever the term Ottoman 

Freemasonry is used, it refers to all the Freemasonic activity that existed within the 

Ottoman territories before or after the formation of its Grand Orient. Hence, Ottoman 

Freemasonry will refer to the activities of lodges belonging to various European 

Freemasonries prior to the existence of the Ottoman Grand Orient as well as to those 

after its inception whether under its roof or not. 

In a study which aspires to make connections between various Freemasonic 

organizations and their transnational endeavors, the historic sources for consultation 

are rather diverse. However, access to the historic records of Freemasonic 

organizations is mostly restricted in many places due to their institutional 

confidentiality and also due to the loss and destruction of archives during periods of 

                                                           
9 A list of the Ottoman lodges cited in this work is given in Appendix D with relevant information 

regarding their places, Freemasonic authorities involved, and dates of formation and discontinuation. 
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sociopolitical upheaval, as well as periods of institutional hiatus. In the case of 

Ottoman Freemasonry, most of the accessible documents belonging to the period 

prior to the formation of a sovereign Grand Orient come from foreign Freemasonic 

institutions which operated their lodges in the Ottoman lands until that time and even 

afterwards. Certain documents like lodge registers of members and extant records of 

lodge meetings, as well as correspondence between lodges and their metropolitan 

administrations provide some insight into the organizational and sociocultural 

aspects of Freemasonic activity. These can in most cases be accessed through the 

institutional archives and in some cases through libraries or internet archives. In 

addition, quite a number of early publications on Freemasonry and journals 

published especially during the nineteenth century have been made available on the 

internet. The online copies of newspapers and journals10 prove very useful for 

making thematic searches related to the pursued information. These primary sources 

provide some of the essential content to any research into Ottoman Freemasonry. In 

this particular work, direct access to the archival materials was unfortunately 

eclipsed by the Covid pandemic that spanned almost the whole period of research, so 

they were either sought in digital form if available or secondary sources presenting 

them were used. 

Only a few books dealing with the chronological evolution of Ottoman 

Freemasonry have been published so far. One of the earliest works was by 

Kemalettin Apak, part of which was allocated to a general insight into the 

development of Freemasonry in the Ottoman lands prior to the establishment of the 

Turkish Republic.11 For the history prior to 1909, the author’s narrative is mainly 

based on traditionally accepted accounts, albeit with lack of documentary evidence. 

                                                           
10 See the list of Published Primary Sources in the Bibliography section. 
11 Kemalettin Apak, Ana Çizgileriyle Türkiye’deki Masonluk Tarihi (Istanbul: Türkiye Mason 

Derneği, 1958), 17–143. 
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The accounts after 1909 are corroborated with the extant lodge registers and records, 

then available to the author from the Grand Lodge archives. In subsequent years, 

further documents from the archives of European Freemasonic establishments have 

been accessed by later researchers and more light has been shed on the history of 

Ottoman Freemasonry. An important contribution came from Celil Layiktez whose 

three volume work is one of the most comprehensive works shedding light to many 

historic aspects of Freemasonry during the Ottoman and Turkish Republic eras.12 For 

his research on the Ottoman era, though he relies heavily on research done by 

historians like Paul Dumont, the author has collected a significant amount of 

documents and records from the British and French Freemasonic archives. On the 

other hand, the focus of the compiled material is mainly on Istanbul, Izmir and 

Salonica with very little reference to Freemasonry in the rest of the Ottoman lands. 

A major output regarding Freemasonic activity in the later part of Ottoman 

history was written by Orhan Koloğlu whose particular focus was on the 

sociopolitical engagements of the lodges during the rule of Sultan ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II 

and Freemasonry’s relations with the CUP in the subsequent period, as well as on 

how Freemasonry dealt with the challenge of reconciliation with Islam. While ʽAbd 

al-Ḥamīd II has long been associated with an oppressive regime targeting to 

eliminate his potential political opponents including many associations and 

institutions through most of his reign with fear of possible plots against him, Koloğlu 

in Abdülhamit ve Masonlar provides evidence regarding a somewhat unexpected 

policy of the Sultan towards the Freemasonic lodges. The author reveals that 

although ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd was obviously aware of the potential of the lodges in aiding 

the opposition, he still sent donations to them for social endeavors. According to 

                                                           
12 Layiktez, Türkiye’de Masonluk, 3–143. 
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Koloğlu, this was apparently an attempt to direct the lodges towards social 

engagements instead of getting involved in oppositional politics. In his sequel on 

Ottoman Freemasonry, İttihatçılar ve Masonlar, the author this time focuses on the 

association of Freemasonry with the CUP from the latter’s inception as a secret 

society in Salonica to its political engagements in the aftermath of the Young Turk 

revolution and until the First World War.13 Finally, in his İslam Aleminde Masonluk 

Koloğlu gives a general overview of the Freemasonic activity in the late nineteenth 

and early twentieth centuries in Islamic states, with introductory summaries 

regarding Egypt, Iran, Algeria and the Middle East, putting into perspective what he 

calls “colonial Freemasonry.”14 His journalistic approach is evident in his posing 

questions about how this western institution of brotherhood could be reconciled with 

Islam and the political realities of the periods of interest. 

A significant contribution to Freemasonic history of the Ottoman lands within 

the context of the activities of French Freemasonry especially in the second half of 

the nineteenth century and early twentieth came from Paul Dumont who published a 

number of articles portraying the crucial influence of the French Freemasonic culture 

on the Ottoman Freemasons through progressive and at times revolutionary ideas.15 

Dumont relies on archival material from the Grand Orient de France regarding the 

development of Freemasonic lodges in Istanbul, Salonica and elsewhere established 

under its auspices. His research reveals the registers of these lodges making it 

possible for the author to interpret the social and economic relations of the members 

giving a sociological dimension to his research. Dumont aims to interpret their 

                                                           
13 Orhan Koloğlu, İttihatçılar ve Masonlar (Istanbul: Pozitif, 2012). 
14 Orhan Koloğlu, İslam Aleminde Masonluk (Istanbul: Kırmızı Kedi, 2012). 
15 Several of these articles published by Paul Dumont in the 1980s and 90s were brought together in a 

volume entitled La Franc-maçonnerie d'obédience Française dans l'Empire Ottoman: Ottomanisme, 

mouvements nationaux et "idées françaises" à l'âge de l'expansion coloniale de l'Europe (Istanbul: 

Les Éditions Isis, 2013).  
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sociopolitical engagements in the context of the then prevailing international 

relations and colonial interests. Relying in similar fashion to Dumont on the archival 

material from the Grand Orient de France, subsequent research by Eric Anduze shed 

further light to a much debated period during which the Ottoman Grand Orient was 

formed.16 Anduze reveals the involvement of the French and Italian Freemasonries 

during this process through the correspondence between several Istanbul Freemasons 

and the Grand Orient de France, where the elaboration of their expectations and 

disillusionments also gives hints of the political alignments at the international level 

in the period leading to WW1. 

The earlier research of Dumont on French Freemasonic archives was 

complemented by Angelo Iacovella’s research on archival material from the Grande 

Oriente d’Italia to throw light on the affairs and composition of Italian lodges in 

Salonica and Istanbul.17 Iacovella reveals the close relations between the Italian 

lodges in Salonica and the initial organization of the Union and Progress movement 

there. He argues that the connections with the Italian lodges were based on the 

Young Turks’ interest in the Risorgimento and their taking the Carbonari as an 

example for their own network of a clandestine organization to fight against the 

despotism of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II. Iacovella also exposes the difficult position of the 

Italian Freemasonry with its close links to the CUP during a time when Italy attacked 

the Libyan territories of the Ottomans, thus bringing the question of how the 

Freemasonic fraternity could fare through politically challenging conditions. 

While examining in his work the connections between Islamic mysticism, 

occidental philosophical ideas and Freemasonry in the Islamic sphere, the primary 

focus of Thierry Zarcone falls on the Bektashi order and its ritualistic and 

                                                           
16 Eric Anduze, La Franc-maçonnerie de la Turquie Ottomane 1908-1924 (Paris: L’Harmattan, 2005). 
17 Angelo Iacovella, Gönye ve Hilal: İttihad-Terakki ve Masonluk, trans. Tülin Altınova (Istanbul: 

Tarih Vakfı, 1998). 
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organizational affinity with Freemasonry.18 Rıḍā Tewfīḳ (Rıza Tevfik), a member of 

this order and a leading figure in early twentieth century Ottoman Freemasonry, is 

the main character in Zarcone’s research of the convergence of Sufism and 

Freemasonry in the final phase of the Ottoman Empire with extensions into the 

Islamic realm out of the Ottoman Empire as well. 

Very little research on the Freemasonic involvement of Ottoman subjects 

outside the Ottoman territories has appeared as a published work. Onnik 

Jamgocyan’s research provides valuable insight into many young members of the 

Ottoman Armenian community who were educated in Europe after 1830s, 

particularly in France.19 These individuals brought back European enlightenment 

ideals to their community while maintaining their own cultural values. Jamgocyan 

imparts detailed information regarding some leading personalities among them who 

were either initiated into Freemasonry or were very closely related with Freemasonic 

circles. They were very influential in establishing educational institutions and most 

significantly redefining the power and authority of the Patriarchate by penning the 

so-called Armenian constitution of 1863, establishing the jurisdiction of both the 

Patriarch and the newly formed Assembly of the Armenian People (Millet-i 

Ermeniyān). The author emphasizes that many prominent members of the Armenian 

community were drawn into the ranks of Freemasonry not to establish social ties but 

rather in pursuit of the high cultural and intellectual values of fraternity, love, liberty, 

education and charity. 

While a considerable number of works have dealt with the Freemasonry of 

Istanbul, Izmir and the Balkans, much less has been published about Freemasonic 

                                                           
18 Thierry Zarcone, Mystiques, philosophes, et francs-maçons en Islam: Riza Tevfik, penseur Ottoman 

(1868–1949), du soufisme à la confrérie (Istanbul: Institut français d'études anatoliennes d'Istanbul, 

1993). 
19 Onnik Jamgocyan, Les Francs-maçons Arméniens - La ‘Constitution’ de l’Arménie Ottomane, 

Constantinople-1863 (Paris: Les Editions du Bosphore, 2017). 
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activity in the Levant during the Ottoman period. Dorothe Sommer’s work provides 

insight into this area through her research based on data primarily collected by virtue 

of her contact with the descendants of the former members of lodges from Tripoli in 

Northern Lebanon.20 Following her interpretation of the organization of Freemasonry 

in Egypt and the Levant, Sommer argues that the influence of colonial interests is not 

valid for the region concerned and that the Freemasons have rather chosen to be 

involved in the fraternity for the sake of consolidating their social and intellectual 

identities during a time when the future of the Ottoman Empire was rather bleak. In 

this regard, the author challenges the arguments of historians like Dumont and 

Anduze who have given priority to the pursuit of political interests in the 

establishment of lodges under foreign Freemasonries rather than the social and 

intellectual pursuits. 

Interest in the significant role of Freemasonry within Egyptian and Middle 

Eastern history was rekindled subsequent to the abolishment of Freemasonic activity 

under Gamal Abdel Nasser’s rule after 1956. In an early attempt to encourage further 

research on the topic, Jacob Landau interpreted a number of documents from various 

sources in order to put together a preliminary account of Freemasonry’s involvement 

in Egyptian politics in the second half of the nineteenth century. He formed the 

backbone of his narrative around the political endeavors of ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha21 

and his relations with different elements of Egyptian politics at the time.22 

Some works within the historiographical output on Ottoman Freemasonry 

mentioned above have followed a chronological pattern by dividing its history into 

specific periods while compiling a variety of accounts within each of them, albeit 

                                                           
20 Dorothe Sommer, Freemasonry in the Ottoman Empire: A History of the Fraternity and its 

Influence in Syria and the Levant (London, New York: I.B. Tauris, 2015). 
21 See Appendix B. 
22 Jacob M. Landau, “Prolegomena to a Study of Secret Societies in Modern Egypt,” Middle Eastern 

Studies 1, no.2 (January 1965): 147–59. 
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with little thematic relevance between the accounts. A few of the works have focused 

on the membership and affairs of certain lodges with the aim of portraying through 

them a larger picture of Ottoman Freemasonry within a particular period and 

geography, while the remaining ones have offered content regarding certain events 

and individuals with the aim of presenting insight to a limited part of the nearly two 

hundred years of Freemasonic history within the Ottoman lands. 

An extensive work covering the multiple aspects and significance of 

Freemasonry during its entire history in the last two hundred years of the Ottoman 

Empire does not exist in the Freemasonic literature yet. This work aims to contribute 

to the existing literature through a portrayal of the social, political and cultural 

impact of Ottoman Freemasonic activity during this long period, by dividing the 

broad historical picture of Ottoman Freemasonry into thematic sections with relevant 

content from different geographies and periods. While an exhaustive treatment of 

these themes is not intended, the breadth of the material presented here will provide 

answers and new interpretations to a multitude of questions and topics of discussion 

on Ottoman Freemasonry from its early origins in the eighteenth century to its state 

of existence in the last phase of the Ottoman Empire in the early twentieth century.  
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CHAPTER I 

 

 

EARLY ENCOUNTERS WITH FREEMASONRY IN THE 

OTTOMAN LANDS 

 

 

 

1.1. Freemasonries within Freemasonry: An Overview 

 

Freemasonry is a fraternal organization which claims deep operational and 

intellectual roots, going back to the esoteric societies of temple builders of ancient 

civilizations in Egypt and the Middle East23 as well as the later medieval European 

guilds of masonry24. “Operative Freemasonry”25 refers to the performing of the 

original trade of masonry as a profession. Its exact origins and ways of organization 

are open to debate. Over time, this solely operative nature of the masons’ guilds 

progressed into so-called “speculative Freemasonry”26. This term often denotes the 

form of Freemasonry which dates back to the seventeenth century when certain 

people from outside the trade of operative masonry started to be accepted into 

                                                           
23 David Brewster, The History of Free Masonry Drawn from Authentic Sources of Information; with 

an Account of the Grand Lodge of Scotland, from its Institution in 1736, to the Present Time 

(Edinburgh: Alex. Lawrie and Co., 1804), 12–18. 
24 Jasper Ridley, A Brief History of the Freemasons: The True Story of the World’s Most Powerful 

Secret Society (London: Constable & Robinson, 1999), 3–8.  
25 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
26 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
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masonic lodges. The subsequent transformation from operative to “accepted” or 

“speculative” membership brought about the evolution into modern lodges where the 

operative element is only represented through the symbols and rituals associated with 

the ancient customs and legends of the original trade.27 The organizational principles 

of this modern Freemasonry were laid out in the early eighteenth century. In this 

newly attained form, it spread rather quickly in the British Isles and onto the 

European continent.28 The philosophical framework was developed in parallel with 

the enlightenment ideas of the eighteenth century29 and later in the following century 

liberal ideas were added. 

Freemasonry identifies itself as a moral system that transcends religious and 

political divisions. Its philosophical content bases itself on allegorical interpretations 

many of which allude to Judeo-Christian scripture and literature. Freemasonic ritual 

in a similar vein incorporates many images and elements of ancient religion and 

philosophy in the form of a continuous accumulation of symbolism from the Holy 

Land, Egypt and the Levant to Europe and further into the Americas. 

Speculative Freemasonry was able to establish itself in most of Europe and 

North America during the eighteenth century. As new Freemasonic organizations 

developed, the form of Freemasonry practiced by each of them also diversified in 

intellectual content and ritual construct. In that regard, one could not speak of a 

monolithic Freemasonry anymore but rather distinct Freemasonries. However, 

despite these transformations and diversifications in practice, the essence of 

                                                           
27 For a more detailed explanation of operative and speculative Freemasonry see the related entries in 

The Royal Masonic Cyclopedia of History, Rites, Symbolism and Biography, ed. Kenneth R.H. 

Mackenzie (London: Bro. John Hogg, 1877), 530, 686. 
28 J. J. L. Ratton, “Origin and Progress of Freemasonry,” The Irish Monthly 41, no.478 (April 1913): 

175–82. 
29 For a detailed research on the development of Freemasonry in relation to the Enlightenment, see 

Margaret C. Jacob, Living the Enlightenment: Freemasonry and Politics in Eighteenth-Century 

Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), and also James Van Horn Melton, The Rise of the 

Public in Enlightenment Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 252–72. 
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Freemasonic principles were kept as common assets and shared by these distinct 

institutional embodiments of Freemasonry.  

Despite all the diversified structures and practices of today’s Freemasonries, 

Freemasonic jurisprudence preserves its most universally venerated document known 

as Anderson’s Constitutions30 as the one common source defining the principles and 

rules that all Freemasonries claimed to honor and remain faithful to, notwithstanding 

its symbolic and at times ambiguous content. The original version of the book 

drafted by Reverend James Anderson was published in 1723 and four more editions 

followed between 1738 and 1784.31 In spite of its enjoying such universal 

recognition, the Constitutions has never ceased to engage Freemasonic scholars with 

interpretations that have long since created some of the most challenging rifts among 

Freemasonic organizations as well. 

Included in the Constitutions were the Charges32 of a Freemason and the 

Regulations33 of the fraternity which elaborated some of the fundamental tenets and 

administrative aspects of Freemasonry and its organization. The one paragraph of 

text forming the first of the Charges is entitled “Concerning God and Religion”34 and 

has often created some of the most controversial interpretations in Freemasonic 

history. Pauline Chakmakjian argues that the evolution of the Constitutions 

throughout the eighteenth century resulted in different levels of reference to deism in 

this first Charge and even possibly giving consent to atheism.35 Two revised versions 

came out in 1815 and 1819 following the union of the two Grand Lodges in England, 

                                                           
30 James Anderson, The Constitutions of the Free-Masons, Containing the History, Charges, 

Regulations, &c. of that most Ancient and Right Worshipful Fraternity (London: William Hunter, 

1723). 
31 “Book of Constitutions,” UGLE, https://www.ugle.org.uk/about-us/book-constitutions. 
32 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
33 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
34 Anderson, The Constitutions of the Free-Masons, 49–57. 
35 Pauline Chakmakjian, “Theological Lying and Religious Radicalism in Anderson’s Constitutions,” 

Aries 8, no.2 (Jan. 2008): 179–80. 
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the Antients [sic] and the Moderns, to form the United Grand Lodge of England 

(UGLE) in 1813.36 Chakmajian asserts that “the overall tone of the 1815 first Charge 

reflected a more secular attitude within Freemasonic society as a whole” and as such 

“succeeded in proclaiming what might be viewed as just Freemasonic law with 

respect to freedom of religion.”37 This liberal conceptualization of a fraternity that 

would not be bound by a particular persuasion or denomination became the essential 

characteristic of Freemasonry that was able to attract adherents to the fraternity from 

all religious and cultural traditions. 

The inclination towards religious tolerance as preached by the first Charge 

was consolidated by the presence of another long-established tradition also 

mentioned in the Charges, which was a denouncement of political engagement 

against the ruling authority and the state, thereby discouraging the religious and 

political debates and disputes in the immediate lodge environment. This created the 

ideal type of intellectual and spiritual environment which was sought for by many an 

enlightened individual as well as members of religious and ethnic minorities who felt 

the social threat of dominant groups in the so-called “profane” world outside the 

Freemasonic realm of the lodge. On the other hand, the original intent of the 

discouragement of political disputes in the lodges could be associated with the 

existence of major conflicts that dominated Britain’s political scene during the period 

when the first Grand Lodge of speculative Freemasonry was formed in 1717. The 

earliest efforts of speculative Freemasonry to form lodges in Britain and then the 

ventures of British Freemasons to establish new lodges in France had been highly 

associated with the political struggles between the reigning monarch and the rival 

claimants at the time. The House of Hanover had recently been established when 

                                                           
36 “Book of Constitutions.” 
37 Chakmakjian, “Theological Lying,” 190. 



21 
 

George I was crowned as the first Hanoverian monarch of Great Britain and Ireland 

in 1714. The struggle of Jacobites who supported the restoration of the House of 

Stuart to the British throne since the Glorious Revolution of 1688 continued against 

the Hanoverians.38 Ric Berman argues that the regulations incorporated into the 

Constitutions of Anderson were intertwined with the political aspirations of the pro-

Hanoverian faction.39 As portrayed by Berman, the formative years of the English 

Grand Lodge at the beginning of the eighteenth century, were closely associated with 

the political conflict between the pro-Hannoverians and the Jacobites. Under their 

newly formed Grand Lodge, the English Freemasons were “directed by a leadership 

motivated by a powerful desire to safeguard the Hanoverian succession.” The new 

regulations, as conceived in the Constitutions of 1723, “superimposed an implicit if 

not explicit Hanoverian agenda onto Freemasonry and, among other aspects, revised 

radically the Masonic oaths to ensure that each Freemason was obliged to swear to 

conform to and respect the law and the magistracy, be a peaceable subject of the 

Crown and not to become involved in any Jacobite plots or anti-government 

conspiracies.”40 

On the other hand, during the same period, members of the Jacobite faction 

were known to be active participants of Freemasonry in France which would be the 

first country in Continental Europe where Freemasonry would take root. The first 

lodges in Paris were formed from 1726 onwards under the auspices of the Jacobites 

and the first Grand Masters of the French Grand Lodge were British Jacobites.41 A 

significant name among these early Freemasons in France was Andrew Ramsay, who 

                                                           
38 Bruce Lenman, The Jacobite Cause (Glasgow: Richard Drew, 1986), 7.  
39 Ric Berman, Schism: The Battle That Forged Freemasonry (Eastbourne: Sussex Academic Press, 

2013). 
40 Berman, 1–2. 
41 Jan A.M. Snoek and Henrik Bogdan, “The History of Freemasonry: An Overview,” in Handbook of 

Freemasonry, eds. Henrik Bogdan, Jan A.M. Snoek (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 19–20. 



22 
 

sought the origins of the Freemasonic order in Scotland rather than England due to 

his Jacobite sympathies. Another prominent Jacobite was Charles Radclyffe 

Derwentwater who was elected Grand Maître (Grand Master) between 1736 and 

1738. He was captured during the Jacobite Risings of 1745 and executed the next 

year.42  

While holding on to its original tenets and regulations, Freemasonry 

developed as a dynamic order as it reached diverse cultures and geographies 

constantly adapting to its new surroundings and evolving as required. When 

sociopolitical circumstances dictated, Freemasons individually took action or 

participated in one camp or another in social and military conflicts as well as 

revolutionary endeavors often related to nationalistic aspirations. 

The idealistic principle of avoiding religious and political debates and rivalry 

in the lodges43 did not prevent the eventual rifts dividing Freemasons in most of the 

Freemasonic world throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. During this 

period, many political processes leading to transformations in the structures of 

nations and states, such as the American Revolution, the French Revolution, 

Napoléon’s Empire and the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–71 all caused rifts among 

Freemasons who were often drawn to opposite sides of conflicts.44 

Both politics and religion were defining factors in the formation of fracture 

zones among the Freemasonic organizations as well. To a great extent, speculative 

                                                           
42 Pierre-Yves Beaurepaire, “Masonic Connections and Rivalries Between France and Britain,” in 

British Sociability in the Long Eighteenth Century, eds. Valérie Capdeville and Alain Kerhervé 

(Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2019), 109–25. 
43 The time-honored custom of refraining from political and religious discussions was at a much later 

date stipulated in a declaration from 1929 by the British Grand Lodges entitled Basic Principles for 

Grand Lodge Recognition. See Jan A.M. Snoek, “Relationships between Grand Lodges,” in 

Handbook of Freemasonry, eds. Henrik Bogdan, Jan A.M. Snoek (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 379–80. 
44 François Rognon, “Freemasonry and War,” in Handbook of Freemasonry, eds. Henrik Bogdan, Jan 

A.M. Snoek (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 485, 490. 
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Freemasonry since its spread from Britain into continental Europe after 172545 

developed in mainly two distinct directions in the context of their relations with the 

dominant Church denomination in a given territory. The contact of the fraternity with 

the religious authority as well as the ruling power was mostly of an antagonistic 

nature in Catholic countries, where the fraternity’s ideals were identified with 

liberalism and perceived as a threat by these authorities. On the other hand, in Great 

Britain, the United States and the Nordic countries, Freemasonry enjoyed a higher 

degree of prestige and acceptance, especially due to a significant presence of non-

Catholic clergy within the fraternity, as well as the involvement of the British and 

Swedish Kings as Grand Masters in their respective countries.46 

The tolerant nature of Freemasonry towards different denominations and 

religions in its admittance to lodges and meetings proved to be a concern for the 

Catholic Church, which prohibited mixing of Catholics with non-Catholics in such 

meetings.47 The Catholic Church declared its condemnation of Freemasonry as early 

as 1738 through the papal bull issued by Pope Clement XII under the title of In 

Eminenti Apostolatus Specula. On the other hand, such action against Freemasonry 

was not limited to religious authorities. Throughout the nineteenth century a long list 

of rulers and governments of European states issued similar prohibitions against the 

meetings of Freemasons.48 

Despite the continuous antagonism of the Catholic Church towards 

Freemasonry throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the latter’s relations 

with the Protestant Church was on much better terms. The alignment of the early 

organization of speculative Freemasonry in Britain with the Hanoverian cause and its 

                                                           
45 Snoek and Bogdan, “The History,” 18. 
46 José A. Ferrer Benimeli, “Freemasonry and the Catholic Church,” in Handbook of Freemasonry, 

eds. Henrik Bogdan, Jan A.M. Snoek (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 142. 
47 Benimeli, 140.  
48 Benimeli, 139. 



24 
 

later development in Protestant states like Sweden resulted in an association of the 

fraternity with the conservative establishment in these countries, while it was mostly 

considered a subversive organization in the Catholic and Orthodox countries of 

Europe.49 Such an association brought about a mutual understanding with the 

Protestant churches, which was reflected in the ritual content and philosophical 

teachings of the fraternity in these countries.50 

The polarization resulting from the distinct political and religious 

environments of European Freemasonries was represented on one side by the Latin 

branch of Freemasonry which developed in the predominantly Catholic countries and 

by the Anglo-Saxon Freemasonry on the other. The process causing the formation of 

such a polarity among distinct Freemasonries during the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries had its impact in the way Freemasonic thought and organization spread to 

new geographies and how they evolved there. Otto Bachmann, a past Grand Master 

of the Swiss Grand Lodge Alpina, argued that the philosophical evolution and re-

formulation process of Anderson’s first Charge through the eighteenth century 

transformed the original religious tolerance and all-encompassing aspiration of 

speculative Freemasonry, which had found its utmost expression in the 1738 version, 

into a more dogmatic outlook predominantly within the British Freemasonry, leading 

to further polarization among Freemasonries of the world.51 

During a period of increasing antagonistic relations with the Catholic Church, 

the Belgian Grand Orient in 1872 and then that of the French in 1877 resolved to 

                                                           
49 Guy Liagre, “Freemasonry and Protestantism,” in Handbook of Freemasonry, eds. Henrik Bogdan, 

Jan A.M. Snoek (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 162. 
50 Joachim Berger, “European Freemasonries, 1850–1935: Networks and Transnational Movements,” 

EGO-European History Online, published on December 3, 2010, 

http://ieg-ego.eu/en/threads/transnational-movements-and-organisations/international-religious-and-

humanitarian-movements/joachim-berger-european-Freemasonries-1850-1935. 
51 Otto Bachmann, Farmasonluk ve İçindeki Bölünmenin Nedenleri ve Sonuçları, trans. Cemal Kıpçak 

(Istanbul: Hüsnütabiat Matbaası, 1970), 4–9. 
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remove all reference to the “Grand Architect of the Universe”52 both in its rituals and 

document headings with the aim of sustaining freedom of conscience.53 This resulted 

in the UGLE’s declaration of the Grand Orient de France as irregular, although there 

was no clear definition of the Freemasonic sense of regularity54 at that time.55 

The rift formed as a consequence of this breaking of relations between the 

two obediences56 gradually developed into the formation of two main camps in the 

world of Freemasonries which cast a shadow over all the ensuing endeavors to form 

multi-lateral ties among the grand bodies and to create transnational networks and 

organizations of Freemasons in Europe and in the world. Despite short-lived efforts, 

it was not possible to bring the followers of the two camps to a long-lasting 

combined organization notwithstanding the occasional bi-lateral relations between 

members of these two distinct spheres of European Freemasonry.57 The concept of 

“territoriality” which related to a grand lodge’s claim to establish its own lodges in 

territories of other sovereign states was another important obstacle in the relations of 

grand lodges.58 

A significant characteristic of certain European Freemasonic organizations 

was the support and patronage they received from members of royal families and 

nobilities in their respective countries, which affected their prestige and acceptance 

in their homeland as well as their relations with other Freemasonries. In England, 

                                                           
52 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
53 Liagre, “Protestantism,” 169. 
54 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
55 Snoek, “Relationships,” 378. 
56 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
57 Berger, “European Freemasonries.” 
58 In reference to the concept of territoriality, Joachim Berger explores certain conflicting 

characteristics of various European Freemasonries based on their relationships with religion and 

politics, and discusses how these have brought about the division of the governing organizations and 

how they affected the efforts towards the cross-border fraternal endeavors among these organizations 

and their individual members. See Joachim Berger, “Regimes of Territoriality: Overseas Conflicts and 

Inner-European Relations, c. 1870–1930,” Journal for Research into Freemasonry and Fraternalism 

5, no.1 (2014): 101–15. 
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Prussia, Sweden, Denmark and the Netherlands, the heads of the national 

Freemasonic organizations in the 19th century were often members of the ruling 

dynasties. These were all predominantly Protestant countries. On the other hand, the 

anti-clerical position of the fraternity in the Catholic countries of Europe estranged 

the ruling dynasties due to their close ties with the Catholic Church.59 

As will be explored in the related sections of this work, when the bond 

between the political elite and the Freemasonic organization was strengthened in a 

particular country, national interests played a more significant role in the fraternity. 

The overlapping of the colonial interests of Britain with the pursuit of its national 

Freemasonic organizations to form lodges in its overseas territories is a case in point. 

In the Ottoman Empire, the close involvement of the members of the local dynasty of 

Egyptian viceroys in Freemasonry in the second half of the nineteenth century and 

the engagements with Freemasonry of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) 

as the dominant political power in the years leading to the First World War are both 

related examples. When national interests came to the fore, priorities of national 

politics often restricted the ability of individual Freemasonries to act in concert, but 

still the pursuit of transnational ties took an important place in their agendas, as will 

be discussed in reference to the European visits of the CUP members who juxtaposed 

their national political agendas with their Freemasonic identities. 

Freemasonry’s existence in the Ottoman Empire from the middle of the 

eighteenth century to the middle of the nineteenth was a sporadic one. The Ottoman 

government followed other governments of Europe by forbidding Freemasonic 

activity with an imperial decree in 1748. This was a time when the meetings of 

Freemasons conducted under a cloak of secrecy were deemed as potentially 

                                                           
59 Berger, “European Freemasonries.” 



27 
 

subversive to the order of society and government.60 The same concern was also 

evident when the Freemasonic activity was once again banned in the aftermath of the 

abolishment of the Janissary order in 1826, as will be discussed in the following 

section. 

In the second half of the nineteenth century and early twentieth, many 

progressive intellectuals and also members of various ethnicities and denominations 

in the major urban centers of the Ottoman Empire were drawn to the Latin 

obediences. The liberal and revolutionary ideals emphasized in the discourses of 

these obediences appealed to the multi-national and multi-cultural composition of the 

Ottoman society. The rosters of lodges formed by the French and Italian obediences 

demonstrate the acceptance of a wide range of membership from European 

expatriates to local elements belonging to all major religions and denominations. On 

the other hand, during the same period, a lack of initiative on the part of German and 

Scandinavian Freemasonries to form lodges in the Ottoman Empire is noteworthy. 

This may be explained by the fact that these obediences identified themselves as 

Christian orders which restricted the external relations of these grand bodies by 

distancing them from transnational and international engagements with most other 

European Freemasonries as well.61 

 

1.2. Early Encounters in the Ottoman Context 

 

Freemasonry expanded across borders with its discourse of universal fraternal 

bonding among nations and religions. It was during its initial spread from Britain 

into continental Europe in the early eighteenth century that Freemasonic endeavors 

                                                           
60 Benimeli, “Freemasonry,” 139–40. 
61 Berger, “European Freemasonries.” 



28 
 

most likely found their way into the Ottoman Empire as well, notwithstanding the 

lack of evidence hitherto revealed. The presence of Freemasonic activity within the 

Ottoman lands in the subsequent periods would be closely related to the changing 

dynamics of Ottoman relations with European states and the formation of lodges 

would be dependent on the favorableness of the sociopolitical climate within the 

empire. 

The roots of Freemasonry in the Ottoman Empire are found in connection to 

diverse phenomena, such as commercial relations, cultural exchange, advancement 

of technology and communication, international politics, state affairs and policies, all 

of which transcended national boundaries. The development of Freemasonry in the 

Ottoman Empire is characterized by a number of periods, namely from the middle of 

the eighteenth century to the middle of the nineteenth, the post-Crimean War period, 

and the first decade of the twentieth century leading into the First World War. 

The first quarter of the eighteenth century under the rule of Aḥmed III was a 

time when the Ottoman Empire first opened itself to European influences. Although 

there is an absence of reliable documents regarding the early periods of Freemasonic 

activity in the Ottoman lands, there is nevertheless a somewhat common narrative in 

various works of history on this subject.62 According to this commonly adopted 

historical narrative, it was during the decades subsequent to Aḥmed’s reign that the 

earliest Freemasonic lodges came into being through some foreign elements who 

enjoyed privileged commercial and social ties within the Ottoman realm. The earliest 

Ottoman personalities associated with Freemasonry during this period were 

representatives of the state posted to France during a time when Freemasonry was 

just extending its influence there in the first half of the eighteenth century. Although 
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it has not been substantiated with documents, two candidates to such a claim are 

Saʽīd Efendi (the son of Yirmisekiz Meḥmed Čelebi Efendi and later Pasha), an 

Ottoman diplomat posted to Paris, and Ibrāhīm Muteferriḳa who returned from 

Europe with an ambition to start the first printing press in Istanbul which he did in 

1727.63 No more than a few names, such as Khumbaradjı Aḥmed Pasha (originally 

Comte de Bonneval, a French officer who later joined Ottoman Army and converted 

to Islam) and Yūsuf Čelebi, an Istanbul merchant, are associated with Freemasonry 

during the course of the eighteenth century and the scarcity of records makes it 

difficult to interpret the extent of its spread among Ottoman subjects.64 This was a 

period when the fraternity did not have a significant presence within the empire’s 

territories and its scope was limited to the efforts of a few individuals who mainly 

acted on their own initiative, rather than a concerted action on the part of the then 

slowly emerging grand Freemasonic bodies of Europe. 

The aforementioned commonly adopted historical narrative maintains that 

Freemasonry was prohibited in 1748 under the influence of the anti-Masonic stance 

of the authorities of state and religion.65 An event that took place in Istanbul in the 

same year was mentioned in a number of early Freemasonic sources. The Acta 

Latomorum recorded the following in its chronological list of important events 

relating to Freemasonry for the year 1748: 

The Ottoman Porte gave orders to the Grand Admiral of the Navy (Capitan-

Pacha) to surround a house in Constantinople in which some Freemasons were 

assembled and to demolish it; the Freemasons instructed in time split up. By 

the intervention of the English Ambassador this affair was not followed up on 
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but the government notified the envoys of foreign courts not to seek to 

introduce new sects in the lands of the Sultan, and particularly the 

Freemasonry.66 

 

The British Ambassador to Istanbul at the time was Sir James Porter. Andreas 

Rizopoulos has presented Porter’s report from Istanbul dated November 1748, 

addressed to the Duke of Bedford, which gives a narrative of the incident mentioned 

in the Acta Latomorum. The report gives an indication of the then existing efforts of 

the Latin clergy in Istanbul to influence the members of other communities and also 

the Sublime Porte for an anti-Masonic crusade. Based on this report and other 

sources, Rizopoulos has arrived at the conclusion that during the last decade of the 

first half of the eighteenth century there was already a certain degree of Freemasonic 

activity in Istanbul and possibly in Izmir.67 This event from 1748 attests to the fact 

that the provocation of anti-Masonic sentiments had already started in the Ottoman 

Empire almost as early as similar conflicts arising in Western Europe. 

In the Catholic countries of Europe, the inclusive practices of the 

Freemasonic institution towards different denominations and later its position in 

conformity with the Enlightenment ideology had made the Catholic Church entrench 

itself against Freemasonry from very early on. Its condemnation was manifested as 

early as 1738 with Pope Clement XII’s bull In Eminenti which became the first of 

similar anti-Masonic documents to be issued by the Catholic Church. In the Ottoman 

Empire, where the Fener (Phanar) Rum (Greek Orthodox) Patriarchate was the 

religious authority recognized by the state as the representative for a number of 
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Christian communities under the Orthodox denomination,68 the promulgations of the 

Roman Catholic Church were not binding for the patriarchate. However, there were 

intricate relations in a demographically complex city like Istanbul. Eutychios 

Nésiotès, who penned two retrospective articles in the early twentieth century 

focusing on the relations of the Greek Orthodox Church with Freemasonry both in 

Greece and Turkey, asserted that despite the long-standing tension between the 

papacy and the patriarchate on many issues there was consensus in the eighteenth 

century between Rome and Phanar regarding their stance against Freemasonry.69 The 

Latin (Roman Catholic) clergy in Istanbul, acting in deference to the papal bull of 

1738 and along with the support of the Patriarchate, spread anti-Masonic sentiments 

among not only the Christian communities but also the Muslim Turks. The above 

mentioned incident of 1748 was a consequence of this state of affairs in Istanbul at 

the time. 

 

1.2.1. Alexander Drummond 

 

The transmission of the teachings and institutional aspects of Freemasonry 

across the Mediterranean basin continued throughout the eighteenth century and 

much of this process was due to the endeavors of a small number of individuals. One 

name that stands out for Freemasonry’s leap into the Eastern Mediterranean in the 
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middle of the eighteenth century is Alexander Drummond70. According to the 

Encyclopädie Der Freimaurerei, published in three volumes between 1822 and 1828, 

Drummond, Worshipful Master71 of the lodge Greenock Kilwinning, was appointed 

as Provincial Grand Master by the Grand Lodge of Scotland in Edinburgh in 1739, 

which conferred upon him jurisdiction over the lodges in the Western part of 

Scotland. In 1748 during his stay as a British resident in Alexandretta, Turkey, the 

Grand Lodge granted him a patent through which he was authorized to establish 

lodges along the whole coast of the Mediterranean Sea in Europe and Asia, and to 

supervise them.72 

The only record noted by Sir David Brewster in his book The History of Free 

Masonry regarding the transactions of the Grand Lodge of Scotland for the year 1747 

is in agreement with the Encyclopädie Der Freimaurerei. Brewster, the Scottish 

historian and natural philosopher, expounded in his book, published in 1804, the 

early origins and historical evolution of Freemasonry up to his time, also giving an 

account of the history of the Grand Lodge of Scotland instituted in 1736. He revealed 

that: 

At the anniversary meeting of the Grand Lodge, it was stated by the Right 

Honourable the Lord Provost of Edinburgh, that his brother, Alexander 

Drummond, Esq, late Master of Greenock Kilwinning, and provincial Grand-

Master of the west of Scotland, having taken up his residence at Alexandretta 

in Turkey, had erected several mason [sic] lodges in that part of the country; 

and, as he was anxious still farther to diffuse the principles of the fraternity, he 

begged that the Grand Lodge would grant him a provincial commission. The 

Grand Lodge having taken this petition into their consideration, unanimously 

granted his request, and gave full power to him, and any other whom he might 

nominate to constitute lodges in any part of Europe or Asia, bordering on the 

Mediterranean Sea; to superintend the same, or any others already erected in 

those parts of the world, and to transmit an account of his proceedings to the 

Grand Lodge, as soon as he found it convenient.73 

 

                                                           
70 See Appendix B. 
71 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
72 Encyclopädie Der Freimaurerei, Erster Band, A bis G. (Leipzig : F.A. Brockhaus, 1822), 115. 
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The appointments conferred on him made Alexander Drummond the first Scottish 

Provincial Grand Master “over the Western Counties of Scotland” and the first 

Scottish District Grand Master “over the countries in Europe and Asia bordering the 

Mediterranean Sea,” at the same time.74 

Drummond sailed from England in 1744 and travelled to Cyprus by way of 

Venice and Izmir. After a year and a half stay in Cyprus he arrived in Alexandretta 

(Iskenderun in Turkey today). He was engaged in commercial activity during his stay 

there in affiliation with the Levant Company and was appointed as vice-consul in 

1747. He was later appointed as the British consul to Aleppo in 1751 and acted in 

this capacity until his resignation in 1758. Drummond was part of the learned circle 

of the mercantile community in Aleppo as attested by Alexander Russell’s dedication 

of the first edition of his book The Natural History of Aleppo.75 Drummond was very 

active in his Freemasonic engagements during his stays in both Alexandretta and 

Aleppo. Later recorded accounts of his involvement mention that “in 1747 while he 

was a resident of Alexandretta in Turkey, he applied through his brother George 

Drummond for a commission from the Grand Lodge to constitute lodges in that 

quarter, which was granted.”76 Rizopoulos states that Drummond acquired his charter 

from the Grand Lodge of Scotland on 30 November 1747 and the lodge he created in 

Aleppo, named Union Lodge from Drummond Kilwinning from Greenock, was 

granted a warrant on 3 February 1748, making it the first lodge chartered by the same 

Grand Lodge outside of Scotland. A second lodge in Aleppo was granted a warrant 

on 8 April 1752 by the Canongate Kilwinning Lodge again under the Grand Lodge 
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of Scotland. Rizopoulos concludes that these two lodges founded by Drummond 

were the first and possibly the only “regularly constituted” lodges in the Ottoman 

Empire between 1744 and 1754, during a time when some of the earliest 

Freemasonic activities were recorded.77 Due to the absence up to now of any records 

or official correspondence regarding the membership and activities of these lodges, it 

is not possible to state with assurance whether they had only European expatriates as 

members or Ottoman subjects as well. 

The Encyclopädie Der Freimaurerei further relates to Drummond the 

forming of “the first lodges of the new Grand Lodge of England in 1738, in 

Constantinople, Smyrna and Aleppo.”78 Apparently some confusion appears in this 

piece of information in regards to the date, the name of the founding grand body and 

also the locations of the lodges, in the light of the documented information about the 

conferral of the above mentioned charter for Eastern Mediterranean on Drummond 

by the Grand Lodge of Scotland and the warrants he was able to obtain for the lodges 

he founded. 

Notwithstanding the lack of substantiating documents, there is mention of a 

lodge formed in Izmir in Drummond’s own writings.79 In a letter written in 1745, he 

claims to have formed a lodge during his stay in this city. Although excerpts from his 

letters with accounts of his stays in Cyprus and Syria were incorporated into various 

books of travel literature during the eighteenth century, his mention of his 
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Freemasonic activities were cited only much later in the nineteenth century. Excerpts 

from Drummond’s letter from Izmir were published in the American Masonic Record 

and Albany Saturday Magazine’s June 30, 1827 issue, as “Extract from the travels of 

Alexander Drummond Esq. Consul at Aleppo, written at Smyrna in 1745, and 

published at London, in folio, 1754”: 

As I have mentioned the Lodge of Freemasons, I cannot help congratulating 

myself upon the opportunity I had of making so many worthy brethren in this 

place, and of forming the only Lodge that is in the Levant.80 

 

The excerpt continues with a poem in which Drummond lyricizes his Freemasonic 

deed with elaborate references to history and mythology. Drummond’s social 

encounters in Izmir expressed in his letter were also introduced as a short note 

entitled “Smyrna Lodge in 1745” to the readers of the Freemasonic journal Ars 

Quatuor Coronatorum in its volume from 1894.81 

Drummond’s stay in Izmir was a relatively short one which lasted two 

months. He left Izmir for good in January 1745, and as Maurits van den Boogert 

points out, it is rather questionable that after having “described himself as the ‘father’ 

of the ‘flock’ and named the lodge after himself,” he chose to leave it all behind 

never to return.82 After a critical analysis of the publication process of Drummond’s 

book, van den Boogert reaches the conclusion that the account of his forming a lodge 

in Izmir is possibly the result of the imprudence of the editor of the book, Tobias 

Smollett, who might have shuffled certain sections in his rather liberal approach to 
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editing. Consequently, Drummond’s description of the Izmir lodge was possibly 

transplanted from his writings about Aleppo where he had actually started a lodge as 

documented by the Grand Lodge records.83 However, Drummond’s remarks related 

to the lodge are followed by the poem mentioned above, which van den Boogert has 

not taken into account. In his poetry, Drummond clearly refers to a lodge raised in a 

place which can easily be associated with Izmir through the city’s ancient river 

Meles and its connection to Homer, a native of the city: 

… But now Britannia's gen'rous sons 

A glorious lodge have rais'd, 

Near the fam'd banks where Meles runs, 

And Homer's cattle graz’d …84 

 

It is not likely that the poem could have been moved from elsewhere in Drummond’s 

writings. Finally, van den Boogert argues that “the lodge does not appear to be 

mentioned by travelers who visited Izmir after Drummond”85, but one wonders 

whether the Freemasonic activity recorded in the memoirs of the German merchant 

Nicolas-Ernest Kleeman86 regarding his visit to Izmir in the late 1760s could have 

been related to this lodge which Drummond claimed to have started himself only two 

decades previously. If this was the case, Freemasonry had already gained a foothold 

in this cosmopolitan center of the empire by the middle of the eighteenth century. 

 

1.2.2. Ignace Mouradgea d’Ohsson 

 

Freemasonry in Sweden flourished towards the end of the eighteenth century 

due to the royal patronage of Duke Charles (later King Charles XIII of Sweden, 

1809–18), the younger brother of Gustav III and an ardent member of Freemasonry 
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himself. Also the nephew of King Frederick II (the Great) of Prussia, another avid 

royal patron of Freemasonry, Charles developed further the Swedish Rite87 as the 

Grand Master of the order and established the traditional patronage of Swedish 

Royalty.88 During his regency on behalf of his nephew King Gustav IV Adolf 

between 1792 and 1796, Charles appointed Ignace Mouradgea d’Ohsson89, an 

Ottoman subject, as the Swedish Ambassador to the Sublime Porte. Born in 1740 to 

an Armenian Catholic family in Istanbul, d’Ohsson had a vast knowledge of the 

languages and culture of the Orient.90 At a young age he started working as an 

interpreter for the Swedish legation in Istanbul, following in the footsteps of his 

father who had done the same for many years at the Swedish Consulate in Izmir 

between 1738 and 1777.91 As much of an homme des Lumières as one could expect 

in the Ottoman Empire during his time, d’Ohsson dedicated a significant part of his 

life to creating his much acclaimed work Tableau Général de l’Empire Othoman 

published in Paris between 1787 and 1790 in two volumes. The book soon came to 

the attention of a group of American Freemasons in Philadelphia who had an English 

translation published, peculiarly presenting it as somewhat related to Freemasonry. 

Carter Vaughn Findley states that although pages for an English edition of 

d’Ohsson’s work were printed, it was never published in England, only to be sent to 

Philadelphia later to be published around 1832, “with an altered title and a bizarre 

clutter of Masonic terms and symbols on the title page,” a presentation which he goes 

on to express as the probable cause for the assertion on the Freemasonic connection 
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of d’Ohsson.92 On the other hand, an English translation of d’Ohsson’s book 

published in Philadelphia in 1788 with the title Oriental Antiquities and General 

View of the Othoman Customs, &c is listed in the United Grand Lodge of Ancient 

Free and Accepted Masons of England, Catalogue of Books in the Library at 

Freemason’s Hall, London as the only copy of a book associated with d’Ohsson. The 

title page of this publication displays a lengthy title including an extensive epithet for 

d’Ohsson attributing to him a variety of qualifications related to mystical orders 

which reads: 

Oriental antiquities, and general view of the Othoman customs, laws, and 

ceremonies: exhibiting many curious pieces of the Eastern Hemisphere, 

relative to the Christian and Jewish dispensations; with various rites and 

mysteries of the Oriental Freemasons. Dedicated to the King of Sweden. 

Translated from the French of M. de M— d'Ohsson, Knight of the Royal 

Masonic Orders of Vasa—Templars—Malta—Philippine—Rosa Crucian 

&c.—Secretary to the King of Sweden; formerly his interpreter and charge 

d'affairs at the Court of Constantinople. 

 

The additions to the original title of d’Ohsson’s book are presumably the reason for 

the assumption of the Freemasonic association of the book and its author. Susan 

Nance comments that the phrase “Oriental Freemason” was an early term for Sufi 

Orders. Her related footnote inexplicably identifies d’Ohsson as having grown up in 

the Ottoman Empire as the son of an American consul for Sweden there, a mistake 

which can possibly be traced back to the 1838 publication British Cyclopaedia of the 

Arts, Sciences, History, Geography, Literature, Natural History and Biography, 

edited by Charles F. Partington, where due to a possible typo error d’Ohsson is 

identified as a learned “American” instead of “Armenian.”93 Patrick D. Bowen 

expresses that “presumably the Philadelphia lodge believed that Sufis, who were 
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discussed by d’Ohsson, were the Oriental Freemasons” and “this, then, is the earliest 

known example of Westerners identifying Sufis as Masons.”94 

In the final years of the eighteenth century, d’Ohsson’s name was mentioned 

in a conspiracy theory of the Jesuit priest Augustin Barruel, in his book Memoires 

Pour Servir à l’Histoire du Jacobinisme, which attempted to explain the French 

revolution as a plot masterminded by secret societies, Freemasonry in particular. 

Barruel speculated that d’Ohsson was the chief of the Jacobin apostles in the Orient, 

a position he supposedly assumed upon his return to Istanbul following the French 

Revolution. Barruel conjectured that “le Chevalier de Mouradgea d’Hohson [sic],” 

was initially not inclined to the cause of the Jacobins but the sums of money and 

pensions available to the Committee of Public Safety (le Comité de Salut Public) 

removed this initial reluctance on his part. Upon his return to Istanbul he became “la 

tête des Jacobins apôtres de l’Orient.” Soon afterwards, a certain Mr. Ruffin, an 

attaché at the French Embassy in Istanbul and formerly an associate of Baron de Tott 

in Crimea, joined d’Ohsson as his Jacobin co-apostle. A young man by the name of 

Lesseps was also recruited for the Jacobin missionary work which the three men 

carried together in Istanbul.95 All in all, Barruel was able to devise a conspiracy 

theory that knitted a network of characters whose aims and interests were rather 

difficult to relate. 

As mentioned above, the English translation of d’Ohsson’s magnum opus 

printed in Philadelphia in 1788 for the “Select Committee and Grand Lodge of 

Enquiry” lists the distinctions of the author as “Knight of the Royal Masonic Orders 

of Vasa—Templars—Malta—Philippine—Rosa Crucian [sic] &c.” While this 
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ostentatious designation may be regarded as the reason for the subsequent 

presumption of the Freemasonic affiliation of d’Ohsson, in the original French 

version of the title page of the book, the only knightly title cited is the “Chevalier de 

l’Ordre Royal de Wasa” which is not directly associated with Freemasonry. The 

sequent Swedish order of merit, the “Royal Order of Charles XIII” on the other hand 

was conferred exclusively on Freemasons of the Protestant faith but it was not 

established until 1811, four years after d’Ohsson’s decease. 

A name spelled as D’Osson appears in the register of the Stockholm lodge 

L’Union from 1775.96 Although there is no first name attached and the entry 

specifies him as a Count and Ambassador from the French Court (Grefve, 

Ambassadeur från Franska Hofvet), the similarity of the spelling of this unusual 

name as well as the date of the record makes it very plausible that it belongs to 

d’Ohsson. His high ranking position in the service of the Swedish state along with 

the imperial recognition he received at the utmost level through the conferment of 

several royal orders and titles certainly would render him a very appropriate 

candidate for the fraternity, given the much esteemed position of Freemasonry in the 

Swedish Empire at the time.  

 

1.2.3. Maritime Freemasonry Fostered by Commerce 

 

Louis Amiable97, a well-known name in the Freemasonic circles of Istanbul 

in the second half of the nineteenth century, delivered a speech on November 20, 

1894, to the members of the Phare de la Renaissance Lodge in Marseille. In his 
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speech, Amiable noted that he had lived in Istanbul from 1864 to 1879 where he had 

practiced law for eleven years and then had served in the capacity of legal advisor to 

the Sublime Porte.98 From the beginning of 1865 to the end of 1869, he had been the 

Worshipful Master of the lodge L’Union d’Orient, “the principal lodge in Istanbul” 

as expressed in his own words. He had then presided for four years over the Chapter 

of Rose Croix linked to the L’Union d’Orient.99 Amiable referred to the Freemasonry 

of Marseille as a major influence to the spread of the fraternity to the Mediterranean 

coast in the second half of the eighteenth century. Amiable stated: 

In the second half of the last century, Freemasonry of Marseille did not only 

play an important role with the influence it exercised in the city; it spread in all 

of Provence; it extended its branches on the most distant shores of the 

Mediterranean; it sent its scouts as far as our colonies in both oceans.100 

 

These distant shores included those of the Ottoman lands in the Eastern 

Mediterranean as well. According to Pierre-Yves Beaurepaire, who had his detailed 

research on the Marseille lodge Saint Jean d’Écosse based on lodge registers from 

1784 and 1789, the expansion of commerce and spread of Freemasonry went hand in 

hand, while both their successes and failures affected each other.101 Freemasonry 

benefited from the wealth of commerce displayed through the outward grandeur of 

its temple building. As Beaurepaire puts it, Saint Jean d’Écosse was at the 

confluence of economic, social and Freemasonic ambitions of the merchants of 

Marseille.102 

The configuration of the Freemasonic network that formed under the auspices 

of Saint Jean d’Écosse closely followed the network of the ports. Acting in the form 
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of an obedience as la mère loge de Marseille in competition with the Grand Orient, 

the main French obedience in Paris, Saint Jean d’Écosse created daughter lodges at 

the main ports of the Mediterranean. In addition to those in Malta, Genoa and 

Palermo, three lodges were established at the Ottoman ports: Saint Jean d’Écosse de 

la Parfaite Union in Istanbul, Saint Jean d’Écosse de l’Amitié in Salonica and Saint 

Jean d’Écosse des Nations Réunies in Izmir.103 

The register of the mother lodge Saint Jean d’Écosse of Marseille from 1789 

indicates that half of the members were foreigners. While 19 members were from 

metropolitan France and 12 from the French colonies, there were 32 foreign 

members. Among them, 5 Ottoman members constituted an important element along 

with 6 Italians and 5 Swiss. The ethnic background of the Ottoman members is not 

elaborated by Beaurepaire, but they were most likely Ottoman Christians. The 

members of the lodge, both local and foreign, were an indication of the overlapping 

of merchant networks with those of the Freemasons. Jacques Seymandi, a prominent 

merchant of Marseille and Worshipful Master of the lodge in 1780, had commercial 

affairs extending to Cairo and Aleppo. Under his direction as well as other leaders of 

the lodge with similar connections to the Levant, Saint Jean d’Écosse displayed an 

ambitious reach by constituting daughter lodges at the Ottoman ports. The name of 

the Izmir lodge comprising the term “nations assembled” displayed the extent of 

these ambitions.104 According to lodge records of 1789, Seymandi’s son attended the 

daughter lodge in Istanbul where he came in extension of his commercial affairs in 

Cairo. The capital of the empire possessed another lodge at the time, established 
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under the initiative of Genevan merchants who named it Saint-Jean du Levant or 

L'Orientale de Péra.105 

Another interesting component of the membership of the mother lodge in 

Marseille from 1784 was the names of two French consuls appointed to the Echelles 

or the ports of the Levant.106 The important position of the consuls in acting as 

liaisons between local authorities and merchants, as well as their being important 

sources of information for business relations, made them an integral part of the lodge 

membership where the networks of these diplomats were superimposed on those of 

the merchants. The mother lodge also exhibited the membership of consuls resident 

in Marseille. Representing numerous sovereign polities like Poland, Sweden, 

Denmark, Sardinia, Tuscany, these consuls constituted a significant element of the 

aforementioned diplomatic network closely associated with that of the merchants.107 

As Marseille stands out as a significant example, during the eighteenth 

century, the spread of the ideas of Freemasonry was tied to the oceans and the major 

ports surrounding them. As colonial efforts gained speed, Freemasonry also found its 

own means of reaching new destinations through the developing commercial and 

military links among these ports and their hinterland. In the port cities, the intense 

mercantile relations necessitated the involvement of diplomatic representation to 

safeguard the legal and financial privileges conceded to merchants of numerous 

European nations. During this period, Freemasonry attracted seafaring captains as 

well as military personnel on board the naval and merchant vessels who in most 

cases became members of lodges in their native lands, and introduced their fraternity 

to distant territories. Diplomats were instrumental, as in the aforementioned cases of 

Alexander Drummond and the consul members of Saint Jean d’Écosse of Marseille, 
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in the Freemasonic activity of those maritime urban centers where commercial 

dynamics resulted in a clustering of merchants and expatriates. 

A chance encounter that took place during the travels of the German 

merchant Nicolas-Ernest Kleeman is a case in point. Published in 1780 as a French 

translation from the original German, Kleeman’s memoirs described his journey 

from Vienna through Belgrade to Crimea and back to Vienna between 1768 and 

1770.108 On his route, Kleeman crossed the Black Sea and arrived in Istanbul. His 

outbound journey from Istanbul took him first to Izmir on a Swedish boat named 

Freemason, destined for Livorno. The captain of the boat was a man named Jean-

Henri Wichs, who explained to Kleeman that although he was born in Sweden, he 

had worked in the service of the English prior to being appointed as captain of this 

particular boat.  Kleeman described him as an affable man of confirmed integrity as 

well as an excellent sailor. Like the name of his vessel, the captain was identified as 

a Freemason who also wanted to convince Kleeman to become one, all the more so 

since some among the consuls and merchants of Izmir happened to be Freemasons. 

This note in Kleeman’s accounts is interesting as it attests to the Freemasonic activity 

in Izmir at a relatively early stage in the organizational advancement of Freemasonry 

in Europe. Its solid presence at the leading port of Asia Minor may well be 

associated with the “seafaring capabilities” of the fraternity. 

The nationality of the captain in Kleeman’s account is noteworthy because of 

Freemasonry’s considerable progress in Sweden at the time. After the introduction of 

the fraternity from France as early as 1730s, Sweden became one of the earliest 

countries to establish its own Freemasonic order. In 1752, Adolf Frederick (King of 
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Sweden, 1751–71) was named protector of Freemasonry in Sweden. In the decade 

following 1753, at least fourteen lodges were based in the Swedish Empire, receiving 

on average 114 members annually. The lodge L’Innocente was founded in 

Stockholm by Carl Friedrich Eckleff to work in a system pertaining to the higher 

degrees of the craft. A Grand Lodge was established in 1760.109 Given the rapid 

growth of Freemasonry during this period by way of maritime connections, 

Kleeman’s account of a Swedish boat named Freemason with a member of the order 

at its helm navigating the Mediterranean waters and openly advertising his 

attachment to the fraternity by giving its name to his ship is quite a fitting story. 

A late eighteenth century reference to another Mediterranean captain is of 

interest. Wilhelm Blumenhagen, a Freemason and a medical doctor in Hanover 

reported in Allgemeine Anzeiger der Deutschen about “a Tunisian frigate captain, 

with distinguished status, who had identified himself as a Freemason during his 

journey in Braunschweig, Hanover and Minden in 1789,” and added the following: 

He testified that in Constantinople where he was accepted into the fraternity of 

Freemasons, many Muslim lodges existed which were almost completely 

identical in ritual with other nations’ lodges; that the Turkish brothers took the 

oath on the book of four prophets; that the principal purpose of these 

associations was to spy on the Freemasons in captivity in Turkey and then to 

ransom them using the lodge coffers.110 

 

There is good reason to suspect that what this frigate captain alluded to as Muslim 

lodges were not the type of Freemasonic lodges existing in Europe at the time but 

rather the Sufi lodges which exhibited certain similar characteristics regarding their 

secretive organizations and methods of initiation through elaborate rituals.111 

Notwithstanding the difficulty of corroborating the information regarding the 

“Muslim lodges” in Istanbul at the end of the eighteenth century, the allegation 
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regarding the ransoming of foreign members of the fraternity from captivity in the 

Ottoman lands stands as a noteworthy argument. Such captivity brings to mind 

mainly those who might have become captives due to naval engagements or possibly 

those in maritime commercial activity who may have fallen into the hands of 

Mediterranean pirates, thus ending up in the Ottoman coastal territories. At any rate, 

the existence of a lodge activity aiming to ransom the captives with attachment to 

Freemasonry might help to emphasize the existence of seafaring Freemasons at that 

time and thus the maritime spreading potential of the fraternity during the eighteenth 

century. 

 

1.3. Freemasonry Among Officials of the Ottoman State 

 

As Freemasonry made its entry into the Ottoman lands mainly through its 

seafaring elements operating along the Mediterranean, its arrival into India had also 

been by way of maritime networks. The entry point was Calcutta. The Lexicon of 

Albert G. Mackey indicates that: 

Freemasonry was introduced into India in 1728 by Sir George Pomfret who 

established a lodge at Calcutta. Another was formed in 1740, and in 1779 there 

was scarcely a town in Hindostan in which there was not a lodge. In that year 

Omdit ul Omtah Bahauder, the eldest son of the nabob of the Carnatic was 

initiated at Trichinopoly.112 

 

When the British Empire extended its rule into India, the East India Company 

assumed a very dominant presence in diffusing the political interests and cultural 

influence of Britain into India and by the end of the eighteenth century its leverage 
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had already manifested itself in the Freemasonic domain as well.113 Many of the 

leading figures of the lodges had a connection with the company. It conferred great 

prestige on these lodges to initiate important representatives of power from the 

Indian states into which the British rule and political influence extended. Some 

members of the local ruling houses were the earliest Muslim initiates into 

Freemasonry. Jessica Harland-Jacobs asserts that:  

When it came to admitting men of different races and creeds, British Masonry 

had been, over time, most receptive to Muslims. In India, Freemasonry was for 

most purposes, if not for all intents, an exclusively European institution that 

flourished among East India Company servants, government officials, the 

merchant and professional classes, and army officers. But based on the 

precedent set in 1777 with the initiation of Umdat-ul-Umrah Bahadur, several 

early-nineteenth-century lodges did initiate Muslims.114 

 

Harland-Jacobs also states that “during the mid-nineteenth century, most of the 

Muslims initiated in British lodges in India belonged to the royal families of 

collaborating or recently conquered princely states.”115 On the other hand, during the 

first half of the nineteenth century, the admission of the indigenous candidates into 

British Freemasonry was a matter of ongoing debate and their inclusion on a number 

of cases was not the norm but usually the exception. Among the other major non-

Christian groups in India, the Parsis whose elite members had strong commercial ties 

with the British had more advantage to be accepted, whereas the Hindus in general 

had the least chance.116 When Manockjee Cursetjee, a Parsi gentleman, was inducted 

into the lodge Rising Star of Western India in Bombay in 1843, an impediment to 

accepting Indians (and Parsis in particular) into British Lodges was overcome.117 
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For the period between the end of the eighteenth century and the middle of 

the nineteenth, some parallels can be drawn for the development of Freemasonry 

among subjects of the Ottoman Empire and Persia. Some Muslim subjects of these 

polities residing in Europe for diplomatic missions, commerce and education were 

initiated into Freemasonry as contemporary accounts mentioned below demonstrate. 

It is noteworthy that the introduction of Freemasonry into Persia was not 

through the Mediterranean maritime encounters of the Levant and the Middle East 

but through the British endeavors in India. During the first decade of the nineteenth 

century, Persian visitors to India, Mīr ʿAbd-al-Laṭīf Shūshtarī, a merchant, and 

Abu’l-Fatḥ Solṭān-al-Wāʿeẓīn reported on their encounters with Freemasonry in 

India.118 Soon afterwards some prominent representatives of the Persian monarchy in 

European countries came into contact with the fraternity. Through those initiated into 

European Freemasonry, a number of lodges came into being in Persia in the 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.119 As the following examples show, by the 

turn of the nineteenth century, the British political encroachment into Persia 

coincided with the efforts of British Freemasonry to recruit its earliest Persian 

members into the craft and during the same period, the first permanent ambassadors 

of the Ottoman Empire to Britain also had their encounters with the fraternity. 

British and French Freemasonries actively sought to bring dignitaries of the 

Muslim states of the Orient into their organization. As expounded by Harland-Jacobs 

in her earlier mentioned works, this effort can be associated to a certain extent with 

colonial interests to create spheres of influence in these states. Be that as it may, the 
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effort to explore a philosophical as well as a ritualistic affinity between Freemasonry 

and certain orders and fraternities of Islamic mysticism to further create a mutual 

bond was also present. Albert Mackey described a Freemasonic rite consisting of 

seven degrees called the “Persian Philosophic Rite,” which was introduced to France 

in about 1819. He added, on the other hand, that this rite never contained many 

members and was already abolished at the time of his writing.120 

On the occasion of the Persian Ambassador’s initiation as a Muslim in 1807, 

Regnault de Saint-Jean d’Angely, the Minister of State, made this remark: “Through 

him, this pure light will return to its ancient cradle; Asia will recover its devout and 

useful institution with which she has enriched our clime.” 121 These words were an 

allusion to the supposition of the oriental origins of Freemasonry, a common notion 

among European Freemasons at the time. It is not possible to determine with 

certainty, because of the insufficiency of documents and literature at hand, whether 

this type of effort to create an affinity was a successful attempt as a means to 

attracting potential Muslim candidates and whether culturally progressive minded 

Muslims also had a reciprocal interest in the Freemasonic philosophy and responded 

to this call favorably. However, a number of extant accounts demonstrated below 

show that the members of the oriental diplomatic missions in Europe experienced a 

further degree of interest both from and towards Freemasonry due to their special 

position at the junction of political spheres of influence and cultural encounters.  

At the end of the eighteenth century, the destinies of two neighboring 

dynasties, the Ottoman and that of the newly installed Qajar of Persia, converged in 

the face of the Russian Empire’s threat. Both powers had outdated militaries and 
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were in need of European allies. Following the French Revolution, the precarious 

political position of France created a rather vague state of relations with the Ottoman 

Empire during the reign of Selīm III. Just less than a decade later, with Napoléon’s 

attack on Egypt and the Levant, the almost three centuries old privileged relations 

between France and the Ottoman Empire were torn apart. 

Several years prior to Napoléon’s troops’ landing in Alexandria in July 1798, 

the Ottoman court had appointed its first permanent ambassadors to the courts of the 

leading European powers, hoping to receive reliable information regarding European 

affairs, to adapt to the diplomatic practice of European states and to forge political 

and military alliances through this process.122 The Ottoman diplomats were novices 

to the European ways of diplomacy and their earnest efforts in seeking the potential 

partnerships in the foreign courts did not always bring anticipated results. Thomas 

Naff asserts: 

Selim's reforms, praiseworthy and courageous as they were, can hardly be said 

to have achieved even the moderate aims of their promoters. Neither the new 

techniques which were adopted, nor the principles which guided Ottoman 

diplomacy made the Empire appreciably stronger or foreign policy more 

effective, at least during Selim's reign.123 

 

Although Ottoman officials had been sent to Europe in the eighteenth century 

for short term diplomatic missions and state visits to negotiate peace treaties or to 

solicit possible political or military cooperation, the rate of communication between 

Europe and the Ottoman Empire was augmented during and following the reign of 

Selīm III allowing the admittance of European innovations and ideas.124 This 

rapprochement also manifested itself in cultural exchange as “among other duties, 
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these ambassadors were instructed to study the institutions of the countries to which 

they were accredited, and to acquire ‘languages, knowledge, and sciences useful to 

servants of the Empire’.”125 The several years duration of their appointments made it 

possible for these first diplomats posted to Europe to develop a better understanding 

and experience of European social institutions as well. 

The first Ottoman permanent ambassador to London was Yūsuf Āgāh 

Efendi126, posted between the years 1793 and 1796 during a time when many British 

dignitaries of both the imperial government and the Church had close affiliations 

with Freemasonry. The Freemasons’ Hall, dedicated in 1776, had become a 

prominent venue in London’s social life where, in addition to Freemasonic activity, 

meetings of societies, concerts, balls and charitable events were held.127 In this social 

environment, representatives of foreign states pursued connections which they hoped 

would serve the interests of their governments. As will be demonstrated below, 

although their affiliation with Freemasonry cannot be substantiated with records, 

there is circumstantial evidence that Ottoman diplomats sent to London during this 

period were not far from these circles. 
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Fig.1 Painting by Thomas Stothard (1755–1834), “A Picture Paints a Thousand Words?” 

History of the Royal Masonic School for Girls, posted on January 13, 2019, 

https://rmsghistoryextra.wordpress.com/2019/01/. 

A painting attributed to Thomas Stothard (1755–1834) (Fig.1) that became a 

well-known Freemasonic scene through its reprints in the first decades of the 

nineteenth century portrays a ceremonial occasion in the Freemasons’ Hall with a 

procession of young school girls and an audience consisting of some prominent 

figures of the time. In the forefront of the painting, three figures can be identified in 

their stately costumes as Ottoman dignitaries. Notwithstanding the uncertainty of the 

exact date of the painting which can be anytime in the final decade of the nineteenth 

century, the artist or his artistic collaborators have prudently left behind a preparatory 

sketch of the painting with 37 of the people marked by numbers and identified in a 

list. The Ottoman figures are listed as “Ussuf Aguiah Efendi [sic], Ambassador from 

the Sublime Porte at the Court of London,” “Mahmoud Raif Efendi, his Secretary” 

and “Emmanuel Persiany, Interpreter to the Ambassador.” This puts the Ottoman 
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Ambassador into the setting of a well-known annual Freemasonic event of the time, 

where the young female students of the then very recently established Royal Masonic 

School for Girls had their procession led by the founder of the school, Chevalier 

Ruspini.128 Up to now, research done on Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi and his diplomatic 

mission seems to have either failed to take this unique painting into consideration or 

misinterpreted it by associating it with a different official occasion of the 

ambassador’s participation. Consequently, an affiliation of Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi with 

Freemasonry has not been mentioned in association with this painting so far.129 

Given the setting of the event and its significance for the Freemasonic organization 

in London as well as the assembly of prominent Freemasons surrounding the 

Ottoman dignitaries, it is quite logical to associate Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi and his 

subordinates with the fraternity. A well-identified figure only a couple of men away 

from the Ottoman group is the Prince of Wales, the later Prince Regent (1811–20) 

and King George IV (1820–30). Under the auspices of the Prince himself, a lodge 

had been formed earlier in 1787 named The Prince of Wales’ Lodge (No. 259). The 

lodge was founded with the assistance of Bartholomew Ruspini, a surgeon of Italian 

origin who had specialized in dentistry and had come to England to practice his 

profession. He was appointed as the dentist for the Prince of Wales in 1787, the same 

year the lodge was granted a warrant from the then Grand Master, the Duke of 

Cumberland. Chevalier Ruspini became the founder of the Royal Masonic School for 
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Girls the next year, the purpose of which was to provide education for the 

Freemasons’ daughters in financial need.130 

The Prince’s lodge was not an ordinary one since the Prince, who most likely 

harbored a great deal of confidence regarding the social and political influence of the 

fraternity, wanted to bring together his prominent officials with the people who 

mattered to the interests of the British Empire, which at the time was advancing 

towards Persia through its newly gained territories in India, dangerously approaching 

a zone of confrontation with the Russian Empire. The Ottoman Ambassador and his 

close associates, on the other hand, might have perceived Freemasonic affiliation as a 

reasonable gateway into an influential political circle as well as a colorful cultural 

environment. Maḥmūd Rā’if Efendi, the chief secretary of Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi, 

composed a journal during his stay in London written originally in French and 

entitled Journal du Voyage de Mahmoud Raif Efendi en Engleterre, 1793–1796. As 

one of the earliest ambassadorial reports of the Ottoman Empire, and the only one 

written in a language other than Ottoman Turkish, the journal presents information 

regarding the British institutions and culture, as witnessed by an Ottoman subject.131 

While these high ranking Ottoman officials were experiencing an immersion into the 

European cultural traditions, Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi did not shy away from posing for a 

European style portrait in his Oriental attire, in an act of social adaptation.132 The 

portrait’s artist was Stockholm born Carl Frederik von Breda whose distinguished 

career in London was to later continue as the painter to the Swedish Crown. 
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During a time when Freemasonry retained a negative image among the 

officials of the Ottoman government with its members deemed as unbelievers and its 

origins connected to the land of the infidel, any affiliation with Freemasonry had 

better be kept a secret matter for any government official. In the writings of the 

imperial historiographer Aḥmad ʽĀṣım Efendi, who recorded the history of Selim 

III’s reign, the alleged adherence of a military officer to Freemasonry is reported on 

page 242 of the first volume of his history with a derogatory language reflecting his 

perception of Freemasonry at the time: 

…after travelling a while in distant lands and residing in European countries, 

this degenerate, styled unfittingly to his demeanor as Hasan Ağa, an 

unbelieving, blasphemous, treacherous man who never cares for the precepts of 

Islam and who in the land of the infidel engaged in the heathen’s crafts like 

Freemasonry, magic, alchemy and sleight of hand…133 

 

However, a rare record of the involvement in Freemasonry of two Ottoman 

diplomats exists in the journal of a Persian dignitary from the turn of the nineteenth 

century. Mirza Abu Taleb Khan, who became a well-known figure under the title of 

“the Persian Prince” during his stay in London in 1800 and 1801, set down his 

travels in Asia, Africa and Europe between 1799 and 1803.  These years overlap with 

the diplomatic mission of Ismāʽīl Ferrūkh Efendi134 who took over from his 

predecessor Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi in 1797 and served until 1801. In his memoirs, 

Mirza Abu Taleb Khan recounts his encounter with Freemasonry which did not lead 

to his affiliation, while he reveals that the Ottoman Ambassador Ismāʽīl Ferrūkh 

Efendi and his secretary were both inducted:  

                                                           
133 “…bir müddet âfâk u aktârda geşt ü seyâhat ederek memâlik-i Firengistân'da ikāmet ve fî zâtihî 

aslâ ahkâmı İslâmiyye'ye mübâlât eylemez mülhid ve bî-i‘tikād ve zındık ve bed-mezheb ve hâric ez-

heme-millet olmağla, kişver-i kâfiristânda fermesonlukla sihr u simyâ’ ve şu‘bede makūlesi kâfirce 

kati vâfir fünûn-i küfriyye tahsîline müsâberet eden müsemmâ bi'n-Nakīz maklûbü'l-ism Hasan Ağa 

dedikleri habîs…” This transcription of the original Ottoman Turkish text is quoted from Mütercim 

Ahmed Âsım Efendi, Âsım Efendi Tarihi Vol.1, ed. Ziya Yılmazer (Istanbul: Türkiye Yazma Eserler 

Kurumu, 2015), 511. 
134 See Appendix B. 
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I was frequently urged, by several of the Freemasons, to become one of their 

brethren; but, as I was not perfectly convinced that their principles were 

conformable to my mode of thinking, I begged leave to decline the honour. 

They however prevailed upon Effendi Ismael, the Turkish ambassador, and 

Effendi Yusuf, his secretary, to embrace their tenets; and both these 

Mohammedans were initiated into all the mysteries of Freemasonry.135 

 

In his research based on the diary penned by Mirza Salih, one of a group of 

young Persian students who came to study in London in the early nineteenth century, 

Nile Green asserts that “in July 1800 Yusuf Aqa Effendi [sic], the first resident 

Ottoman Ambassador to London and his nephew, Yusuf ʿAziz Effendi [sic], had 

become Freemasons at Prince of Wales Lodge No. 259 in London.”136 However the 

date that Green gives does not match with the years during which Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi 

served as the Ottoman Ambassador in London. He also refers to Abu Taleb Khan’s 

memoirs for the same initiation but as quoted above, this source clearly names 

Ambassador Ismāʽīl Ferrūkh Efendi as the person involved. Until any contemporary 

mention or record of Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi’s affiliation with Freemasonry can be 

revealed to ascertain his joining the craft as the earliest Ottoman diplomat known to 

do so, we have to rely on the circumstantial evidence provided by the Stothard 

painting. 

Green also points out the intersecting interests in Freemasonry of Ottoman 

and Persian dignitaries at the beginning of the nineteenth century. Only a decade 

after the Ottoman Ambassador Ismāʽīl Ferrūkh Efendi, this time a Persian 

Ambassador joined the fraternity in London in 1810, most likely as the first Persian 

Muslim to do so in Britain.137 Mīrzā Abu’l-Ḥasan Khān Shīrazī was inducted upon 

                                                           
135 Mirza Abu Taleb Khan, The Travels of Mirza Abu Taleb Khan in Asia, Africa and Europe, During 

the Years 1799, 1800, 1801, 1802, and 1803, Vol.1, trans. Charles Stewart (London: Longman, Hurst, 

Rees and Orme, 1810), 194. 
136 Nile Green, The Love of Strangers: What Six Muslim Students Learned in Jane Austen’s London 

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016), 172. 
137 Green, 171. 
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the proposal of Sir Gore Ousley,138 who was appointed as the British Ambassador to 

the court of Fatḥ-ʻAli Shāh Ḳādjār in Persia in the same year of Abu’l-Ḥasan’s 

initiation. The attendance of Francis Rawdon-Hastings (Marquis of Hastings, and 

later the Earl of Moira) to the initiation ceremony as the then Acting Grand Master of 

the Grand Lodge of England139 shows the significance attached to the induction of 

the Persian Ambassador. The Grand Master’s attendance was reminisced three 

decades later in a correspondence expressing the views of Prince Augustus 

Frederick, Duke of Sussex and the then Grand Master of UGLE until his death in 

1843, regarding the acceptance of Hindus and Muslims into Freemasonry which was 

still an ongoing debate in the 1840s. The positive outlook of the Duke of Sussex 

towards inclusion of different creeds into Freemasonry emphasized the universality 

ambitions of the fraternity: 

…when once admitted into the Fraternity, all questions of religion cease, 

because, by the rules of our Order, matters of religion and of state policy are 

strictly prohibited from forming any part of discussion in a well regulated 

lodge. Upon this principle, Hindoos as well as Mahomedans can and ought to 

be received. 

The Grand Master himself was present at the initiation of Mirza Abul, who was 

made by the late Marquis of Hastings. Three of the Persian Princes were made 

about six years since, as likewise the Moulavee under the King of Oude; and 

about the year 1776, Omdit ul Omrah Buhauder, eldest son of the Nabob of 

Arcot, was initiated in India, and received from the Grand Lodge a blue apron; 

thus proving that the predecessors of the present Grand Master entertained 

notions similar to his own upon this point.140 

  

The Earl of Moira was appointed as the Governor-General of India in 1812, 

two years after Abu’l-Ḥasan’s initiation. The appointment of both Sir Gore Ouseley 

and the Earl of Moira to these highest positions of foreign representation in Persia 

                                                           
138 Algar, “Freemasonry in Iran,” 277. 
139 This was the Premier Grand Lodge of England, also known as the Moderns, which merged with the 

Ancients only three years later in 1813 to become the United Grand Lodge of England, with the Duke 

of Sussex as Grand Master. 
140 The Freemasons Magazine and Masonic Mirror 10, no.235 (January 2, 1864): 3. The 

correspondence of the Duke of Sussex from 1840 was included in the journal as part of a query, 

putting under discussion the inclusivity of Freemasonry under the title of “The Universality of 

Freemasonry,” two decades after the original correspondence took place. 
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and India respectively shows the close association of the diplomatic circles and East 

India Company’s interests with the Freemasonic establishment in London at the time.  

Hamid Algar points out that “in the case of Mīrzā Abu’l-Ḥasan Khān Shīrazī, the 

evidence of political motive for the initiation is decisive [as] his mihmāndār, Sir 

Gore Ouseley, not only accompanied him on his return journey to Iran to become the 

new British ambassador, but was also granted an English patent as Provincial Grand 

Master for Iran.”141 Green, on the other hand, argues that, as much as a colonial 

motive may be present behind the initiations of the Persian and Ottoman dignitaries, 

Muslim Freemasons also benefited from their Freemasonic affiliation “by way of 

elite networking and the diplomatic leverage” it promised and that “Freemason 

lodges offered a rare opportunity for Muslims and Christians not merely to meet on 

equal terms but to meet as adoptive brothers sworn to aid and promote each other’s 

interests.”142 Furthermore, in the case of the induction of the young Persian princes 

(Mirza Salih and Mirza Djaʽfar), Green asserts that, in addition to a social and 

political motive, “there is also good reason to connect their interest in Freemasonry 

to the appeal that cosmopolitan and rationalist forms of religiosity held for them by 

this time [as] their religious interests were not separate from their interests in the 

scientific new learning, which they saw echoed in the rational understandings of the 

divinity offered by Freemasonry and Unitarianism alike.”143  

British Freemasonry was successful in recruiting further prominent figures of 

the Orient into its ranks in the subsequent decades. The Lodge of Amity, a constituent 

lodge of the United Grand Lodge of England, initiated Zade Meerza [sic], the son of 

the Persian Shah, and his younger brother on June 16 of 1836, the year they had 

                                                           
141 Algar, “Freemasonry in Iran,” 277. 
142 Green, The Love of Strangers, 172. 
143 Green, 174. 
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come to England.144 The same lodge had initiated a few months earlier the 

Ambassador of the King of Oude.145 

As early as the first decade of the nineteenth century, the Ottoman and 

Persian diplomats also came into contact with Freemasonry in France. Due to 

Napoléon’s benevolence towards the fraternity146 through the mediation of eminent 

Freemasons in his close circle like François Christophe Kellermann and André 

Masséna, both maréchal d’Empire, as well as Jean-Jacques-Régis de Cambacérès, 

archichancelier de l'Empire, Freemasons gave their loyal support throughout his 

reign during which many officers of his army belonged to the ranks of the fraternity. 

In 1814, the Grand Orient would reach its most vigorous level up to that time, 

comprising 905 lodges with 73 military among them.147 

Meḥmed Saʽīd Ḥālet Efendi, the Ottoman Ambassador to Paris from 1803 to 

1806, served during a time when the relations between France and the Ottoman 

Empire were rather strained because of Napoléon’s occupation of Egypt. In a famous 

painting by Jacques-Louis David depicting the Coronation of Napoléon (Fig.2), the 

Ottoman Ambassador is distinctly portrayed in his official Ottoman attire standing 

behind the altar among other foreign diplomats and intently watching the event.148 

The Encyclopädie Der Freimaurerei states that “in October 1804, according to 

                                                           
144 François-Timoléon Bègue-Clavel, Histoire Pittoresque de la Franc-Maçonnerie et Des Sociétés 

Secrètes Anciennes et Modernes, 3ème ed. (Paris: Pagnerre, 1844), 132. Bègue-Clavel commented 

that despite such diverse acquisitions from the Persian realm, a stable Freemasonic establishment was 

not attained. The political obstacles stemming from the Persian Cabinet were held responsible for 

hindering the otherwise devoted efforts of Sir Gore Ouseley, Baronet, and Provincial Grand Master 

representing the United Grand Lodge of England in Teheran. 
145 Bègue-Clavel, 132. 
146 Despite the lack of documents to substantiate it, the common narrative among both Freemasons 

and their adversaries was that Napoléon Bonaparte was initiated at a military lodge in Malta on his 

way to Egypt. See Hutin, Les Franc-maçons, 102. 
147 Hutin, 102. 
148 “Sacre de l'empereur Napoléon 1er et couronnement de l'impératrice Joséphine dans la cathédrale 

Notre-Dame de Paris, le 2 décembre 1804,” Louvre Collections, 

https://collections.louvre.fr/ark:/53355/cl010065720. The painting by Jacques-Louis David (1748–

1825) currently resides in the collections of the Louvre and is dated to 1806–07. 
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public sources, the Turkish Ambassador in Paris was admitted to Freemasonry.”149 

Given the favorable sociopolitical climate that Freemasonry enjoyed at the time in 

France due to Napoléon’s consent for its institutional development, the Ottoman 

Ambassador’s presumable interest in joining it becomes all the more credible. 

 

 

Fig.2 “Sacre de l'empereur Napoléon 1er et couronnement de l'impératrice Joséphine dans la 

cathédrale Notre-Dame de Paris, le 2 décembre 1804,” Painting by Jacques-Louis David, 

https://collections.louvre.fr/ark:/53355/cl010065720. 

 

In the same decade, French Freemasonry extended its influence also among 

the Persian dignitaries. On November 24, 1808, Askeri Khan, the Persian 

Ambassador in Paris, was initiated into the fraternity by a ceremony held at the 

Mother Lodge of the Scottish Rite, with Claude Antoine Thory as the Worshipful 

Master.150 Following the initiation, the Ambassador is said to have presented to the 

                                                           
149 Encyclopädie Der Freimaurerei, Dritter Band, 542. 
150 Encyclopädie Der Freimaurerei, Dritter Band, 542; Acta Latomorum, 237–39. During the 

initiation, M. Robelot, the Grand Orator of the lodge, also delivered a speech as quoted in Verbal de la 

Réception dans l’Ordre des Franc-Maçons du Frère Askeri-Khan, et Discours Prononcé à Cette 

Occasion par M. Robelot (Paris, 1809), 16. The speech was also mentioned in the Acta Latomorum, 

238–39, expressing that the Mother Lodge recognized the zeal of M.Robelot, and awarded him a 
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Mother Lodge his Damascene sabre as a gift and to have delivered a speech in these 

words: 

Gentlemen, I promise you amity, fidelity and esteem. I was told, and I have no 

doubt of it, that the Freemasons are good, charitable, filled with love and 

attachment for their sovereigns; allow me to present you a gift worthy of the 

true French. Accept this sabre which has served me in twenty-seven battles; 

may this homage convince you of my sentiments which you have inspired and 

the pleasure I have of being a member of your order.151 

 

The records go on to mention that the Persian Ambassador in the month following 

his initiation hosted Thory at his residence and consulted with him his project to 

establish a lodge in Isfahan. The next week after this meeting, the Ambassador was 

conferred the master’s degree and he paid a visit to the General Archives of the Rite, 

also presenting on the occasion a gift purse studded with precious stones and 

pearls.152 

A few decades later, the Tanẓīmāt era of reforms in the Ottoman Empire that 

was officially started in 1839, ushered in a new wave of modernization under 

European influence and increased diplomatic ties with Europe. The contact with 

Freemasonry for Ottoman diplomats at the time was still restricted to their tenure of 

office in the foreign lands, since the repercussions of the abolishment of the Janissary 

institution in 1826 still impeded the forming of lodges within the Ottoman lands.153  

Three highest ranking and leading Ottoman statesmen of this period were the 

so-called triumvirate of Muṣṭafā Reshīd Pasha154, Muḥammad Amīn ʽĀlī Pasha and 

Kečedji-zāde Meḥmed Fuʼād Pasha who were at the vanguard of reforming the 

Ottoman administrative system. Although, the Freemasonic affiliation of all three 

                                                                                                                                                                     
medal in recognition of the excellent speech he delivered on the occasion of the Persian Ambassador’s 

initiation. 
151 Acta Latomorum, 238. Bègue-Clavel, Histoire Pittoresque, 131, also quoted the ambassador’s 

speech and identified the lodge of his initiation as Saint Alexandre d’Écosse which was at the time the 

Mère-Loge Écossaise or the Mother Lodge of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite. 
152 Acta Latomorum, 238. 
153 Umur, “Uyku Dönemleri,” 9–12. 
154 See Appendix B. 
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men has been mentioned by various researchers,155 that of Muṣṭafā Reshīd Pasha and 

Muḥammad Amīn ʽĀlī Pasha, has not been corroborated by records so far and has 

been limited to a supposition of their initiation at a British lodge during their 

diplomatic tenure together in London.156 This episode is often related to the close 

association of Reshīd Pasha with Stratford Canning (Viscount Stratford de 

Redcliffe),157 the British Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire between 1842 and 

1858, and allegedly has taken place upon suggestion of the latter. This account is 

further related to the opening of a lodge in the Galata district of Istanbul on the 

initiative of Canning which would benefit from the attendance of Ottoman 

bureaucrats sanctioned by Reshīd Pasha himself, the identities of whom elude us due 

to a lack of records.158 

On the other hand, the affiliation to Freemasonry of the third dominant 

statesman of the Tanẓīmāt period, Kečedji-zāde Meḥmed Fuʼād Pasha, is supported 

by multiple accounts from the related period. During the last decade of his life in the 

1860s, Fuʼād Pasha continued vigorously with his reforms and westernization 

policies in the capacity of both Minister of Foreign Affairs and Grand Vizier of the 

empire, offices which he assumed in consecutive periods. He joined the official tour 

of Sultan ‘Abd al-‘Azīz to several European states including England. John Porter 

Brown159, a frequent contributor to Freemasonic journals of Europe and America, 

                                                           
155 In one of these sources, Davison notes that “Reshid, Ali, and Fuad were all Freemasons” and cites 

an article of Ebüzziya Tevfik from 1911 as the source of this information. Roderic H. Davison, 

“Turkish Attitudes Concerning Christian-Muslim Equality in the Nineteenth Century,” The American 

Historical Review 59, no. 4 (July 1954): 850.  
156 Tamer Ayan, “Büyük Devlet Adamı ve Diplomat Sadrazam Âli Paşa,” Mimar Sinan, no. 150 

(December 2009): 36–38. 
157 For general information on the embassy of Canning, see G.R. Berridge, British Heads of Mission at 

Constantinople 1583–1922 (Self-published at the author’s website, 2020), 30–36, 

https://grberridge.diplomacy.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/BritAmbs1583-34.pdf. 
158 Apak, Masonluk Tarihi, 21. 
159 See Appendix B. 
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reported to the National Freemason in a letter sent from Istanbul on October 10, 

1867, in which he stated: 

During the Sultan’s visit to England and that of the Viceroy of Egypt, 

M.W.G.M [Most Worshipful Grand Master] of England appointed H.H. Fuad 

Pacha, now minister of foreign affairs of Turkey, District Grand Master for 

Turkey, and H.H. Halim Pacha, uncle of the Viceroy, the same for Egypt. I am 

not yet able to say positively whether the former has found it possible to accept 

of the office. His many occupations and the prejudice which, I regret to add, 

still exists in the minds of many of his countrymen against the Masonic order, 

may cause him to decline it. 

My own name was before the M.W.G.M of England (the Earl of Zetland) for 

the position bestowed upon H.H. Fuad Pacha, but he did not think “an 

American gentleman could be properly named District Grand Master under the 

Constitution of the Grand Lodge of England.” … However, be it as it may, I 

shall sincerely rejoice if H.H. Fuad Pacha will accept of it, for it will be far 

more beneficial to the Craft in Turkey than my appointment could possibly be. 

H.H. became a Mason in England several years ago, but has never been 

connected with any Lodge here…”160 

  

Brown was quite right in his doubts, as Fuʼād Pasha declined the assignment and the 

position of District Grand Master was bestowed upon Brown himself. 

The efforts to integrate Ottoman diplomacy into the European state system by 

replacing the previous unilateralism with reciprocity and establishing resident 

missions in the four major capitals of Europe, which started in the last decade of the 

eighteenth century during the reign of Selīm III, remained an aborted attempt after 

little more than two decades by 1821.161 Permanent embassies were finally 

established in the decades following the appointment of resident ambassadors once 

again to London and Paris in 1834 during the reign of Maḥmūd II.162 Through this 

period, the Ottoman Empire first experimented with the European form of diplomacy 

trying to attain full reciprocity and eventually adapted itself to continuous diplomacy 

through resident missions. Despite the lack of lodge records so far to substantiate the 

membership of the early Ottoman officials appointed to diplomatic missions in the 

                                                           
160 The National Freemason IX, no.21 (November 23, 1867): 333. 
161 J.C. Hurewitz, “Ottoman Diplomacy and the European State System,” Middle East Journal 15, 

no.2 (Spring 1961): 143, 145, 148. 
162 Hurewitz, 148. 
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European capitals, we can still find their mentions in personal memoirs and 

Freemasonic journals, and even rare art works like the Stothard painting as 

circumstantial evidence to associate these men with Freemasonry. These officials 

belonged to the highest echelon of Ottoman state and diplomacy. The efforts of the 

Freemasonic institutions in Britain and France to induct the Ottoman and Persian 

diplomats into their ranks, despite the then still ongoing debates of inclusion for the 

non-Christians as noted previously, show the significance attached to an elite 

network of diplomats to be superimposed on the Freemasonic network in these major 

centers of diplomacy and politics. This trend would become even more significant in 

the period following the Crimean War as the Ottoman Empire would finally find its 

place within the Concert of Europe.163 This time the lodges involved would be those 

established in the Ottoman capital itself.  

 

 

                                                           
163 Hurewitz, 152. At the Paris Congress of 1856, with the prompting of the Ottoman Foreign Minister 

ʽĀlī Pasha, “the Concert declared (article 7) that ‘the Sublime Porte [is] admitted to participate in the 

advantages of the public law and system (Concert) of Europe’,” a provision which, according to 

Hurewitz, could be used to suggest “Ottoman membership not in the European state system alone but 

in that exclusive club of the Great Powers, the Concert of Europe.” 
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CHAPTER II 

 

 

OTTOMAN FREEMASONRY: TRANSNATIONAL 

CONNECTIONS AND DIVERSE INTERACTIONS 

 

 

 

2.1.  Lodges under Foreign Obediences 

 

As the Tanẓīmāt era reforms created an augmented pace of modernization and 

change in the Ottoman lands, the European influence in technology, education and 

social life gradually increased its penetration into the Ottoman world. The opening 

up of the Ottoman Empire to further European political and cultural influence came 

with the conjuncture created by the Crimean War in the 1850s. An immediate 

sociopolitical outcome of the war was the Ottoman Reform Edict of 1856 (Iṣlāḥāt 

Khaṭṭ-ı Humāyūnu) which iterated the status of non-Muslim communities, enhancing 

their access to civil equality and justice. Finding themselves in improved social 

circumstances, many members of these communities, who were already open to 

European ideas and ways of life were able to pursue closer affiliations with the 

European social and intellectual institutions. The social climate for Freemasonic 

activity had never before been so favorable.  
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Following the Crimean War, the forming of lodges under foreign obediences 

started to gather pace in the Ottoman Empire. The pattern of increased interest in 

forming lodges in the Ottoman Empire was a consequence of the contemporaneous 

appeal of establishing bilateral or multilateral relations among the Freemasonic 

organizations formed within the territories of various European political entities. This 

transnational networking intensified in the second half of the nineteenth century in 

accordance with the inherent grand ideal of Freemasonry to unite nations and bring 

humanity into accord.  

In countries lacking a sovereign Freemasonic organization, foreign 

obediences actively sought opportunities to establish lodges of their own. The lodges 

formed in the Ottoman Empire during the second half of the nineteenth century 

worked under the European obediences, namely those of French, Italian, British, 

Spanish and German.164  It was not until the formation in 1909 of the Ottoman 

Supreme Council165 and the Ottoman Grand Orient that numerous lodges were 

formed to join the new Ottoman obedience and also a number of lodges under 

European obediences switched their allegiance to that of the Ottoman.166 

In the two decades following the Crimean War, Istanbul and a few other 

populous cities of the Empire saw the formation of a considerable number of 

lodges.167 In his report of 1869, Albert G. Goodall recorded that “there is now a 

District Grand Lodge of England at Constantinople, having twelve lodges under its 

                                                           
164 Egypt in its semi-autonomous status within the Ottoman Empire was an exception, since sovereign 

grand bodies were established there in the 1860s and 70s. See Section 3.2. 
165 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
166 See Section 4.1. on the formation of the Ottoman Supreme Council of the Ancient and Accepted 

Scottish Rite and the Ottoman Grand Orient. The Spanish obedience lodge Constitución from 

Salonica and the Italian obedience lodge Bisanzio Risorta from Istanbul were among the lodges which 

joined the Ottoman obedience after its inception. 
167 Layiktez lists a total of 26 lodges under foreign obediences which have been formed during the two 

decades following the Crimean War (eleven lodges under the English obedience, one under Scottish, 

one under Spanish, two under German and eleven under Italian). See Layiktez, Türkiye’de Masonluk, 

44–48. 
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jurisdiction, and altogether about thirty-five Lodges are now working in Turkey and 

Egypt, under authority from European Grand Bodies”168. Port cities like Izmir and 

Alexandria had advantageous positions for this renewed interest in Freemasonry 

through their networks of foreign merchants and local people of commerce 

particularly belonging to the Christian and Jewish communities. Moreover, the 

capital and the major cities boasted many members of foreign missions and 

educational institutions as well as foreigners taking temporary residence in these 

cities. These elements constituted a significant part of membership in the lodges 

formed in these cities. In reference to his brief stay in Izmir (Smyrna) in February, 

1868, Robert Morris noted that he had attended a meeting of the English obedience 

lodge Homer, specially organized for the occasion of his visit. Among the invited 

members of the lodge and those who participated in the meeting, he counts 

American, German, French and English nationals in addition to local Greeks and 

Armenians, where the foreign nationals constitute at least half of the names.169 

The rapprochement between Britain and the Ottoman Empire following the 

military alliance of the Crimean War also encouraged a renewed interest on the part 

of the British Freemasons to organize lodges in the Ottoman lands. In 1856, the 

lodge Oriental working under the United Grand Lodge of England (UGLE) was 

formed in Istanbul. This was to be the longest surviving of the English obedience 

lodges in Turkey which stayed active until as late as 1949.170 

Izmir was at the forefront of Freemasonic activity in just a matter of months 

following the Crimean War. A so-called “Grand Lodge of the Ancient and 

                                                           
168 “Report of Ill. Bro. Albert G. Goodall, Grand Representative on Foreign Relations, to the Supreme 

Council of Sov. Gr. Ins. Gen. of the 33rd and last degree Ancient Accepted Rite, for the Northern 

Masonic Jurisdiction, USA,” The Freemason 2, no.26 (September 4, 1869): 117. 
169 Robert Morris, Freemasonry in the Holy Land, or Handmarks of Hiram’s Builders (New York: 

Masonic Publishing Company, 1872), 48–53. 
170 Layiktez, Türkiye’de Masonluk, 17. 
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Honourable Fraternity of Free and Accepted Masons of Turkey” was formed 

supposedly with a warrant from the Grand Lodge of Ireland. The warrant in question, 

Warrant No. 65, was originally issued to Albany Lodge, a military lodge to be 

formed under the auspices of the 72nd Foot Regiment (later renamed as the 1st 

Battalion Seaforth Highlanders), on December 15, 1854. According to the Grand 

Lodge minutes, the warrant was later carried off by a British officer named James 

Atkinson, the first Master of the lodge, when the regiment was stationed in the 

Crimea in 1854–55 and was never returned. The Grand Lodge of Ireland lost track of 

the warrant towards the end of the war and the associated military lodge was noted 

down as closed in 1855.171 Captain Atkinson turned up in Izmir and without any 

further authorization from the Grand Lodge, he managed to bring a number of 

Smyrniotes into his plan to establish lodges and a Grand Lodge in Izmir. The 

Masonic Review published a letter from Istanbul dated October 12, 1856, which was 

disclosed earlier in a New York paper. The correspondent revealed that: 

At the outset the lodge of Smyrna was opened and worked with a warrant of 

the Grand Lodge of Ireland… as the Albany Lodge No.65. Seventeen Masons 

of good standing and of high rank in masonry, constituted themselves an 

Independent Grand Lodge of Turkey, forming their Magna Charta and 

recognized by all the Grand Lodges of Europe. Subsequently 48 master masons 

resident in Smyrna, applied by petition to the Grand lodge of Turkey for 

warrants to form three lodges tributary to the Grand Lodge of Turkey…so that 

there are now in Smyrna…three lodges called Ionia No.1, Anatolia No.2, 

Byzantium No.3, with 110 members in all, and 21 others under proposition. 

No.1 works in English, No.2 works in Italian and No.3 in the French 

Language…The Deputy Grand Master is Mr.C.G. Carrer; the Grand Master of 

the Ionia is Mr. J. Langdon, an American; The Byzantium Lodge has for its 

Grand Master M.Keiger, a Frenchman;…172 

 

Captain James Hope Atkinson, the leading actor of this Freemasonic 

endeavor was born in 1825 as the son of a landed family from Co. Armagh in 

                                                           
171 “Irish Warrants in Scottish Regiments,” The Grand Lodge of Antient Free and Accepted Masons of 

Scotland, https://www.facebook.com/GrandLodgeScotland/posts/irish-warrants-in-scottish-regiments; 

“List of Military Lodges,” The Circuit of Service Lodges, www.militarymasons.org.uk/History3.html. 
172 The Masonic Review XVI, no.3 (December 1856): 192. 
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Northern Ireland. As his older brother Joseph was the heir to the family estate, James 

left to join the Army.173 He chose to settle in the port city of Izmir with an affluent 

Levantine community following his involvement in the war and he did not wait for 

long before he got married into a well-established merchant family of the city. The 

marriage of Captain Atkinson, 72nd Highlanders, to Elfrida Mary, fourth daughter of 

Richard Benjamin Abbott Esq. of Smyrna took place on 28 April 1856 at the Chapel 

of the British Consulate, Smyrna, by the Rev W B Lewis.174 Elfrida Mary Abbott 

was a descendent of the Abbott and Maltass families, two prominent merchant 

families of Izmir with an ancestry associated with the Levant Company. Her father 

R.B. Abbott was the owner of emery mines near the town of Selçuk and served as the 

British Consul of Gallipoli in 1863. She died prematurely at the age of 23 in 1860 

leaving two daughters behind. Captain Atkinson joined the growing Irish diaspora in 

New Zealand where he died in 1865. His two daughters grew up to get married in 

Izmir to Counts of Italian origin.175 

Among the people who took part in the attempt to form the above mentioned 

Grand Lodge in Izmir were some prominent names of the Levantine community of 

the city. In a document dated 1857,176 Grand Office-Bearers of the Grand Lodge is 

listed. The Grand Master is named as C.G.Carrer, L.L.D. in agreement with the 

account of the The Masonic Review issue referred to earlier. Constantin George 

Carrer was from a family of Venetian origin established at Zante [Zakynthos].177 In 

1861, just a few years after the Grand Lodge endeavor, he married Laura Cornélia 

Borrell, the daughter of Henry Perigall Borrell, a British merchant and enthusiast of 
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numismatics and archaeology who was born in London in 1795, married in Izmir in 

1820 and died in Izmir in 1851.178 The Deputy Grand Master, J.B. Patterson was a 

first generation Scot settled in Izmir as an entrepreneur of chromium mines. His 

correspondence with Sir Henry Bulwer179, the British Ambassador at Istanbul, 

reveals the ambassador’s support to his business interests.180 The Junior Grand 

Warden, Edwin Joly was the representative of various European insurance 

companies.181 

The names included among the founders of this Grand Lodge endeavor in 

Izmir point out to an overlapping of the commercial network of merchants and 

foreign representatives with that of the Freemasonic network, which was a common 

pattern in major Ottoman cities of commerce as Freemasonry expanded with an 

increased pace into the Levant and elsewhere in the dominions of the major 

European powers. In this particular story of the Izmir Grand Lodge, an implicit aim 

on the part of the organizers towards enhancing the commercial ties both in the local 

community and with their counterparts abroad, primarily in the British Empire, is 

quite conceivable. However, the foundation of this Grand Lodge remained as a 

hastened attempt to form a fraternal network in the favorable environment of the 

post-war period, as it was deemed irregular by the UGLE, which is revealed in a 

correspondence from the Grand Secretary Gray Clarke on July 2, 1859, notifying that 

the lodges under UGLE’s jurisdiction should not accept the Freemasons involved 

with the irregular Grand Lodge in Izmir.182 
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In a letter written on April 13, 1859, Séraphin (Serovpe) Aznavour, the then 

Worshipful Master of the English lodge Oriental, reported to Prince Murat, the 

Grand Master of the Grand Orient de France, the information on the irregular Grand 

Lodge of Izmir. Aznavour’s close relations with both the English and French 

obediences resulted from the cooperation between Istanbul lodges of different 

obediences at the time. In his letter, Aznavour points out the close relation between 

the French lodge L’Étoile du Bosphore and the English lodge Oriental which he 

remarked “did organize sessions together on feast days and approached each other 

with the mutual respect of the two nations.”183 Although competitive attempts in the 

formation of lodges by various obediences in their overseas territories were not 

uncommon during this period,184 Aznavour’s case reveals that within the Ottoman 

Empire there were instances where local and foreign Freemasons benefited from the 

cooperative efforts of the foreign obediences. 

In early 1860s the UGLE was active in its efforts to organize an Ottoman 

Freemasonry under its authority. Two lodges by the names of Deutscher Bund 185 (in 

Istanbul) and Homer (in Izmir) were established in 1860.186 A leading component of 

British Freemasonry during this period was Sir Henry Lytton Earle Bulwer, the 

British Ambassador to Istanbul between 1858 and 1865. Louis Amiable described 

him as an able diplomat and a zealous Freemason: 
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Sir Henry Bulwer professed that our institution had a special mission and a big 

role to fulfill in Turkey where it could and had to serve the cause of civilization 

by doing away with antagonisms and making the fraternity of all men prevail 

in a land where the population is divided by differences of ethnicity, language 

and religion. I heard him declare in a solemn circumstance that masonic work 

could be more effective than the hatti chérifs [khaṭṭ-i sherīf] and the hatti 

houmayoums [khaṭṭ-i humāyūn].187 

 

The rapid growth in membership was reflected in the forming of new lodges. In a 

letter sent from Istanbul on October 12, 1864, John Porter Brown introduced his 

affiliation to Freemasonry along with information on the newly formed Bulwer lodge 

dedicated to the Ambassador’s name: 

I took the three degrees in the M.: [Masonic] L.: [Lodge] of Chillicothe, Ohio, 

in 1850 and on my return here [Istanbul], joined with some brethren in 

establishing a Lodge called the ‘Oriental’. When its members became 

somewhat numerous, with others, we formed the ‘Bulwer Lodge.’188 

 

The controversy surrounding the irregular Grand Lodge in Izmir had led to 

the consideration of the establishment of a District Grand Lodge within the Ottoman 

Empire bringing together the three existing lodges of UGLE under one 

jurisdiction.189 In late 1860, Bulwer was asked to assume the office of District Grand 

Master.190 He was appointed as District Grand Master in 1862.191 By that time, the 

new lodge Bulwer was already founded in Istanbul. More lodges soon joined in the 

ranks of the District Grand Lodge: La Victoire (Izmir-1861), St. John’s (Izmir-1863), 

Eleusinian (Izmir-1863), Dekran (Izmir-1864), St.George’s (Izmir-1864), Virtue 

(Arete) (Istanbul-1864) and Sion (Izmir-1870).192 
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The District Grand Lodge was also involved in the administration of the first 

Supreme Council formed within the Ottoman territories.193 Goodall in his earlier 

cited 1869 report emphasized the involvement of Hyde Clarke as the Sovereign 

Grand Commander194 of the Ottoman Supreme Council while he also performed the 

duty of Acting District Deputy Grand Master of the District Grand Lodge of England 

after 1860. According to Goodall, “in 1864, Ill.[Illustrious] Bro.[Brother] Hyde 

Clarke received the 33rd degree from the Supreme Council of France and in that 

capacity claims to have legalized the Supreme Council For Turkey and Egypt”195. 

However, despite the efforts of Clarke, this early attempt of an Ottoman Supreme 

Council was to remain short-lived phasing out in the course of the following decade. 

The British Freemasonic activities were not the only ones in the Ottoman 

Empire during this period. Other European obediences also gradually established 

their lodges in the capital and some major cities, alongside those of the British. There 

was a good deal of cooperation among these lodges belonging to different European 

obediences at the time, as noted above. However, there was also an underlying sense 

of competition among them as the aims of the major European powers to extend their 

spheres of influence could not be isolated from the trans-national engagements of 

their Freemasonic organizations through the transmission of intellectual, social and 

cultural influences. 

Lodges working with charters emanating from the Grand Orient de France 

were very successful in enlisting not only some prominent members of Istanbul’s 

non-Muslim communities, notably the foreign expatriates of commercial and 

diplomatic circles, the local Greek and Armenian populations, but also a considerable 
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number of eminent Muslims.196 The French obedience lodges were among the 

earliest to come into existence following the Crimean War: L’Étoile du Bosphore 

(Istanbul, 1858), L’Union d’Orient (Istanbul, 1863), Ser (Istanbul, 1866), I Proodos 

(Istanbul, 1868).197 The members of these lodges were often active in more than one 

lodge at the same time. A particular example was Louis Amiable who had significant 

involvement in both L’Union d’Orient and I Proodos. Amiable, who was a long time 

resident of Istanbul between 1864 and 1879, returned there in the summer of 1894 on 

an official mission of the Grand Orient de France to inspect its remaining active 

lodges. In his De La Situation Maçonnique, Amiable presented a summary of the 

lodges opened in Istanbul following the Crimean War198. His comments on the 

development of Ottoman Freemasonry in the three decades prior to his inspection 

visit emphasized the early success of British Freemasonry especially through the 

efforts of Bulwer, which made it the primary obedience in Istanbul in the 1860s. 

However, Amiable also asserted that the denominational character, the rigorous 

formality and authoritarian habits of British Freemasonry were its weak points to 

attract those who sought in Freemasonry “a certain emancipation.”199 For the inverse 

reasons as well as the more widespread use of the French language among Ottomans 

than that of English at the time, according to Amiable, the French Freemasonry was 

more popular in Istanbul. This had been achieved despite a lack of support from the 

French Embassy which reserved it for the interests of Catholic clericalism.200 
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Amiable emphasized the diminished state of Ottoman Freemasonry at the 

time of his visit to Istanbul in 1894. He found the British case to be the most striking 

as out of five former lodges, only the Oriental had remained active. According to 

Amiable, this was due to the embassy’s forsaking the use of lodges as instruments of 

propaganda and influence, unlike the time of Bulwer who had wanted to reinforce 

the British influence by expanding the action sphere of the UGLE within the 

Ottoman Empire.201 In addition to the Oriental, there were two French lodges 

remaining, L’Étoile du Bosphore and I Proodos, as well as the Italia Risorta, and a 

German lodge (its name was not provided by Amiable) which was opened under the 

auspices of the Grand Lodge of Hamburg, while the earlier Germania à la Corne 

d’Or had disappeared by then.202 According to Amiable, the Italian lodge was the 

most prosperous among the remaining lodges and the most numerous in its 

membership, albeit with a poor cosmopolitan character. Benefiting from the backing 

of the Italian Embassy, the lodge was able to launch annual charity balls which were 

attended by the ambassador himself, thus assuring an elite and numerous 

participation.203 Regarding philanthropic deeds, lodges of existing obediences had 

been in cooperation since their earliest years of activity in the post-Crimean War era 

by organizing social events and charities. Such an account from 1864 entitled 

“Masonic Ball at Constantinople” was reported in The National Freemason with 

reference to the Levant Herald in these words: 

Not the least noticeable of the entertainments given at carnival time in 

Constantinople was the annual Masonic Ball at the Palais de Crystal. The 

arrangements were superintended by the Italien [sic], Oriental, Bulwer, Union 

d’Orient, Deutscher Bund and Germania lodges… The attendance numbered 

fully five hundred, and after defraying all expenses, a substantial sum will 
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remain for the furtherance of the benevolent object for which the Ball was 

given.204 

 

An important aspect of Amiable’s report was his positive interpretation of 

Sultan ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II’s disposition towards Freemasonry, which may also be 

taken as the view of the French obedience at the time since Amiable was a member 

of the Council of the Order and Grand Orator of the Grand Collège des Rites of the 

Grand Orient. He expressed that the Sultan did justice to the institution and was 

aware of the fact that participants of Freemasonic activity were among his best 

subjects. As a token of this understanding, the Sultan contributed to the above 

mentioned annual balls, and his contribution the previous year had been 100 Turkish 

lira, an equivalent of 2300 francs at the time.205 Notwithstanding his suspicions and 

constant monitoring of the affairs of the lodges through his secret police, ʽAbd al-

Ḥamīd II did not shy away from supporting their philanthropic deeds. In the late 

1880s the Italian and English lodges were fairly active in raising funds for charities 

and the Sultan was publicly known to have contributed to these in significant 

amounts.206 This was most likely a policy to establish favorable relations with the 

fraternity and securing their loyalty.207 Given the decline in number of lodges and 

membership in the capital at the time, such concern and interest on the part of the 

Sultan may be attributed to the still significant influence and social standing of the 

fraternity exerted through especially its prominent foreign members. While Amiable 

did not relate the decline of the lodge membership and activity in the past two 

decades in any way to ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd’s rule, he nevertheless suggested that the 
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development of Ottoman Freemasonry which flourished in the period before 1870 

had been arrested due to the Franco-Prussian War’s repercussions that continued 

until his present visit.208 

During the dynamic growth of Ottoman Freemasonry in the two decades 

following the Crimean War, the highest ranking Ottoman dignitary to join 

Freemasonry had been Crown Prince Murād who, later crowned as Murād V in 1876, 

remained to be the only Ottoman Sultan ever to be initiated into Freemasonry. He 

was initiated at the I Proodos lodge bringing great prestige to the French obedience 

lodge. His initiation into the fraternity brought royal patronage within very accessible 

range of the Ottoman Freemasons for a very short time. However, his three month 

reign ending with dethronement in 1876 fell short of fostering a more rapid 

flourishing of Freemasonry in the Ottoman lands. When ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II came to 

the throne, the French obedience lodges came under closer surveillance due to the 

liberal minded Ottoman members some of whom still sympathized with the deposed 

Sultan, as well as due to the French obedience’s association with subversive political 

ideas of the period. The participation of its members in the attempts to rescue 

Murād209 had put the Grand Orient in a position to thwart any assumption of its 

institutional involvement in a political plot against the ruling monarch. The policy of 

caution exhibited by the French obedience in distancing itself from any probable 

political involvement of lodges in Istanbul had most likely caused some members to 

feel like they were abandoned by their obedience.210 During ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II’s reign 

(1876–1909), the French obedience lodges saw a gradual decline and difficulty in 

recruiting new members while many existing members chose to distance themselves 
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from the lodge activities as it became risky for those who either held high positions 

of office or had close socioeconomic relations with the government.211 The ensuing 

debates among the members of the Istanbul lodges concerning the fundamentality of 

the profession of belief in a divine entity which caused divisions among European 

Freemasonries212 may have also contributed to the weakening of the integrity of the 

lodges and to a loss in membership as well as new recruitment.213 

During the second half of the nineteenth century, Ottoman Freemasonry 

developed in two distinct directions. One was under the influence of British 

Freemasonries which mainly continued the earlier tradition of sociability based on 

the commercial and diplomatic networks of European expatriates and officials 

resident in the Ottoman Empire. The second mode of Freemasonic activity in the 

major Ottoman cities was that of Latin Freemasonries (French, Italian primarily) 

which upheld the revolutionary ideology and was oriented towards furthering of 

reforms, oppositional political positions, as well as nationalistic aspirations.  

Some British lodges formed in the earlier part of the period seem to have had 

relatively fewer members belonging to the Ottoman nationality no matter what ethnic 

origin. A striking example pertaining to the paucity of Ottoman membership was the 

lodge Caledonian No.489, located in the Hasköy district of Istanbul and working 

under the Grand Lodge of Scotland. This lodge had a composition made up of almost 

entirely British subjects as the lodge register displays. It was chartered in 1869 and 

among the 68 members who joined from other lodges or were initiated at the 
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Caledonian itself between the years 1869 and 1876, there was only one name that 

suggests local Armenian ethnicity. Moreover, the records of the professional details 

show that the majority of the lodge members either belonged to seafaring professions 

or were involved with shipbuilding or shipbroking. Only six members were recorded 

with professions most probably unrelated to the shipping industry: one schoolmaster, 

one merchant, one civil engineer and three clerks.214 

Despite the insignificant membership of Ottoman elements in the 

composition of at least some of the earlier British lodges, a considerable increase in 

their numbers was to be observed in the immediate aftermath of the Young Turk 

revolution. The lodge La Turquie No. 1049, affiliated with the Scottish obedience 

was granted a charter in November 5, 1908. Among the 79 members initiated at the 

lodge or transferred from other lodges between March 1909 and October 1913, one 

can count 39 names of Ottoman Muslims, 19 names of Ottoman Christian subjects 

almost entirely of Armenian origin and no less than 6 names of Ottoman Jews, 

making up a striking eighty percent of the total membership. The last record in the 

register is dated to February 10, 1914, which reveals an interruption of the contact 

with the Grand Lodge as well as possibly a suspension of the lodge activities 

consistent with the discontinuity of Freemasonic activity during the First World War. 

A noteworthy aspect of the membership is the majority of socially prominent 

individuals including a significant number of high ranking officials of the Ottoman 

state: a Minister of Commerce, two Parliament deputies, a City Prefect, two military 

generals, a Vice-President of Public Works and a judge among others. The diverse 

professions represented among the Ottoman subjects include: military and naval 
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doctor, lawyer, professor, correspondent, merchant, jeweler, dentist, insurance agent, 

engineer, representative, military officer, architect, bank delegate, and accountant.215 

Freemasonry in the Ottoman lands in the last phase of the empire was 

dominated by the political and revolutionary character of the Latin camp. The lodges 

working under the Latin Freemasonries were more appealing in this regard to the 

different ethnicities of the empire, all attracted in one way or another to the political 

currents of the time. Thierry Zarcone argues that in addition to the Ottoman Empire, 

the ideological content of the Latin branch expanded its influence further East into 

the Persian lands and as far as Bukhara, where the ideas of reform, constitutionalism, 

equality and liberty were shaped within a Freemasonic framework.216 Especially in 

the Balkans, the influence of Latin obediences was very visible. In Salonica, in 

addition to French and Italian obediences, that of the Spanish was also active. The 

involvement of French and Italian grand bodies in forming and running lodges in 

Istanbul and Izmir as well as in Cairo and Alexandria since the middle of the 

nineteenth century and then in Salonica during the turn of the century may also be 

associated with the relatively intense sociopolitical relations between these countries 

and the Ottoman Empire. Another significant factor was the presence in these major 

Ottoman cities of considerable numbers of expatriates and Ottoman natives who held 

these countries’ citizenship. All in all, these sociopolitical factors and the appeal of 

the Latin culture of Freemasonry to the oppositional elements in Ottoman society 

contributed significantly to the advancement of Freemasonry in the Ottoman lands 

during this period. 
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While Istanbul within immediate reach of Sultan ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II’s 

oppressive regime declined in the number and membership of its lodges, Salonica 

rose as a new fertile ground for Freemasonic activity in the first decade of the 

twentieth century. The liberal and modernized social climate of Salonica coupled 

with the relatively broader privileges enjoyed by its prominent residents under the 

protection of Ottoman capitulations granted to European powers, provided a suitable 

environment for the lodges to flourish. The local proponents of the Young Turk 

movement felt close in spirit to the Italian organization of Freemasonry. The 

elements of the secret organization of the Carboneria italiana217 and many aspects of 

the secretive practices of Freemasonry were adapted by the Young Turks for their 

own organization.218 The Italian obedience lodge Macedonia Risorta of Salonica 

stood out as the lodge where some of the leading actors of the CUP were initiated 

into the ranks of Freemasonry.219 In 1864 a lodge named Macedonia had been started 

in Salonica under the auspices of the Italia lodge from Istanbul and its name was 

changed into Macedonia Risorta when it was revived in 1901.220 

In the liberal and socioculturally diverse climate of Salonica a number of 

lodges came into being. In addition to Macedonia Risorta, a new Italian obedience 

lodge named Labor et Lux was formed in 1906. Veritas (1904) was linked to the 

Grand Orient de France whereas the L’Avenir de l’Orient (1908) worked under the 

Grande Loge de France221. Another French obedience lodge was named Midhat 

Pasha (1908) and it operated in the Turkish language. Perseverancia (1907) 
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belonged to the Spanish obedience, whereas Phillipos (1907) worked under that of 

Greece and Steaoa Salonicului (1908) under that of Romania.222 

In conclusion, Freemasonry found a favorable environment in the Ottoman 

lands in the immediate aftermath of the Crimean War. Foreign residents of the 

Ottoman cities affiliated with European obediences, members of diplomatic missions 

and men of commerce were again prominent in the forming of new lodges. Being in 

an effective position for the creation of a network of locals with social and economic 

bonds to the country they represented within the Ottoman Empire, members of 

diplomatic missions played a significant role in the formation and support of lodges, 

as in the case of the British and Italian embassies, while in that of the French, 

expatriates with prominent professional standing like Louis Amiable were the 

leading actors in the forming of these post-Crimean War lodges. The merchants’ 

networks in the port cities were again a dominant force behind Freemasonic 

organizations as in the case of Izmir and Salonica. Based on previous research taking 

into account the lodge registers during the period in question, as well as through the 

examination of various Freemasonic journals and magazines223 published in both 

Europe and the United States in the years following the Crimean War, a significant 

increase is observed in Freemasonic activity taking place in the Ottoman lands in this 

period. This is an indication of the increased interest of foreign obediences to 

penetrate into the Ottoman Empire given its improved image and the enhanced 

political relations in the aftermath of the Crimean War. 
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While Freemasonic activity was augmented under the auspices of foreign 

obediences in the 1860s and early 1870s, it experienced decline in the following 

decades due to the circumstances in the Ottoman Empire during the rule of ʽAbd al-

Ḥamīd II, as well as the internal dynamics of the foreign obediences under the 

influence of the state of affairs in Europe during the same period. While lodges had 

declined in number and membership in Istanbul at the end of the nineteenth century, 

Salonica became the new center for vigorous Freemasonic activity. This shift also 

affected the nature of Ottoman Freemasonry by evolving it towards more political 

involvement, which would help regenerate the lodges in the capital following the 

revolution of 1908.   

 

2.2  Inclusivity and Local Elements in Ottoman Freemasonry 

 

Although speculative Freemasonry’s underlying tenets as laid out in the 

Constitutions of 1723 possessed a rather deistic approach of excluding the obligation 

for an adherence to Christian faith for lodge members, there were few non-Christians 

throughout the eighteenth century and a proportional increase took place only in the 

nineteenth century.224 Umdat-ul-Umrah Bahadur was the first Muslim Freemason, 

who was admitted in Madras in the 1770s into the lodge Perfect Unanimity, affiliated 

with the Moderns Grand Lodge (later incorporated into UGLE). The extant 

information regarding two Turkish Muslim shoemakers known to have joined 

Edinburgh lodges in 1784 makes them the first recorded Freemasons with Ottoman 

origins.225 
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The admission of Jews, who constituted the main non-Christian population in 

most of Europe, was in principal possible in Britain, Holland and France, while in 

practice many lodges declined to carry out their admission.226 German lodges and 

especially those of Prussia did not allow Jews most of the time. A period of Jewish 

participation in the Freemasonic sociability took place between 1840 and the late 

1870s but even then, their admission to lodges was mainly limited to the commercial 

metropolises outside of Prussia, like Hamburg, Frankfurt and Leipzig.227 In the 

subsequent period as nationalist and anti-Semitic sentiments became more dominant, 

Jews once again faced exclusion unless they converted to Christianity.228 Stefan-

Ludwig Hoffmann asserts that universalistic concepts of Freemasonry “encompassed 

both exclusionary and integrative effects at different times.” He also argues that “the 

concept of Bildung emerged from the tension between the claim to moral universality 

and the desire for social distinctiveness – a tension that lay at the heart of the self-

image of the German bourgeois culture.” This tension was reflected in Freemasonry, 

“a classically ‘bourgeois’ institution” of which Bildung was a constitutive element.229 

Despite the lack of lodge registers from the period prior to the middle of the 

nineteenth century, circumstantial evidence suggests that the membership of lodges 

formed in the Ottoman Empire during this period were made up of predominantly 

members of the foreign communities living in the urban centers associated with the 

presence of a lodge. However, Ottoman lodges established in the second half of the 

nineteenth century in the aftermath of the Crimean War had in their rosters a blend of 

confessions and ethnicities from both foreign and local elements. Based on the 
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information revealed by the extant registers and Freemasonic journals from this 

period, it is evident that the lodges formed by foreign obediences were inclusive 

towards the local elements and the Muslim membership was also present very soon 

after the inception of these lodges.230 The French obedience lodges were particularly 

receptive towards local elements. A prime example was L’Union d’Orient which 

doubled its membership from 73 to 142 under the direction of Louis Amiable 

between 1865 and 1869. Most importantly, due to Amiable’s policy of opening the 

lodge to admissions of Muslims, its Muslim membership rose from only 3 to 56 in 

this four year period. This rise was also a result of Amiable’s initiative to have the 

rituals translated into Turkish for use during the labors of the lodge.231 The lodge 

register of L’Union d’Orient from 1869 includes a significant number of Ottoman 

high functionaries. Paul Dumont reveals that: 

Among others were the first aide-de-camp of the Sultan (Rauf Bey), as well as 

his first chamberlain (Cemil Bey), an inspector of the Ministry of Police 

(Abdurrahman Hilmi Efendi), two governors (Mehmed Remzi Efendi, 

governor of Chios, and Izzet Pasha, former governor of Jerusalem), several 

officers of high rank (Ahmed Aziz Pasha, brigadier general, Ibrahim Edhem 

Pasha, lieutenant general, etc.), four judges of the Court of Commerce and a 

good fifteen functionaries of all levels. This was already the embryonic stage 

of a true Muslim Freemasonic lobby.232 

 

Although the lodge I Proodos (Progress in Greek) was formed primarily by 

Greek members to work in the Greek language, particularly under Cleanthi 

Scalieri’s233 direction after 1871 it became more inclusive of the Muslim element 

which was represented by as many as 20 out of 68 in the years 1872–73. Scalieri’s 

implementation of Turkish rituals in similar fashion to what Amiable had done five 

years earlier was once again effective.234 With the exception of the lodge Ser (Love 
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in Armenian) which intended to exclusively accept Armenians and to work in the 

Armenian language from its inception, all lodges of the French obedience included 

Jewish members. L’Étoile du Bosphore had a policy of keeping the membership 

predominantly limited to non-Muslims and the very few Muslims accepted into its 

ranks were of very high social standing through their positions at the Ottoman 

government and Palace.235 

The French obedience lodges were susceptible to changes in the sociopolitical 

environment, as French Freemasonry was often associated with diffusing radical 

ideas potentially subversive for the order of society and undermining the ruling 

power. I Proodos lost all its Muslim members after 1878236, when ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II 

tightened his surveillance over the lodges, especially after attempts to save Murād V 

from his palace confinement. Ser was able to keep most of its membership in 1880s 

despite the increasing pressure on Freemasonic activities from the Ottoman 

government, but the political conflicts involving the Armenian population of the 

empire through the 1890s gave the final blow to the lodge which ended its activities 

in 1894.237 Ser was the only lodge which implemented an ethnic exclusivity to its full 

extent. This was contradictory to the approach implemented by Amiable and Scalieri 

towards the unification of all Ottoman ethnic and denominational elements under the 

roof of the Freemasonic institution. The remarks of Amiable, who in the capacity of 

inspector for the Grand Orient de France convened the final meeting for the closure 

deliberations of the lodge, are indicative of his negative sentiment in this respect: 

As to the lodge Ser, it is not to be desired that it is revived even if the 

circumstances became favorable. It was a mistake of the Grand Orient de 

France, in 1865, to constitute a lodge which was bound to have a character of 

narrow particularism, given the exclusive usage of a language which was only 

spoken by Armenians and not even by all of them, although all speak Turkish 
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and those among them who have received a certain culture know one or more 

occidental languages, particularly French.238 

 

In the case of L’Union d’Orient, it was due to a change of executive policy 

first under the direction of Nicolas Bordéano after 1870 and then Polish Count 

Stanislas de Rochetin after 1872 that decline in  membership set in. Bordéano was 

the owner of the newspaper La Turquie and had a close relation with Grand Vizier 

Muḥammad Amīn ʽĀlī Pasha who was in disagreement with the Ottoman liberals. 

The Egyptian group in the lodge, led by Muṣṭafā Fāḍil Pasha, left soon after 

Bordéano’s election as Worshipful Master of the lodge.239 In the case of Count de 

Rochetin, it was his decision to put an end to the use of Turkish language in the 

labors of the lodge which caused the remaining Turkish Muslims to leave.240  

Freemasonry’s appeal in Ottoman territories in the aftermath of the Reform 

Edict of 1856 manifested itself on both the non-Muslim communities and Muslims. 

As the lodge membership levels demonstrate, the most significant increase in 

adherence to lodges took place in the 1860s and the early 1870s. This period also 

coincided with the efforts to develop new regulations to administrate the non-Muslim 

communities particularly through their own decision-making processes in semi-

autonomous fashion. As a consequence of the edict of 1856, the major non-Muslim 

communities formulated their regulations and submitted them to the Ottoman 

government. In 1863, the Armenian proposal for a constitution of their own was 

approved as Niẓāmnāme-i Millet-i Ermeniyyān, the wording of which translates as 

“Regulation for the Armenian Millet.” In 1865, Regulations for the Rabbinate 

(Khākhāmkhāne Niẓāmnāmesi) was accepted in accordance with the reforms of the 
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Jewish community in the Ottoman Empire.241 For the Greek community, a series of 

laws between 1860 and 1862 formed the basis of the reforms which were similar in 

effect to the Armenian Constitution, albeit less formally elaborated.242 The new 

regulations benefited these communities by restricting the power and influence of the 

clergy and correspondingly enhancing the rights and voice of the lay people.243 In the 

words of Kevork Bardakjian, “the so-called Armenian Constitution, promulgated in 

1863, restricted the Patriarch’s power within the community but, for the first time, it 

formally recognized him as the sole representative of the entire Armenian population 

of the empire.”244 The Ottoman government supported these reforms with several 

aims and expectations, notably to curb the influence of foreign powers on the non-

Muslim communities, to eliminate the intra-communal conflicts especially due to the 

legal and financial domination brought about by the Greek and Armenian hierarchies 

affecting the social order and peace, and also to establish an egalitarian society 

towards a consolidation of the empire in accordance with the Ottomanist ideology.245  

The Armenian Constitution came as the follow-up to an ethnic awakening 

process through the nineteenth century of the Armenian millet which comprised a 

cultural and literary revival, the introduction of French political ideas through the 

educational and commercial contact of many Armenians, and the influence of the 

Protestant missionary work on the community.246 The Ottoman Armenians who 

attended reputable institutions of higher education in Paris in the first half of the 
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nineteenth century were members of an urban bourgeois primarily from Istanbul and 

major cities of Anatolia.247 They studied at Sorbonne, l’École Grignon and la Faculté 

de Médecine with the support of their affluent families like the Dadians and 

Balians248 which belonged to the prominent amira class249 who constituted a 

financial oligarchy mainly resident in Istanbul but with offshoots in Izmir, 

Alexandria and Van. The amira were major creditors and financiers known as the 

ṣarrāfs for the Ottoman state.250 Among the young members of these families who 

stayed and studied in Paris in the 1830s and 40s, several entered Freemasonry. 

Antranik Guerdjikian, physician and later deputy of the Armenian Parliament and 

Krikor Aghaton, graduate of the School of Agriculture at Grignon were among the 

first wave of students in the 1830s and were both Freemasons.251 In the same period, 

Hagop Guerdjikian252 (Agop Gırcikyan in Turkish), the elder brother of Antranik 

served as the second dragoman of the embassy of Muṣṭafā Reshīd Pasha in Paris 

from 1835 and as his first dragoman and later chargé d’affaires in London in 1838–

39. His name is recorded in the register of the Paris lodge La Persévérante Amitié.253 

                                                           
247 Gérard Dédéyan refers to the spatial separation of social classes among Armenians of both Russian 
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Guerdjikian was also the author of the Treatise on Silks according to the European 

System published in 1846 and a series of other treatises on the culture of cotton, rice, 

potato and the farming of pigs and merino sheep.254 In this effort, he exemplifies the 

Armenian citizens of the Ottoman Empire who studied in this period in various 

technical fields as a consequence of the Ottoman overture to European military and 

technological advancements started in the reign of Selīm III and continued by 

Maḥmūd II, and who, upon their return, contributed to the development of 

agriculture, medicine, architecture and industrial production in the empire. 

The Armenians who ventured to France and became Freemasons in the two 

decades prior to the Reform Edict paved the way for other members of their 

community to join Freemasonry when the social climate at the Ottoman capital 

became favorable for lodges to operate. The lodge Ser became the main venue of this 

Freemasonic activity. The advanced ethnic consciousness of the Armenian 

community attained by the 1860s coupled with a high degree of commitment to solve 

the intra-communal conflicts focusing on the dominant power of the clergy and the 

amira class may help to explain the exclusive nature of the lodge Ser. The 

membership represented a conglomeration of different sociopolitical elements of the 

Armenian society. In early 1869, the lodge register consisted of 72 members among 

which were 16 bankers, 7 business agents and 15 merchants. Two leading 

intellectuals of the Armenian society, Mkrtich Beshiktashlian (Mıgırdıç 

Beşiktaşlıyan), famous Armenian poet and playwright, and Garabed Utujian (Garabet 

Ütüciyan), owner of the influential and progressive Armenian newspaper Massis, 

were also among the members, as well as Hazaros Davoud [sic], leader of the 
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Protestant Armenian community.255 Despite the diverse elements of the Armenian 

society representing different social, religious and economic interests, the members 

of Ser were able to accommodate their differences in the fraternal environment of the 

lodge. Paul Dumont asserts that the Armenian membership of Ser was politically 

moderate and mostly perceived the French obedience to be overly tolerant towards 

disruptive ideas. Although they stayed away from displaying radical ideas popular in 

Europe during this period, the outside perception of the nationalistic character of the 

lodge caused a more vigilant surveillance on the part of the Sultan’s police in the 

subsequent decades.256 

Another milieu that appealed to the pursuit of similar aims towards progress 

and solidarity of the Armenian community was that of The Odd Fellows, a fraternal 

organization with social aspirations akin to Freemasonry.257 A lodge was opened in 

Istanbul in 1862 mainly through the effort of Serovpe Aznavour, an Istanbul 

Armenian who was very active in his social experimentation with not only the 

Freemasonic organization but also that of the Odd Fellows.258 Aznavour had been 

initiated into Freemasonry at the Jordan lodge in London on February 17, 1854.259 

He later joined the English lodge Oriental in Istanbul in 1857,260 and his name was 

also included in the register of the Homer lodge opened in Izmir in 1860 under the 
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auspices of the United Grand Lodge of England.261  He would later be actively 

involved in the forming of the lodge Ser in 1867. His contribution to the formation of 

the Odd Fellows lodge named Orion (Hayg in Armenian) in 1862 is mentioned in a 

letter he wrote to the editor of the Armenian journal Massis in 1864.262 This period 

coincides with the growth of the Odd Fellows organization first within Britain and 

then in the British dominions around the world. According to Penelope Ismay: 

Sometimes called the workingman’s Freemasons because of the strong family 

resemblances between their ritualized forms of sociability, the Odd Fellows 

began with six lodges in Manchester in the early 1810s and, from the early 

1820s, began to increase their numbers at a rather impressive rate… In the 

1860s, there would be an Odd Fellow Lodge in Turkey and one in Buenos 

Aires. By the mid-nineteenth century, then, an Odd Fellow could leave the 

Social Design Lodge in Halifax, Yorkshire with a “travel card” and migrate to 

Hobart Town in Tasmania, over 10,000 miles away, where he could “throw his 

card in” with the brothers of the Southern Star Lodge.263 

 

The one lodge mentioned by Ismay was most likely the one started by Aznavour, 

since his effort was a rare instance of the Odd Fellows organization reaching into the 

Ottoman lands. It nevertheless stands as an indicative social attempt from a time 

when the more educated and liberal members of the urban Armenian community 

were in a state of increased mobility with ever improving ties with Europe and when 

these fraternal affiliations acted as a catalyst to their social and cultural progress.  

While the Armenian community of Istanbul was among the earliest to 

integrate themselves to the social and cultural milieus of Europe including that of the 

Freemasonic organization, the Greek community also actively sought participation in 

Freemasonry during this period of liberalization within the Ottoman Empire.  They 

established their own sphere of involvement in Freemasonry which was probably 

best represented by the Istanbul lodge I Proodos. It was formed in 1868 under the 

                                                           
261 Moumdjian, “Freemasonry and the Armenians,” 7. 
262 Moumdjian, 5–6. 
263 Penelope Ismay, Trust Among Strangers: Friendly Societies in Modern Britain (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 2018), 120. 



93 
 

auspices of the Grand Orient de France, through primarily the efforts of Louis 

Amiable. Alexandre Ismyrides264, an Istanbul merchant also resident in London 

according to the lodge records, was the first Worshipful Master. In the end of 1870, 

Cleanthi Scalieri, registered as a stockbroker from Istanbul, was elected to this 

highest office of the lodge and under his lead the lodge attained a remarkable roster 

of multi-denominational and multi-ethnic membership.265 As the lodge of Crown 

Prince Murād’s choice for his initiation into Freemasonry, I Proodos was active in 

recruiting Ottoman court and government officials into its ranks under Scalieri’s 

leadership. In early 1873, there were 16 government employees in the lodge register 

with 14 Muslims among them, as well as two court officials, Seyyid Aḥmed, the first 

Chamberlain of Murād and Meḥmed Rāghib, Murād’s personal employee.266 

Working under the authority of the French obedience with a majority in its roster of 

Ottomans of Greek ethnicity, I Proodos nevertheless had 15 new Muslim members 

joining the lodge during the year 1872 prior to Murād’s initiation on October 20. The 

significant number of the court and government officials who became Freemasons in 

the short period before and after Murād’s initiation brings to mind the already 

existing network of Freemasons in close proximity to Murād, as well as the Young 

Ottoman intellectuals like Nāmıḳ Kemāl267, another member of the lodge, as the 

probable influence for his decision to join the I Proodos lodge.268 The ascent in 

enrollment to the lodge from 68 in 1873 to 89 in 1876 attests to its increased prestige 

after the initiation of Murād, then the heir apparent to the Ottoman throne. 
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Another French obedience lodge which demonstrated a high level of 

inclusivity was the lodge Prométhée formed in Jannina (Yanya, Ioannina) which was 

still under Ottoman rule in the last decade of the nineteenth century. Despite its short 

existence due to the local social dynamics between 1893 and 1897, it displayed an 

“ecumenical” character.269 In 1895, among the 36 members of the lodge there were 

16 Greeks, 1 Armenian, 8 Jews and 8 Muslims.270 With only a few members from 

France, Italy and Central Europe, the majority were of local origin. The Muslim 

component was once again predominantly government functionaries and army 

members, including the director of the local post and telegraph office, a manager at 

the office of Public Debt Administration, two army officers and an interpreter of the 

provincial government.271 Such an inclusive lodge environment was indicative of the 

social dynamics in a small city of the Balkans towards the turn of the century where 

many members of the different millets were still in the hope of a peaceful collective 

existence under Ottoman rule. Freemasonry’s universal tenets served as a convenient 

medium to uphold this hope. Be that as it may, the Greek-Ottoman War of 1897 put 

an end to the lodge activity and in fifteen years’ time Jannina would become part of 

the Greek Kingdom.   

The process to arrive at new regulations was not without debates and 

conflicts among the members of Ottoman non-Muslim communities, or millets. 

Those who shared the ideals of the Enlightenment and were convinced in the good to 

be brought about by reforms saw in Freemasonry a vehicle that would not only 

contribute to a more peaceful existence of elements in the empire but also bring a 

higher degree of unity and coherence to their communities. The lodges provided an 
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environment where different factions came together in fraternal relations despite 

their sectarian interests. Such factional components were most visible in the 

Armenian community and the exclusive nature of the lodge Ser may well point to an 

effort to bring these components together in the hope of resolving their differences 

for the betterment of the community but also as a medium to assess the increasing 

national sentiments in the political climate of the period. 

During the two decades following the Reform Edict of 1856, most lodges 

reflected an inclusive attitude towards various foreign and local elements. They were 

an exemplary medium for the pursuit of Ottoman brotherhood of ethnicities through 

the liberal European ideas and the influence of Ottomanism. However, during the 

period following the suspension of the Constitution in early 1878, which was marked 

by the oppressive regime of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd, the lodges lost a significant part of their 

membership which weakened their capability to contribute to the Ottomanist ideal of 

brotherhood among the empire’s diverse communities. 

 

2.3. Sufi Encounters 

 

By the time Sultan Maḥmūd II ascended the throne in 1808, the Janissary 

institution had long turned into a menace for the Ottoman government. This 

institution was known to be closely affiliated with Bektashism, a heterodox and 

secretive Sufi order which had entered Anatolia from Iran in the thirteenth century 

with the wandering dervishes and which displayed eclectic influences of diverse 

religious practices from pre-Islamic to non-Islamic traditions, including Christianity, 

Manichaeism and Neo-Platonism. Lacking formal organization, the order relied on 

secretive groupings brought together by initiatory experiences rather than sharing 
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any common dogma or teachings.272 When Sultan Maḥmūd II decreed the 

abolishment of the Janissary order in 1826, he saw a threat in all secretive 

organizations. Fraternal and mystical sociabilities like Bektashism deemed to have 

associations with the Janissary order also suffered the same fate and were shut down. 

A dictum attributed to the Sultan by a newspaper of the period conveys the 

perception that members of the Bektashi order were sympathizers of Freemasonry:  

The Bektaschi [sic] in the eyes of the Sunnis are anyhow not true believers. 

Their leaders profess fraternity with the Freemasons and already the saying 

goes: Freemason (Farmasson) [sic] is in the orient synonymous with 

godlessness, witchcraft and atheism.273 

 

Since the late eighteenth century, European and American Freemasons had 

been excited by Oriental ideas. History and culture of ancient Egypt, the Holy Land 

and the lands from Eastern Mediterranean as far as India were all early inspirations 

for some Freemasons who explored the origins of Freemasonry in an Orient of the 

past.274 This interest in the Orient also evolved into further quests for knowledge of 

the philosophy, rituals and organizational aspects of the oriental Sufi orders which 

bore some resemblance to Freemasonry through their initiatory, mystical and 

secretive aspects. The Freemason orientalists like Ignace Mouradgea d’Ohsson and 

John P. Brown drew attention to these connections between Freemasonry and Sufi 

brotherhoods (ṭarīḳa).275 The perrenialist or supraconfessional outlook of the dervish 

sociabilities formed in these Sufi orders which resembled the ecumenical aspirations 
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of Freemasonry created the idea of an oriental or Muslim Freemasonry in the 

writings of these Freemason orientalists.276 

Thierry Zarcone’s research on a pre-Masonic epicurean fraternity called 

l’Ordre de la Grappe (Order of the Grape) reveals that the tendency to associate Sufi 

brotherhoods with western fraternal sociabilities goes back to as early as the 

beginning of the eighteenth century.277 The order, which was formed in 1693 in 

Arles, soon established itself in the Galata district of Istanbul in 1702 with 

predominantly French members. When a complaint against the drinking practices of 

the order was taken to the court, the chief representative of the order in Istanbul was 

able to exonerate the organization by claiming its affinity to dervish orders.278 This 

account is a very early instance of the perception of the affinity between western 

fraternal sociabilities and Sufi brotherhoods. 

Patrick D. Bowen argues that, although there were instances of sporadic 

interest in Islam and Sufism on the part of Freemasons as early as the late eighteenth 

century, it was not until 1860s that “Islamophilic Masonic groups” emerged when 

“three key developments finally brought Islam and Muslims to the attention of 

mainstream Freemasons in both Europe and the United States, thereby legitimizing 

popular Masonic interest in Islam.” 279 These key developments, according to Bowen, 

were firstly the Freemasonic involvement of ‘Abd al-Ḳādir in mid 1860s; secondly, 

the claims which circulated in English and American Freemasonic journals that 

“Sufism, particularly in Turkey, was actually an Islamic form of Masonry”; finally, 

the promotional activities of Robert Morris before and after his visit to the Holy 
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Land in 1868. However, as the following story attests, the interest in the subject 

among Freemasons may be traced back to at least a couple of decades prior to what 

Bowen suggests. 

This peculiar episode relating to Freemasonry’s exposure into the Ottoman 

lands in the middle of the nineteenth century emerged from the Balkans in the 

context of Sufi brotherhood. It was not uncommon that an interesting story like this 

could find itself staying in circulation for many years in the Freemasonic journals 

around the world. Such was the account of a dervish lodge in Belgrade by the name 

of Alikotsch [sic][Ali Koç in Turkish]. Although recent research has not been able to 

corroborate the presence of a dervish lodge (tekke) by that name in Belgrade,280 the 

lodge is likely to have taken its name from Ali Koç Baba of Niğbolu, a much revered 

Saint among the Balkan Bektashis. A shrine for Ali Koç Baba, as well as a dervish 

lodge associated with it, was established during the fourteenth century in Nikopol 

(Niğbolu), Bulgaria.281 

The Belgrade lodge was an active one in the middle of the nineteenth century 

with allegedly about seventy members whose leader at the time was a certain Ismāʽīl 

(Čolak) Meḥmed Saʽīd, a name that was spelled in various forms in different 

sources.282 The first mention of this dervish lodge in Belgrade as a fraternity akin to a 

Freemasonic lodge in organization and ritual tradition goes back to late 1840s.  The 

conviction that it practiced a form of Freemasonry was so strong that there was 

interest from a German Freemasonic lodge to exchange members and visits with the 

Belgrade lodge. The interest seems to have been mutual, since the Bektashi masters 

of the Belgrade lodge also saw the two fraternities to be very close in their practices, 
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as the exchanged letters affirm. The first of a sequence of letters exchanged between 

the masters of the Leipzig lodge Baldwin and the Belgrade dervish lodge Alikotsch 

[sic] was entrusted to a merchant of Leipzig, who was also a member of the Baldwin 

lodge, in August 1847.283 The letter in Turkish language expressed that Brother 

Gretschel, the Worshipful Master of the Baldwin lodge was conferred an honorary 

membership of the Belgrade lodge along with a presentation of gifts, a scarf and a 

meerschaum pipe bowl. In reply, the Worshipful Master of the Baldwin lodge sent a 

letter and a small golden trowel, the symbolic jewel of the lodge. In the subsequent 

letter from Belgrade to Leipzig, signed in the name of the lodge Alikotsch as “Your 

Brother, Tjani Ismael Tscholak Mehemed Saede [sic]” on September 3, 1847, the 

greeting was as follows:  

The peace of the Almighty be with thee, dear Brother and Fellow Master,- That 

your and our fraternity are one and the same and that all Freemasons 

(Becktaschias) [sic] in the world are related, I am now more convinced than 

ever, after having received from you a letter and the jewel of your lodge...284 

 

During the Crimean War, the story came into circulation once again eight 

years after the initial correspondence between Leipzig and Belgrade. The perception 

prevailing among some American Freemasons was then expressed as follows: 

…It appears now to be proved beyond all doubt that the Turkish brothers who 

exercise their masonic duties under the name of Dervishers [sic], are to all 

intents and purposes the same as our own order of Freemasons, with but very 

little difference in their customs and ceremonies and making use of exactly the 

same signs, words, and grips to recognize each other…285 

 

Later following the war, a letter from Istanbul dated October 12, 1856, mentioned the 

Belgrade lodge: 

There has been, for many years past, it is said, a masonic lodge at Belgrade on 

the Danube, called Ali Kotch composed of 70 members, the Grand Master of 

which is named Tzani Ismail Zenolah Mehmet Saadi. So says a late account of 
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it which I find in Galignani’s Messenger of April 30, 1855, taken from a 

Trieste paper…286 

 

The account of the Belgrade dervish lodge, in addition to portraying a 

connection between the Bektashi dervishes and Freemasons, also attests once again 

to the frequent link between Freemasonry and merchants, the latter being a primary 

conveyor of the fraternity. The aforementioned correspondence between the lodges 

included a reference to “a merchant of Leipsic [sic] having occasion to visit 

Belgrade, made himself known to some parties as a member of the Lodge Baldwin at 

Leipsic.”287 This merchant, identified as Albert Schulze in another part of the 

correspondence, was conceivably a member of the Balduin zur Linde lodge of 

Leipzig who visited or resided in Belgrade on various occasions and also acted as the 

messenger between the masters of the two lodges. He attended the rituals and 

meetings of the dervish lodge and there was further mention of the scheduled 

initiation of another of his fellow countrymen, Wilhelm Anton Schulze, who may 

well have been a merchant as well. In his letter, the master of the Belgrade dervish 

lodge stated: 

We expect Brother Arthur [mentioned as Albert earlier in the document] 

Schulze to pass through here shortly, when he shall likewise receive a jewel 

and a translation of his certificate…On the 12th September, being next Sunday 

eight days, we shall have a great working day and initiate several candidates; 

among those admitted will be your countryman, Wilhelm Anton Schulze, 

whom I have known upwards of eight years and consider worthy of being 

received into our Order.288 

 

There is no account of a continuation of this interesting correspondence 

between the Belgrade dervish lodge and the Leipzig lodge in subsequent journals and 

this may be due to the premature death of Mr. Gretschel, the Worshipful Master of 

Balduin zur Linde, who was the active participant of this communication. Carl 
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Christian Carus Gretschel, who was a lawyer, editor and historian, had become the 

Worshipful Master [Meister vom Stuhl] of the lodge Balduin zur Linde in 1842 and 

he died in March, 1848 in Leipzig.289 The story of the Belgrade lodge is an instance 

of the perception that existed among both European Freemasons and the members of 

certain Sufi brotherhoods of an affinity between the two orders. 

Based on the coverage of this subject in newspapers during this period, this 

perception of the resemblance of especially the Bektashi order to Freemasonry and 

the identification of the Sufi dervishes belonging to various tekke and dergāh as 

“Muslim Freemasons” was a recurrent theme, although there was an inadequacy of 

accurate information regarding these orders and their origins. An American 

correspondent reported the following from Istanbul on October 12, 1856: 

…I paid a visit to the Sheik of the little convent situated on the hill called 

“Shahidler”290 above the old castle of Europe. The convent is one of the now 

few remaining ones of the prohibited sect of the Bektashee [sic] Dervishes. On 

learning that I was a Free Mason he seemed disposed to fraternize with me and 

remarked that I was like those of the convent or “Tekkieh” of Ali Kotch of 

Belgrade… All Mussulman Dervishes are free thinkers and those of the 

Bektashee sect are said to be more so than any other… I apprehend that if the 

old Sheik of the “Shahidler” was disposed to recognize me as a fellow Dervish, 

it was on the ground that, in his estimation, I was a “free thinker”… The sect is 

prohibited on account of its connection with the Jannissaries and few convents 

now exist in Turkey. At Constantinople, there are but two—the one in question 

and another beyond the walls of the city…291 

 

Eventually, as more insight was attained through the writings and research of 

foreign origin residents and visitors of the Ottoman lands, more informed opinions 

started to accumulate. One particular devotee of the subject was John Porter Brown, 

a long-time resident of Istanbul, who worked in various capacities for the American 

legation, as well as being a prominent participant of Freemasonic activity in the 
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city.292 Brown was born in Chillicothe, Ohio, on August 17, 1814. After serving 

several years as a midshipman in the navy, he accompanied his uncle David Porter to 

Constantinople in 1832, when the latter was appointed as the first American minister 

to the Sublime Porte. In the following years, Brown represented the United States 

nine times as chargé d'affaires before he died in Constantinople on April 28, 1872. 

He was very studious in oriental languages and literature, gaining wide renown as an 

oriental scholar.293 

In addition to his office of chargé d'affaires of the General Consulate, Brown 

also served as the chief American interpreter at the Sublime Porte and as secretary of 

the legation during different periods of his residence in Istanbul. He was a frequent 

contributor to Freemasonic journals published in England and the United States. He 

not only reported his views concerning the Freemasonry of the Ottoman lands and 

the news of significant lodge activities from Istanbul but also submitted essays on the 

subject of Sufism and Islamic culture from the Ottoman Empire and Persia.294 

Brown published his book entitled The Dervishes; or Oriental Spiritualism in 

1868 which was a detailed research into the mystical orders of Islamic tradition.295 

The book, which identifies him on its title page as “Secretary and Dragoman of the 

Legation of the United States of America at Constantinople,” was the outcome of his 

deep interest in the subject and his collaboration with Sufi ascetics revealing the 

                                                           
292 For a detailed study of the life and deeds of John Porter Brown, see Cary Corwin Conn, “John 

Porter Brown, Father of Turkish-American Relations, an Ohioan at the Sublime Porte, 1832–1872” 

(PhD diss., The Ohio State University, 1973). For a short introduction to Brown’s contributions as an 

orientalist, see Gary Leiser, “John Porter Brown, Early American Orientalist (1814–1872),” Journal 

of the American Oriental Society 140, no.1 (January–March, 2020): 183–88. 
293 Henry Howe, Historical Collections of Ohio in Two Volumes. An Encyclopedia of the State Vol. II 

(Cincinnati: C.J. Krehbiel & Co., 1888), 518. 
294 For just a few examples, see The National Freemason IX, no.21 (November 23, 1867): 333 with 

news concerning the District Grand Lodge of Turkey; The National Freemason VIII, no.16 (April 20, 

1867): 246–47, with an essay entitled “The Peer,” posted on February 28, 1867 from Istanbul; The 

National Freemason VIII, no. 17 (April 27, 1867): 262, with an essay entitled “Freemasonry in the 

Orient,” posted in March 1867 from Istanbul. 
295 John Porter Brown, The Dervishes; Or, Oriental Spiritualism (London: Trubner and Co., 1868). 



103 
 

various “paths,” or ṭarīḳa, constituting their ways of life. The book contains a few 

references to the supposed similarities between certain Sufi orders and Freemasonry 

per se, but as Brown himself shared his views on this topic on a number of other 

occasions by sending essays to be published in various Freemasonic journals of the 

period as cited below, he was unconvinced of these similarities:  

The title by which, it is said, Mussulman Freemasons are known is 

Melāmeeyoon; and when I come to speak of this order of Mussulman 

Dervishes of the ’Aleeide sect, the reader may judge how far the statement is 

incorrect…296 

It is rather strange that the Dervishes of the Bektāshee order consider 

themselves quite the same as the Freemasons, and are disposed to fraternize 

with them.297 

 

In his Freemasonic engagements, Brown was involved with a number of 

lodges in Istanbul. In 1869, he was appointed as District Grand Master for the 

Ottoman Empire under the English obedience in place of Ḥalīm Pasha, a position he 

held until his death. His own interest and inquiry into the relationship between 

certain tenets of Freemasonry and those of the dervish orders was a constructive 

effort at better informing the Freemasons of Europe and the United States regarding 

some earlier misconceptions on the subject. In addition to the book he published to 

inform the general public, he also addressed specifically the Freemasonic community 

to share his observations. Despite his own cultural and possibly spiritual pursuit of 

understanding the Sufi way of life beside his attachment to Freemasonry, he seems to 

have disagreed with those who claimed a stronger resemblance or relationship 

between the Sufi orders and Freemasonry.  

In a letter from Istanbul dated February 12, 1865, and addressed to Doctor 

McMurdy of The National Freemason, Brown explained his attachment to 

Freemasonry in Istanbul as follows: 
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I am one of the founders of two lodges now existing here and that I have filled 

two offices in the Provincial Grand Lodge of Turkey. For one year I was the 

Master of the Bulwer Lodge. At present I hold no office in any lodge, though I 

belong to the last named.298 

 

He went on to disclose the reason for his research into the Sufi orders and his view of 

their probable relation to Freemasonry: 

My connection with Masonry has led me to search after similar fraternities 

among Mussulmans [sic]. Some of my masonic brethren, natives of this 

country, had a firm conviction that some such existed. I, however, felt 

compelled to differ with them in opinion, and thought, from my limited studies, 

and especially of the metaphysical works of many Mussulman writers, 

especially of those in the quasi spiritual sects of the Dervishes, that I had good 

reason to do so.299 

 

Following a comparative discussion of the Koran, Brown referred to the spiritual 

qualities of the dervish sects, but refrained from finding any similarity to western 

counterparts of mystical and esoteric traditions: 

I have been asked whether or not I have found any connection between the rites 

of the Dervish orders and those of the ancient Greek mysteries and I have to 

answer in the negative.300 

 

In his final analysis in the letter, he referred to the lack of philanthropic deeds within 

the dervish sects in so far as his observation went, thus alluding to a distinction with 

Freemasonry where such deeds would be considered an essential tenet. Other 

differences he remarked upon were related to the method of spiritual devotion, use of 

secret signs and the outlook towards general education: 

I have found nothing in the Dervish orders resembling mutual benevolence; no 

such object as charity to the poor and the wretched; no assistance to the family 

of a deceased or afflicted brother; no desire to extend education and a 

knowledge of God’s creation…Nor have I found any secret signs, though, 

indeed, some of the initiations with the Dervish orders are secret; and I am not 

aware that they have any other means of recognition than from the dress of the 

wearer…None devote themselves to general education… Among them are 

some highly educated men …but the large majority is ignorant.301 
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Brown mentioned, as a source of his information regarding various orders, one 

particular dervish who was then a member of the Bulwer Lodge. 

In his work exploring the Islamic connections of Sufism and Freemasonry,302 

Zarcone presents the significant part played by the Islamic mystical fraternities in 

facilitating the integration of Freemasonry into the Muslim elements of the Ottoman 

society. He puts special emphasis on the Bektashi for their role in forging an 

“enlightened Sufism,” acting as the bond between Freemasonry and the oriental 

traditions of mystical fraternities. On the other hand, during the mid-nineteenth 

century when Freemasonry was just developing in the Ottoman Empire, it was most 

likely this affinity between them which created on the part of the Ottoman religious 

élite and the general public the perception of a kind of a heretical alliance against the 

mainstream Sunni faith. Brown shared the following view in his book regarding this 

matter: 

…The name of Freemasonry in the Turkish language is Fermāson and is one of 

great reproach. It signifies atheism of the most condemnable character and this 

may be said of the Bektāshees, who, from some reason or other not clear to me, 

are held in small repute among other Mussulmans, even those belonging to the 

other Dervish orders. No one in Constantinople may consider himself at all 

complemented when he is called a “Fermāson” or a “Bektashee,” no more than 

a Protestant is when called a Methodist by a devout Catholic, or a Voltairean 

by an ordinary Christian.303 

 

In the following decades, as Freemasonry found many Muslim adherents during its 

further development in the Ottoman lands, even from the highest echelons of the 

religious establishment304, this perception had likely improved. 

In the final years of the Ottoman Empire, the association between 

Freemasonry and the Sufi mystical traditions reached a further dimension during the 

establishment of the Ottoman obedience in 1909, when the founders incorporated 
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into the language and rituals of Ottoman Freemasonry many terms and concepts from 

the Sufi tradition. According to Y. Selim Ağaoğlu and Remzi Sanver, this was a 

deliberate action on the part of the founding Freemasons to incorporate a cultural 

basis that would be readily accessible for the remaining Ottoman Muslim population 

of the empire, since an augmented engagement with Freemasonry among the Muslim 

elements had become part of a political agenda for the founders, many of whom had 

a significant attachment to the then dominant Committee of Union and Progress.305   

 In the light of the accounts presented above, it is conceivable that the affinity 

of certain mystical and practical aspects of Freemasonry with those of some Sufi 

brotherhoods, particularly the Bektashi, notably in their initiatory traditions, various 

rituals, secretive inclinations, as well as their terminological content, created a 

cultural convergence which helped a reconciliation of Freemasonry with the Islamic 

social tradition. Furthermore, this affinity was incorporated into the design of a 

sovereign Ottoman Freemasonic establishment, presumably with the aspiration to 

expand its authority into the remaining Muslim territories of the empire, while a 

reconsolidation of Ottoman rule in the same territories was of utmost priority for the 

Ottoman government. 

 

2.4. A Case of Political Debate Among Freemasons 

 

The interaction of Freemasonry with issues pertaining to domestic or 

international politics has been a complicated matter. Nationalism is one such topic. 

Although it is hard to confirm Freemasonry’s direct influence on the formation of 

nationalist factions and the political consequences they created, Freemasons and their 
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organizations were involved to various degrees in the forging of new national 

identities and cultural milieus that accompanied the building of nation-states.306 It 

was not before the Second Constitutional Era following the revolution of 1908 that 

Ottoman Freemasonry got entangled with nationalist politics.307 In the case of Egypt, 

it was earlier in the 1880s that the nationalist movement had close relations with the 

Freemasonic organization.308 

It is generally hard to assess how much politics went into the daily interests 

and communications of Freemasons. By definition, since the inception of the earliest 

constitutions of Freemasonry, politics and religion were expected to remain avoided 

subjects of discussion. While national identification at the individual or 

organizational level of Freemasonry in Europe was rather weak before the nineteenth 

century, a more outspoken attitude towards national identities and movements 

became a more common occurrence particularly following the Napoleonic wars.309 

As the following series of correspondences in a Freemasonic journal of nineteenth 

century attest, the nationalist dissention and conflict which started to ascend in the 

remaining European territories of the Ottoman Empire in the second half of the 

nineteenth century found reflections in the form of political arguments in the 

communications of Freemasons. 

This peculiar instance of interest in Ottoman politics among British 

Freemasons pertains to a political affair of international proportions created in the 

person of Prince Skanderbeg, an impostor who assumed the name of a heroic 

Albanian leader of the fifteenth century to supposedly instigate an uprising against 

the Ottoman Empire in Albania in 1860s. Although the Albanian national uprising 
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reached its peak much later in the first two decades of the twentieth century resulting 

in a final split from the Ottoman rule, the nationalist movement for Albanian 

independence was a matter of concern much earlier for the Ottoman government. 

Prince Skanderbeg’s scheme was part of this concern and though his attempt lost its 

fervor gradually over a few years’ time, it managed to worry the Ottoman authorities 

to a considerable degree.310 Seemingly a futile endeavor with a possibly insincere 

national motive but rather one for fame and riches of a confidence man of Sicilian 

origin with a doubtful connection to Albanian heritage, the whole plot still achieved 

to entangle a broad array of names from the Risorgimento like Garibaldi and Crispi, 

as well as the adventurous man of letters Alexandre Dumas, père, who all shared a 

common adherence to Freemasonry as well. 

The height of the Skanderbeg affair coincided to a great extent with the 

period of Alexandre Dumas’ residence in Italy from 1861 to 1864. Having already an 

affinity with the Albanian history through incorporating into his famous novel, The 

Count of Monte Cristo (1844), the daughter of the Ottoman-Albanian governor Ali 

Pasha of Tepelena (ʽAlī Pasha Tepedelenli) as a leading character, Dumas may have 

displayed an interest towards a self-styled leader fighting for the Albanian 

independence in the person of the so-called Prince Skanderbeg. Notwithstanding the 

ambiguity of whether his intentions were destined for a political, intellectual or 

material end, Dumas came to the forefront of the venture as an advocate taking 

advantage of his well-established fame. His publishing of a newspaper called 

L’Indipendente during his residence in Naples in support of the Risorgimento may be 

taken to justify his position espousing the cause of independence for the Albanians. 
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According to the reports of the Ottoman diplomats posted to England, France 

and Italy at the time, who were all engaged by the Ottoman government to collect 

information and report on the case of Skanderbeg, there is good reason to believe that 

the hub of the movement was Naples.311 This may be seen as a rather intentional 

choice, as the ethnic Italo-Albanians in Italy, the so-called Arbëreshë, were mainly 

settled in the South of Italy.312 However, it was also surmised that Skanderbeg 

himself was mostly operating from London during this time, mainly recruiting 

elements to his ranks, eventually proclaiming his rebellion against the Ottoman rule. 

Although the Skanderbeg cause had already lost its momentum in the middle 

of 1860s from a political perspective, several instances of correspondence in a 

Freemasonic journal demonstrate that the impostor was still able to attract some 

interest in Europe as late as 1868 before he was finally arrested for his illegal affairs. 

A heated correspondence among several Freemasons who chose to remain 

anonymous reveals that a distinguished firm of Freemasonic jewelers from London, 

who also happened to be Freemasons themselves, advertised their firm to be 

“Appointed Medallists to H.R.H. Prince Skanderbeg.” The communication thread 

was started by the anonymous inquiry of a Freemason signing his letter as “A 

Mason” about the advertisements seen in the columns of the journal: 

…I have noticed for a long time a masonic advertisement in your columns, 

which describes the advertisers as watchmakers, jewellers, and medallists to 

H.R.H. Prince Skanderbeg. …To the best of my knowledge and belief there is 

no Prince of that name, nor has there been for the last four hundred years, and 

assuredly no one entitled to the designation of H.R.H…When an eminent firm 

takes a leading position in the confidential occupation of supplying masonic 

paraphernalia, it is very desirable to know the ground on which they put 

forward such a novel appeal to the patronage of the Craft as the patronage of 

H.R.H. Prince Skanderbeg.313 
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The firm in question, named A.D. Loewenstark and Sons, was registered by 

its founder Abraham David Loewenstark in 1846. It had two branches in London and 

operated until 1895 when the business failed and its assets were sold.314 In reply to 

the initial inquiry, the firm declared the validity of the existence of Prince 

Skanderbeg and also expressed their honest intentions regarding the use of his 

patronage: 

Our firm having now been established twenty-four years, and always held a 

prominent position in masonry,… we would scorn such an advantage as "A 

Mason" imputes to us, as the endeavour to extend our business by advertising it 

to be under the patronage of a Royal Prince who is not, or ever has been, in 

existence. Suffice it to say that we have not only seen and spoken with H.R.H., 

but have also furnished him with decorations and jewels, and bear his royal 

warrant of appointment, signed, sealed, and attested in the ordinary manner.315 

 

This correspondence aroused a mixed reaction of curiosity and a degree of 

criticism from a number of Freemasons who inquired and posted their opinions on 

the identity and authenticity of the Prince in question.  The content of the 

correspondence reveals that the Freemasons who contributed with their opinions 

were relatively well-informed of the nationalistic endeavors and political processes 

in the Balkans which related to either Ottoman rule or Austrian. On the other hand, 

given the lack of reliable written sources concerning the issue at the time, the views 

presented were prone to mistakes in their historic and geographic content. Despite 

the participants’ efforts to restrain themselves in advocacy of the political issues of 

the conflict, their inclinations towards one side or the other were revealed.  

A.D. Loewenstark and Sons emphasized the strictly commercial nature of 

their relation with the Prince. However, in their attempt to confirm the authenticity of 
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the Prince’s identity, they displayed a political inclination in support of his political 

ambitions as well:  

The public journals of Europe have amply discussed the subject, and long and 

eloquent letters in support of the patriotic party in Albania (whose head-

quarters, established by the ‘Junta’ or Provisional Government at Durazzo, 

were for some time the address of H.R.H.) have occasionally appeared from 

the distinguished pen of Dumas the elder. We may add, without wishing to 

draw on ourselves further discussion (into which it is impossible for us as mere 

men of business to enter) that H.R.H. claims the title of Prince of Croia, that he 

is, as we believe from good information, a native and cittadina of Venice ; that, 

as legal heir and representative of the great King or Prince of Epirus in the 15th 

century (Scanderbeg), he aspires to the dangerous honour of freeing his country 

from the Mussulman yoke, and of relieving Christianity of the intolerable 

burden imposed upon nearly eleven millions of sufferers, as well as of 

introducing the blessings of civilisation in regions comparatively in a state of 

ignorance, barbarism, and wretchedness.316 

 

The lack of accurate and reliable information regarding the origin and involvements 

of the fake Prince was then contested by the initial inquirer who had a rather good 

grasp of the Balkan affairs and geography. He was adamant and incredulous in his 

efforts to expose the falseness of the Prince’s identity while presenting his view in 

opposition to the legitimacy of the impostor’s political affairs as well as discrediting 

the involvement of Dumas. His cynical remarks regarding an aged Dumas and his 

scandalous affair with the young American actress Adah Isaacs Menken as well as 

his earlier relations with Garibaldi in Naples shed some light into the rather tarnished 

reputation of Alexandre Dumas, père, in the late 1860s: 

It is very unfortunate for King or Prince Croia, or Skanderbeg, or whomsoever 

he may be, that Dumas should have put his mantle over H.R.H. I should be no 

more astonished at Dumas creating anyone Prince Skanderbeg or of Croia, than 

at his creating Ada Menken Duchess of Croia, or of Burgundy, or of Monte 

Christo. Since Dumas believed he made Garibaldi Dictator and himself King of 

Naples, he is capable of any extravagance of the sort... Messrs. Loewenstark 

cannot be responsible for the romances of Dumas; but they will not be 

offended to be told that it is nothing but humbug for Dumas or Skanderbeg to 

talk of Skanderbeg liberating eleven millions of Christians. The greater part of 

the eleven millions are under Christian princes, who would put Skanderbeg in 

the stocks were he to appear in their territories…As the eleven millions of 
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Christians are nearly all of the Greek religion, they do not want to be interfered 

with by a heretic ; and of the small number of Christians who are Roman 

Catholics, and who are chiefly Albanians carry arms and pay no taxes to the 

Sultan, and if any Prince Skanderbeg appeared at Durazzo would be the first to 

march against him. There can be little doubt the rest of the Christian Albanians 

would do the same.317 

 

These few instances of correspondence reveal that Freemasons did not always 

eschew political discussions with each other. On transnational issues like struggles 

for democracy or independence, heated debates and the exchange of rather stinging 

remarks would not be surprising. At times the oppositional stance between 

Freemasons could also be reflected in the political positions of grand bodies. When 

the Albanian national struggle for independence would take a more serious turn in 

the early twentieth century, Ottoman and Italian Grand Orients would be faced with a 

challenge to preserve the amicable relations established earlier.318 

 

2.5. American Connections 

 

Despite their geographic separation and the diverse sociocultural 

environments in which they evolved, Freemasonries of the world were still closely 

linked through their heritage and continuous communication. American 

Freemasonries, which had their own peculiar and complex development due to the 

vast geographic dimensions of the country, had contact with Ottoman Freemasonry 

not only at the institutional level but also through individual Freemasons who 

established their own ties to organizations in the Ottoman empire. 

Due to the insufficiency of research done so far in the archival material of 

American Freemasonries pertaining to Ottoman Freemasonry, there is yet very little 

information that has been revealed in regard to communication at the institutional 
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level.319 The main focus of the research done so far, has been on an important liaison 

between the Ottoman and American Supreme Councils of the Ancient and Accepted 

Scottish Rite (AASR) that took place in the last few decades of the nineteenth 

century.320  

Particularly during the second half of the nineteenth century, journals 

published by the American obediences321 shared news of Freemasonic activities in 

the Ottoman lands and occasionally published short articles. These were on a variety 

of topics including the social engagements of Ottoman lodges, the views of 

individual Freemasons from both the United States and the Ottoman Empire about 

social and political issues or events pertaining to the Ottoman Empire, and the 

historical and philosophical nature of Ottoman mystical societies, to name but a few. 

As the Freemasonic lore extended the roots of the fraternity to the lands of ancient 

civilizations and particularly to the Holy Land with which Freemasonry’s distant 

mythology is associated through many symbols and allegories pertaining to the 

Temple of Solomon, this part of the Ottoman Empire aroused interest in both a 

historical and political context. 

 

2.5.1. Robert Morris 

 

One of the best recorded instances of contact with Ottoman Freemasonry 

involving an American Freemason was when Robert Morris set on a one year 

journey from New York City to the Holy Land and back in 1868. Morris gave a very 
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detailed account of his journey in his book Freemasonry in the Holy Land  published 

a few years after his expedition, where the first-hand experience of a learned 

American traveler in the Ottoman Empire is imparted in detail. By the time of this 

visit, the rituals of the AASR, a rite of Freemasonry which had many members in the 

USA, had been very recently revised by Albert Pike incorporating many elements 

from the narrative of the Old Testament as well as from medieval accounts of 

knighthood, thus enhancing the connections of Freemasonic literature and ritual to 

the history and image of the Holy Land. Pike (1809–91), the Grand Commander of 

the Supreme Council for the Southern Jurisdiction of the USA from 1859 until his 

death, worked on the revision of the rituals of the AASR between 1863 and 68 which 

were adopted as an official publication of the Southern Jurisdiction in 1870.322 His 

book Morals and Dogma of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite of Freemasonry, 

published in 1871, was intended as a supplement to his earlier revision of the 

rituals.323 

In his book, Morris provided a detailed record of his encounters with local 

Freemasons and his visits to sites that link the Freemasonic tradition to the Holy 

Land. While in Jerusalem he convened several Freemasonic gatherings. Among the 

participants of these meetings he particularly counted the names of Henry 

Petermann, the Prussian Consul at Jerusalem, and Captain Charles Warren, a 

member of Friendship Lodge No. 278 at Gibraltar and head of the excavations in 

Jerusalem held under patronage of the Palestine Exploration Fund.324 Although 

Morris complained that his attempts to increase the number of lodges in Palestine 

and Syria under English authority failed, he noted that “the Grand Orient of France 

issued a warrant for a second Lodge at Beyrout [sic], and that, up to 1872, was the 
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only result of my labors in this direction.”325 Morris also participated upon his return 

to the United States in an effort to organize The Solomon's Lodge at Jerusalem under 

American auspices, particularly with the involvement of Richard Beardsley, the 

American Consul in Jerusalem and a member of Freemasonry at Elkhart, Indiana.326 

The information presented by Morris and his associates to the Freemasonic 

authorities of America and Europe in relation to these efforts to form a lodge in 

Jerusalem exhibits the ambitions to get American Freemasonries more actively 

involved in the Ottoman territories: 

The Turkish Empire, masonically considered, is neutral ground: to prove this 

we show that the Grand Lodges of England, Scotland, France, and Italy 

(perhaps others), have exercised the right to establish Lodges there. 

The General Grand Chapter of the United States have entered that field in 

establishing St. John's R. A. [Royal Arch] Chapter in Smyrna, Asia Minor. 

Our Consul at Jerusalem, who will be the W. M. [Worshipful Master], is an 

American, and so will be at least one other petitioner. They wish to work the 

American Constitution and Rituals. 

The petitioners will be personally vouched for by a resident Mason in 

Kentucky, as to standing and proficiency.327 

 

The St. John’s Royal Arch Chapter328 mentioned in this communication was formed 

in Izmir a few years prior to Morris’ visit and he provided more detailed information 

regarding its history: 

The dispensation for this chapter was granted by the G. G. [General Grand] 

High-Priest of the G. G. Royal Arch Chapter of the United States, May 6th, 

1863. The period for the return of the dispensation (September, 1865) having 

been permitted, inadvertently, to elapse without the performance of that 

necessary duty, the labors of the chapter temporarily ceased; but movements 

were making to secure a new dispensation at once, and a warrant in September 

following. The elements incorporated in this chapter are of the very best. They 

work the American rituals pure and simple, and have good apartments fitted up 

expressly for Royal Arch use.329 
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Morris added further in a footnote: 

Owing to representations I made to the proper authorities, they renewed the 

dispensation of this chapter in 1868, and the companions are now (in 1872) 

briskly at work. The chapter is reported, in the proceedings of the General 

Grand Royal Arch Chapter, September, 1871, as ‘St. John's, Smyrna, Turkey, 

May, 1863. September 18, 1868.’330 

 

As Royal Arch Freemasonry is particularly associated with American Freemasonries, 

the formation of a Royal Arch Chapter in Izmir attests to the presence of active 

American Freemasons in the city during the period in question. 

The book Morris published upon his return to the US was dedicated to 

Mohammed Raschid [sic] who was the Ottoman governor of Syria at the time of his 

visit to the Holy Land.331 Morris revealed the governor’s affiliation with 

Freemasonry in his note of acknowledgement and was highly appreciative of his 

support in the carrying out of his travels through the Holy Land, which was then 

under the Ottoman governorship of Syria. Morris wrote in his book that his travels 

through Syria had been facilitated by his acquisition of two documents which he 

claimed to have been procured through the influence of Freemasonic relations. One 

was a firman issued by the then reigning Sultan as an “Imperial Travelling Firman of 

Sultan Abdul Aziz Khan, granted in favor of Robert Morris, addressed to H. E. 

Mohammed Raschid Pasha, Governor-General of the Vilayet of Syria.”332 The other 

was a buyuruldu (an order issued by a high officer of the state) “procured from the 

Governor-General, Mohammed Raschid [sic], a document directed to all governors 

of towns and villages throughout Syria, commanding them to see that I was furnished 

with suitable accommodations for myself and servants, together with guards in going 

from place to place, etc. and all at reasonable prices.”333 Morris declared that this 
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buyuruldu had been “secured strictly through Masonic influence” as the governor 

himself was a Freemason.  

Meḥmed Rāshid Pasha was a high ranking Ottoman official whose name 

became familiar to Freemasons in Britain and the USA, not least because Morris’ 

book had acknowledged his support and it was dedicated to his name. In an obituary 

published several years later in the English journal The Freemason, his connection to 

British Freemasonry was expressed as follows: 

H.E. Mehemed Rashid Pasha [sic], Minister of Foreign Affairs, lately 

murdered at Constantinople, was a distinguished man and a Mason. At a time 

when to be a Mason was to incur hostility from the late Sultan, Rashid Pasha, 

then Governor general of the Viceregalty of Smyrna sought initiation at the 

hands of Bro. Hyde Clark, at that time the acting District Grand Master of 

Turkey. He was by the latter initiated [into the craft], passed [from the Entered 

Apprentice degree to the Fellowcraft degree] and raised [to the Master Mason 

degree] in the Homer Lodge of that city, in the French language, and received 

the certificate of Grand Lodge. The attachment of Rashid Pasha to Masonry 

remained constant, and when Governor General of Syria, he gave 

encouragement to the Masons of that viceregalty.334 

 

In his book, Morris also revealed that the firman from the Sultan had been 

sent “through the kind influence of Brother John P. Brown, Secretary of the 

American Embassy there.”335 John Porter Brown was at the height of his 

Freemasonic engagements at the time and the year following Morris’ visit to the 

Ottoman Empire, he would be appointed as District Grand Master under the authority 

of the United Grand Lodge of England. 

 

2.5.2. The Morgan Affair 

 

Anti-Masonic reactions and sociopolitical pressure against Freemasonry were 

most openly manifest in Europe where the religious establishments made efforts to 
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get the ruling authorities involved in hindering the activities and organizations of 

Freemasonry. Even in the United States where Freemasonic affiliations of 

revolutionary leaders like George Washington, Benjamin Franklin and John Hancock 

had turned Freemasonry into a prestigious organization, a gradual rise of reactions 

took place in the decades following the Revolutionary War against the alleged 

dominance of Freemasonry in the political affairs and against the cronyism that it 

was blamed to have brought into both business and politics.336 An episode 

surrounding the kidnapping and disappearance of William Morgan, an American 

Freemason, triggered a transformation of these reactions into the social and political 

movement of Anti-Masonry. This account is also an example, as presented below, of 

how Freemasonic connections between geographies as separated as New York and 

Izmir could sometimes manifest themselves in unexpected ways. 

In 1826, coincidentally on the same year as Sultan Maḥmūd II abolished the 

Janissary order and imposed bans on religious and mystical sociabilities thus 

hindering Freemasonic activity, a singular event with serious political repercussions 

took place in the United States. William Morgan, a Freemason in the state of New 

York, got himself involved in a conflict with the local Freemasons after which he set 

out to publish a book with the purpose of exposing the secrets and rituals of the 

fraternity. The ensuing episode culminated in the abduction and eventual 

disappearance of Morgan, for the plotting of which a number of Freemasons were the 

prime suspects. In the end, neither Morgan’s whereabouts could be ascertained, nor 

could a dead body be positively identified. However, a major consequence of this 

event was the growth of political reactions against Freemasonry, resulting in the 

foundation of the Anti-Masonic Party which gradually increased its influence in the 
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American politics for some years to follow. American Freemasonry suffered a 

serious blow under the ensuing social and political pressure as a result of which 

many lodges lost significant numbers of their members. Mary Ann Clawson asserts 

that “what is uncontested is the effect of the Anti-Masonic movement in decimating 

the fraternity.”337 According to Clawson, “in New York, membership plummeted 

from between twenty thousand and thirty thousand to 1 to 15 percent of that figure,” 

whereas “in Vermont and Illinois all lodges ceased operation for a time.”338 

Guy Chassagnard, seeking in his blog the answer to “how the disappearance 

of a man could have destabilized American Freemasonry,” points out that following 

his abduction from Canandaigua in New York state, where he was imprisoned for 

some minor charges, and his ensuing disappearance, there were rather eccentric 

stories claiming that he kept fleeing from the retribution of Freemasons in as diverse 

places as Alaska, Cuba, Turkey, or even Caiman islands.339 These rumors, which 

emerged several years after his disappearance, served to vindicate Freemasonry from 

the earlier suspicions and undermined the influence of the Anti-Masonic Party. 

According to a rumor that emerged around 1832, some passengers on a ship from the 

Levant claimed that Morgan, who until that time was thought to have been murdered, 

had indeed become a discreet resident of Izmir. It was assumed that his 

disappearance had been planned by him and his accomplices as a scheme to arouse 

public interest and boost the sales of his book Illustrations of Masonry. After he had 

spent the money he had acquired by this means in a rather short time and having 

reached the end of his finances, he had supposedly become a Muslim and had 

obtained a job in the Ottoman government. Though there was no solid proof to back 
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it up, the story nevertheless caught a good deal of attention and was believed by 

many to reflect the truth.340 

In the later decades, interest in the Morgan affair was rekindled especially 

within the Freemasonic circles who still felt that their institution was unjustly 

assaulted by anti-Masonic politics of the years following the affair. A lengthy report 

published in the National Freemason in 1867 elaborated on Morgan’s taking 

residence at Izmir with reference to the accounts of his compatriots. The author of 

the report claimed that: 

The vessel in which Morgan sailed from this country to Smyrna was the brig 

Minerva, owned by Ezra Weston of Duxbury, Mass. The captain’s name was 

Martin Waterman. Several of our brethren, when in Smyrna, received from the 

American residents there such accounts as fully satisfied them that it was 

William Morgan. 

Brother Joseph Alexander Bloom is a gentleman of high scientific attainments, 

who has travelled much, resided in the East for many years, was made a Mason 

on the same evening and at the same time with Alexander of Russia and Prince 

Joseph Ponietowsky (who was killed in the Battle of Leipsic [sic]), in the city 

of Paris, during the reign of Napoleon Bonaparte, in Amitie Lodge, on the 7th 

of September, 1805… This brother states that he resided for some time in the 

city of Smyrna that, in 1831, he became acquainted with an American 

gentleman who professed the Mohammedan faith, who went by the name of 

Mustapha, and was engaged at that time in teaching the English and French 

languages, the latter of which he understood by imperfectly. 

That this man was no other than William Morgan, who with his own lips 

communicated the fact to Bro. Bloom, with many circumstances which our 

informant has, since his arrival in this country, found to be true.341 

 

Given the doubtful elements of the story, the reason behind Morgan’s choice of 

Izmir, if he truly settled there, will most likely stay as a mystery. Whether this choice 

reflected the expectation on Morgan’s part of an inconspicuous refuge in this port 

city with a cosmopolitan population, or whether he saw this most advanced city of 

the Levant rather as an opportunity to connect with local Freemasons possibly 

unaware of his earlier involvements in the United States given the poor state of 

international communication at the time, one can only speculate.  
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Morgan’s case was maybe a coincidental intersection of American 

Freemasonic history with that of the Ottoman Empire. However, in the light of even 

the limited historical records researched and interpreted up to now, the relations 

between them were multi-faceted both at the institutional and individual level. This is 

all the more striking given the geographical separation and the divergent evolution of 

American Freemasonries from their European counterparts in their own particular set 

of sociocultural circumstances. 
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CHAPTER III 

 

 

FREEMASONRY’S EVOLUTION AS A SIGNIFICANT 

SOCIOPOLITICAL ELEMENT IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 

 

 

 

3.1. Young Ottomans and the Initiation of Murād V 

 

It is striking that, given the relatively wide choice of Istanbul lodges at the 

time working under a number of obediences, Crown Prince Murād’s preference for 

admission into Freemasonry had been the lodge I Proodos. The reasons behind his 

choice of this particular lodge which had a majority of Greek ethnicity is a matter 

worthy of consideration. 

In the two decades following the Reform Edict of 1856, a political climate 

conducive to the growth of liberal views among the Ottoman intelligentsia resulted in 

a movement known as the Young Ottomans.342 Keeping what was left of the 

Ottoman territories united was an overarching ideology that dominated the views of 

its adherents who agreed on the need for a process of modernization in the empire. 
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This particular group of intellectuals shared a conviction that the recovery and 

progress of the empire could be through the reconciliation of Islamic faith and the 

European liberal thought. Their shared outlook, formed in the post-Crimean War era 

of reforms, focused mainly on preserving the Ottoman Empire from further 

disintegration. This necessitated the peaceful co-existence of the multitude of 

ethnicities within the empire. 

According to Constantin Svolopoulos, certain members of the Ottoman Greek 

intelligentsia like Cleanthi Scalieri, the Worshipful Master of the lodge I Proodos at 

the time of Murād’s initiation, were able to reconcile their irredentist aspirations with 

the imposed political realities of the time, which brought them on a somewhat 

common platform with the adherents of the Young Ottoman movement who 

expounded policies to maintain the integrity of the empire though a fraternal 

existence of the many ethnicities within the empire.343 Although such a political 

stance stood contrary to the Panhellenic interests and ideals of the time, the 

implementation of the liberal reforms towards equality and liberty of the constituent 

nations of the empire could benefit the Ottoman Greeks to become a predominant 

element within the empire. Political circumstances of the period legitimized the 

choice of such a stance. The young Greek state was probably not in the right position 

to pursue an irredentist agenda, since it did not wield any serious influence against 

the Great Powers of Europe which at the time advocated the integrity of the Ottoman 

Empire. The encroachment of Russia into the Balkans was too imminent a danger 

which could cause the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire in such a way that the 

irredentist interests of the Greek element could be crushed under the Panslavist 

framework of the Russian expansion, which would bring the Bulgarians and other 
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Slavic nations of the Balkans in a common cause against the Greek interests and 

ambitions. Svolopoulos asserts that, from Scalieri’s point of view, “the safeguarding 

of the interests and the most legitimate rights of Hellenism would be assured through 

the fraternization among the peoples and races of the empire, constituted into one 

united and coherent block, determined to resist all foreign interference and all 

expansionist menace coming from the outside such as Panslavism.”344 

Many of the proponents of Young Ottoman thought had close ties with 

Europe either through their education or social environment. Several among them 

affiliated themselves with Freemasonry either abroad or in Istanbul. The 

Freemasonic involvement of Nāmıḳ Kemāl, a leading proponent of the movement, is 

well documented as a member of the I Proodos lodge.345 Irène Melikoff draws 

parallels between Nāmıḳ Kemāl’s origins as a Bektashi and his interest in 

Freemasonry.346  She also points out that his choice to become a member of a lodge 

that worked under the Grand Orient de France was related to his cultural inclinations. 

However, it may be worth adding that French Freemasonry’s affinity with 

revolutionary thought and politics was probably the most important factor that 

appealed to him. Another prominent name within the Young Ottoman circle whose 

membership in Freemasonry can be substantiated through records is Egyptian Prince 

Muṣṭafā Fāḍıl Pasha who was also an important financer of the movement abroad. 

He was initiated at the lodge L’Union d’Orient in 1868 which was then presided over 

by Louis Amiable.347 

Murād’s pursuit to become a Freemason might have stemmed first from an 

intellectual interest in the liberal currents of Europe which were also influential in the 
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development of Young Ottoman thought. Murād was closely acquainted with some 

of the Young Ottomans. Among the prominent names often cited to have 

occasionally met with him at his private residence at “Fikir Tepe” (the hill of ideas) 

for late night intellectual discussions was Nāmıḳ Kemāl who had also been a private 

tutor to Murād. Others like Żiyā Pasha348, ʽAlī Suʽāwī and Midḥat Pasha were most 

likely all affiliated with Freemasonry and had been influential on Murād’s interest in 

the fraternity.349 350 

When Murād joined his uncle Sultan ‘Abd al-‘Azīz [Abdülaziz] during his 

official tour of the European states in 1867, it is likely that he had social encounters 

with Edward, Prince of Wales (later King Edward VII), as well as some other British 

royalty members. Though it is hard to know the extent of what was shared during 

such an encounter, it has been suggested by a few researchers that Murād was talked 

into joining Freemasonry by the Prince during their encounter in London.351 This, 

however, would have been unlikely since the Prince himself had not been initiated 

into Freemasonry at that particular point and even if Murād had been influenced by 

the British Prince leading to his subsequent decision to join Freemasonry, then he 

should have been expected to join one of the British lodges active in Istanbul at the 

time.352  
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on the original documents of the Grand Orient de France, the copies of which were bequeathed to the 

archives of the Grand Lodge of Turkey by Celil Layiktez. 
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Prince Edward was initiated into Freemasonry on December 20, 1868, in the 

Swedish Grand Master’s Lodge, in the Royal Palace at Stockholm, by Charles XV, 

King of Sweden and Norway.353 His initiation was also recorded in the diary kept by 

William Howard Russell who accompanied the Prince on a journey which started in 

late 1868 and continued in Egypt, Istanbul and the Crimea in the first few months of 

1869.354 It is interesting to note that Russell mentioned Freemasonry only twice in 

this extensive record of the journey lasting almost six months. The only mention 

other than the Prince’s initiation in Stockholm, was related to his encounter in Cairo 

with a certain Hekekan Bey. Identifying him as “a Christian, and a Freemason, and a 

mathematician” and “a profound believer in the immense extent and profundity of 

ancient Egyptian knowledge,” Russell was highly impressed with this short 

acquaintance. Hekekan Bey, an Armenian resident of Cairo, as reported by Russell, 

had formerly been in the service of the Viceroy but was a retired man in his old age 

at the time of their encounter.355 The name of the same gentleman is mentioned as 

Hekekan Effendi in an earlier British document and he is identified as an Armenian 

educated in England who at the time of the document was the manager of the School 

of Engineers at Boolaq.356 

Ottoman Freemasonry never enjoyed a bond with the ruling dynasty like the 

British and Swedish Freemasonries. The Ottoman dynasty members during the 

decades in the middle of the nineteenth century were most likely well aware of the 

close relations and often direct involvement of European royalty in Freemasonry. 

However, such a connection was a major challenge for the Ottoman dynasty whose 
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reigning members also carried the title of Caliph. As a result, the Ottoman royalty 

had kept their distance from the fraternity earlier and the initiation of Crown Prince 

Murād was a significant achievement for Ottoman Freemasonry. It is conceivable 

that the Crown Prince and two of his brothers, who also became Freemasons, were 

drawn to the ecumenical aspirations of Freemasonry also shared in the liberal ideals 

of the Young Ottomans. Three quarters of a century earlier, a group of Russian 

intellectuals with similar enlightened ideals had had an ill-fated encounter with the 

Russian rulers during the infamous ‘Novikov Affair’. For a brief period in the late 

eighteenth century, the intellectual circle who gathered around Nikolai Ivanovich 

Novikov, a renowned journalist and publisher closely associated with Enlightenment 

ideals, had created a Freemasonic affiliation highly imbued with the spiritual 

elements of Russian Orthodoxy. However, this philosophical venture with 

predominantly Rosicrucian overtones was soon to be deemed harmful to the Russian 

culture and society. The resulting awareness brought about a concerted effort on the 

part of the Church and State to take action against this fraternal endeavor and sealed 

the fate of Novikov and his circle.357 In the Ottoman case, the timing of the 

juxtaposition of Young Ottoman thought with the Freemasonic zeal of a number of 

its proponents proved to be propitious.   

Against all odds, the three Ottoman princes were initiated into Freemasonry 

during the reign of their uncle ‘Abd al-‘Azīz. The Crown Prince Murād was initiated 

on October 20, 1872, followed by his brothers, Prince (Shehzāde) Nūr al-Dīn 

(Nûreddin)358 in November 1873 and Prince Kemāl al-Dīn (Kemâleddin)359 in 
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September 1875.360 The climax of Freemasonic activity in the Ottoman lands in the 

aftermath of the Crimean War came when Murād ascended the throne in 1876 as 

Sultan Murād V. However, the missing or unsubstantiated parts of this episode are 

prone to different interpretations as demonstrated in a series of papers contributed by 

Andreas Rizopoulos and Celil Layiktez to the English Freemasonic journal Ars 

Quatuor Coronati (AQC).361 Rizopoulos claims that Scalieris [sic] (Cleanthi 

Scalieri), an Ottoman Greek subject and very active Freemason in Istanbul, was the 

main deviser of the initiation of Murād V as well as the later efforts of saving him 

from his internment at the Çırağan Palace following his dethronement in 1876, 

whereas Layiktez considers him just one of the many actors involved, Louis Amiable 

being one of them and probably with a more significant role. Another point of debate 

concerns ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II who, according to Rizopoulos, had shown an interest in 

joining Freemasonry through communication with French and Italian Grand Lodges 

upon his enthronement but had faced rejection. Layiktez, on the other hand, finds this 

supposition rather far-fetched as no grand lodge would have rejected the membership 

of a reigning Sultan at that time. 

A leading figure who viewed Murād’s internment as an unjust act and 

usurpment of the throne was Cleanthi Scalieri. When his efforts in the plotting and 

execution of Murād’s liberation from his confinement at the Çırağan Palace failed, 

Scalieri had to flee abroad. He continued his earnest struggle from Greece but his 

efforts did not come to fruition and he ultimately died in Athens in dire financial 
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circumstances.362 Edhem Eldem has shed new light on Scalieri’s relation with Murād 

based on the memoirs and documents kept by Murād’s son, Prince Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn 

(Selahaddin), which includes some hitherto unknown correspondence between 

Scalieri and Murād between 1883 and 1886.363 In a bitter letter written by Scalieri to 

Murād in January 1883, his disappointment towards his former Freemasonic circle in 

Istanbul is expressed with critical remarks on the latter’s inert attitude in giving 

support to the cause of their dethroned brother and also the lack of assistance to 

Scalieri’s own dire circumstances when his rescue attempt failed and he had to flee 

abroad with the help of two foreigners who were not Freemasons.364 

By the time Murād ascended the throne, he had five brothers who had come 

of age. Two of them were already Freemasons as mentioned above, another one died 

a few months afterwards and two others never became Freemasons. These latter two 

Princes were to become Sultans ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd and Meḥmed V Reshād. If they had 

shown the inclination to become Freemasons in the footsteps of their older brother 

Murād, one might conceive that Ottoman Freemasonry could have evolved rather 

differently. 

Despite the raised hopes and expectations of a number of Freemasons 

involved in this historic episode, Murād V was to remain the sole member of the 

fraternity ever to enjoy the title of Sultan. Following his truncated reign lasting only 

three months, the short-lived rapprochement between the Ottoman dynasty and 

Freemasonry was replaced by a cautious relation when ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II came to the 

throne. ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd’s concerns towards Freemasonry were most likely 
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exacerbated due to the ensuing struggle of Murād’s supporters to free him from his 

palace confinement and restore him to the throne.365 However, the Ottoman 

Freemasons, in addition to being bound with their fraternity’s moral principle of 

loyalty to their state and government, were aware that any attempts against the 

reigning Sultan aiming Murād’s restoration would jeopardize their organization, so 

they avoided any confrontation with the Sultan in this matter.366   

While the Grand Orient de France, to which Murād’s lodge I Proodos was 

affiliated, chose to act with prudence concerning the reigning Sultan’s regime, one of 

its members in France was vocal in criticizing what he regarded as injustice done to 

Murād and openly attacked ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd whom he saw as the usurper of the 

throne. A military doctor by training, Paul Desjardin de Régla had stayed in Istanbul 

between 1886 and 1889 before he was sent away by state authorities and upon his 

return to France he published several books on Ottoman Empire which displayed his 

hostile sentiment towards the regime of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd.367 De Régla delivered 

speeches in Paris lodges in 1892 and 1893 in favor of Murād V and with severe 

criticism of the Sultan which put the Grand Orient into a difficult position until the 

situation calmed down with his resignation (or possibly dismissal) later in 1893.368 

Despite de Régla’s efforts, both the Grand Orient and its lodges active in Istanbul at 

the time distanced themselves as much as possible from this ongoing debate and 

chose to realign themselves with the prevailing political climate under ʽAbd al-

                                                           
365 Uzunçarşılı wrote a couple of articles related to various efforts aiming to save Murād V from his 
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Ḥamīd’s rule. The surviving lodges in the Ottoman capital under the French 

obedience had chosen to give up on their liberal and oppositional stance and steer 

clear of trouble as the ruling regime started to impose stricter measures. This in all 

likelihood appealed to the motives of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd who found it more favorable to 

his political affairs to stay on good terms with the Istanbul lodges and their foreign 

obediences.  

While the lodges in Istanbul had been a milieu for political opposition to the 

rule of ʽAbd al-ʽAzīz through their inherent secretive nature, the Freemasons had to 

adapt themselves to the new political circumstances imposed by the ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd 

regime. As Eldem notes, the lodges did not lead the political agenda of their time but 

rather were able to adapt and integrate themselves to the political environment as the 

changing regimes or war periods dictated.369 This was a characteristic of 

Freemasonry incorporated into its long evolution since the beginning of the 

eighteenth century. 

During the short period of its augmented pace within the Ottoman Empire in 

the two decades following the Crimean War, Freemasonry attracted many Ottoman 

personalities of intelligentsia and state administration who subscribed to the liberal 

and oppositional views of the Young Ottoman movement. Although several 

prominent names among them have been associated with Freemasonry so far, as 

noted above, further research would most likely reveal others. The ultimate universal 

aim of drawing societies together through a fraternal bond as preached by 

Freemasonry provided a significant appeal to these proponents of a liberal outlook 

the ultimate aim of which was to sustain the peaceful coexistence of diverse Ottoman 

communities. 
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3.2. Egypt and Palestine 

 

A political transformation, which was started under the viceroyalty of 

Muḥammad ʽAlī Pasha in the early nineteenth century, would gradually turn Egypt 

into an autonomous province of the Ottoman Empire.370 After consolidating his 

position as viceroy in 1811 by eliminating the remaining Mameluke rivalry, 

Muḥammad ʽAlī Pasha embarked on a number of reforms in education, agriculture, 

industry and administration, aiming to make his rule powerful enough economically 

and militarily to break the Ottoman yoke in the long term. During his reign, the 

Ottoman province of Egypt expanded into the Hijaz and the Sudan. Following two 

wars fought under the command of his son Ibrāhīm Pasha against the Ottomans in 

Syria in 1831–33 and 1839–40, Muḥammad ʽAlī was able to secure the prerogative 

to pass the viceroyalty to his descendants, thus establishing his own dynastic rule in 

Egypt. During his rule, the local Egyptian elements were for the first time appointed 

to high offices in the government and military. Afaf Lutfi al-Sayyid Marsot asserts 

that Muḥammad ʽAlī “created a state out of a former Ottoman province, and gave 

Egyptians a sense of identity and a stake in the state by dragooning them into 

government.”371  

During Muḥammad ʽAlī’s rule, the presence and influence of foreign 

diplomats, merchants and technical experts was enhanced due to the ambitious 

reforms he undertook. Particularly owing to this social environment with an 

augmented presence of Europeans already familiar or affiliated with Freemasonry, 
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the fraternity was able to take root within the Ottoman territories for the first time 

under the sanction of the ruling authority. From its earliest phase in Egypt, 

Freemasonry gained a predominantly political momentum that would continue until 

the demise of the Ottoman Empire. 

Freemasonry was introduced into Egypt as a consequence of the military 

occupation of Napoléon between 1798 and 1801. According to Karim Wissa, the Isis 

lodge founded by general Kléber in 1799 was the first one in Egypt and “at the time 

of its inception those who joined were either members of Bonaparte's close 

entourage, soldiers in the French army, those Egyptians who were sympathetic to the 

French, or even those who wanted to show their zealous allegiance to the French 

army in return for its tolerance and protection.”372 Wissa also asserts that the lodge 

stopped operating with the retreat of the French army and it was not until 1845 that 

the fraternity had a solid foothold by the forming of the lodge Les Pyramides 

d’Égypte under the auspices of the Grand Orient de France.373 However, a report 

from 1818, interpreted by Gérard Galtier more recently, demonstrates that 

Freemasonic activity continued to exist after Napoléon’s retreat.374 The report 

compiled by the Austrian police concerned an “Egyptian secret society” and 

constituted part of the “Secret documents and official acts of the Austrian police in 

Italy (from June 4, 1814 to March 22, 1848)” later published in 1851. During the 

French occupation, the juxtaposition of the French Freemasonic institution with the 

European admiration for ancient Egyptian civilization had manifested itself in the 

formation of the earliest lodges in Alexandria and Cairo. While esoteric elements 

from ancient Egypt were incorporated into the rituals of these early lodges, the 
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Freemasonic engagement of the French consular diplomats like Bernardino Drovetti 

and Mathieu de Lesseps, who had close relations with Muḥammad ʽAlī’s 

government in an advisory capacity, gave Egyptian Freemasonry its political 

character from the very start.375 The report of the Austrian police was based on the 

information collected by an emissary of Angelo Cazzaiti, the Ottoman consul 

resident at Livorno, and pointed out to the shared concerns of the Austrian and 

Ottoman Empires about this “Egyptian secret society” which was described as an 

organization based on Freemasonic practices. The report claimed that Muḥammad 

ʽAlī “who for a long time now tends to become independent of the Sublime Porte, 

deploys devices of refined politics, flatters the Europeans and professes the most 

liberal principles is the protector of the Egyptian secret society.”376 Drovetti, a 

Piedmontese and the former consul of France in Cairo was named as the provider of 

financing for the society which had in its membership consuls of various great 

powers. The report also mentioned representatives of the viceroy posted to various 

European cities with the title of chargé d’affaires in the fields of commerce, culture 

and politics. Galtier maintains that the anti-Ottoman political objectives of the 

society were similar to those pursued by Napoléon’s Empire in its use of 

Freemasonry as a political tool in the territories under its control.377 This secret 

organization in all likelihood reflected the network of these individuals who 

allegedly collaborated to help local peoples to reach independence from the 

sovereign powers ruling particularly in Egypt, Italy and the Ionian islands.   

While fraternal associations were still banned in Istanbul and elsewhere in the 

Ottoman lands during the first decade of the Tanẓīmāt era, the aforementioned lodge 

Les Pyramides d’Égypte had been formed in 1845 in plain sight of Egyptian 
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authorities and was later able to receive into its ranks prominent names like ‘Abd al-

Ḥalīm Pasha and Amīr ‘Abd al-Ḳādir378 of Algeria.379 The latter was an already well-

known figure in both Europe and the United States as early as the 1830s as a 

consequence of his fight against the French invasion of Algeria.380 After reaching an 

agreement with Louis-Napoléon following his many years of struggle against French 

occupation in Algeria and five years of internment in France, ‘Abd al-Ḳādir had 

settled in Damascus in 1855.381 His affiliation to Freemasonry came in the aftermath 

of his involvement with the rescue of many thousands of Christians who were about 

to be massacred in Damascus during their bloody conflict with the Druze in 1860. 

After a period of correspondence with Freemasons of the Paris lodge Henri IV and 

their invitation to Freemasonry to which he responded favorably, he was initiated by 

the lodge Les Pyramides d’Égypte in Alexandria in 1864.382 

In the second half of the nineteenth century, the political overtones of 

Egyptian Freemasonry were gradually enhanced, primarily due to the direct 

involvement of the members of the ruling dynasty. The descendants of Muḥammad 

ʽAlī Pasha, who had initially ruled the Egyptian province with the title of wālī 

(provincial governor), later ruled in autonomous fashion under the title of Khedive. 

While Khedive Ismāʽīl Pasha (the son of Ibrāhīm Pasha) and Tawfīḳ Pasha (Ismāʽīl’s 

son and successor) acted as patrons of the fraternity, the leading contenders of the 
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title of Khedive like ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha (the youngest son of Muḥammad ʽAlī) and 

Muṣṭafā Fāḍil Pasha, both born in 1830, the same year as Ismāʽīl, affiliated 

themselves with Freemasonry during the same period, presumably as a vehicle 

towards forming their own political networks.383 In their wake, a membership from a 

wide spectrum of political and commercial élite joined the multitude of lodges 

formed in particularly Cairo and Alexandria. Wissa argues that “membership of a 

masonic lodge strengthened class ties among the aristocracy in Egypt at the end of 

the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries.”384 He also asserts that 

during this period “the secret society was more of a political institution where the 

term ‘political’ rather than ‘esoteric’ Freemasonry is more appropriate to describe the 

society’s status in Egypt.”385 Under the influence of the two distinct modes of 

Freemasonry, namely the British and French, the élite were divided in such a way 

that “most of the members of the French-influenced lodges were more inclined to be 

liberal-secular and politically active as opposed to the more religious-conservative 

and wealthy cotton merchants and the propertied class, which tended to join the 

British-influenced lodges.”386 

During the rule of Ismāʽīl, Egypt went through significant changes regarding 

the nature of its administration. In the first ten years of his reign, Ismāʽīl was able to 

procure a number of decrees (firmans) from the Sultan through his use of diplomatic 

means often incurring payments and gifts, in stark contrast to the military ventures of 

his predecessors.387 Firstly, a change in the law regulating succession to the throne 
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was implemented by a firman dated May 27, 1866, whereby primogeniture was to 

replace the former rule of succession based on seniority. Afterwards, he was able to 

establish the new title of Khedive for himself and his successors with a firman dated 

June 8, 1867. As Alexander Schölch puts it “Egyptian autonomy had reached a point 

only one step away from independence.”388 Ismāʽīl’s inclination towards diplomacy 

rather than military confrontation in his political relations with particularly the 

Ottoman Sultan might help to explain, at least to some extent, his serious interest in 

Freemasonry with most likely a motive to benefit from the fraternity’s transnational 

ties with Europe. 

Ismāʽīl’s uncle, ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha stood out as a leading figure of 

Egyptian Freemasonry in the third quarter of the nineteenth century. Reginald 

McBean claims that ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm was an initiate of the Bulwer lodge of Cairo389 

whereas Wissa notes that he was a member of the lodge Les Pyramides d’Égypte, 

which is an older lodge than Bulwer.390 On the other hand, in a report presented to 

the Supreme Council for the Northern Jurisdiction of USA by Albert G. Goodall in 

1869, the founder of the Ottoman Supreme Council in 1861, who was none other 

than ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm, was mentioned as a “French brother,” which should probably be 

accepted as a reference to his association at the time with the Grand Orient de France 

to which the lodge Les Pyramides d’Égypte was affiliated.391 All these distinct bits of 

information may be taken to indicate the Freemasonic mobility of ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm 

who had been affiliated with a few different Freemasonic bodies concurrently or 

successively during his several decades’ long involvement in the fraternity. After he 
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was forced to leave Egypt in 1868 by Khedive Ismā‘īl in the aftermath of the 

aforementioned decree of succession, which impeded ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm’s right of 

accession as Khedive, his political struggle against Ismā‘īl continued. His diverse 

efforts in various Freemasonic bodies both before and after this date were most likely 

politically motivated as part of his quest to restore his former claim to the Khedivate 

by resorting to his fraternal connections as leverage.392 

The development of Egyptian Freemasonry in the second half of the nineteenth 

century was connected not only to the activities of foreign obediences but also to the 

efforts aiming to constitute a sovereign grand body. A distinguished name of 

Egyptian Freemasonry in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Joseph 

Sakakini Bey, wrote a report in 1910 which presented a retrospective evaluation of 

the major stages of Egyptian Freemasonry during this period. According to Sakakini 

Bey: 

Egyptian Freemasonry was based on the Oriental Rite of Memphis, by virtue of 

a patent emanating from Paris, dated 1863… Later, with the decision of 

Jacques Etienne Marconis, who had reactivated and reorganized the Rite in the 

Valley393 of Paris, Egypt was accorded another patent with the distinctive title 

of Grand Orient d’Égypt.394 

 

The Grand Orient of Egypt was thus authorized in 1864 as the first 

Freemasonic grand body in a Muslim country. This was actually the crowning 

achievement of a process which had started with the forming of a Provincial Grand 

Council in 1856 in Alexandria as a regional obedience to work in the “Rite of 

Memphis.” This rite, which had earlier origins from the turn of the nineteenth 

century associated with the then prevalent interest in ancient Egyptian civilization as 
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a result of Napoléon’s Egyptian campaign, was reconstituted by Jacques Étienne 

Marconis de Nègre in 1838 in Paris. It was by a charter from Marconis de Nègre 

himself that the aforementioned regional obedience of the rite was established in 

Alexandria in 1856. The Rite of Memphis was soon incorporated into the jurisdiction 

of the Grand Orient de France in 1862,395 and it was from this Freemasonic 

organization that the final patent mentioned by Sakakini Bey was accorded in 1864. 

Upon incorporation of various lodges working in the Rite of Memphis under 

the French and Italian jurisdiction up to that time, Grand Orient of Egypt was 

consolidated as a sovereign body. In 1867, it came under the direction of ‘Abd al-

Ḥalīm as Grand Master, and Marquis Joseph de Beauregard, a French citizen, as pro 

Grand Master,396 the former preserving his title until December 20, 1872, albeit 

nominally after he was banished from Egypt in late 1868.397 Solutore Avventore 

Zola398, an Italian expatriate, was appointed as the new Grand Master of the 

obedience, by authorization from Ismāʽīl in 1872.399 Originally from Piedmont, Zola 

had fought as an artillery officer beside Giuseppe Garibaldi during the Italian war of 

unification. In 1862, he moved to Egypt as a public works engineer and then became 

a member of the Grand Orient of Egypt, before becoming its Grand Master. He 

assumed in 1874 the highest title of the rite as “Grand Hierophant” succeeding 

                                                           
395 Albert G. Mackey, An Encyclopedia, 496–97. Mackey explains: “In the year 1862, Marconis, still 

faithful to the system which he had invented, applied to the Grand Master of France to give to it a new 

life. The Grand College of Rites was consulted on the subject, and the Council of the Order having 

made a favorable decree, the Rite of Memphis was admitted, in November, 1862, among those 

Masonic systems which acknowledge obedience to the Grand Orient of France.” 
396 The Pro Grand Master acts as an advisor to the Grand Master and acts in his capacity when the 

latter cannot be present, often due to royal engagements if he is of royal blood as was the case for 

‘Abd al-Ḥalīm.   
397 Sakakini Bey, Rapport, 4.  
398 See Appendix B. 
399 Sakakini Bey, Rapport, 4–5. Sakakini claimed in his report that “following certain steps taken at 

the khedivial palace and the support of a certain consular authority,” Solutore Avventore Zola was 

presented to Khedive Ismāʽīl, to take charge of the Grand Orient of Egypt. Sakakini did not reveal the 

identity of the consular authority he mentioned. He also informed that Zola had been a student of the 

Salesians at the Institute of Don Bosco in Turin, before he was initiated to Freemasonry in Alexandria 

at the lodge Les Pyramides d’Égypte. 
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Marconis de Nègre. In 1876, Zola conferred the highest degrees of the rite on 

Garibaldi, with the title of “Grand Master of Honor ad vitam of the Sovereign 

Sanctuary of Egypt.”400 Garibaldi would go on to unite the two connected rites, the 

Rite of Memphis and the Rite of Misraim into one unified rite called the Rite of 

Memphis-Misraim in 1881.  

The choice of the Rite of Memphis as the working rite of the Grand Orient of 

Egypt shows the dominant influence in Egypt of French and Italian Freemasonries in 

which this rite had found a revitalizing interest in the first half of the nineteenth 

century, despite its lack of recognition in the Anglo-American Freemasonries.401 The 

British got involved in Freemasonic activities with particularly the foundation of the 

District Grand Lodge of Egypt and the Sudan in Cairo in 1867 under the auspices of 

the United Grand Lodge of England (UGLE).402 The forming of a separate District 

Grand Lodge in Egypt, while one formed earlier in 1862 in Istanbul was still 

functional under the District Deputy Grand Master Hyde Clarke, shows the 

significance of the Freemasonic activity in Egypt for British Freemasonry. ‘Abd al-

Ḥalīm Pasha was a leading figure in the British Freemasonic organization as well. In 

1865, he became a member of the then newly constituted lodge Bulwer affiliated 

with the UGLE and was appointed District Grand Master for Egypt, in which 

capacity he served until his exile in 1868. The British vice-consul Raphael Borg 

succeeded him in this office until 1878.403 

                                                           
400 “Salvatore-Avventore Zola,” Gran Logia de España del Rito Español—Menfis&Mizraïm, 

https://www.glere-mm.com/salvatore-avventore-zola/. 
401 Sakakini Bey, Rapport, 6. Sakakini asserted that the United Grand Lodge of England did not 

accept nor recognize the Rite of Memphis. For the American view, he indicated as evidence a letter 

from Albert Pike, the Sovereign Grand Commander of the Supreme Council for the Southern 

Jurisdiction of the United States, sent on April 3, 1876, to Zola. Pike expressed that “[the Rite of 

Memphis] confined to a few locations, is not recognized in this country as a legitimate Rite, and is 

here of no value to its possessors.” 
402 Wissa, “Freemasony in Egypt,” 146. 
403 Barbara De Poli, “Italians, Freemasons and the Dawn of Egyptian Nationalism,” The Journal of 

North African Studies (Published Online: March 2, 2021): 9, 
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During the 1870s, Zola took some steps to receive the recognition of British 

Freemasonry through the incorporation of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite 

(AASR) into the domain of the Grand Orient of Egypt. In 1875, the Grand Orient 

reached an accord with the Supreme Council of the AASR, established in Alexandria 

in 1864 by virtue of a patent emanating from the Supreme Council of Naples and 

then presided over by Sovereign Grand Commander, Domenico Sciarrone.404 Upon 

obtaining a subsequent recognition from the UGLE for the Grand Orient’s 

supremacy over the AASR, Zola carried on to constitute in 1876 the Grand Lodge of 

Egypt, which had jurisdiction to form lodges governing the first three “symbolic” 

degrees405 of this particular rite.406 While the forming of a grand lodge sanctioned by 

British Freemasonry led to a competitive relation with the French sanctioned Grand 

Orient, the former influence of Italian Freemasons went into decline.407  The 

influence of British Freemasonry among Egyptian Freemasons was augmented in 

parallel to the increasing influence of Britain in the Egyptian politics. 

During the same decade, which was both a highly political period of the 

fraternity as well as a period of development for the nationalist movement, a high 

profile member of Egyptian Freemasonry was Djamāl al-Dīn al-Afghānī408. His stay 

in Egypt between 1871 and 1879 was politically very active. Afghānī was attracted 

into Freemasonry most likely to expedite his endeavors of reform and his political 

pursuits against the increased European interventions in Egypt during a time of 

                                                                                                                                                                     
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13629387.2021.1891533. 
404 Sakakini Bey, Rapport, 5, 7. 
405 See Glossary in Appendix A. 
406 Sakakini Bey, Rapport, 7–8. 
407 De Poli, “Italians, Freemasons,” 13. 
408 See Appendix B. For an extensive study of Al-Afghani, see Nikki R. Keddie, Sayyid Jamāl ad-Dīn 

"al-Afghānī": A Political Biography (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972), and also A. 

Albert Kudsi-Zadeh, “The Legacy of Sayyid Jamāl al-Dīn al-Afghānī in Egypt” (PhD diss., Indiana 

University, 1968). 
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increasing economic hardship.409 Afghānī joined the lodge Star of the East, which 

was affiliated with the UGLE, possibly through the encouragement of the British 

Vice-Consul Raphael Borg.410  This lodge had a number of members from the 

Egyptian élite, including Tawfīḳ Pasha, the later khedive, and Muḥammad ʽAbduh, a 

mentee of Afghānī and the later Grand Mufti of Egypt. Afghānī subsequently became 

the Worshipful Master of the lodge but possibly due to political disagreement, he had 

to leave the lodge, after which his inclination shifted towards the French obedience411 

as it was traditionally perceived as more encouraging towards political involvement 

for the attainment of the ideals of liberty and equality.412 Such mobility in the 

Freemasonic engagements of Afghānī may be taken to be an indication of his 

experimentation with different Freemasonic bodies to serve his political aspirations. 

The case of Afghānī also points out a particular characteristic of Egyptian 

Freemasonry which was the competitive activities of the French and British 

obediences. As the British occupation of 1882 coincided with the ideological schism 

between the British and French Freemasonries, their position also became more 

intertwined with the political developments in Egypt. In the second half of the 

nineteenth century, many notables (a‘yān) were members of a network of prosperous 

cotton merchants who saw a good opportunity in Freemasonry to sustain their 

commercial relations within the country and without. British Freemasonry’s stronger 

emphasis on philanthropic deeds and solidarity in economic interests of its members 

made it the preferred obedience among this economic élite of the country.413 On the 

other hand, the rift between the more liberal minded and the more conservative 

                                                           
409 A. Albert Kudsi-Zadeh, “Afghānī and Freemasonry in Egypt,” Journal of the American Oriental 

Society 92, no.1 (January–March, 1972): 27. 
410 Kudsi-Zadeh, 27. 
411 Kudsi-Zadeh, 30.  
412 Wissa, “Freemasony in Egypt,” 148–49; cf. Zarcone, “Freemasonry Revisited,” 590–93. 
413 Wissa, 152–53. 
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segments of the society was reflected in their orientation towards Freemasonry as 

well. The former was identified as the more urban and professional class which also 

entertained a more secular view of society. These people were particularly attracted 

to the anti-clerical and politically involved stance of the French obedience.414 The 

more conservative segment, on the other hand, predominantly consisted of the landed 

class and particularly those in the production and commerce of cotton. As mentioned 

earlier, they found in the British Freemasonry the type of sociability which appealed 

to their interests and social expectations. 

Another significant characteristic of Egyptian Freemasonry was its 

association with the rise of Egyptian nationalist movement. According to Jacob 

Landau “it was almost inevitable that some Egyptians should use for their purposes 

the Freemasonic chapters, during Ismāʽīl’s rule—years that were a time of 

fermentation for the nationalist movement in Egypt.” Barbara De Poli suggests a 

close association between the Egyptian nationalist movement and the Risorgimento 

culture which significant numbers of Italian refugees to Egypt brought with them 

during the migratory waves of 1821, 1830 and 1848.415 

The hypothesized connection between Freemasonry and nationalist 

movements is alluded to by both Landau and De Poli by referring to the Egyptian 

case and that of the Young Turks, a few decades apart. Landau argues that the use of 

the Freemasonic organization for nationalist politics was repeated, on a larger and 

more successful pattern, in Salonica, where the Young Turk movement exploited the 

local Freemasonic organization for the preparation of the revolution.416 Despite the 

obvious similarity regarding the convergence of revolutionary ideals within the 

framework of the Freemasonic organization, one might detect differences between 

                                                           
414 Wissa, 150–52, 157. 
415 De Poli, “Italians, Freemasons,” 5, 21–22. 
416 Landau, “Prolegomena,” 141. Landau uses Ramsaur’s views as the basis of his argument.  
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the Egyptian case and that of the later Young Turks, which was not only beyond the 

scope of Landau’s research but also probably not plainly visible to him due to the 

lack of sources regarding Salonican Freemasonry at his time of writing. While 

Egyptian Freemasonry primarily involved the aristocracy and the landed notables as 

the main endorsers of the lodges, the significant actors of the Young Turk ideology 

who joined Freemasonry were primarily members of the military and intelligentsia. 

The latter were accompanied in the lodges by urban professionals and business men, 

a majority of whom were members of the local Jewish and Christian communities 

due to the particular demographic structure of Salonica at the time. However, many 

prominent members of Egyptian military who took part in the formation of the 

National Party in 1879 were not members of the Freemasonic lodges but rather 

belonged to another secret organization which Landau refers to as “the officers’ 

society.”417 

Another aspect of Egyptian Freemasonry that needs to be discussed is its 

position within the broader picture of Ottoman Freemasonry. Landau states that he 

was unable to uncover any connections between the Freemasons of Egypt, Palestine 

and Syria.418 Fortunately, some later research made it possible to discern some 

significant connections between these regions. Léon Zeldis points out as many as 

fourteen lodges which were most likely formed under the authority of the Egyptian 

obedience from the last decade of the nineteenth century until 1932 when a national 

obedience was formed in Palestine by the unification of the extant lodges.419 

From the turn of the twentieth century until the beginning of the First World 

War, Palestine stood out as one of the active realms of Freemasonry within the 

                                                           
417 Landau, 143–47. 
418 Landau, 176 [endnote 59]. 
419 Léon Zeldis, “Les premières loges de Palestine et leurs relations avec la Franc-maçonnerie 

égyptienne,” Cahiers de la Méditerranée, no.72 (2006): 4–7. 
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empire territories. From the very start, the lodges were a significant social 

environment bringing together members of different religions, confessions and 

ethnicities.420 Campos points out the contribution of these members in “creating a 

new social network which aspired to transcend communal boundaries for the 

economic, cultural and political betterment of Palestine and the Ottoman Empire.”421 

Acting as an embodiment of the Ottomanist ideal of co-existence under the same 

polity, these lodges comprised, to a significant extent, members of the emerging 

efendiyya class of Ottoman society.422 The Jaffa lodge Le Port du Temple de 

Salomon was founded in August 1891 with a local membership of Arab and Jewish 

individuals. This lodge had close ties with Egypt through a patent acquired from the 

Egyptian obedience.423 

The association of Egyptian Freemasonic institutions with the Freemasons of 

Syria and Palestine helped develop a configuration of relations confined to these 

southern territories of the Ottoman Empire. Notwithstanding the occasional contact 

through individual involvements, like the case of ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha, the 

Freemasonic endeavors in the northern and southern territories of the Ottoman 

Empire developed to a great extent independently of one another. 

In the light of the aforementioned aspects of Egyptian Freemasonry, several 

conclusions may be drawn. In the first half of the nineteenth century, Egyptian 

                                                           
420 Sommer, Syria and the Levant, 215–20. 
421 Michelle Campos, “Freemasonry in Ottoman Palestine,” Jerusalem Quarterly, no.22–23 (2005): 
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422 For a discussion of the historical development of the efendiyya class with a particular focus on 

Egypt, see Lucie Ryzova, L’effendiyya ou la modernité contestée (Le Caire: CEDEJ-Égypte/Soudan, 

2004), http://books.openedition.org/cedej/934. 
423 Campos, “Ottoman Palestine,” 44. Citing Zeldis, Campos points out that while the lodge Le Port 

du Temple de Salomon was initially affiliated with the Egyptian obedience, it later sought an 

affiliation with the Grand Orient de France, which it succeeded in 1906, changing its name to Barkai, 

meaning ‘dawn’ in Hebrew. However, Zeldis in his article considers Barkai as a new lodge formed 
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Freemasonry developed under the authority of foreign obediences with a dominant 

participation of European diplomats, merchants and refugees. The Freemasonic 

activity was sanctioned by the viceroyalty as a vehicle towards strengthening of ties 

with the European powers with a view to an eventual independence from the 

Ottoman rule under the direction of Muḥammad ʽAlī dynasty. In the 1860s 

Freemasonic activity gained momentum, when the geopolitical climate was more 

conducive to closer relations with Europe especially during the planning and 

construction of the Suez Canal. Both the French and British obediences were most 

active in their Freemasonic organization of lodges during this decade and the next, 

while the governments of France and Britain were involved in a competitive 

diplomacy centered around the planning and construction of the Suez Canal to gain 

the favor of the Egyptian viceroy while preserving their interests in the relations with 

the Ottoman Sultan who still held on to his position as suzerain.424 It was during this 

period that a sovereign grand body came into being as the first of its kind in a 

Muslim polity. In the next few decades, the nationalist movement developed close 

relations with the Freemasonic institution through the figures like Djamāl al-Dīn al-

Afghānī, Muḥammad ʽAbduh, and Yaʽḳūb Ṣannūʽ. Although it is not possible to 

assess the extent of influence in the politics of the period exerted by the various 

elements of the Freemasonic organization in Egypt with absolute certainty, it is 

evident from the aforementioned cases and relations that the lodges formed the type 

of networking environment which brought together the foreign officials of diplomacy 

with the high ranking officials of the Egyptian government, as well as the powerful 

individuals of industry and finance. 
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3.3. Salonica and the Young Turk Revolution: A New Dynamism Injected 

 

Soon after the suspension of the constitution of 1876, ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II’s rule 

gradually grew more oppressive, while resentment towards his general acts and 

affairs, both domestic and international, also grew. An oppositional stance became 

more common among the intelligentsia of the empire. Consequently, any groups 

harboring liberal views and an inclination towards opposition became a natural target 

for the Sultan. The lodges during the reign of his uncle ʽAbd al-ʽAzīz had served as a 

venue for the oppositional elements due to their relatively concealed manner of 

convening and social discretion. In addition to this tendency in the lodges, the 

potential connection between Freemasons and a plot to restore his deposed brother 

was a major reason that ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd had a suspicious eye on the fraternity. With 

the constant monitoring and scrutiny of Freemasonic activities, both the number of 

lodges and their membership showed a significant decline. In particular, the Muslim 

element almost completely abandoned the membership. While L’Étoile du Bosphore 

counted 38 members in 1876, only 10 members were left in its register in the 1890s 

and none were Muslims. I Proodos which counted 89 members in 1876, with almost 

one third Muslims, lost all of its Muslim membership in the end of 1878 and 

gradually declined to 28 members in 1900.425 

The oppressive rule through most of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II’s reign coincided with 

the rising of nationalist movements in many of the remaining territories of the 

empire.426 According to Kemal Karpat, the war against Russia in 1877–78 was an 

important turning point and the Berlin Treaty introduced the European concept of the 
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nation-state into the Ottoman realm for the first time.427 At the turn of the twentieth 

century, lodges in the Balkans formed a fertile ground for the sharing of universal 

ideals which could address both nationalist and Ottomanist ideologies. Revolutionary 

ideas and opposition to the authoritarian regime emanated from these secret bases.428 

As Freemasons were sworn to secrecy as a primary principle of the order, the lodge 

environment attracted those who were inclined towards such ideology and action. 

The Young Turk movement429 as the precursor to the CUP and its relations 

with the Jews, the Freemasons and other active political groups of the period within 

the scope of power politics has been a subject of interest to numerous historians. The 

extent of the influence of the Jews and Freemasons on the formative years as well as 

the post-revolutionary period of the CUP has been a topic under debate.  These 

relations have often been evaluated on the basis of significant themes like anti-

Semitism and Zionism, while the Freemasonic connection was also touched upon 

within the context of its Jewish adherents. 

Bernard Lewis argued that there seemed to be “no evidence at all, in the 

voluminous Turkish literature on the Young Turks, that Jews ever played a part of 

any significance in their councils, either before or after the Revolution, or that the 

Masonic lodges were ever more than an occasional cover for their secret 

meetings.”430 Feroz Ahmad, on the other hand, asserted that British Foreign Office 

Reports, the dispatches of the Istanbul correspondent of the Times, and the 

conservative press of the Ottoman capital propounded “the outstanding role of the 
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Jews in the CUP movement,” whereas “all these sources misunderstood the true 

character of the movement and therefore misrepresented it as a Jewish-Freemason 

conspiracy manipulated by the Jews for their own ends.” Ahmad assessed that 

“Ottoman Jews did play an important part in the Unionist movement before and after 

1908, but never as the force capable of manipulating the movement for their own 

ends.”431 The role of the British Foreign Office mentioned by Ahmad in relation to 

the creation of a Jewish-Freemason conspiracy theory was expounded by Elie 

Kedourie. According to him, the reports of the British Embassy in Istanbul, which 

were written with an undercurrent of anti-Semitism, created a story “all bound 

together by the occult ties of Freemasonry” where “the Committee of Union and 

Progress, Freemasonry and Judaism were inextricably connected.”432 Kedourie 

argued that “rule by doctrinaire officers such as the Young Turks was an ominous 

development in the Ottoman Empire, but to represent it as the outcome of a Judeo-

masonic conspiracy was entirely to miss its significance.” However, these “fictions,” 

as Kedourie calls them, had a significant influence on the British Foreign Office and 

“helped to persuade the British government to fall for and take up Zionism” in a 

rather ironic development.433 

While the above mentioned historians saw the Jewish and Freemasonic 

connections of the Young Turks as either exaggerated or at least misinterpreted. 

Robert Olson expressed that “the historiography of the Young Turks, the Jews and 

Zionism should be updated and revised to include revisionist Zionist sources” mostly 

excluded from earlier research by others. In the light of these sources and also 
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Dumont’s research revealing the activities of Freemasonic lodges of Salonica, he 

argued that “the role and relationship of Freemasons, Jews and Ottomans and Young 

Turks was more interconnected than previously thought,” albeit not necessarily 

yielding “more or significant influence for either group after the Young Turks came 

to power.”434 As a result of the research done by Dumont and later by Iacovella on 

the registers of Salonica and Istanbul lodges belonging to the same period of 

interest,435 it was revealed that the early organization of the CUP and these lodges 

had close connections. Many of the leading figures of the CUP could now be 

associated with Freemasonry through the lodge records.436 While Dumont asserted 

that the nature and extent of the probable influence exercised by these lodges, or 

Freemasons in general, on the later political role and deeds of the CUP is a matter 

open to debate, it would be safe to say that the reciprocal relation between the 

Ottoman Freemasons and their political environment caused shifts and 

transformations for both sides. 

Regarding the nature of relations between the Young Turks and other groups, 

Şükrü Hanioğlu shifted the focus from the Jews to the Greek ethnicity of the empire. 

The sources he chose mainly from the Greek literature on the subject portrayed a 

quite different story going back to 1870s where the origins of the Young Turks were 

connected to relations with prominent Greek individuals inducted into Freemasonry, 

with a view to creating “a new Byzantine state to unite Turks and Greeks under the 

shadow of an enlightened Ottoman Sultan,” for which the candidate agreed upon at 
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the time was Murād V.437 Although Hanioğlu’s narrative is consistent from his own 

point of view in its portrayal of a Freemasonry in support of the political aims of 

certain Greek elements of the empire, a number of his statements based on the Greek 

sources available to him are rather vague. Scalieri’s assuming a position of high 

authority in what Hanioğlu calls the “Paris branch of the Union” in 1870s or his 

reference to “fanciful aspirations of eastern Masonary [sic]” where the nature of an 

eastern Freemasonry is unclear, are among these ambiguities.438 Also, Hanioğlu cites 

from the work of Pollatos that “Scalieri established under the auspices of the French 

obedience the Envar-i Sharkiye lodge which conducted its affairs in Turkish…From 

this nucleus the faction of the Young Turks was born.”439 However, the cited lodge, a 

project of Murād V and Scalieri, was most likely never materialized and thus was not 

affiliated with the French obedience.440 Hanioğlu wrote in conclusion that “the 

Freemasons understood that their alliance with the Young Turks had been based on 

mutual interest and that similar alliances had been contracted with Armenian, 

Bulgarian and Albanian communities in 1907-08.”441 However, the nature and scope 

of the interest on the part of the Freemasons in forging this alliance with the Young 

Turks has been left unclear. 
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3.3.1. Salonica: The Rebirth of Ottoman Freemasonry and its 

Emergence from Secrecy 

 

While the remaining lodges in Istanbul more or less disappeared or existed in 

the form of a social club of foreigners living in the Ottoman Empire at the turn of the 

twentieth century, the Balkans became the scene of some bold efforts to create new 

locations for the fraternal endeavors.442 Salonica with its peculiar demographic and 

geographic characteristics would play a significant role in the future of the empire, 

also emerging as the leading venue of Freemasonic activity during this period. 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Salonica was the main port of the 

Balkans as well as the cultural and financial capital of Macedonia. The rural areas of 

this multi-ethnic and multi-cultural province of the Ottoman Empire teemed with 

clashes of nationalist bands which had given rise to the Macedonian Question, an 

essential element of the much broader Eastern Question that surrounded the 

dismantling process of the Ottoman Empire. The irregular groups of fighting men 

were linked to their respective secret organizations headquartered in urban centers, 

Salonica being the major one. A group of Ottoman army officers and civil servants of 

the state joined forces with some prominent members of the local community to form 

a secret organization serving the Ottomanist ideology of the earlier generation of 

Young Ottomans. These proponents of the Young Turk movement had a 

revolutionary fervor to pursue the toppling of the Sultan and to realize the ideal of 

the “unity of elements” within the Ottoman Empire. Their secret society named 

ʽOthmanlı Ḥürriyet Djemʽiyyeti (Ottoman Freedom Society) would soon evolve into 

the CUP. 
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The Union and Progress movement, which gave its name to what became the 

CUP, had its earlier origins in a society formed in 1889 by the students of the 

Imperial School of Medicine in Istanbul.443 Its members were exiled from the capital 

along with other leading members of the Young Turk movement in the late 1890’s. 

When the aforementioned Ottoman Freedom Society was later independently formed 

in 1906 in Salonica, it established contact with certain Young Turk leaders who had 

operated from European cities like Paris and Geneva during the early years of the 

twentieth century. In September 1907 this society evolved into the CUP, capitalizing 

on the more acknowledged name of the former Istanbul society.444 

Up to three years prior to the formation of the Ottoman Freedom Society, the 

founding members had run their preparatory operations in conjunction with their 

Freemasonic involvement in Salonica lodges, primarily the Italian obedience lodge 

Macedonia Risorta, which was founded in 1901, and the French obedience lodge 

Veritas, founded in 1904. To reach their political aims, they had sheltered their secret 

activities under the roofs of these Freemasons’ lodges, in a way embedding their own 

political fraternity within the relatively safe confines of the lodge realm.  This 

relative safety stemmed from the privileges and immunity conceded to citizens of 

foreign powers acting or residing within the Ottoman Empire. The extraterritoriality 

that was provided by the capitulations made it possible for foreign citizens to get 

involved in an environment of sociability that was much less penetrable to the 

watchful eye of the Sultan. The capitulations took as their basis the Islamic law and 

from very early on, the Ottomans gave concessions to the peoples living in the 

                                                           
443 For a detailed study on the origins and development of the CUP between 1889 and 1902, see Şükrü 

Hanioğlu, Bir Siyasal Örgüt Olarak Osmanlı İttihad ve Terakki Cemiyeti ve Jön Türklük (1889–1902) 

(İstanbul: İletişim, 1985), 173–394. 
444 Ozan Arslan and Çınar Özen, “The Rebirth of the Ottoman Committee of Union and Progress in 

Macedonia through the Italian Freemasonry,” Oriente Moderno, Nuova Serie 24 (85), no.1 (2005): 

93–94, 106–07.  In the article, the name of the ʽOthmanlı Ḥürriyet Djemʽiyyeti is translated as 

Ottoman Liberty Committee. 
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territories they conquered. Many of the provisions of the capitulations were amended 

over time in accordance with the requirements of custom and usage. The principal 

privileges granted to foreigners were personal, juridical and economic. As Lucius E. 

Thayer put it, they were all safeguarded by the provision that “any act of an arbitrary 

nature on the part of a native official which controverts a privilege of long standing 

was considered ultra vires.” The inviolability of a foreigner’s domicile was 

guaranteed by the capitulations and entrance was forbidden to local authorities 

except in cases of urgent necessity. Even then, the consul had to be notified first.445 

The properties which enjoyed such immunity could double as venues for secret 

meetings that served the purposes of both the Freemasons and the secret organization 

of the Union and Progress movement. 

A rather noteworthy component of the Freemasonic organization in Salonica 

was related to the prominent Jewish community in the city, some of whom were 

attached to different lodges of Latin obediences. In addition to those of the Italian 

and French, the Spanish obedience was rather exceptionally represented in Salonica. 

The first of its lodges in Salonica, the Perseverancia [#292] received its charter from 

the Spanish obedience on April 6, 1907. The lodge Fazilette [#310] was also formed 

in Salonica on April 22, 1909.  In the wake of these Salonican lodges, the lodge 

Constitución [#309] under the same obedience was chartered on January 25, 1909 to 

operate in Istanbul and Ouhouvet [Ukhuwwet][#314] in Edirne in the autumn of the 

same year.446 The Worshipful Master of Constitución was Djāwid Bey, a prominent 

                                                           
445 Lucius Ellsworth Thayer, “The Capitulations of the Ottoman Empire and the Question of their 

Abrogation as it Affects the United States,” American Journal of International Law 17, no.2 (1923): 

215–18. 
446 For a detailed study of these Spanish obedience lodges of the Ottoman Empire, see Eduardo 

Enríquez del Arbol, “Masonería y diáspora Sefardi en el siglo XX: El origen de las logias otomanas 

(1907–1909),” in Masonería española y Americana, Vol. 1, ed. José Antonio Ferrer Benimeli 

(Zaragoza: Centro de Estudios Históricos de la Masonería Española, 1993), 551–90. Also see 

“Belgelerle Türkiye’de Milli Masonluğun Kuruluş Yılı: 1909,” Mimar Sinan, no.157 (December 

2012): 9. 
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Salonica Jew and the Minister of Finance on several appointments by the Union and 

Progress government. 

Despite its absence until this point in time from other cities of the empire, 

where a lodge working under its auspices was opened in Istanbul only after the 

inception of the Second Constitutional Era, the considerable influence of the Spanish 

obedience in Salonica may be explained by the presence of Sephardic Jews who were 

a predominant element of the city population since their settlement at the end of the 

fifteenth century, following their expulsion from the Iberian Peninsula. The 

Sephardim constituted the majority of the Jewish population of this dynamic 

Mediterranean port city and Ladino was still their traditional language as part of the 

prevalent Judeo-Spanish culture.447  

In the second half of the nineteenth century as reforms pertaining to non-

Muslim elements of the Ottoman Empire came into being, the Jewish community 

like their Christian counterparts had felt the challenge and importance of maintaining 

a sociopolitical position that would secure their continuity and prosperity in this very 

cosmopolitan part of the empire. While the clashes among the nationalist factions of 

Macedonia, primarily those of the Greeks and Bulgarians, made the region 

increasingly unstable in the last decade of the nineteenth century, many Jews realized 

that a transition from the Ottoman to either Bulgarian or Greek rule would hardly be 

beneficial to their community. As the nationalist discourse of both the Greek and 

Bulgarian underground organizations evolved more towards a discriminatory 

prioritization of Christianity which was also reflected in their actions towards the 

                                                           
447 On the Jewish community of Salonica during the period of transition from Ottoman rule to the 

Kingdom of Greece, see Devin E. Naar, Jewish Salonica: Between the Ottoman Empire and Modern 

Greece (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2016), 1–35.  
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urban and rural populations, many in the Jewish community were more concerned 

for their future.448  

Until the incorporation of Salonica into the Kingdom of Greece as a 

consequence of the Balkan War of 1912, many of the Jewish residents of the city 

kept a loyal disposition towards the ideology of Ottomanism which aimed at keeping 

the remaining Ottoman territories in the Balkans and elsewhere intact, with a view to 

creating a peaceful coexistence among the elements living in these territories 

(ittiḥād-ı ‘anāsır). As Salonica’s daily life grew gradually more perilous in the first 

decade of the twentieth century, some members of the Jewish community joined the 

Freemasonry of Latin obediences with possibly the expectation of a somewhat safe 

and secret environment where they could contribute to an assessment and planning of 

action for the social and political well-being of the Salonican society in general and 

the Jewish community in particular.  

The shared interest in the Ottomanist ideology united some Jewish 

individuals under the roofs of the Latin obedience lodges in Salonica with the Young 

Turks organized in the recently established CUP. A prominent individual who 

possibly contributed the most to helping the organization find a convenient shelter 

within the secretive confines of the Freemasonic establishment was Emmanuel 

Carasso449, a Jewish lawyer born in Salonica, who had a close relation with Ṭalʽat 

Bey and other prominent members of the CUP.450 Carasso’s connections with the 

Italian Grand Orient in the person of Grand Master Ettore Ferrari not only gave new 

momentum to Salonica’s Freemasonic activity but also helped the CUP receive the 

                                                           
448 For an account of the sociopolitical upheavals in Macedonia during the period 1878–1908, as well 

as an assessment of the position of the Jewish community in reference to the Young Turk politics, see 

Mark Mazower, Salonica, City of Ghosts: Christians Muslims and Jews, 1430–1950 (New York: 

Alfred A. Knopf, 2005), 238–71. 
449 See Appendix B. 
450 Stanford J. Shaw, The Jews of the Ottoman Empire and Turkish Republic (London: Macmillan 

Press Ltd, 1991), 217–18. 
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Grand Orient’s endorsement at the institutional level for its secret organization 

within the framework of Freemasonry.451 Ettore Ferrari served as the Grand Master 

of the Grand Orient of Italy between 1904 and 1917. Before that, he visited Istanbul, 

Izmir and Salonica in 1900 as the then Deputy Grand Master, with a view to 

“awakening” the Italian lodges in those cities. His efforts paid off and the Macedonia 

lodge in Salonica was restructured as Macedonia Risorta. Angelo Iacovella argues 

that, in the light of events and records, the relation between the awakening of the 

Macedonia lodge and the birth of the CUP is irrefutable. He presents the content of a 

speech delivered by Ettore Ferrari himself to an Ottoman delegation in 1910 as a 

confirmation of this close tie between the two organizations.452 

Having blossomed in the bosom of the lodges active in Salonica under 

primarily the Italian obedience, the Committee thus benefited from both the secretive 

nature of the Freemasonic organization and the additional immunity of capitulations 

extended to foreign sociabilities. It is hardly any coincidence that they were 

integrated into the Latin camp of Freemasonry which was conducive to their 

revolutionary deeds and aspirations. 

On one of the first few days following the Young Turk revolution of July 

1908, the celebrating crowds in the streets of Salonica witnessed the proud 

procession of the members of the Freemasons’ lodges of the city in attires openly 

exhibiting their Freemasonic regalia.453 The Freemasons of Salonica rejoiced in the 

restoration of the constitution of 1876. The members of the local lodges emerged 

from their secrecy and displayed their pride of having taken a significant role in the 

                                                           
451 On Emmanuel Carasso and his significance for Ottoman Freemasonry, as well as the political 

relations between Italy and Ottoman Empire, see Emanuela Locci, “La figura di Emanuele Carasso nei 

rapporti tra Italia e Turchia,” Hiram, no.4 (2011): 83–96. A Turkish translation of this article by O. 

Umut Turan was published in Mimar Sinan, no.160 (2013): 35–48. 
452 Iacovella, Gönye ve Hilal, 36–37. 
453 Apak, Masonluk Tarihi, 40. 
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state of affairs. The social visibility of the Freemasons during the reign of ʽAbd al-

Ḥamīd had been mostly limited to philanthropic deeds and gatherings occasionally 

covered in the local press.454 The Freemasonic organization had hardly aligned or 

involved itself in the political movements and factions up to that time. Now, this bold 

action of the Salonican Freemasons openly exposed their position and ideology 

within the political environment created by the revolution. Soon afterwards, meetings 

of Freemasons at the capital in praise of the revolution were reported in widely 

circulated newspapers.455  

In the few years following the revolution which witnessed the stepping of the 

CUP into a dominant political position, Freemasonry’s existence and organization 

within the Ottoman lands took a new form and intensity. This predominantly 

European institution occupied a place within the Ottoman state and society which it 

had never attained before. The extent of the role played by Freemasonry during this 

period is open to debate. However, even within a limited window confined to only a 

few historic sources and documents, the level and nature of involvement from 

significant individuals of the Ottoman state and society portrays the enhanced role 

and position of the Freemasonic institution during this period.  

Although the aforementioned research of historians on the subject has 

focused on estimating the extent of the Jewish and Freemasonic influence on the 

formation and subsequent policies of the CUP, an examination of the opposite 

aspect, i.e., the consequences of this relation on the part of Freemasonry itself were 

mostly overlooked. The Jewish community’s interest in the Freemasonic 

organization, as well as the latter’s close contact with the CUP and the Young Turk 

                                                           
454 Koloğlu, Abdülhamit, 165–74.  
455 A meeting of writers and journalists that took place at the Pera Palace hotel on August 19, 1908, 

was reported in the Ikdam newspaper the next day as a “meeting of the city’s Freemasons.” The names 

of the participants of the occasion were also revealed. 
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movement, led Ottoman Freemasonry into a more visible presence within Ottoman 

politics, albeit with the ensuing challenges of a politically charged environment both 

within and without the organization. In the last decade of the empire’s history, 

Freemasonry’s contribution to the revolutionary process and its involvement in 

politics became subjects of debate in the public arena making Freemasonry more 

publicly visible than before, as will be discussed in the final chapter.  

 

3.3.2. Towards an Ottoman Freemasonry under a National Obedience  

 

In less than a year after the restoration of the constitutional monarchy in 

1908, the Ottoman capital saw a head-on confrontation of the supporters of progress 

and freedom from autocratic rule with the reactionary and sectarian factions. The 

crisis culminated in the arrival of the Hareket Ordusu (Army of Action) from 

Salonica eventually causing the deposition of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II from power and the 

downfall of his regime of oppression. The military intervention from Salonica was 

closely associated with the CUP organization and in its aftermath the CUP acquired a 

more prominent position in the politics of the Ottoman capital. 

Following the quick succession of events that unfolded with the reinstatement 

of the constitutional monarchy and ousting of Sultan ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd, Freemasonry 

found a most favorable position in the Ottoman lands and emerged as a significant 

actor in the sociopolitical climate of the empire. The political circumstances were 

conducive to the flourishing of Freemasonic activity which started to shift once again 

towards the capital. Once the constitutional government was restored in 1908, the 

close affiliation of many of the Committee members with the lodges created the most 

politicized period of Ottoman Freemasonry and made it visible to the public eye. 
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Soon afterwards, the lodges would become closely linked with the political 

ambitions of the CUP and a grand body as the first national Ottoman obedience 

would be formed in close affiliation with it. 

Some prominent members of the CUP like Meḥmed Ṭalʽat Bey (Ṭalʽat 

Pasha)456 and Djāwid Bey, who were also Freemasons, had first-hand experience of 

how certain organizational characteristics and secretive aspects of Freemasonry 

could facilitate the formation and growth of revolutionary groups and affiliations. 

The majority of the ten founders of the Ottoman Freedom Society, the precursor to 

the CUP, had been Freemasons whereas its central committee (hey’et-i ʽāliye) which 

was made up of four members, namely, Meḥmed Ṭalʽat, Raḥmī [Evranos], Midḥat 

Shükrü [Bleda], and Ismāʽīl Djānbulāt, had been all Freemasons.457 

As noted earlier, the ideological scope of Latin Freemasonries created a 

suitable environment within the lodges of these obediences for the development of a 

revolutionary spirit. In that regard, it was not coincidental that in an urban center as 

sociopolitically complex and active as Salonica, the secret political organization of 

the Young Turk movement reached a mature state within the Latin obedience lodges 

there. In particular, the Italian obedience claimed to have played an important part in 

the birth and growth of the Young Turk movement leading to the Union and Progress 

organization in Salonica, and often maintained its support and close relations with 

the subsequent political engagements of the organization following the overthrow of 

ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd.458 

Following the Young Turk revolution, as the CUP gained a significant 

presence in the restored constitutional government in Istanbul, some of its Salonican 

members had newly attained positions in the Parliament or were poised to take 

                                                           
456 See Appendix B. 
457 See Table 4 in Appendix C. 
458 Iacovella, Gönye ve Hilal, 7–8. 
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advantage of the new sociopolitical environment at the capital. The young and 

dynamic Freemasonry of Salonica helped revive the Freemasonic activity in Istanbul. 

While the Italian obedience lodge Bisanzio Risorta had been opened some months 

before the revolution in early 1908, Italia Risorta which had operated between 1868 

and 1900 was reactivated in the end of 1908. Calcedonia started working in 1909 on 

the Asian side of Istanbul.459 

The French lodges in Istanbul had ceased operating for a number of years, 

even decades in the case of a couple of them. L’Étoile du Bosphore, started in 1858 

as the earliest among the French lodges of Istanbul from the second half of the 

nineteenth century, had also been the longest to survive when it suspended its 

activities in 1901. L’Union d’Orient founded in 1863, had become dormant as early 

as 1874. The lodge Ser, established in 1866 with predominantly Armenian members, 

had ended in 1894. The Greek majority lodge I Proodos, founded in 1868, had 

ceased its existence by the end of 1901.460 The new dynamism injected to the 

Freemasonry of the capital from Salonica stirred a good deal of excitement among 

some former members of the aborted French obedience lodges of Istanbul as well. 

The time was ripe they argued, as there were now more candidates than ever before 

willing to join the craft due to the close relations between Freemasonry and those 

who were politically empowered with the restoration of the constitution. Marachian 

(Maraşyan in Turkish), a former member of the French obedience lodge L’Etoile du 

Bosphore, wrote to the Grand Orient reporting the joyful atmosphere in Istanbul 

among young people following the revolution. He urged the Grand Orient to increase 

its efforts to recruit these candidates to expand its influence in Ottoman Freemasonry 
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460 Dumont, “La Turquie,” 13–20, 20–27, 28–34, 34–41. 
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and “rekindle the extinguished flame of French Freemasonry in Constantinople.”461 

On the other hand, it would be under the auspices of a number of Salonican 

Freemasons that the next French obedience lodge, La Renaissance would be 

established in Istanbul, in August 1908, in the immediate aftermath of the revolution. 

As the political ambitions of the CUP were now transferred from Salonica to the 

capital, so were the Freemasonic aspirations of the Salonican Freemasons. Two 

leading figures of the French obedience lodge Veritas of Salonica, Michel 

Noradounghian462 (Noradunkyan in Turkish) and David Cohen463 (Kohen in Turkish) 

petitioned the Grand Orient de France to take advantage of the favorable political 

climate to restore the former prestigious position of the French obedience in Istanbul. 

Both men, the latter being the Worshipful Master of the lodge Veritas, had settled in 

Istanbul for personal reasons. They corresponded diligently with the Grand Orient 

reporting on their Freemasonic involvements and aspirations as well as the political 

developments at the capital.464 They were soon to become eminent names during the 

foundation processes of the Ottoman Supreme Council and the Ottoman Grand 

Orient, successively. Convinced in the high merits of the Young Turk ideals, the 

cooperative efforts of these men, an Armenian and a Jew, as citizens of the Ottoman 

Empire were emblematic of the high hopes ushered in by the restoration of the 

constitution among the various ethnic elements of the empire. Despite their 

continuing allegiance to the ideals and administrative traditions of the French 

obedience, as their correspondence with the Grand Orient de France attests, they also 

realized the importance of establishing an Ottoman obedience for the Young Turk 

Freemasons. In that regard, they epitomized the will among Ottoman Freemasons of 
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462 See Appendix B. 
463 See Appendix B. 
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different national and ethnic origins to form a national obedience that would 

represent this diversity with a fresh view of freedom in accordance with the ideology 

preached by the new Ottoman political elite. 

It has been argued that the foreign obedience lodges formed in the Ottoman 

territories in the second half of the nineteenth century served to a certain degree the 

commercial and political interests of the imperialistic states to which these 

obediences belonged.465 On the other hand, after the forging of a very close 

relationship with the CUP, Ottoman Freemasonry evolved towards becoming a 

vehicle of Ottoman imperial interests to bind the elements within the remaining 

territories of the empire. In the few years after the Young Turk revolution of 1908, in 

addition to the foreign obedience lodges noted above, a significant number of new 

lodges formed particularly following the foundation of the Ottoman Supreme 

Council and Grand Orient in 1909.466 Freemasonry gained a momentum unseen up to 

that time and the growth in membership for the lodges was concomitant with the 

increase of adherents to the CUP’s cause many of whom perceived the two pursuits 

to be closely linked. 

 

 

                                                           
465 Paul Dumont, “Ottoman Freemasonry and Laicity,” in Freemasonry and Fraternalism in the 

Middle East, eds. Andreas Önnerfors and Dorothe Sommer (Sheffield: The University of Sheffield, 
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Lebanon, Egypt, Cyprus), or in places characterized by their political instability (Macedonia).” 
466 At least 11 new lodges were opened in Istanbul in 1909 and 1910. In 1910 and 1911, at least 16 

lodges were formed in Egypt, Syria and Lebanon under the auspices of the Ottoman obedience. See 

Tamer Ayan, “Türkiye Masonluk Tarihinin Anahatları,” Mimar Sinan, no.104 (June 1997): 16–17. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

 

OTTOMAN NATIONAL OBEDIENCE AND THE POLITICAL 

ENTANGLEMENTS OF OTTOMAN FREEMASONRY 

 

 

 

4.1. Establishment of a National Obedience in the Ottoman Empire 

 

An important aspect of the evolution of speculative Freemasonry through the 

eighteenth century was the creation of multiple degree systems called “rites”467 into 

which a diverse philosophical and esoteric content was incorporated. Albert Mackey 

defined “rite” as follows:  

As a Masonic term, it signifies a method of conferring Masonic light by a 

collection and distribution of degrees. It is, in other words, the method and 

order observed in the government of a Masonic system. The original system of 

Speculative Masonry consisted of only the three symbolic degrees, called, 

therefore, Ancient Craft Masonry… On the continent of Europe, the 

organization of new systems began at a much earlier period, and by the 

invention of what are known as the high degrees a multitude of Rites was 

established. All of these agreed in one important essential. They were built 

upon the three symbolic degrees, which, in every instance, constituted the 

fundamental basis upon which they were erected. They were intended as an 

expansion and development of the Masonic ideas contained in these degrees.468 
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Various rites were already established as early as the turn of the nineteenth 

century. Among these, the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite (AASR) was the most 

successful to establish itself both in Europe and North America. Charles 

McClenachan described the early phase of the rite as follows:  

At or about the period of the Masonic revival and excitement in the early part 

of the 18th century, there was felt a desire for a deeper research into the arcana 

of Freemasonry, and a thorough examination of the esoteric doctrines of the 

Order… With this purpose in view, attempts were made to establish separate 

and distinct organizations, wherein these sublime truths might be revealed and 

cultivated. Nearly all these projects were ephemeral, and were outlived by their 

projectors, while the “Rite of Perfection” the germ of the organization of the 

Ancient and Accepted Scottish rite—based upon the pure principles of 

Masonry, and the elucidation of occult mysteries, containing twenty-five 

degrees—gradually approached development.469 

 

While the AASR completed its early phase in Europe during the eighteenth 

century,470 its governing bodies called Supreme Councils, which were formed in 

various sovereign nations throughout the nineteenth century, traced their origins back 

to the “Supreme Council of the thirty-third degree471 for the Southern Jurisdiction of 

the United States of America,” or the Mother Council472. McClenachan described the 

formation of the two major Supreme Councils of the USA as follows: 

The first Supreme Council ever established under the new constitution of 1786, 

was that at Charleston, whose jurisdiction extended, constitutionally, over the 

whole of the United States, until they constituted the Northern Supreme 

Council. Then the Northern and Southern Jurisdictions were geographically 

defined. On the 31st of May, 1801, the Supreme Council of the thirty-third 

degree for the Southern Jurisdiction of the United States of America, was 

opened with the high honors of Masonry, by Brothers John Mitchell and 

Frederick Dalcho, Sovereign Grand Inspectors-General.473 

 

By the time the Supreme Council for the Southern Jurisdiction of the USA 

was opened in 1801 in Charleston, South Carolina, as the first of its kind to act as a 

                                                           
469 Charles T. McClenachan, The Book of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite of Freemasonry: 
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governing body of the rite, the AASR had already been restructured into a thirty-

three degree system, based on its then new Constitution of 1786. Its principle of 

associating a single governing body, or Supreme Council, with each national territory 

made it possible for these organizations to extend their relations through 

transnational connections to other Supreme Councils in Europe and elsewhere. 

Freemasonry in many European countries took advantage of this particular capability 

of AASR to form transnational ties. The networks created by the interconnections of 

various Grand Lodges followed a similar structure to those formed by the 

transnational relations of Supreme Councils governing the implementation of the 

AASR.474 While the obediences in the form of Grand Orients or Grand Lodges held 

jurisdiction over the formation and administration of the three “symbolic” degrees of 

Freemasonry, the organization of appendant systems of rites and their related degrees 

fell on governing bodies like the Supreme Councils of the AASR. 

In various Freemasonries of the world there had been periods when their 

members were more inclined to embrace politics as a means of taking action against 

oppressors threatening the liberties in their immediate environments.475 The period 

leading to the overthrow of Sultan ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd was such a period for Ottoman 

Freemasonry when Ottoman Freemasons were more or less united in the pursuit of 

the same goal. However, in the aftermath of the restoration of the constitutional 

                                                           
474 Berger, “European Freemasonries,” 3–4. According to Joachim Berger: “An intrinsically 

transnational system of Freemasonry was the AASR, distinguished through its organization into 33 
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the Netherlands in 1913). In addition, supreme councils emerged in Hungary (1871), Greece (1872), 

Turkey (1909), Serbia (1912), Poland (1922), Czechoslovakia (1922) and Rumania (1923). The rite 
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1846). Although the British Grand Lodges there officially ignored the Supreme Councils, in practice 

there were numerous personal interconnections. In contrast, the grand lodges of Denmark, Sweden 

and Norway did not tolerate alternatives to the order's ten-degree system in their ‘dominion’.” 
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monarchy, as the Ottoman territories came under new foreign threats and also, as 

internal conflicts propelled by the rising nationalistic sentiments and endeavors 

reached new levels particularly in the more ethnically complex parts of the empire, 

many Freemasons were faced with these newly formed challenging political 

environments. While some maintained an attachment to their foreign obediences, 

others entertained the idea of organizing Ottoman Freemasonry under a national 

obedience which would best serve the sociopolitical interests of the empire. 

The establishment of a national obedience and the administrative grand 

bodies associated with it was the most important development in the history of 

Ottoman Freemasonry. For at least a century and a half, the lodges had formed and 

existed under foreign obediences. The foundation of an Ottoman obedience brought 

with it the territorial jurisdiction to establish lodges within the Ottoman lands which 

in turn had sociopolitical consequences due to the close association of the political 

entity of the CUP and the new obedience. 

There was a sense of urgency and competitive haste in the way a number of 

Ottoman Freemasons embarked on their attempt to form this ruling authority of 

Freemasonry encompassing the whole Ottoman territories. When the CUP stepped 

into the political power zone following the restoration of the constitution, its 

Freemason members were already aware of the political potential of the lodges 

working under foreign obediences which could tend to be motivated by radical 

sentiments and work against their initial ambitions of unifying various elements 

within the empire. A presumable aim was thus to keep the organizational potential of 

Freemasonry in check through the establishment of a national obedience, since this 

potential was evidenced in the birth of the Union and Progress movement in close 

association with the lodges of Salonica. It was important, in that regard, to control 
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the Freemasonic activity within the Ottoman Empire, which otherwise could turn 

into political endeavors under the influence of foreign obediences and help create 

new nuclei of action potentially hostile to the new regime. Hence, some Ottoman  

Freemasons were soon engaged in conceiving a shift from a Freemasonic activity 

exclusive to the foreign obediences towards one under a national obedience. 

The new ruling élite of the Second Constitutional Era also intended to explore 

Freemasonry’s potential contribution to the establishment of harmonious relations 

between the Ottoman government and the ruling political entities of Europe, as was 

demonstrated soon afterwards by the Ottoman Freemasons’ visits and contacts 

abroad.476 In order to benefit the most from these efforts, Ottoman Freemasonry had 

to be on an equal footing with its foreign counterparts and in that regard a national 

organization was necessary. For that purpose, the efforts to form a sovereign 

authority to regulate the Freemasonic activity within the Ottoman Empire started 

very soon after the restoration of the constitution in July 1908.477 These efforts 

towards a sovereign organization also aimed at securing the involvement of some 

leading members of the Union and Progress movement as further discussed below. 

The foundation of a national obedience in the Ottoman Empire was first of all 

a top-down process which was contrary to the expected norms of forming a Grand 

Lodge or Grand Orient in conformity with the so-called regularity principle. The 

regular bottom-up approach would incur lodges to be independently formed by the 

free initiative of a number of Freemasons duly initiated into the craft under the 

auspices of an established Grand Lodge. Then, these lodges in their turn were 

                                                           
476 See Section 4.2. 
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expected to come together in forming a new Grand Lodge. However, the founders of 

the new Ottoman national obedience chose to go with a top-down approach by first 

forming a Supreme Council taking advantage of the foundation procedure of this 

governing body in accordance with the then accepted regulations of this particular 

rite. 

The Constitutions of 1786 of the AASR which is accepted as having been 

drafted under the auspices of Frederick II ‘the Great’, King of Prussia, has remained 

as a regulatory document of the AASR to this day as it had been during the time the 

Ottoman Supreme Council was formed. The first section under Article II defines the 

thirty-third degree of the rite as follows: 

The thirty-third degree confers on Masons, who are legally invested with the 

position, the titles, position, privileges and authority of Sovereign Grand 

Inspectors General of the Order.478 

 

The third section under Article II goes on to describe the composition of a Supreme 

Council as follows: 

A meeting of the members of this Grade is entitled a Council of the Thirty-

third Degree or of Puissant Grand Inspectors General of the Order; this Council 

being composed as follows: 1. In places correct for the establishment of a 

Supreme Council of this Degree, the most senior Inspector in rank is herewith 

authorized to promote another brother to the same dignity, after having assured 

himself that the latter has truly merited it by his character, his knowledge and 

the ranks with which he is invested, and he will administer the oath to him. 2. 

These two brothers jointly and in the same manner confer the degree on 

another brother.479 

 

As the original document of its foundation attests, for the composition of the 

Ottoman Supreme Council, the procedure expounded in the constitution article 

quoted above was implemented during its first meeting on March, 3, 1909.480 Given 

the lack of an active AASR Freemasonry in the Ottoman Empire at the time and 
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consequently the lack of an adequate number of thirty-third degree Freemasons, the 

procedure was implemented through the Egyptian Prince ʽAzīz Ḥasan Pasha481 on 

whom the degree was conferred by the Egyptian Supreme Council recognized 

earlier.482 ʽAzīz Ḥasan Pasha first conferred the degree on one of the Freemasons 

present, namely on Meḥmed Ṭalʽat Bey, and the two in their turn conferred on a third 

one continuing a chain of conferrals in this manner until the adequate number to 

compose the Supreme Council was attained. 

Following the foundation of the Supreme Council, its members convened 

along with a number of representatives from the existing foreign obedience lodges 

and proclaimed the foundation of Mashrıḳ-ı Aʽẓam-ı ʽOthmānī or the Ottoman Grand 

Orient. Following a preliminary meeting on July 13, 1909,483 the Grand Orient was 

formed on August 1, 1909,484 and announced to the Freemasonic authorities of the 

world through a circular dated August 10, 1909485. The lodges to work under this 

new obedience were either formed from scratch by the authority of the Ottoman 

Supreme Council, or existing lodges were transferred from other obediences. 

This course of action towards the realization of an Ottoman Grand Orient 

through the initial formation of a Supreme Council of the AASR resulted in 

complications. First of all, its recognition by its counterparts was challenged by the 

concept of regularity, an evolving phenomenon at the time, the significance of which 

was increased by the fragile relations among the grand lodges of Europe and 

America, following the severing of relations between those of the British and a 
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number of Latin Freemasonries three decades ago.486 A claim to regularity was made 

by grand lodges by devising a legitimate chain of past recognitions linking 

organizations to each other. The foundation of the Ottoman Grand Orient by the 

governing authority of a rite, a Supreme Council in this case, was a condition of 

irregularity. However, as the concept of regularity was mainly devised by the Anglo-

American camp of Freemasonries, there were others in the opposing camp, which 

were readily inclined to recognize the young Ottoman obedience. 

The new Supreme Council also sought recognition from its counterparts on 

the basis of an earlier recognition obtained from the aforementioned Mother Council 

in the 1860s for the first Ottoman Supreme Council formed in 1861. So, the 

foundation of the new Supreme Council was devised rather as a reorganization, 

which was most likely regarded as the best step to take in order to legitimize the new 

organization by linking it to a previously acknowledged one. 

The first meeting which convened to form the Supreme Council on March 3, 

1909, presided by the Egyptian Prince ʽAzīz Ḥasan Pasha, did not mention the 

formerly established Supreme Council and its recognition at the time by the Southern 

Jurisdiction of the USA. However, in the next meeting on June 25, 1909 which 

convened to elect its officers,487 this previous recognition was explicitly written into 

the declaration of the council. This seems to imply a new strategy designed after the 

first meeting to incorporate the previous recognition from 1860s into the foundation 

process of the new Ottoman Supreme Council. An important participant at this 

second meeting was Joseph Sakakini, then a thirty-third degree Freemason from 

Alexandria and a member of the Egyptian Grand Lodge and Supreme Council. 

Taking authority from the Egyptian Supreme Council which was recognized earlier 
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by the 1907 International Conference of Supreme Councils, his approval of the 

newly formed Ottoman Supreme Council’s legitimacy through its connection to the 

earlier organization established in 1861 was based on the latter’s recognition by the 

Southern Jurisdiction of the USA in 1869. Thus, the long dormant legacy of an 

Ottoman Supreme Council formed previously was duly resurrected to fulfill the 

claim to regularity of this new organization. 

The first Supreme Council to have formed in the Ottoman lands had been an 

attempt under the guidance of the Egyptian Prince ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha488, who was 

the uncle of Prince ʽAzīz Ḥasan Pasha, the leading figure of its reorganization later in 

1909. ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha had become a member of the Supreme Council of the 

French obedience in Egypt, under whose authority he had endeavored to establish the 

Ottoman Supreme Council.489 Although this Council seems to have become 

somewhat inactive in a few years, it was nonetheless able to establish contact with 

the Mother Council with a claim to recognition. This communication was mentioned 

in a letter by Albert Pike, the then Sovereign Grand Commander of the Council, 

addressed to the Grand Chancellor of the Council. Pike’s comments regarding the 

granting of such recognition are rather ambiguous. The letter containing information 

on the Ottoman Supreme Council as well as other newly formed national Supreme 

Councils was published with the Transactions of the Supreme Council of the 33rd 

Degree for the Southern Jurisdiction of the United States which mainly contained the 

proceedings of the two meetings of the said Supreme Council held in 1868 at 

Charleston and St. Louis, presided over by the then Sovereign Grand Commander 

Albert Pike.490 In the letter addressed to the Grand Chancellor of the Supreme 
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Council of the Southern Jurisdiction, Pike quoted from a report presented earlier by 

Albert G. Goodall, the Grand Representative on Foreign Relations, to the Supreme 

Council for the Northern Jurisdiction: 

Ill.[Illustrious] Bro.[Brother] Goodall says: “In 1861, a French Brother,491 

claiming to have the 33rd degree from the Supreme Council of France, 

constituted a Supreme Council of the 33rd degree, Ancient and Accepted Rite, 

at Constantinople, for Turkey and Egypt; but there appears to have been some 

irregularity and want of proper authority in establishing such a Grand Body, 

and it remained in a dormant condition. In 1864, Ill. Bro. Hyde Clarke received 

the 33rd degree from the Supreme Council of France, and in that capacity 

claims to have legalized the Supreme Council for Turkey and Egypt, and 

changed its Orient or Valley to Smyrna, where it now exercises Masonic 

authority based on the Constitutions of 1762 and 1786, and has three Symbolic 

Lodges, seven Rose Croix Chapters, and three Consistories under its 

jurisdiction. Ill. Bro. Hyde Clarke is still the Sov. [Sovereign] Grand 

Commander; but since his departure from Turkey, nearly two years ago, Ill. 

Bro. Constantine G. Carrere, 33rd, is conducting the duties of that office, with 

Joseph Langdon, 33rd, Sec. Gen. H. E. As yet they have not been recognized 

by any foreign Masonic body; and the question is simply whether Ill. Bro. 

Hyde Clarke possessed the proper authority to reorganize the Supreme 

Council, give the 33rd degree, and grant warrants to Lodges, Chapters and 

Consistories.” 

 

After a lengthy discussion regarding the difficulties in proving the regularity of 

origin for various existing grand bodies, Pike emphasized the eminence of Hyde 

Clarke as evidence to the credibility of his authority to regularize the Ottoman 

Supreme Council, which Pike was willing to recognize the legitimacy of. On the 

other hand, he was not yet fully convinced to grant it until further information was 

gathered: 

...it will not be wise to recognize any new one hereafter, that has not a 

respectable constituency and is not a real Power. If it should hereafter be made 

to appear to us that the Supreme Council of Turkey and Egypt is such a body, 

we shall, unless authority to create it was wholly wanting and it is clearly 

illegitimate, be ready to enter into amicable relations with it. For the present, 

inasmuch as it has not succeeded in obtaining recognition from the very body 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Publishing Company, 1869). For a facsimile of the pages related to the Ottoman Supreme Council, see 
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by whose authority it is claimed to exist, it will be wise and proper, I think, to 

request from it information in regard to the number and strength of the bodies 

that obey it, and as to the authority by virtue of which it was established; and 

until such information is had, to delay contracting an alliance or relations of 

amity with it. 

 

As the initial formation of the Ottoman Supreme Council in 1861 was not 

able to survive into the next decade, the communication with the Southern 

Jurisdiction of the United States seems to have ended soon after its first mention in 

the transactions of the Mother Council in 1869. An address Pike delivered to the 

Supreme Council in conjunction with the meeting of the Supreme Council of the 

Southern Jurisdiction convened in Baltimore in May, 1870, was published as “the 

Alloquium of the Sovereign Grand Commander” in the appendix section of the 

transactions of the meeting. Under the heading of “Supreme Councils of Our 

Correspondence,” Pike included his comments about his earlier letter and the claims 

to recognition of a number of national Supreme Councils including that of the 

Ottoman:  

After our adjournment at St. Louis [convened in Sep., 1868], I was led to 

examine the claims to recognition of the bodies claiming supremacy over the 

Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite in Italy, Portugal, Mexico, and Turkey. 

This examination and the conclusions to which I came, are embodied in the 

Letter written by me to our Brother, the Grand Chancellor, which I thought it 

best to publish with our Transactions of 1868, instead of embodying it in this 

address. The whole will, no doubt, receive the careful consideration of the 

Committee on Foreign Correspondence; and if I have in any respect fallen into 

error, whatever is amiss can be corrected.492 …I have heard nothing further 

from the Supreme Council of Mexico, since the publication of our transactions; 

and have nothing to add to what is contained in my letter to the Ill.: 

[Illustrious] Grand Chancellor, published with these transactions, in regard to 

the Ancient and Accepted Rite in Portugal, Italy, Turkey and Mexico… …in 

respect to the body in Mexico, asking recognition; and in regard to it, and to 

the bodies in Italy, Portugal, and Turkey, I wish what I have written to be 

carefully considered and examined, that any error into which I have fallen may 

be arrested. Owing chiefly to the unfortunate connections formed between 

Supreme Councils and Grand Orients, and denials of the legitimacy of one by 

the other, whenever dissensions have arisen, it is almost impossible to arrive at 
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certainty in respect to foreign bodies, especially as we are seldom furnished 

with all the materials for judgment.493 

 

Notwithstanding the ambiguity of these comments by Albert Pike, the 

Official Bulletin of the Supreme Council of the Southern Jurisdiction in 1880 

declared the Ottoman Supreme Council to be a regular and recognized one, showing 

the above cited pages from the Transactions of 1869 as the reference to this 

recognition: 

The S.: C.: [Supreme Council] for Turkey and Egypt had been set up in 1861 

by a S.:I.:G.: [Sovereign Grand Inspector General] from the S.:C.: of France 

and was afterwards reconstituted and reorganized by Ill.: Bro.: [Illustrious 

Brother] Hyde Clarke, who transferred its seat to Smyrna. This S.: C.: 

wherefrom that from Egypt and Arabia was derived, is considered both by Ill.: 

Bro.: Goodall in his so-often-quoted report and by Bro.: Findel, in his History 

of Masonry, as a regular and recognized S.: C.: (See Official Transactions of 

Charleston for 1869, pages 175-78).494 

 

The reorganization of the Ottoman Supreme Council was carried out based on 

this declaration of the Mother Council’s recognition, as portrayed in the above cited 

record of the 1909 meeting. This recognition and the relevant pronouncement of 

regularity were of great importance for the reorganization of the Ottoman Supreme 

Council and the subsequent formation of the Ottoman Grand Orient, given the 

territoriality claims of the Ottoman obedience to becoming the sole authority within 

the Ottoman lands. 

In conclusion, the choice of the formation process for the national 

administrative body of Ottoman Freemasonry through the reorganization of the 

Ottoman Supreme Council might be linked to different concerns or possible aims on 

the part of the Freemasons involved. First of all, it was a rather difficult task to bring 

together the different lodges of the capital and other parts of the empire. In the few 

decades before the formation of the Ottoman Grand Orient, the schism between the 
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two main camps of European Freemasonries had deemed their penetration into the so 

to speak “unclaimed territories” a rather competitive endeavor. The Ottoman lands, 

not possessing a national grand body at the time, constituted such a territory and as 

explained earlier, lodges were formed under the aegis of various European Grand 

Lodges or Orients. These lodges had to follow the principles of the governing bodies 

they belonged to, which made it difficult to act together given the divided position of 

European Freemasonries. Moreover, the affairs of the lodges were not immune to the 

political aims of the sovereign nations where the metropolitan organizations of these 

lodges resided. During a time when imperial pursuits put the powerful European 

nations in a state of rivalry, the idealistic notions of universal peace and harmony fell 

short of uniting lodges which worked under different obediences. Given this 

amalgamation of lodges in the Ottoman lands, it was a challenging task for Ottoman 

Freemasons to bring them together under the authority of a national obedience.  

Secondly, the reason for the creation of a Supreme Council with precedence 

over a Grand Orient might be associated with its practical aspects. The foundation of 

new lodges under the auspices of a Supreme Council formed through an expedited 

procedure was an efficient solution. Also, given the prevalence of the rite in many 

European Freemasonries at the time, the prospect of becoming part of the established 

AASR network was also a motivation. However, this effort required assistance from 

other Supreme Councils active in continental Europe. The Belgian and Italian 

Supreme Councils were sympathetic with this endeavor and both of them were 

directly involved in the reorganization process.495 Once the Ottoman Supreme 

Council was thus formed, new lodges were constituted by its initiative496 which 
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joined in their turn to operate under the aegis of the Ottoman Grand Orient. A 

number of existing lodges also switched allegiance to this new authority with a 

territorial claim to all Ottoman Freemasonry.497 

Furthermore, the close relation of the Ottoman obedience with the CUP 

members enabled its recognition by the state authority which was a prerequisite for a 

grand body to be established within the territories of a sovereign state and to receive 

international recognition.498 In the Ottoman case, the state’s recognition of a national 

grand body had thus been possible with the advent of the Second Constitutional Era 

following the Young Turk revolution. 

 

4.2. The Domestic and International Entanglements of Ottoman 

Freemasonry during the CUP Era and the First World War 

 

4.2.1 The Political Environment Leading to the Revolution and the 

CUP’s Enhanced Role 

 

The process of the birth of the Ottoman obedience cannot be evaluated apart 

from the sociopolitical conjuncture of the period during which the CUP became a 

dominant political power. Ottoman relations with Britain especially played a 

significant role during this period. A couple of years earlier, the agreements leading 

to the Triple Entente which created the alliance of Great Britain, Russia and France 

had been finalized with the Anglo-Russian Convention, signed on August 31, 1907, 
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in St. Petersburg. The subsequent meeting of King Edward VII and Czar Nicholas II 

in Reval (today’s Tallinn) in June 1908 where negotiations took place regarding the 

future of Macedonia, stirred anxiety among the Young Turks and was one of the 

factors that precipitated the Young Turk revolution to take place the next month. 

According to E.F. Knight, who published his book the year following the revolution: 

It had been calculated by the Young Turks that the time would not be ripe for 

their great coup until the autumn of 1909, but the menace of further foreign 

intervention in Macedonia and an active campaign against the Committee, 

which was opened by the Palace at the beginning of 1908, precipitated the 

revolt...; …intended co-operation of England and Russia greatly alarmed the 

Committee, such intervention, in the opinion of its leaders, necessarily leading 

to the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, and to an immediate foreign 

domination of Macedonia…499 

 

Shortly before the Reval meeting, the Committee had drawn up a manifesto500 upon 

secret meetings in Salonica in May 1908, and had sent it to the European 

governments. However, no reaction came from them. Knight goes on to say: 

On June 10 that is, a week or so after the Committee had issued this manifesto 

King Edward VII met the Tsar at Reval, and shortly afterwards the details of 

the Anglo- Russian scheme for the pacification and better rule of Macedonia 

was communicated to the Powers. This forced the hands of the Committee; it 

was realised that the blow for Ottoman liberty must be struck soon, or it would 

be too late…501 

 

A similar view regarding the significance of the Reval meeting in hastening 

the outbreak of the Young Turk revolution was expressed from the American 

perspective with a retrospective evaluation a decade later.502 Şükrü Hanioğlu asserts 

in a similar vein that “had the Reval meeting of June 1908 between the Russian tzar 
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[sic] and the British king not taken place, the CPU [sic] would have commenced its 

campaign to foment unrest at a relatively late date.”503 Although the significance of 

this impact in bringing about the revolution, according to Donald Quataert, has been 

discredited later by some historians, no alternative has emerged.504 

The efforts of the CUP to improve the relations with Britain following the 

Revolution of 1908 would eventually fail due to the complexity of certain issues and 

the clashing interests. However, this failure was not just the result of the recent 

preponderance of the CUP but came at the end of a long period of ebbs and flows of 

the relations between the two empires in the second half of the nineteenth century 

and early twentieth while the fluctuating state affairs and political interests quite 

often dictated the public sentiments as well. The favorable relations in the post-

Crimean War era and the acceptance of Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe 

had suffered a blow especially after the Bulgarian problems of 1876 when the 

Ottoman administration was highly denounced in the British press creating a 

negative public sentiment against the Ottomans. The subsequent British occupation 

of Egypt in 1882 was a sore point for the Ottoman Empire. This major takeover also 

changed the political outlook of Britain and the internal politics of Egypt gained 

priority within British foreign relations with the Ottomans. In the first decade of the 

twentieth century, as Britain kept on putting pressure on the Ottoman administration 

for further reforms in the country’s rule and economy, it also wanted to preserve the 

concessions and capitulations in the way they were formerly established to Britain’s 

benefit. Furthermore, despite the frequent intrusions into Ottoman affairs, the 
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independence and integrity of the Ottoman Empire was advocated until as late as the 

early Second Constitution Era, albeit it with gradually less intensity.505 

The retrospective view suggesting the gradual decline of relations between 

the British and Ottoman Empires since the favorable policy of the conservative 

government of Benjamin Disraeli to prop up the Ottoman Empire against the 

expansion of Russia, also argues that the rise of mutual enmity reached a peak with 

the aforementioned Reval meeting between Russia and Britain in 1908 aimed at 

checking the increasing German influence on the Ottoman Empire. Evidence 

remaining from only a few years prior shows that the general sentiment prevailing in 

Istanbul towards Britain was rather positive during the early years of the century, 

according to some British subjects living in the city. A couple of letters from 1902, 

penned by Sir James William Whittall (1838–1910), founder of the British Chamber 

of Commerce of Turkey and a prominent member of the British community in 

Istanbul, testify to the position of such leading men of commerce in the city as a 

major source of information for the embassy due to their close relations with the 

Ottoman administrative and commercial networks. In the two most probably 

consecutive letters addressed to the then British Ambassador Sir Nicholas Roderick 

O'Conor (1843–1908), dated March 14, 1902 and Good Friday 1902, respectively, 

Whittall wrote: 

(1) I have had conversations with my usual informants on Turkish 

affairs…They all agree that now is the time for H.M. Govt. to get what it 

wants, for the Turks generally look upon England as their sole "harbour of 

refuge" & if pressed by her will yield to her demands easily. There is much 

talk in Palace circles of combinations for giving Italy, Austria & Russia 

further slices of Turkish territory & they look upon these rumours as omens 

of what will happen sooner or later. The fact is there is a great uneasiness 

all round & no man call his soul his own. 

(2) My Turkish friend who two years ago used to rap out against England told 

me that it was wonderful how all the Turks now regard England as their 
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only possible deliverer. Not one in a thousand, he added, thinks otherwise. 

As for the Germans, they are hated, he said, & looked upon as blood 

suckers—as for the Russians they are feared.506 

 

Although the views conveyed to Whittall by his purportedly important local 

acquaintances are possibly biased by a motive to appeal to the expectations of their 

interlocutor, they nevertheless reflect the fluctuating sentiments among the Ottoman 

officials and public, given the ever changing political positions of European powers 

in their efforts to make the most out of the imminent resolution of the Eastern 

Question. The observations of Whittall are also premonitions of the political events 

to unfold in a few years’ time when the rising tensions in Macedonia would come to 

a head.  

The change of regime in July 1908 ushered in a short period of a “wait and 

see” strategy for Britain. Since the British Foreign Office had previously shown a 

lack of interest in regards to the Young Turk movement, the revolution caught it 

seemingly unprepared and with rather insufficient knowledge of the leading cadre of 

the movement now politically represented in the CUP.507 Initially an encouraging 

attitude was exhibited towards the new regime by the British Foreign Office. The 

Sultan had close relations with Germany, but now that the Young Turks were in 

power, there was an opportunity to usurp the dominant position of Germany. The 

perception of the initial negative sentiment towards Germany was reflected in a 

couple of letters written within the same year of the revolution, by another prominent 

member of the British community in Istanbul, Sir Edwin Pears, who was a British 

barrister practicing law at the Ottoman consular courts. After settling in Istanbul in 

1873, he had occasionally contributed articles to the British Press as early as the 

                                                           
506 Two Letters from J. William Whitall to Sir Nicholas Roderick O'Conor, 

https://www.bibelotslondon.com/turkey-archive-of-signed-letters-queen-victorias-ambassador-young-

turks-1902-10-4387-p.asp. 
507 Heller, British Policy, 6–7. 



182 
 

Bulgarian uprising of 1876. In his letter from Istanbul dated August 22, 1908, and 

addressed to Lady O’Conor, a few months after the decease of her husband the late 

British Ambassador, Sir Edwin Pears shared his observations regarding the view 

towards Germany in the immediate aftermath of the revolution:508 

Now as to Germany; her prestige has gone it is really remarkable how strong 

anti-German feeling is. An attempt was made, very curious & ingenious, to get 

von der Golz named, if not as Minister of War at least as Inspector General of 

the Army, but the Committee which is the actual ruler would not listen a bit. 

 

Although Pears did not have an anti-CUP sentiment, he still had his doubts as to the 

future of the revolution. He wrote: “Everyone appears to have full confidence in the 

continuance of the present regime, but as I have indicated I have misgivings.” 

In a subsequent letter dated December 21, 1908, and again addressed to Lady 

O’Conor, Pears was still highly satisfied with the favorable feeling in the Ottoman 

government towards Britain and the unpopular standing of Germany at the time:509 

We had wonderful doings as you will see by the papers on Thursday last at the 

opening of the Turkish Parliament. We have often wondered what Sir Nicholas 

would have thought of it. Let me give you one illustration of the way he has 

been spoken of lately. I was present at a meeting of the Revolutionary 

Committee where England was greatly glorified, we being now first in popular 

estimation & Germany last. One of the speakers said that they all recognised 

that while Sir Nicholas was working for the welfare of all the population of 

Macedonia, he was opposed by all the palace influence, that England's object 

as presented by him was for the good of the whole country, that he was not 

seeking concessions for British subjects which were ruinous to the country. 

Therefore, said he, we regard England our friend. 

 

However, this positive mood was soon to deteriorate as the British Foreign Office 

chose to secure its good relations with Russia, albeit at the expense of the Ottomans, 

completing its transition towards a policy favoring the dissolution of the Ottoman 

Empire acting in conformity with the other major powers. The unfolding of political 
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events before and after the 1908 Revolution influenced not only the British attitude 

towards the new Young Turk regime but also that of British Freemasonry towards 

the young Ottoman obedience, as discussed further below. 

 

4.2.2. The Shared Efforts of the Ottoman Obedience and the CUP 

 

There was a deliberate effort in the formation of the Ottoman obedience to 

bring together Freemasons of different national, ethnic and cultural backgrounds as 

manifested by the diverse composition of the founding members.510 The idea of a 

supra-national fraternal organization was in agreement with the Young Turk political 

ideology to keep the empire’s diverse elements together in its remaining territories. 

On the other hand, only the Freemasonries of the Latin branch were involved in the 

endeavor to establish the Ottoman obedience. In addition to the members of the 

lodges newly formed under the auspices of the reorganized Ottoman Supreme 

Council of the AASR, all the Freemasons who took part in the process leading to the 

formation of the Ottoman Grand Orient in the summer of 1909 were members of the 

Latin obediences, predominantly Italian and to a lesser extent, French and Spanish.511 

The Grande Oriente d’Italia stood out as the main endorser of the foundation of an 

Ottoman national obedience. It presented itself as the fosterer of the Young Turk 

revolution not only by having provided the secluded environment for the Ottoman 

Freedom Society’s development into the CUP in Salonica but also by having 

nurtured in its bosom many members of the Carbonari movement as well as the 

notable figures of the Risorgimento, Garibaldi and Mazzini, who had set an example 
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for the Young Turk Freemasons in their secret endeavors towards revolution.512 

While the support from the Italian obedience was more open and prompt, that of the 

French came with considerable delay despite the constant petitions by some members 

of the obedience at the Ottoman capital, like Noradounghian and Cohen.513 It was not 

until early 1911 that the Grand Orient de France finally established official amicable 

relations with the Ottoman obedience. In a letter by Vadécard, the General Secretary 

of the Grand Orient de France, addressed to the French obedience lodge La 

Renaissance, on January 16, 1911, he informed the members that since the Grand 

Orient de France maintained fraternal relations with the “Grand Orient Ottoman,” 

they needed to treat the lodges and Freemasons of this obedience amicably.514 

It is only possible to speculate on the initial reluctance on the part of the 

Grand Orient de France to recognize the legitimacy of the young Ottoman obedience, 

given the insufficiency of available documentation. Some cases of expedited 

promotions to higher degrees and certain other allegations of irregularity may have 

kept the French obedience’s recognition pending. However, such deviations from 

customary procedures and formal practices do not seem to have deterred the Italian 

obedience from its early recognition of the Ottoman obedience, while at the same 

time it maintained its status of amicable relations with the French obedience. The 

close affiliation of Istanbul Freemasons with the cause of the CUP may have also 

played a part on the initial ambivalence of the French obedience in recognizing its 

Ottoman counterpart given the political commitment of France to the Triple Entente. 
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On the part of the British, an aloof attitude towards the new Ottoman 

obedience was most likely politically motivated as the Ottoman Freemasons’ 

attempts to form their national obedience was seen as closely affiliated with the 

political ambitions and concerns of the CUP. On the other hand, given the divided 

stance of European Freemasonries at the time, it was also a reaction to the 

involvement of Latin Freemasonries in the young obedience’s foundation. 

The reciprocal relationship between the newly formed Ottoman obedience 

and the political entity of the CUP is evident from the significant number of founding 

members related to the CUP.515 As the Committee ascended into the ruling power 

zone, it not only needed to consolidate its domestic position within the Empire but 

also vied for international recognition by the European powers. For the new Ottoman 

obedience, on the other hand, such recognition was primarily dependent on its 

recognition by the Ottoman state, since the emergence of Grand Lodges in European 

imperial territories was associated with their status of recognition by their respective 

states. The Grand Lodge of Hungary was formed after the Austro-Hungarian 

Compromise of 1867 (Ausgleich) which re-established the former sovereignty of the 

Kingdom of Hungary, whereas the Grand Lodge of Vienna emerged only after 

1918.516 Now that the CUP had a powerful participation in the Ottoman government, 

a national obedience in the Ottoman territories was sanctioned for the first time by its 

state and it was ready to seek recognition among foreign obediences. This pursuit for 

international association soon overlapped with the political aspirations and struggles 

of a rapidly dissociating empire and its government. A number of delegations 

representing the Ottoman people and their government embarked on visits to 

European states following the Young Turk revolution. Among them were some CUP 
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members who were also Freemasons. As the following episodes demonstrate, they 

attended meetings with both government officials and Freemasonic bodies. 

During a very early international engagement on behalf of the CUP, the visit 

of a small Young Turk delegation to Paris is worthy of interest.517 Two leading 

members of the Committee, Doctor Nāẓım Bey and lieutenant-colonel Aḥmed 

Djemāl (later Djemāl Pasha)518 were accompanied by a Salonican merchant, Henri de 

Toledo, and in Paris a seasoned advocate of the Young Turk cause, Aḥmed Riḍā 

(Rızā) Bey also joined them. Just a few months had passed since the revolution but 

the political agenda of the CUP was already teeming with international problems for 

the Ottoman government. Bulgaria’s declaration of independence, the Austrian 

annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Cretan proclamation of union with 

Greece all had taken place within a few days of one another in early October.519 The 

Paris visit was a swiftly organized one which took place only days later in mid-

October and lasted for a few weeks. It seems that this initiative to obtain support 

from the French government for the ongoing tribulations of the Ottoman Empire and 

to develop a lobby for the CUP capitalizing on the existing sympathy for the Young 

Turk revolution in France was not sanctioned by the Ottoman government as a 

whole, as the CUP was not yet the dominant power within the government. Despite 

several successful social encounters and maybe some progress in matters pertaining 

to education and commerce, the visit was without any concrete result for Ottoman 

international politics. A propitious social engagement on the part of Doctor Nāẓım 

and Aḥmed Djemāl resulted in several cordial meetings with the Freemasons of 

Paris. While Aḥmed Djemāl was a member of the Salonica lodge Veritas, Doctor 
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Nāẓım was not a Freemason as he stated at the beginning of his speech delivered at a 

reception at the Grand Orient on November 7, 1908. However, the content of the 

speech shows he was well-versed in the ideology of Freemasonry. According to Paul 

Dumont’s interpretation, the two Young Turks sought the support of the French 

obedience for the Ottoman cause in the ongoing Balkan crisis. Although they 

probably overestimated the influence to be wielded by the French Freemasonic 

institution on international affairs, the French obedience still maintained a positive 

stance on the subsequent political challenges of the Ottoman administration.520 Celil 

Layiktez, on the other hand, refers to the powerful speech of Dr. Nāẓım where he 

solicited the support of the French people and Freemasons in the struggle to make 

freedom of thought prevail in the world, and asserts that the message delivered on 

behalf of the Central Committee of the CUP was influential to enlist the support of 

the French public until the First World War.521 

Another interesting international engagement where the interests of the CUP 

and the then very young Ottoman obedience overlapped was a visit to Austria-

Hungary held in late 1909. The crisis created by the annexation of Bosnia-

Herzegovina in October 1908 by Austria-Hungary, after having stirred a good deal of 

frustration and protestation on the part of the Ottoman administration and public, had 

subsided after the Ottoman government signed an agreement in early 1909 

relinquishing any remaining claims in Bosnia in return for a payment in appraisal of 

the Ottoman public land. The boycotting of Austrian products and enterprises in the 

major Ottoman cities which continued for some time resulted in an unexpected act of 

public solidarity which inflicted significant losses to the Austro-Hungarian 

merchants and companies. Later in the same year, in an attempt of international 
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public relations to improve its image in the eyes of the Ottoman general public, 

Austria-Hungary extended an invitation for a travel organization to include a diverse 

group of Ottoman citizens from all walks of life. More than two hundred Ottomans 

were to be hosted at the major cities of Austria-Hungary for more than a month 

including visits to factories and schools to offer the participating Ottomans a cultural 

and industrial experience of the empire. Although this whole event does not seem to 

have occupied any major place in the rather convoluted domestic and international 

political affairs of the Ottoman administration at the time, a Freemasonic encounter 

that took place in Budapest is worthy of interest. 

In a news article of a Freemasonic journal of the period, the social encounter 

of a so-called Young Turk party of “230 persons of various classes of Ottoman 

society” with Hungarian Freemasons at a “solemn assembly” in Budapest organized 

by the Symbolic Grand Lodge of Hungary was reported by the title of “a Turko-

Hungarian Fete.” According to the article, dated September 5, 1910, and based on the 

account of The Bulletin for the International Bureau for Masonic Affairs, published 

at Berne, Switzerland, the Symbolic Grand Lodge of Hungary commissioned the 

lodges Comenius, Democratia, Elizabeth, Patria and Neuschloss the Old Fatihful 

Ones to organize the event in Budapest on October 22, 1909.522 For the occasion, 

Hungarian Freemasons welcomed a group of Ottoman Freemasons as representatives 

of Young Turks whom they perceived to have recently brought freedom to the 

Ottoman lands formerly suffering under the brutal rule of a despot. The perception of 

the close relation between Freemasonry and the Young Turk revolution was evident 

in this welcome and the Hungarian Freemasons were not an exception regarding this 

opinion commonly held by other European obediences as well. 
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A rather striking aspect of the speeches delivered at the gathering organized 

by the Hungarian Grand Lodge was the nature of the views pertaining to 

Freemasonry as expressed by the prominent members of the lodges present at the 

event. These ideas clearly exposed the Hungarian obedience as one with a very 

liberal stance and with rather radical leanings towards political affairs. The 

Hungarian Freemasons expressed their admiration for the struggle of their “Young 

Turk brethren” to establish freedom and fraternity within the Ottoman lands. A 

significant demonstration of transnational fraternal affiliation was a shared 

protestation of the very recent tragic event of the execution of Francisco Ferrer 

Guardia, a Catalan radical freethinker, libertarian pedagogue and Freemason.523 The 

radical, libertarian and predominantly anti-clerical leanings of the Hungarian 

Freemasonic institution, similar to those exemplified in the person of Ferrer, were 

clearly voiced in the outcry of those who took the floor. 

The Hungarian Freemasons presented a rather vivid example of how, in 

certain European cultures of Freemasonry, the radical and anti-clerical sentiments 

went hand in hand with each other. The speech of a Hungarian Freemason, Armand 

Sasvari, from the Democratia lodge was representative of the anti-clerical sentiments 

present at the meeting with the Ottoman party. Moreover, the radical views 

addressed to the Young Turks were enhanced with a clear anti-militaristic outlook as 

well:  

You will wage an implacable war against all the causes of weakness in the 

Mohametan world. The Koran itself condemns all that may constitute an 

obstacle to the triumph of the Mohametans, for the power of Islam must be 

your supreme aim. You will combat your adversaries and your oppressors with 

their own arms. Let us hope that it will not be necessary to enrich Krupp, 
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Skoda, Schneider and Manfred Weiss. It will perhaps suffice to realize the 

social and economic reforms…to enforce the Masonic ideas in all the branches 

of your social, agricultural, industrial and commercial activity, without 

forgetting your judicial and political administration. But what Masonic 

ideas?524 

 

As the answer to his own ambitious question, Sasvari went on with a critical 

evaluation of the various Freemasonries of Europe at the time which was a bold and 

informative interpretation expressing a comparative view of the Anglo-Saxon and 

Latin Freemasonries already in conflict for a few decades at that time. The social and 

political challenges of the Freemasonic institution as a whole were evident in these 

critical remarks: 

For these ideas differ somewhat. Shall you borrow them from the Slavonians? 

The contingent they supply to Freemasonry is very small. In Germany the 

Masons are inclined to maintain the established order, even if at times it is 

detestable. Their conceptions are timidly liberal, often frankly intolerant for 

everything that is not Lutheran or Calvinist. In the great countries of the Anglo-

Saxon race, charity is practiced on an immense scale but applicants who are not 

Christians or who do not belong to the Caucasian race are not accepted. As if 

civilization did not have its source in Persian Egypt [sic], in Mesopotamia, and 

in the isles and peninsulas of the Eastern part of the Mediterranean. As if Japan 

had not passed through its stupendous revival. You might feel inclined to adopt 

the ideas of the Latin Masonic lodges. You may see prevailing there rather 

impetuously the boldness of free thought, socialistic claims, and the desire for 

absolute equality.525 

 

Sasvari went on to declare the position of the Hungarian Freemasonry among the 

various Freemasonic cultures presented and in doing so he was most likely 

encouraged by the presence of Ottoman Freemasons who were members of Latin 

obediences and presumably shared similar anti-clerical views: 

Among these various tendencies which are rather heterogeneous Hungarian 

Freemasonry has made its choice. The majority of our lodges affirm ideas 

which are called heathen and clearly reject ideas which are called Christian. 

What will the Ottoman brethren do? Will they be on the side of the so-called 

Christians, so contrary to their traditions of tolerance?526 
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Recognizing Ottoman Freemasonry as a notable contributor to the overthrow of a 

ruler, perceived as a despot by the European general public, the Hungarian 

Freemasons expressed their commendation for the Ottoman Freemasons present at 

the meeting, correspondingly exalting the significance of Freemasonry in the 

Ottoman revolution. Prof. Ignác Pfeifer, as he addressed the Ottoman Freemasons in 

appreciation of their struggles against despotism, also alluded to the high ideals of 

Freemasonry albeit with a rather militant emphasis: 

If Masonry contents itself with contemplation it ends in stagnation. It is only 

militant Masonry that overawes and fulfills its mission. You have led Masonry 

into the way of aggregation where it will become strong like an army ready for 

fighting. Our Ottoman brethren here present have shown that Masonry which is 

ready to fight for liberty is strong enough to triumph over tyranny…The real 

historical glories we appreciate are those which have everywhere broken the 

chains of despotism and given liberty to millions of human creatures. Our 

Turkish brethren have made history in this sense; they have shed little blood, 

but this little has fertilized the soil of a great Empire.527 

 

Aware of their Ottoman counterparts’ affiliation with Latin Freemasonries, the 

Hungarians did not shy away from exposing their ideological stance with clear 

messages. 

Excerpts from the speeches of two participating Ottoman Freemasons from 

Salonica do not exhibit anti-clerical sentiments similar to those of the Hungarian 

Freemasons but are certainly in a similar vein when it comes to radical revolutionary 

spirit. These Salonica Freemasons who had also been active proponents of the Young 

Turk revolution were Kāẓım Nāmī Bey528 and Sam Lévy529. The name of the former 

appears in the cited article as “Bro. Kiazam Namyk Bey [sic] (Macedonia Resorta).” 

In all likelihood this should refer to Meḥmed Kāẓım Nāmī (Duru), who was an army 

officer, a pedagogue and a founding member of the Ottoman Freedom Society in 

Salonica which later evolved into the CUP. In various sources he is depicted as a 
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member of the Salonica lodge Macedonia Risorta. His birth name was Meḥmed 

Kāẓım, whereas Nāmī was a later assumed name he probably came up with for 

writing poetry. His name and birthdate (1876) match the records of a certain Kāẓım 

Meḥmed in the lodge registers, with an initiation date of March 27, 1906.530 This 

initiation date agrees with his known life and activities during that period, as he was 

appointed in 1903 as the aide-de-camp of the Third Army executive command in 

Salonica and later in September 1906 he became one of the founders of the Ottoman 

Freedom Society. A minor flaw in this theory arises due to the listing of his 

profession as civil servant in the extant lodge record. At the time of his initiation he 

was an officer as well as a teacher at various Salonica schools. However, he resigned 

from the Army in 1910 and the rest of his career was as a civil servant involved in 

educational affairs. So, it may be assumed that this was either a choice of 

representation in the records or possibly a later update of the registers which span a 

period of membership until 1923. 

In his memoirs, which Kāẓım Nāmī wrote during a much later part of his life, 

there is no reference to any Freemasonic event during his visit to Budapest, possibly 

as a personal preference to avoid associating this official visit with Freemasonry. 

This is not surprising given the rather scarce reference in his memoirs to his 

involvement in Freemasonry. However, he gives a noteworthy account of his 

engagement in the organizing of the Salonican participants for the journey in 

question to the Austrian-Hungarian Empire. He points out that on various occasions 

he delivered speeches which he confesses to have felt rather uneasy about. He also 

mentions a visit to a school in Budapest where young girls were trained to become 
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teachers for nursery schools. Highly impressed by this visit, Kāẓım Nāmī organized a 

nursery school upon his return to Salonica.531 

The other Ottoman Freemason cited to have delivered a speech at the event 

was Sam Lévy who was a member of a prominent Jewish family of Salonica. Being a 

true polyglot with as diverse languages as Judeo-Spanish, Turkish, Arabic, Persian, 

Serbian, French and Hebrew under his belt, he worked as an interpreter for the 

Ottoman Municipality of Salonica. Having studied at the Sorbonne and lived in 

France a considerable amount of time, he contributed to the Salonica newspaper Le 

Journal de Salonique which had been started by his father Saadi Lévy in 1895. He 

later assumed its editorship as well as that of his father’s other newspaper Epoca. 532 

The enthusiastic speeches delivered by the two Ottoman Freemasons were 

testimony to the then prevalent optimistic political climate within the Ottoman 

Empire only a few months subsequent to the overthrow of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II. An avid 

supporter and participant of the Young Turk movement, Sam Lévy spoke with a very 

clear statement of the close connection between the revolution and the Freemasonry 

of Salonica:  

You are well aware, my dear Brethren, that it was in our lodges and especially 

in those of Salonica that was prepared, to a great extent, this gigantic piece of 

work which overturned the old despotic form of government in order to put in 

its place the constitutional rule of liberty. Equality and government will be 

established, that we demolished the bastions of Abdul Hamid’s autocracy and 

that our Revolution became an Evolution of peace.533 

 

Kāẓım Nāmī in his speech also referred to the significance of the lodges in 

preparation of the revolution: 
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Our hearts are filled with gratitude and will never forget that the spark which 

set fire to the powder-magazine flashed forth from the Masonic Lodges. The 

masonic light burned in secret. But its power was miraculous.534 

 

In another Freemasonic journal of the period, the same gathering at Budapest 

is narrated under the title of “an international masonic event” referring to the same 

Bulletin as its source.535 However in this account one more Ottoman Freemason is 

mentioned to have given a speech. Rıḍā Tewfīḳ (Rıza Tevfik) Bey, who at the time 

was a leading proponent of the CUP and a deputy of the Parliament since the first 

elections following the revolution, was a man known for his literary prowess, 

particularly as a poet, and for his deep interest in philosophy, the latter earning him 

the nickname “feylesof” or the philosopher.536 Among his intellectual engagements 

was his lifelong involvement in Sufism which was an integral part of his association 

with the mystical aspects of Freemasonry. According to Thierry Zarcone, Rıḍā 

Tewfīḳ, a “politician, Freemason, philosopher and ‘enlightened’ Sufi,” had a pivotal 

position as the proponent of a new kind of Sufism which facilitated both the 

penetration of occidental ideas and the integration of ‘modernity’ into the Muslim 

Ottoman society in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.537 Just a few 

months prior to this event in Budapest, Rıḍā Tewfīḳ had taken part in the formation 

of both the Ottoman Supreme Council of the AASR and the Ottoman Grand Orient. 

In the reorganization meeting of the Supreme Council, Rıḍā Tewfīḳ was among the 

participant members who were all bestowed the thirty-third degree on this special 

occasion.538 In the first meeting of the Ottoman Grand Orient on August 1, 1909, 

Rıḍā Tewfīḳ was elected the Grand Orator, quite a fitting office for his well-known 
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oratorical prowess.539 Some years later, he served as the Grand Master of the 

Ottoman Grand Orient between 1918 and 1920, during which he would leave a rather 

controversial legacy through his effort towards purging of the former Union and 

Progress affiliates from Freemasonic membership under the Grand Orient. 

In his speech during the Budapest meeting, which pointed to the ideals of 

Freemasonry and the Young Turk aspirations towards their realization, Rıḍā 

Tewfīḳ’s words were rather subtle in their reference to the challenges of the 

fraternity and tactfully critical about the shortcomings of political affairs even in 

those countries claiming to be enlightened: 

Universal Freemasonry has been fighting for centuries for Liberty, Equality 

and Fraternity and in Europe and America it has considerably contributed to 

the transformation of the world, to the preparation of numerous political and 

social reforms, to the establishment of rights for all, and to the alleviation of 

human suffering. Nevertheless, we are far from the day when Masonry will 

have realized all its aspirations and will be able to consider its mission as 

accomplished. The nations still exhaust their strength in preparing for 

fratricidal combats… and if this is so in the most enlightened countries where 

Masonry has been preaching the word for centuries and has united tens of 

thousands of the noblest men, how could we triumph at short notice in the 

Ottoman Empire where everything is still to be done? We look forward to the 

future, however, with full confidence… The Young Turk Committee from the 

outset has been inspired in all its actions by the great Masonic influence which 

combats prejudices, and unites the various races in the common aspirations of 

the whole of mankind. This Committee has formed in Turkey an army of free-

thinking men. These have made successful assaults upon the worm-eaten 

edifice of despotism, which was corroded by the microbes of obscurantism.540 

 

In the immediate aftermath of the Young Turk revolution and the initial phase 

of the gradual rise of the CUP, the liberal discourse expressed by some adherents of 

the CUP, as exemplified above, demonstrated that they perceived Freemasonry as a 

vehicle which served their radical political pursuits. This was even the case for the 

CUP members who were not Freemasons, as the episode above regarding Doctor 

Nāẓım Bey suggests. At least in this period, the ambitions of the CUP to unite the 
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various elements within the Ottoman territories and the universal fraternal ambitions 

of the newly formed Ottoman obedience coincided.  However, the subsequent 

political and social developments hindered the realization of both ambitions. 

 

4.2.3. The Challenges Facing Ottoman Freemasonry during the Few 

Years Prior to the First World War 

 

The challenges faced by the Ottoman national obedience from the very start 

are intricately intertwined with the political troubles of the CUP itself, starting in the 

immediate aftermath of the latter’s accession into the political arena of the empire. In 

the first phase of the Second Constitutional Era before the counter-revolution attempt 

of March 31, 1909, (April 13 according to the later adopted modern calendar), the 

CUP was only partially dominant in the government, the majority of whose 

appointees were still closely affiliated with the former regime. Both during this initial 

period and the following one in the immediate aftermath of the March 31 Incident, 

breakaways within the CUP’s leading cadres occurred in considerable numbers. 

These did not hesitate to turn against the political entity of the movement, the Union 

and Progress Party, and oppositional factions came into being very rapidly.541 

A controversial topic is the position and involvement of Freemasonry during 

the several distinct periods of the CUP’s existence as the most prominent element of 

Ottoman politics from 1908 to 1918. The contribution of the Salonican lodges to the 
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formative years of the movement through their organizational and spatial capabilities 

which provided the much needed shelter for the development of the then secret 

organization is well-attested.542 The statements of the CUP members expressed in the 

subsequent years also support this general opinion.543 On the other hand, the extent 

of the contribution of the Freemasonic institution at large to the success of the 

revolution itself as well as the degree to which Freemasonry was later affiliated with 

the organization and political apparatus of the CUP are open to debate. Orhan 

Koloğlu claims that the movement’s leaders saw in Freemasonry a means to their 

radical political aims before the revolution and then a vehicle to help establish 

beneficial relations with the European powers in keeping with the Ottoman interests, 

although the efforts towards recognition of a national Ottoman Grand Orient by its 

foreign counterparts were eclipsed soon after its inception by the complications of 

international politics.544 The consecutive failures and challenges of the CUP in the 

political arena were conveyed into the international relations of the Ottoman 

obedience as well, arresting its progress in the face of hostile attitudes from its 

foreign counterparts. 

The CUP members who joined Freemasonry constituted only a minor part of 

the organization as a whole. However, the presence of high ranking members of 

government and intellectuals of the late Ottoman era among Freemasons  augmented 

the interest shown towards the institution by both domestic and foreign journals and 

newspapers like Medjmūʽa-i Ebu'1-Ḍiyāʼ (Mecmua-i Ebüzziya), Osmanischer Lloyd 

and The Times, which revealed the role and weight of Freemasonry in the state 

affairs of the period. Anti-Masonic views and publications were particularly on the 

rise. In 1911, Shehbenderzāde Filibeli Aḥmed Ḥilmī Efendi, the publisher of the 
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newspaper Ḥikmet, published in fascicles the Léo Taxil book Les mystères de la 

Franc-maçonnerie, originally published in 1886. The exposure of this anti-Masonic 

publication to the Ottoman public, albeit with a 25 year delay, was combined with 

the aim of exposing the connection of the CUP with the Freemasonic institution. 

Ebu'1-Ḍiyāʼ Tewfīḳ (Ebüzziya Tevfik) wrote an article on June 16, 1911, in favor of 

Freemasonry in response to the publication of Léo Taxil’s book and to an article 

published in the Times.545 Ebüzziya was an important journalist who often wrote in a 

vein similar to the intellectual aspirations of  progressive minded writers of the post-

Tanẓīmāt era, while he also held on to an Ottomanist stance advocating the union of 

elements within the empire and the keeping of the imperial territories intact. 

Following his exile during the final years of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd’s rule of oppression, he 

was involved in politics after the Young Turk revolution, when he became a 

Parliamentary deputy as a member of the Union and Progress Party. In subsequent 

years, he was often occupied in polemical discussions of the period through the 

output of his own journal Medjmūʽa-i Ebu'1-Ḍiyāʼ. After the publication of 

Ebüzziya’s article of June 16, a debate between writers ensued as an anonymous 

article was published in the newspaper Shehrāh, in reply to that of Ebüzziya, who in 

return penned another one on June 30, 1911, once again defending the universal 

values of Freemasonry and justifying its veil of secrecy in its contribution to the 

formation and the cause of the CUP.546 An important aspect of Ebüzziya’s comments 

was his acknowledgment of Freemasonry’s engagements as a political vehicle. The 

favorable stance of the writer, however, would soon evolve into an unfavorable one 

                                                           
545 For a transliteration of the whole article of June 16, 1911, originally published in Ottoman Turkish 

in Mecmua-i Ebüzziya’s issue no.100, see Yavuz Selim Ağaoğlu, “Meşrutiyet Sonrası Osmanlı 

Basınında Masonluk I,” Mimar Sinan, no.170 (March 2016): 19–26.  
546 A transliteration to modern Turkish of this second article published on June 30, 1911, in Mecmua-i 

Ebüzziya, no.102, is included in Yavuz Selim Ağaoğlu, “Meşrutiyet Sonrası Osmanlı Basınında 

Masonluk 2- Mecmua-i Ebüzziya Sayı 102 ,” Mimar Sinan, no.171 (June 2016): 44–51. 
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in the course of only five months as a consequence of the heated political debates of 

the period, as revealed later in this chapter.  

The public interest in the relation of the CUP with the Freemasonic institution 

was also justified by the Freemasonic affiliation of a few names within the CUP 

leadership like Meḥmed Ṭalʽat Bey and Djāwid Bey, and later within the principal 

cadres of other factions that split from the main organization, like Rıḍā Tewfīḳ Bey. 

Another justification stemmed from the continuing secrecy aspect of the CUP which 

lingered on until as late as August 1912 when its annual congress was for the first 

time held in Istanbul and monitored by a government inspector. 

As the oppositional voices against the CUP and its leadership rose gradually 

through 1910 and 1911, various allegations were circulated through a collaborative 

effort of the opposition factions, their affiliated press outlets as well as foreign 

political networks. The most widely posited theory was that of a conspiracy of 

Freemasonry and Jews of Salonica which supposedly had taken control of the CUP 

from the very beginning. These conspiracy theories were brought to the public 

attention every now and then through these years by the opposition elements within 

the parliament, like the Ahālī Fırḳası founded in 1910 and led by Ismāʽīl Ḥaḳḳı Bey, 

the deputy of Gümülcine (Komotini), and the Ḥizb-i Djedīd, a faction formed within 

the CUP led by Mīralāy (Colonel) Sādıḳ Bey and ʽAbd al-ʽAzīz Medjdī Efendi, both 

of which later evolved into the main oppositional party Ḥürriyet we I’tilāf Fırḳası 

(Freedom and Accord Party) formed on November 21, 1911. A number of 

newspapers also provided the support to voice their criticism.547 On the other hand, 

members of the British diplomatic mission in Istanbul during the period between the 
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in the Ottoman Empire,” in Proceedings of the IIIrd Congress on the Social and Economic History of 
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revolution and the First World War furnished the British Foreign Office with an anti-

CUP sentiment to a great extent, as demonstrated below. 

Although there was seemingly approval from the major European powers 

regarding the revolution of 1908 in the beginning, the subsequent transformation of 

the movement into the political entity of the CUP suffered from major challenges 

with the wars in the Balkans and Tripoli, causing deterioration in relations with 

particularly the Entente powers. As nationalistic policies complicated the Balkan 

issues, the continuation of the former Pan-Islamic policy constituted potential threats 

to the colonial interests of particularly the British Empire concerning a vast territory 

from the Middle East to Iran and India. In addition to the tough negotiations of such 

issues like the Baghdad-Gulf Railway and the control of the Persian Gulf, the British 

concerns to preserve its accord with Russia made it difficult for the Ottoman 

government to win over the British from the very start. The concerns on the part of 

Britain were intensified by the personal contributions of the leading members of the 

diplomatic mission in Istanbul through their reports which enhanced the British anti-

Ottoman and anti-CUP stance.548 

The hostile nature of the British policy had already reached a high point by 

the time of the Young Turk revolution and despite a temporary period of sympathy in 

its immediate aftermath, the ensuing antipathy of the Foreign Office towards the 

Ottoman Empire was to be epitomized in the person of the British Ambassador Sir 

Gerard Lowther in the years following the revolution. Lowther was appointed to the 

Sublime Porte very soon after the revolution of July 1908, succeeding the few 

months’ office of George Head Barclay who was appointed as minister 

plenipotentiary after Sir Nicholas Roderick O'Conor died in March 1908 while still 
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in post. O’Conor had witnessed the height of Sultan ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd’s oppressive rule 

during his long tenure since 1898 but Lowther arrived in a radically changed political 

atmosphere. His lack of experience in Ottoman affairs was most likely offset by the 

presence of Gerald Henry Fitzmaurice, who acted as the bridge between O’Conor 

and Lowther as a long time dragoman of the British Embassy since 1897 and the 

chief dragoman since 1907.549 

The disillusionments of the CUP in the Ottoman foreign affairs, as well as the 

increasing opposition it experienced domestically, caused it to turn towards a 

German alliance and also adopt a gradually more nationalistic stance contrary to the 

earlier expectations of the non-Muslim elements. Lowther, who had been skeptical of 

an enduring success on the part of the CUP since the day of his appointment to 

Istanbul, had justified his suspicions with the eventual failure of the CUP’s policy of 

uniting the Ottoman elements. A particular letter which he sent on May 29, 1910, to 

Sir Charles Hardinge, the then Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office was 

published by Elie Kedourie.550 Although signed by Lowther himself, the letter was 

most likely written by Fitzmaurice as claimed in one of his private 

correspondences.551 Fitzmaurice was presumably the main source of the embassy’s 

incoming information through his own social connections encompassing a wide 

range of acquaintances, the result of many years of networking during his long tenure 

in Istanbul. The detailed ideas and views expressed in the letter show a strong 

resemblance to those which were recorded in the annual report of the same year, sent 

from the British Embassy in Istanbul to the British Foreign Office. The “Turkey, 

                                                           
549 Based on his archival research on Fitzmaurice, G.R. Berridge has published the biography Gerald 

Fitzmaurice (1865–1939), Chief Dragoman of the British Embassy in Turkey (Leiden, Boston: 
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550 Kedourie, “Young Turks,” 94–103. 
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Annual Report” of 1910 exhibited an exaggerated dislike of the CUP and its political 

actions within and without the empire as well as an effort to discredit it through 

associating it with an alleged conspiracy of Zionists and Freemasons, purportedly 

against the interests of the Christian elements as well as the Arab populations of the 

empire. In the report, the British Embassy’s views of the CUP included the 

supposition of a strong influence of the Salonican Jews and Zionist aspirations on its 

members and policies through particularly the collaboration of the Freemasonic 

organization:  

It was now becoming more and more evident that the Committee of Union and 

Progress was succeeding in drawing into its meshes supporters by means of a 

spurious Freemasonry. The influential new deputy for Salonica, Carasso, was 

the founder of a lodge in connection with Italian Freemasonry. He induced 

officers and civilians to adopt Freemasonry with a view to exercising Jewish 

influence over the new dispensation in Turkey, and to many it appeared as if 

the new movement were rather a Jewish rather than a Turkish revolution. 

Djavid Bey, another deputy for Salonica and a clever and gifted crypto-Jew 

and Freemason, was made Minister of Finance, while Talaat Bey, also a 

Freemason, became Minister of the Interior. Hakkı Pasha, the Grand Vizier, 

was also approached, and many officers of the court-martial were Freemasons. 

Within a year twelve new lodges were started in Constantinople, and many in 

all the towns of Macedonia. Officials holding important and minor posts were 

given to understand that their position, advancement and consequently their 

livelihood, depended upon their being ‘brethren’. Some were induced to join 

by being told that Egypt, Crete and other questions affecting the national 

greatness of the country would be settled in favour of Turkey. They claimed to 

follow the ancient Scottish rite. All these lodges were mainly directed or 

inspired by Jews; the Greek, Armenian and other native Christian elements 

being almost entirely non-represented…From the foregoing inspection of 

Young Turkey movement in its present stage, it would appear to be principally 

Jewish and Turkish as opposed to other Ottoman elements, e.g., Arabs, Greeks, 

Bulgarians, Armenians, etc.552 

 

This supposed Zionist connection was also associated with a concern regarding the 

position of Russia with whom Britain had formed friendly relations at the time: 

Nazim Bey, a very influential member of the Salonica committee, and said to 

be of Jewish extraction, has visited the Paris branch of the Judaeo Colonisation 

Association, and has advocated the importing of 200.000 Roumanian [sic] Jews 

into Macedonia and some millions of Russian Jews into Mesopotamia. Israel 
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Zangwill has favoured a similar policy. Mesopotamia and Palestine are 

however only the ultimate goal of the Jews. The immediate end for which they 

are working is the practically exclusive economic capture of Turkey. This 

aspect of the Turkish revolution has an important political bearing on the 

problems of the Near East. The Jew hates Russia and its Government, and the 

fact that England is now friendly to Russia has the effect of creating a certain 

anti-British sentiment in committee circles.553 

 

The report used a derogatory language towards Ottoman Freemasonry 

particularly based on its affiliation with the CUP. The exaggerated and contemptuous 

remarks were most plausibly a result of the desire to exert more influence on the 

British Foreign Office with these views, as much as they were a reflection of 

Fitzmaurice’s and Lowther’s personal outlook on the Young Turk revolution and the 

policies of the CUP. In most likelihood the Foreign Office’s approach also 

influenced the outlook of British Freemasonries and they chose to preserve their 

hostile position which was also expressed in the report in a condescending manner:  

This Freemasonry which has been spoken of fraternised at first with the 

members of a new British lodge founded in Constantinople shortly after the 

establishment of the constitution, but the latter soon began to discover that the 

ways of the native lodges, which were mostly run by Jews, were but a travesty 

and a prostitution of true Freemasonry, and eventually the Grand Lodge of 

Scotland pronounced them spurious, with the result that the English lodge 

closed its doors to all new masons here.554 

 

These few years in the history of the Ottoman Empire were the first time 

Freemasonry had received so much mention in the British Foreign Office reports and 

correspondence, which may be explained by the increased significance of 

Freemasonry in its affiliation with the political apparatus of the state. 

Sir Edwin Pears, having lived in Istanbul for more than 30 years at the time of 

the Young Turk Revolution, had an intimate understanding of Ottoman politics as 

well as a first-hand experience of living through this period at the capital. In his 

memoirs some of his recollections were related to the speculation of the CUP being a 
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conspiracy of Jews, atheists and Freemasons. Pears associated the opposition’s 

portrayal of the CUP in such a conspiracy with the gradual accumulation of reactions 

against the CUP in the few years following the revolution: 

While it is true that the great majority of the nation, irrespective of race and 

creed, were delighted to see the power of Abdul Hamid checked, the 

subsequent reforms which the makers of the Revolution judged necessary, in 

the first instance to maintain themselves in power, and in the second to provide 

for free government, created a great many reactionaries. All the dismissed 

employés throughout the capital, and indeed throughout the empire, naturally 

preferred the old régime. The thousands of spies saw their occupation gone. 

These were the two most important classes in the country who were 

discontented with the new Government. A third class, happily less important in 

point of numbers, were much counted upon by the reactionaries. These were 

the Moslem fanatics. One of the earliest cries raised against the members of the 

Committee of Union and Progress was that they consisted of Jews, atheists, and 

Freemasons. It was a dangerous cry, for several reasons.555 

 

Pears claimed that the general disposition of the Turk had often been rather 

unfavorable towards the Jew, the prejudice being stronger especially among the poor 

Turks. His reasoning then as to the source of this association of the CUP with the 

Jews was expressed in these words: 

The element of truth in that portion of the accusation against the Committee 

relating to Israelites was that in the Committee certain men of exceptional 

intelligence became from the first specially prominent. One amongst them, 

Jevad Bey [sic][a misspelling of Djāvīd Bey], shortly afterwards appointed 

Minister of Finance, was a man of financial ability and possessed of a great 

faculty for explaining what he meant. A native of Salonica, he is reputed to 

belong to a Crypto-Jewish sect largely represented in that city, and known as 

Dunmays [sic][dönmes], which professes Moslemism, but in secret practises 

the rites of the Jewish faith.556 

 

As a Freemason himself and a British subject during a time when the 

relations between the CUP and Britain were not of an amicable nature, Pears’ views 

on this subject are noteworthy. The fact that he remained unconvinced as to the 

plausibility of the said conspiracy theory may be to a certain extent due to his 

affiliation with Freemasonry as well as his general sympathy towards the Young 
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Turk revolution. However, his observations of the political climate at the time 

reflected that at least for some segments of society these speculations were to some 

extent effective. Be that as it may, Pears’ overall conclusion was that these 

suggestions of conspiracy brought hardly any harm on the cause of Young Turks: 

As a mason [sic] myself, I can assert that very few indeed of the Party were 

masons before the Revolution. The fact which lent vividness to the term as 

revolutionary was that in the Italian Lodge in Salonica some members of the 

Committee had been accepted and, according to general repute, employed the 

Lodge as a means of keeping the movements of the revolutionary body from 

the outside world. The cry that the opponents of Abdul Hamid were 

Freemasons had indeed the effect of causing a great many Turks to desire to 

become masons, and indeed gave Freemasonry a lift in the country such as it 

had never had before. The Revolution, however, would not have made much 

progress if its supporters had been limited to Jews, atheists, and Freemasons. 

The cry that the revolutionary party consisted of them was really dangerous 

only in name. I doubt whether it did the cause of Young Turkey any harm 

whatever, except perhaps among the adherents of the Roman Catholic 

Church.557 

 

The harm incurred on the public image of the CUP, on the other hand, may 

have been more significant than what was perceived by Pears. An interesting source 

that gives a good snapshot of the turning tides in the public view of the domestic 

affairs of the CUP and its affiliation with Freemasonry is an article written by Ebu'1-

Ḍiyāʼ Tewfīḳ (Ebüzziya Tevfik). Although he had shared certain ideals of the 

transformation brought about by the revolution and initially had been politically 

aligned with the CUP, also publishing his aforementioned writings in favor of 

Freemasonry, the article Ebüzziya published at the end of 1911 showed a clear 

transformation in his political views and displayed certain suspicions towards the 

political alliances of the CUP, especially expressed from a more conservative 

Ottomanist view that he preserved until his demise in early 1913. This was the last of 

the three articles related to Freemasonry, published by Ebüzziya between the months 

of June and November in 1911, and was entitled “Italian Lodges of Freemasonry and 
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Zionism.”558 Although he was never initiated into Freemasonry, he expressed in this 

article that he had previously sympathized with the philanthropic deeds and universal 

aims of the Freemasonic institution. Despite his initial approval of the affiliation of 

the Young Turks and the Union and Progress movement with Freemasonry, 

Ebüzziya had taken a counter stance at this particular state of Ottoman politics, and 

his changing views were rigorously articulated in this article. The article clearly 

demonstrated the public dispute during the period in question concerning the alleged 

Zionist aims of certain members of the CUP and their supposed manipulation of the 

Ottoman Freemasonic organization in accordance with these ulterior motives. 

In the few years from the proud procession of the Salonican Freemasons 

celebrating the Young Turk revolution in their Freemasonic attire, to the formation of 

the authoritative regime of the CUP amid oppositional fractures, the Freemasonic 

institution experienced not only praise and recognition as one of the facilitators of the 

revolution but also a good deal of negative propaganda based on the claims of its 

participation in conspiracies against the integrity of the empire and the domination of 

Islam in its remaining territories. While the political entanglements of Ottoman 

Freemasonry during this period enhanced its role and significance in the 

sociopolitical environment of the empire to a level never attained by the Ottoman 

Freemasons before, they also contributed to fractures in its organization and 

membership through its being carried into public debates mostly injurious to its 

image and standing, which had, for a brief period in the aftermath of the revolution, 

transcended the previous harm of  many decades of anti-Masonic prejudices.   
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4.2.4. The First World War: The Final Stage and a New Beginning 

 

During the few years leading to the First World War, the lodges, which still 

preserved a composite membership of different ethnic and religious elements, had 

many active members that belonged to the CUP movement. However, due to the 

intertwining of political life with associations including that of Freemasonry, a 

polarization of political positions also developed among Freemasons, particularly in 

the lodges of the Ottoman capital. There were Freemason members in both the CUP 

and its opposition. 

Following the loss of Balkan territories prior to the First World War, the 

Ottoman Empire had to confine itself to Anatolia and the Middle East. After Salonica 

and other major urban centers of the Balkans were severed from the empire, the 

territorial sovereignty of the Ottoman Grand Orient over the lodges in that region 

ceased accordingly. During the war, Freemasonic activity had an intermittent 

existence. After the Ottomans entered the war, the remaining lodges in Istanbul had 

to suspend their activities with the orders of Enwer Pasha who wielded immense 

power as the Minister of War and de facto leader of the CUP since the domination of 

the party by the military wing after the coup of January 1913. It was not until the end 

of 1916 that the Ottoman Grand Orient resumed its activities. During this period a 

unique incident took place where the incumbent Grand Master of the Ottoman 

obedience, Fā’iḳ Suleymān Pasha, was killed on active military duty as the 

commander of the second corps on the Eastern front with the rank of major general 

on August 30, 1916.559  

                                                           
559 Fā’iḳ Suleymān Pasha was initiated in Salonica and took active part during the establishment of the 
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208 
 

Although the pre-war polarization that also influenced the members of the 

Grand Orient might not have surfaced during the war years when all were engaged in 

the war effort of the empire, the Ottoman defeat at the end of the war would bring 

matters to a head. Soon after the Unionist government resigned and the leading CUP 

members fled the country with the signing of the Armistice of Mudros in a few 

weeks, the political opposition in its reorganized form sought to subdue the 

remaining presence of the CUP. A similar purge also took place within the 

organization of the Ottoman national obedience. The administration under the 

leadership of Rıḍā Tewfīḳ Bey, the Grand Master of the Ottoman Grand Orient since 

August 1918 and also for many years a proponent of the opposition against the CUP, 

did not hesitate to eliminate the Freemasons with CUP affiliation from lodge 

membership in the aftermath of the dissolution of the Unionist government led by 

Ṭalʽat Pasha, the founding member and first Grand Master of the Ottoman 

obedience. 

The recently published minutes of the meetings attended by the Grand 

Officers of the Ottoman Grand Orient between 1917 and 1920 shed light on this 

hitherto very little known period of the Ottoman obedience.560 The minutes reflect 

that the executive organ of the Grand Orient was in an effort not only to regulate its 

own affairs with its lodges and other obediences but also to address issues related to 

the sociopolitical environment within the empire. A striking feature of the 

composition of the Grand Officers during this period is the ongoing presence of non-

Muslim members, albeit with gradually less representation from both the Jewish and 
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Christian elements towards the end of the period. Notwithstanding the military and 

sociopolitical conflicts during this time, a religious and ethnic diversity most likely 

existed within most of the still remaining lodges of the obedience as well.561  

It is interesting to observe that the Ottoman obedience was still seeking to 

maintain its ties with foreign obediences, despite the adverse circumstances of the 

war period. Given the wartime severance of most relations among the obediences of 

the nations fighting against each other in the two camps forming the Allied and 

Central Powers, the inter-obedience ties were mainly reduced to those within each 

camp. A Freemasonic congress in Berlin held between July 19 and 22 in 1918, just a 

few months before the end of the war, was attended by the obediences within the 

territories of the Central Powers, namely those of Germany, the Ottoman Empire, 

Hungary and Bulgaria.562 This interesting collaboration of these obediences might be 

taken as an indication of the various efforts made by the Ottoman Freemasons to 

seek opportunities of cooperation for the betterment of the adverse socioeconomic 

conditions of their country. 

Hardly any account has surfaced regarding the circumstances of the Anatolian 

lodges which were created in a number of urban centers during the few years prior to 

the World War. The lodges formed in the Anatolian towns of Sivas, Malatya and 

Elazığ between 1913 and 1914 had lost their membership and were most likely 

obliged to discontinue their activity during the war years.563 At the end of the war, 

the Ottoman obedience lost its sovereignty over the lodges in the former Middle 

Eastern provinces of the empire as a consequence of the loss of these territories to 

                                                           
561 In early 1917, five out of the fifteen Grand Officers were non-Muslims, with four Jews among 
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foreign powers. By 1920, there were only nine lodges left under the Ottoman Grand 

Orient, all of them in Istanbul, while the number of their members was barely above 

300.564 

One might assume that a similar situation was also valid for the lodges of 

foreign obediences still working in the remaining Ottoman territories. Some extant 

membership records of a lodge also attest to this factor. The register of the lodge 

Logos located in Istanbul and chartered by the Grand Lodge of Scotland as No.1083 

on February 2, 1911, reveals that no initiations were recorded between the years 

1914 and 1921.565 In addition to the eleven chartered members, i.e. the founders of 

the lodge, seven were initiated in 1911, seven in 1912, two in 1913 and three in 

1914. After a seeming hiatus without any admission of new members, six were 

initiated in 1921, six in 1922, ten in 1924 and four in 1925. No further initiation was 

noted and the last recorded date on the register is May 1928, meaning that probably 

at some point before this final date, the lodge ended its activities. The register 

displays some other interesting bits of information. The chartered members were a 

blend of primarily British subjects and ethnic Greeks as their names suggest. Among 

this multinational group of eleven chartered members, six had been affiliated from 

the Istanbul lodge La Turquie No:1049 (formed in 1908) working under the Grand 

Lodge of Scotland; one had been affiliated from the Istanbul lodge Oriental No: 687 

(formed in 1856); one had been affiliated from a lodge belonging to the Italian 

obedience and finally three from a lodge belonging to the Greek obedience. This type 

of mobility among different lodges and obediences attest to the dynamic 

characteristics of Freemasonic activity within the Ottoman territories during this 

period as well as in the previous decades. An interesting inference is that with the 
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exception of a few chartered members, all the subsequent members initiated at this 

lodge were ethnic Greeks, which may be accepted as an indication that many 

Ottoman Christians were still inclined to join foreign obedience lodges during the 

period in question. The register lacks the information on the nationalities of origin; 

however, the professions are listed. The diversity of these professions attests to the 

broad spectrum of the economic and social backgrounds of the members. Among the 

noted professions are lawyer, engineer, banking clerk, merchant, entrepreneur, 

doctor, architect, confectioner, ship agent, army captain and insurance agent. 

Probably the two members with the most unusual professions for a Freemasonic 

lodge are a second deacon of the Patriarchate and a priest. Due to the current 

unavailability of the minutes of the meetings kept by this lodge, it is not possible to 

comment on the issues debated or to know whether politics penetrated into the affairs 

of the lodge given the fragility and complexity of the sociopolitical environment in 

this period. 

Given the insufficiency of records uncovered up to now revealing the internal 

affairs of most lodges, it is therefore difficult to argue in favor of a political climate 

in the lodges during the last few decades prior to the First World War, especially in 

those with a predominant non-Muslim membership and affiliated with the foreign 

obediences.  The extent to which the members of the latter displayed an inclination to 

harbor nationalistic aspirations with separatist views or to serve the irredentist efforts 

of external actors is open to debate. Although there is good reason to believe that 

both the Greek and Armenian elements within the lodge membership favored unity 

of the empire in the second half of the nineteenth century as noted in the previous 

chapters, following the Young Turk revolution a gradual rise in separatist and 

irredentist motives may be said to have manifested itself under the roofs of certain 
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lodges. Paul Dumont asserts that despite the predominant ethnic Greek membership 

of the lodges Melès (founded in Izmir in 1867), I Proodos (founded in Istanbul in 

1868), Homère (founded in Izmir after 1908) and Prométhée (founded in Ioannina, 

Turkish Yanya, in 1893) which all worked under the French obedience, their 

members were most likely inclined towards an Ottomanist disposition in accordance 

with the French ideals of fraternity among various elements of the empire. However, 

this position changed significantly with the gradual increase of nationalist tendencies 

of the CUP policy in the aftermath of the Young Turk revolution and with the ethnic 

non-Muslim elements turning towards their own nationalist aspirations and 

irredentist agendas.566 On the other hand, the political engagements of Freemasons 

were mainly an intellectual endeavor within the then prevalent political environment 

where armies and armed organizations determined the outcome at the end of the day. 

Nevertheless, the political attitude of the leadership of some of the foreign obedience 

lodges especially at the end of the First World War was in alignment with the 

policies of the victorious powers towards the dismemberment of the remains of the 

Ottoman Empire which is rather indicative of some of the deep fractures among the 

Freemasons of the Ottoman lands. In reference to some Freemasonic journals 

published in Europe at the time and correspondence held by a couple of these lodges 

with the French obedience, Dumont emphasizes the position of some non-Muslim 

members who spared no efforts to sway the French obedience towards giving open 

support to the forming of an independent Armenia as well as to the irredentist aims 

of Greece.567 

                                                           
566 Paul Dumont, “La Loge Grecque,” 106, 109, 110. 
567 Paul Dumont, “La Franc-Maçonnerie D’Obédience Française et la Lutte d’Indépendance Turque 

(1919–1923),” Cahiers du Groupe d’Etudes sur la Turquie Contemporaine (GETCH), Paris, MSH, 

no.1 (1984–85). 
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As divisions developed inside the Union and Progress organization as well as 

in the general political climate of the empire in the few years following the Young 

Turk revolution and further deepened while the empire drifted into the First World 

War, Ottoman Freemasonry was also adversely affected from these divisions which 

were felt within the lodges. During the world war, most lodges had to discontinue 

their activities as a result of the harsh wartime conditions of daily life as well as the 

state imposed restrictions on the lodges. At the end of the war, Ottoman Freemasonry 

was purged of its former leadership and prominent members who belonged to the 

CUP organization. During this time of restructuring of the national obedience 

towards its future state under the Turkish Republic, some of the Istanbul lodges still 

working under foreign obediences associated themselves with nationalistic 

aspirations of minorities but this would phase out shortly afterwards as the 

provisional government of Ankara extended its political domination to Istanbul. 

As was the case through the challenging circumstances in the second half of 

the nineteenth century, Ottoman Freemasonry was able to adapt and position itself in 

the political environment of the revolutionary period of the first decade of the 

twentieth century as well as the ensuing CUP era and the First World War. In the 

aftermath of the war, a new era for the Freemasonic organization was ushered in by 

consolidating a national Freemasonry in what was left of the former Ottoman lands. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

 

 

Despite speculative Freemasonry’s claim to uphold universal fraternity by 

being tolerant and inclusive towards all creeds and races as preached in its very early 

constitutional tenets, practices of exclusivity existed from its earliest stages. This 

exclusivity whenever practiced within the religious sphere made it rather difficult for 

non-Christian elements to attach themselves to the fraternity. In Europe the question 

of exclusivity was mainly a matter pertaining to the membership of Jews and was 

practiced in varying degrees by distinct Freemasonries. It was in the British 

dominions of the Indian subcontinent that the first signs of inclusivity towards local 

Muslim subjects emerged presumably motivated by the imperial intentions of 

assimilation and colonial expansion. 

For the early period of the existence of Freemasonic activity within the 

Ottoman Empire, no extant registers have been uncovered so far, and based on the 

very limited information available, the membership remained detached from the local 

Ottoman communities and exclusive to the Christian foreigners. Early Freemasonic 

encounters in the eighteenth century involved predominantly the men of commerce 

and foreign representatives residing in the major ports and centers of commerce like 

Izmir, Aleppo and Alexandretta (Iskenderun). In these cities, as part of the broader 

diplomatic network of expatriates, the British consular officials formed closely knit 
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networks with the representatives of the Levant Company and other commercial 

enterprises of European origin. A good example is the significant efforts of 

Alexander Drummond, who is associated with the formation of the earliest lodge in 

the Ottoman Empire based on the extant archival information and his own personal 

correspondence. Although the extent of his success in recruiting members of the 

cosmopolitan communities in these centers is difficult to assess, the membership was 

most likely exclusive to the members of the foreign commercial networks. 

It was not until the second half of the nineteenth century that Ottoman 

subjects started to respond to the call of Freemasonry, and as the earliest extant 

registers belonging to this period demonstrate, their membership became gradually 

more dominant. A significant characteristic of the Ottoman lodges working under 

foreign obediences during this time is their inclusivity towards all local elements of 

the empire regardless of religious and ethnic background. This growth in 

membership and inclusivity was not only a result of both the rising interest among 

Ottoman subjects towards modern European ideals, and towards liberal views and 

intellectual currents which Freemasonry represented as an institution, but also a 

factor of the colonial aims and interests towards political and cultural expansion on 

the part of the imperial powers, to the implementation of which their metropolitan 

puissances of Freemasonry contributed through the organization of lodges within the 

Ottoman Empire with diverse memberships inclusive of various elements of Ottoman 

society. 

Half a century before the foreign obedience lodges showed any notable 

presence within the Ottoman Empire, some Ottoman diplomats posted to European 

capitals, like London and Paris, had already come into contact with Freemasonry. 

Despite the scarcity of available written and other circumstantial evidence, it is 
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possible to trace the Freemasonic connections of a number of Ottoman and Persian 

diplomats during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, putting them 

among the earliest Muslims to be affiliated with the fraternity. During the same 

period as the first permanent diplomatic missions established by the Ottoman Empire 

in Europe, Ottoman subjects found the opportunity to come into contact with 

European culture through education and commercial activity in major European 

centers. Among these subjects were members of the Armenian amira class who 

attended the higher education institutions and became active members of the cultural 

and intellectual circles in centers like Paris and London. The affiliation with 

Freemasonry of some of these Ottoman expatriates and émigrés are recorded in the 

registers of a number of French and British lodges from this period. 

As appreciable numbers of Ottoman subjects responded to the cultural 

rapprochement between Europe and the Ottoman Empire, especially following the 

proclamation of the Khaṭṭ-ı Sherīf of Gülkhāne which started the Tanẓīmāt era of 

reforms, an influx of émigrés into the Ottoman Empire took place during the 

turbulent years of social and political upheaval in Europe during the second quarter 

of the nineteenth century. The members of oppositional elements from primarily the 

French, Italian and Habsburg dominions constituted a multi-national aggregation of 

political émigrés that was integrated as a new component into the so-called 

Levantine communities of Izmir and Istanbul predominantly composed of mercantile 

families. Alexandria and Cairo, as commercial and political centers of Egypt also 

constituted an important entry point into the Ottoman Empire. Especially Italian 

émigrés were already familiar with the revolutionary and secretive organizational 

aspects of Freemasonry, which provided a suitable type of sociability for these 

individuals by integrating them to a social network of European expatriates and local 
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elements. The future prominent position of the Italian obedience within Ottoman 

Freemasonry especially in Egypt during the second half of the nineteenth century 

would be a consequence of the dynamic bonds of sociability formed during this 

period by the émigrés from Italy and to some extent other Habsburg dominions. 

The Crimean War was a watershed regarding the European relations of the 

Ottoman Empire. A direct consequence was the Reform Edict of 1856 which brought 

with it new regulations on the social, economic and legal aspects of the lives of 

Ottoman subjects, as well as an increased influence of the European cultural and 

social institutions. Freemasonry as an organization representing Enlightenment ideals 

of liberty, equality and fraternity appealed to a new form of Ottoman élite made up 

primarily of highly educated bureaucrats and intellectuals. Broadly acting as 

participants of a sociopolitical movement born from the frustration of the 

insufficiency of state reforms up to that point, these “Young Ottomans” advocated 

the modernization of the empire in the European lines of constitutional government. 

The secretive nature and the ideological aspects of their own society brought a 

number of the proponents of this movement closer to Freemasonry which had found 

a renewed dynamic of expansion in the Ottoman Empire in the aftermath of the 

Crimean War. This dynamism was further enhanced with the adherence of some of 

these oppositional elements in pursuit of the liberal and secretive environment of the 

lodges as a vehicle to their aspirations towards constitutional rule within the empire. 

The Young Ottoman movement had a major patron in the person of Crown Prince 

Murād who later became Sultan in 1876. The new Sultan not only entertained the 

liberal ideals of the Young Ottomans but also was a member of Freemasonry at the 

time of his enthronement. Although this fortuitous juxtaposition of royalty and 

Freemasonry was prematurely truncated in a very short time due to the end of 
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Murād’s three month reign, the Young Ottomans were still to reach their ultimate 

aim of installing the constitutional government through their understanding with the 

succeeding Sultan ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II. 

ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd’s rule soon turned into a despotic regime by the closure of the 

Parliament and partial suspension of the Constitution, and the subsequent era of 

oppression not only threatened the lives and political pursuits of the Young Ottomans 

and those with oppositional views but also was a period of gradual decline for the 

existing lodges of foreign obediences which had grown considerably in both number 

and membership during the two decades following the Crimean War. As the extant 

lodge registers demonstrate, the lodges lost almost their entire Muslim membership 

within the first few years of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd’s reign. 

The last two decades of the nineteenth century saw the gradual phasing out of 

most of the lodges in the Ottoman capital and the remaining ones mostly restricted 

their activities to social bonding and philanthropic deeds. As long as these lodges 

distanced themselves from oppositional politics, they even received occasional 

financial contribution from the Sultan himself for their charitable pursuits, thus 

ushering in a period of Ottoman Freemasonry closely monitored but sanctioned in 

this form by the Sultan and his government. 

It is hard to deny the significant role of the Freemasonic organization within 

the broader picture of the sociopolitical state of affairs of the Ottoman Empire, which 

is easily attested by the interest of many prominent individuals of society and state in 

becoming affiliated with it. Notwithstanding its universal principal of accepting 

members from all walks of life, in most cases Freemasonry was able to attract people 

already in possession of high social standing who were most likely in the hope of 

furthering their status through the diverse social networks Freemasonry offered. Men 
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of commerce were in most cases in pursuit of enlarging their commercial networks 

and acquaintances, whereas members of diplomatic missions looked for 

opportunities to expand their contacts within circles of expatriates as well as looking 

for ways to establish close relations with local administrators to enhance inter-

governmental relations with a view to the improvement of the interests and spheres 

of influence of their native states.  An additional benefit for diplomats was often an 

opportunity to permeate into the cultural life of their host environment, as was most 

likely the case for the early Ottoman Ambassadors when they were posted to the 

different cultural environment of the European capitals. The challenge of a similar 

cultural immersion into the European culture in the case of the early social 

encounters of the Ottoman Christians during their educational endeavors in the 

earlier decades of the nineteenth century, as well as the later social experiences of the 

liberal Ottoman intellectuals and political dissidents, led some of these individuals to 

pursue an affiliation with Freemasonry. 

A significant question in the exposure of Freemasonry into the Ottoman lands 

was its reconciliation with Islamic culture. An important element of convergence 

between Islam and Freemasonry was Sufism. During the nineteenth century, there 

were cultural encounters, in particularly the Balkans, between European Freemasons 

and Sufis practicing mystical Islamic traditions. The leaders of their respective 

lodges attempted to draw the two orders closer to each other based on certain 

similarities of organization and tradition, which they emphasized, as demonstrated in 

a number of extant correspondence. The convergence between the two traditions 

showed its impact also during the formation stage of the Ottoman national obedience 

by way of its peculiar ritual composition and terminology. The Sufi cultural elements 

injected into Ottoman Freemasonry especially in this later period, helped the efforts 
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to reconcile the Freemasonic order with Islam, despite its origins as a predominantly 

European and Christian order. 

The position of the Freemasonic institution in relation to the dominant 

religious establishment and the ruling power in both the European countries and the 

Ottoman Empire was a matter of significance. Countries with Catholic predominance 

tended to have anti-clerical Freemasonries with revolutionary inclinations. The 

Grand Orient de France was the inheritor of the French Enlightenment ideals as well 

as those of the French Revolution. The cultural and political accumulation of these 

periods led French Freemasonry towards an anti-clerical stance and revolutionary 

character. The Grand Orient de France was the largest and most influential of a group 

of Freemasonries which could be dubbed the Latin branch of Freemasonry. In the 

case of the Young Ottoman movement during the reign of Sultan ‘Abd al-‘Azīz, the 

French obedience lodges provided the secretive environment, where the shared 

political aspirations of all local elements towards a constitutional regime could be 

associated with the revolutionary character of the French obedience. As the drift 

between the Latin and Anglo-American branches of world Freemasonries became 

more emphasized in the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the liberal position of 

the Latin branch became more influential on Ottoman Freemasonry. At the beginning 

of the twentieth century, the rising dominance of Salonican lodges almost all of 

which belonged to Latin Freemasonries became closely associated with the 

subsequent Young Turk Revolution and the birth of the CUP.  

As the extant records demonstrate, certain lodges working under the 

obediences of Latin Freemasonries in the second half of the nineteenth century were 

more inclusive towards Ottoman subjects of all denominations than their British 

counterparts. Even lodges characterized by a majority of membership of a certain 
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denomination or ethnicity, particularly belonging to the Armenian or Greek 

communities, included a considerable Muslim membership during the two decades 

following the Crimean War when Freemasonic activity increased to a significant 

level. During the same period when British Freemasonries came to prominence 

within the Ottoman Empire, their lodges were to a great extent less inclusive of non-

Christian subjects in their membership due to stronger Christian traditions of these 

Freemasonries. These lodges were also more characterized by a membership profile 

of European expatriates from Christian nations, whereas the composition of most 

Latin obedience lodges had a more dominantly local character, as previously 

presented archival material demonstrates. Certain British lodges also displayed a 

peculiar composition of members whose majority was involved in professions 

associated with certain sectors like the shipping industry. Notwithstanding these 

earlier characteristics and compositions of lodges belonging to British obediences, 

again previously presented lodge records remaining from the immediate aftermath of 

the Young Turk revolution display a stark contrast. The significant increase in the 

number of Ottoman subjects, both Muslim and non-Muslim, reflected in the lodge 

registers of both British and Latin obedience lodges during this period may be 

associated with the highly increased interest in Freemasonic activity regardless of the 

obediences, due to the publicly acknowledged connections of the Young Turk 

movement and the CUP with the Freemasonic institution, particularly in Salonica.  

In addition to the distinctive characteristics of the Latin and British obedience 

lodges, in the light of the various stages in the evolution of Freemasonry within the 

Ottoman lands it is possible to discern two main geographical axes, namely a 

northern and a southern one. The northern axis included Istanbul and Salonica, along 

with a strong presence in Izmir. The southern axis, on the other hand, extended from 
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Cairo and Alexandria in Egypt to Palestine and Syria. The principal centers forming 

these two main axes had, more often than not, relations within their own axes. Yet, 

efforts of certain individuals occasionally reached over from one axis to another and 

created common bonds. The endeavors of ‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha or ʽAzīz Ḥasan 

Pasha brought what might be considered broadly as the two spheres of Freemasonic 

activity in the Ottoman Empire closer to each other. The language was an important 

factor in the distinction between the two axes. Notwithstanding the predominant use 

of French or English in the lodges affiliated with foreign obediences for the purposes 

of correspondence and Freemasonic labor during lodge meetings, Arabic in the south 

and Turkish in the north constituted a common bond for the Ottoman Freemasons in 

these regions in general. The historic literature concerning these axes has also 

developed in distinct manner where the researchers have rarely addressed so far the 

overlapping issues and connections between them. 

Despite the differences based on the political characteristics of their own 

geographic environments and the corresponding variations in the composition of the 

lodge memberships, there were some shared aspects between the northern and 

southern axes. Firstly, the development of lodges in the principal centers of both axes 

was for a long time under the auspices of foreign obediences. The practices of both 

British and Latin modes of Freemasonic organization were concurrently established 

in both axes. This created an often competitive involvement of their respective 

obediences. A rather common element was the priority of the commercial interests in 

the British organization with occasional political overtones. The members of lodges 

under the British obediences mostly exhibited a high level of solidarity and 

philanthropy among their members for both their economic and social welfare. The 

Latin organization on the other hand, primarily under the influence of French and 
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Italian obediences, was more defined by its attachment to revolutionary ideas and 

actions against despotism, as well as its advocating with a humanitarian and rational 

spirit the sociopolitical equality and fraternity of the ethnic and religious elements 

living under the same polity. The processes leading to the formation of the CUP in 

Salonica during the oppressive rule of ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II and that of al-Ḥizb al-

Waṭanī in Egypt were cases that witnessed differing degrees of involvement from the 

obediences of the two modes of Freemasonic organization. 

Secondly, the formation of national obediences took place in both axes, albeit 

with several decades time in-between and as a result of distinct processes. In both 

cases, an attempt to curb the domination of foreign obediences with a view to 

restricting the political influence of their respective states was evident. The Egyptian 

national obedience formed in the 1870s established close ties with Palestine through 

lodges founded under its aegis, whereas the later Ottoman national obedience formed 

in 1909 was a result of the close collaboration of lodges primarily in Istanbul and 

Salonica. During the formation of the latter, individual and organizational 

contribution from the Egyptian national obedience was available but the unification 

of the two obediences was not a matter to be easily implemented, despite the later 

attempts of the Ottoman Grand Orient in Istanbul to extend its domination to Egypt 

and Palestine in close association with the political interests of the CUP dominated 

government at the capital of the empire.  

During the second half of the nineteenth century, Egypt constituted a vibrant 

environment for its Freemasonic institution to flourish. Nominally still an Ottoman 

province, Egypt was ruled autonomously after 1867 under the Khedives, who were 

members of the Muḥammad ʽAlī dynasty. More open to European social endeavors 

than their Ottoman counterparts at this time, the Egyptian ruling class was very 
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closely affiliated with Freemasonry, even presiding over the institution at times, not 

unlike their royal counterparts in Europe. This close involvement created a highly 

political environment within the lodges and a fairly competitive existence for the 

rival camps of French and British Freemasonries. The political weight of Britain was 

augmented after its military intervention in 1882, turning Egypt into a de facto 

British protectorate, albeit under the nominal sovereignty of the Ottoman Sultan. The 

subsequent active scene of Freemasonry witnessed the rapid development of the 

young national obedience of Egypt which had some influence in the later formation 

of the Ottoman national obedience as well. Egyptian Freemasonry is one that cannot 

be fully understood without evaluating its close connection with the general politics 

in the Ottoman Empire as well as its position in relation to the broader sphere of 

Freemasonry in Europe and the rest of the empire territories.  

While Egyptian Freemasonry had its political involvement during the second 

half of the nineteenth century, Salonica had its turn when the CUP assumed its 

dominant political role in the aftermath of the revolution in 1908. CUP’s close 

association with Freemasonry in the organization’s early development in Salonica 

reached a whole new level when many leading proponents of the CUP participated in 

the formation process of an Ottoman national obedience in 1909. A notable aspect of 

this effort was the affiliation of the newly formed Ottoman Grand Orient with the 

Ottoman Supreme Council of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite (AASR) which 

was established first and then created the former. AASR had in its organization an 

inherent territorial character. In each sovereign territory, there could be one Supreme 

Council as the governing puissance of the local lodges within that territory. This 

aspect of the formation of a Supreme Council made it possible to avoid competition 

with the already active obediences in the empire. Moreover, a transnational network 
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of Supreme Councils was to a certain extent functional in Europe and for a sovereign 

Ottoman Freemasonry, this was a practical way to be connected to European 

Freemasonries. However, its entanglement within the complexities of Ottoman 

politics soon became the major challenge of Ottoman Freemasonry and while its 

Freemasonic regularity was called into question by particularly the British 

obediences, its actions and relations as a characteristically secretive organization 

sparked conspiracy theories strengthening the anti-Masonic sentiment ever present 

within the Ottoman public. 

In the short period during which the CUP was a significant power element in 

the Ottoman government, its political associations with the Freemasonic institution 

became a cause of concern for the British government, which perceived it as a part of 

the CUP’s designs that jeopardized the British interests, as available Foreign Office 

records demonstrate.  Despite the lack of historic documents available, it is 

conceivable that the political entanglements of Egyptian Freemasonry during the 

previous few decades, whereby it was integrated into the political rivalries of the 

leading actors of power, was a factor for the British to be cautious in the case of the 

CUP this time. The negative stance of the British Foreign Office concerning the 

close association between Freemasonry and the CUP led government was 

exacerbated by the caustic reports sent from the British diplomatic mission in 

Istanbul. There is reason to believe that the deliberate efforts of the British embassy 

in casting a negative image of the CUP contributed not only to the worsening of 

relations between the two countries in the process leading to the First World War but 

to the creation of an anti-CUP sentiment in the public opinion within the Ottoman 

Empire as well. Given the failure of the CUP to deal with the immediate problems of 

the empire, these efforts succeeded in undermining the political integrity of the CUP 
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and only a couple of years after the reinstatement of the constitutional regime, 

polemics and bitter opposition were already on their way to disrupting the CUP 

organization as well as interrupting the progressive and unifying policies which 

constituted its initial basis of existence. 

In the last phase of the Ottoman Empire, the domestic and international 

entanglements of the politically dominant CUP brought it into a closer relation with 

Freemasonry. In their relation, the expectation of gain was reciprocal. The CUP in 

most likelihood saw in Freemasonry’s transnational connections and capabilities a 

vehicle to further its political ambitions. In an attempt to curb the varied political 

expectations and aspirations of foreign obediences and their affiliated lodges within 

the empire, a national organization of Freemasonry came into being and became 

involved in the sociopolitical life of the empire due to its close association with the 

CUP. Despite controversial accusations and conspiracy theories against the 

Freemasonic institution during the period in question, its adherents and the number 

of lodges increased significantly. This increase is all the more striking given the fact 

that the Young Turk movement and its political apparatus the CUP, then acting most 

visibly, no longer needed the secret environment provided by Freemasonry. The 

notable attachment of the prominent officials of the state may on the one hand be 

attributed to an expectation of favorable connections for their individual 

advancements but it is also likely that many of them believed in a construct of 

Freemasonry parallel to the CUP’s political power axis which could contribute to the 

solution of certain conflicts within and without the empire in favor of the Ottoman 

government. Unfortunately, the Freemasonic world was one that was already divided 

into separate camps and a unanimous response to Ottoman complications from 

different Freemasonries was not possible. 
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During most of the nineteenth century, the common bond between lodges 

formed under the foreign obediences had been an Ottomanist view towards the 

sustenance of a multi-religious, multi-ethnic and multi-cultural empire. In the first 

years of the CUP’s close association with Freemasonry, the same bond was still 

evident. However, at the very end of the Ottoman Empire, with the inevitable impact 

of the political circumstances of war, the fracture zones were also transferred to the 

lodges of the then recently formed Ottoman national obedience as well as those of 

the foreign obediences. While the administrative organ and the lodges of the 

Ottoman Grand Orient still preserved to a certain extent their diverse membership, 

there were instances where foreign obedience lodges were engaged in wartime or 

post-war politics which defied the fraternal bonds and ambitions established earlier. 

The First World War did not put an end to the controversies over the nature of 

Freemasonry’s claims towards a universal fraternal ideology, but that story would be 

the subject of another study.     
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

GLOSSARY OF FREEMASONIC TERMS 

 

 

 

Charges, also known as The Old Charges of the Free and Accepted 

Masons contain instructions for the execution of different duties by Freemasons. 

Elaborated under six general headings, they were based on the records containing the 

ancient regulations of the Freemasonic order collected during the publication of the 

book of Constitutions under the supervision of James Anderson.  

Grand Architect of the Universe is the Freemasonic conception of a 

Supreme Being governing the order of the universe, the form or symbolism of which 

is left to a Freemason’s own religious views and perception of the concept of deity. 

Lodge, in the Freemasonic sense, has two meanings: 1. An assembly of 

Freemasons holding meetings and working together, 2. The site where they gather, 

work and perform rituals together. 

Mother Council of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite (AASR): A 

significant aspect of American Freemasonry was the establishment of the Supreme 

Council for the Southern Jurisdiction of the USA as the first Supreme Council to 

function as a governing structure of the AASR in 1801. Despite its European 
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philosophical origins from the middle of the eighteenth century, the rite took a much 

more complex form during the nineteenth century in the USA by a redefining of the 

rituals and philosophical content of the so-called “appendant degrees” beyond the 

first three symbolic degrees of Freemasonry, put under the jurisdiction of the 

Supreme Councils of the rite. In this new construct, the American version of the rite 

served as the norm which came to be accepted later by the European Freemasonries 

as well. 

Obedience in its Freemasonic usage is an association of lodges under a 

common organization and administration. Lodges active within a sovereign territory 

unite under a grand body in the form of a Grand Lodge or Grand Orient. Though 

the difference between the two terms from an administrative viewpoint is rather 

negligible, an obedience where the member lodges practice a common rite is often 

called a Grand Lodge, whereas one that contains lodges belonging to different rites is 

called a Grand Orient. An obedience often has national character and is an 

autonomous entity within its national territories, bonding with foreign obediences 

only through mutual recognition. In countries spanning vast territories, multiple 

obediences exist. A plurality of obediences within a nation also exists when different 

principles and policies cause a disruption of a single Freemasonic organization and 

administration, creating multiple umbrella associations. Under certain circumstances, 

foreign obediences can organize lodges in a sovereign territory in the absence of its 

own obedience, which was the case for the Ottoman Empire during the period prior 

to the organization of the Ottoman Grand Orient. 

Operative Freemasonry refers to the performing of the original trade of 

masonry as a profession. The exact origins of operative Freemasonry and its 

organization are open to debate. Many legends and early traditions of the masonic 
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guilds as well as the original tools of the craft have been integrated into modern 

Freemasonry in the form of symbols, metaphors and ritual elements. 

Regularity, a complicated term in its Freemasonic usage, has often a 

connotation akin to legitimacy and recognition of a Freemasonic organization vis-à-

vis others deemed irregular. It often denotes “regularity of origin” in which sense it 

refers to a Grand Lodge established by a duly recognized Grand Lodge or by three or 

more regularly constituted lodges. In defining the regularity of a Grand Lodge, 

‘territoriality’ is also emphasized, where there can be only one regular Grand Lodge 

within a national territory. Commonly accepted norms of recognition and regularity 

of Grand Lodges were laid out by the British Grand Lodges in 1929 by a declaration 

entitled Basic Principles for Grand Lodge Recognition. 

Regulations contained directions for the government of the Freemasonic 

organization and was published in the first edition of Anderson’s book of 

Constitutions in 1723 under the title of “General Regulations.” Alterations were 

made in the second edition of the book in 1738 turning the original version into “Old 

Regulations.”  

Rite, in the common Freemasonic usage, is a system consisting of a varying 

number of “degrees” governed by an appendant body of Freemasonry which a 

Freemason may voluntarily join following the attainment of the three essential 

“symbolic” or “Craft” degrees of “entered apprentice,” “fellow craft” and “master 

Mason.” There are numerous rites with which Freemasonic organizations associate 

themselves, including The Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite, The York Rite, The 

French Rite, The Ancient and Primitive Rite of Memphis-Misraïm, to name but a 

few. 
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Sovereign Grand Commander is the elected presiding officer of a Supreme 

Council of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite which is an assembly of 

Sovereign Grand Inspectors-General belonging to the thirty-third and last degree of 

the rite. 

Speculative Freemasonry often denotes the form of modern Freemasonry, 

which dates back to the seventeenth century, when certain people from outside the 

trade of masonry started to be accepted into masonic lodges under the moniker of 

“Free and Accepted Masons.” The subsequent transformation from operative to 

accepted or “speculative” membership brought about the evolution into modern 

lodges where the operative element is only represented through the symbols and 

rituals associated with the ancient tools, customs and legends of the original trade. 

Supreme Council is the governing and regulating organization of the 

multiple degrees of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite within a specific 

territory. Whereas the first three “symbolic” degrees of “entered apprentice,” “fellow 

craft” and “master Mason” are regulated by a Grand Lodge or Grand Orient, the 

Supreme Council is entitled to the “jurisdiction” that bestows the degrees from 4 to 

33. 

Symbolic Degrees, also called Craft Degrees, are the “entered apprentice,” 

“fellow craft” and “master Mason” degrees, bestowed under the authority of a Grand 

Lodge with sovereign jurisdiction over the lodges under its control. 

Worshipful Master is the highest office of a lodge the possessor of which is 

elected by the lodge members for a predetermined period. He presides over the other 

officers of the lodge in the performance of rituals and carrying out of all the lodge 

business. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

 

SOME PROMINENT FIGURES IN THE HISTORY OF 

OTTOMAN FREEMASONRY 

 

 

 

The prominent names presented in this glossary are only a humble selection 

of the multitude of names mentioned in this work or elsewhere pertaining to a span 

of two hundred years of Freemasonic history. Nevertheless, they serve to represent 

the national, ethnic, religious and cultural diversity of those affiliated with 

Freemasonry within the context of its history in relation to the Ottoman Empire. In 

this section and throughout the rest of this work (except Appendix E as noted), the 

Ottoman period names have been written using the transliteration system of the 2nd 

edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam (EI2). 

 

‘Abd al-Ḥalīm Pasha (1830–94) 

The youngest son of Muḥammad ʽAlī Pasha of Egypt. He is associated with 

the foundation of the first Ottoman Supreme Council of the Ancient and Accepted 

Scottish Rite in 1861 and became its first Sovereign Grand Commander. His son 
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Saʽīd Ḥalīm Pasha (1865–1921) was Grand Vizier of the Ottoman Empire between 

1913 and 1917. 

Aḥmed Djemāl (Djemāl Pasha) (1872–1922) 

A leading participant of the Young Turk revolution and member of the CUP 

executive committee (merkez-i ʽumūmī) after the revolution. He is considered to be a 

part of the triumvirate, with the Pashas Enwer and Ṭalʽat, which ruled the Ottoman 

Empire during WWI. He was initiated into Freemasonry at the Salonica lodge 

Veritas. 

ʽAlī Shefḳatī (1848–96) 

Journalist and early proponent of the Young Turk movement. Writing in 

constant opposition to ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II, he published newspapers in Europe. He was 

a member of the lodge I Proodos and participated in the secret plot to free Murād V 

from his confinement at the Çırağan Palace as a member of the Scalieri-Aziz Bey 

Committee. He had to flee to Paris after the failed attempt. 

Alexander Drummond (1698–1769) 

Born in the Edinburgh parish and for some time an employee of the customs 

office, he was admitted to Freemasonry at the Lodge Greenock Kilwinning No:12 in 

1738 and was later appointed as a Provincial Grand Master under the auspices of the 

Grand Lodge of Scotland. During his extensive travels and stay in the Levant, he was 

appointed vice-consul in Alexandretta (modern day Iskenderun) in 1747 and later, 

consul in Aleppo in 1751. He is credited with founding the first overseas lodge 

chartered by the Grand Lodge of Scotland at Aleppo in 1747. 

Alexandre Ismyrides 

A member of the Greek community of Istanbul, he was the founder and first 

Worshipful Master of the I Proodos Lodge in 1868. In the lodge register, his name 
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was recorded as a merchant based in London. At a later date his name was also 

included in the roster of the Société Astronomique de France as a member from 1892 

and his address at the time was recorded as the office of the bankers Mavrogordato 

A.P. et Fils at the Halil Pacha Han in Galata. 

Amīr ‘Abd al-Ḳādir (1808–83) 

Leader of the resistance against the French invasion of Algeria following the 

capture of Algiers in 1830. After fighting against the French until 1847, he finally 

surrendered and was imprisoned in France until 1852. Pardoned by Louis-Napoléon, 

he was allocated a pension from the French state and went to live in retirement first 

at Bursa in 1853 and then at Damascus after 1855. His efforts to protect a significant 

Christian population from massacre in the hands of the Druze in 1860 gained him a 

very favorable reputation in Europe. In 1864, upon his accepting the invitation of the 

lodge Henri IV of the Grand Orient de France, he was made a Freemason by a 

delegated initiation ceremony held at the Loge des Pyramides in Alexandria, Egypt. 

ʽAzīz Ḥasan Pasha (1873–1925) 

Grandson of Khedive Ismāʽīl and cousin of Khedive ʽAbbās II Ḥilmi. He 

served with the rank of mīr-livā (brigadier general) in the Ottoman Army after the 

Young Turk revolution. At the beginning of WWI he was exiled from Egypt to Italy 

by the British for his anti-British affairs with a view to an independent Egypt. Along 

with Joseph Sakakini, he took it upon himself to implement the foundation of the 

Ottoman Supreme Council in accordance with the Ancient and Accepted Scottish 

Rite regulations and was also instrumental in the formation of the Ottoman Grand 

Orient several months later.  

Cleanthi Scalieri (1833–92) 
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Born in Istanbul to an established family of Greek descent, he dealt with 

finance as a stockbroker. He was a founding member of the I Proodos lodge in 1868 

and became its Worshipful Master in 1870. He was instrumental in the initiation of 

Murād V and was later involved in the secret plot to free him from his confinement, 

after which he fled to Athens with Naḳshibend Kalfa, another accomplice in the 

failed Çırağan Palace incident. Following years of negotiations with the ruling 

Sultan, he died in Athens.  

David Joseph Cohen (David Josef Kohen) (1865–1949) 

Born as a member of the Jewish community in Salonica, he worked there as 

an insurance agent of the German company Victoria de Berlin. He was initiated at 

the Italian obedience lodge Macedonia Risorta in 1902 and two years later became a 

founding member of the French obedience lodge Veritas in Salonica where he also 

served as Worshipful Master. He subsequently became a resident of Istanbul and 

following the Young Turk revolution he was one of the founders of the lodge La 

Renaissance affiliated with the Grand Orient de France. As a member of this lodge, 

he took part in the formation processes of both the Ottoman Supreme Council and 

the Ottoman Grand Orient. 

Djamāl al-Dīn al-Afghānī (1838–97) 

Islamic reformer and political activist. He was very actively involved in 

Egyptian Freemasonry during his stay there between 1871 and 1879, although he was 

a controversial figure often associated with bringing a great deal of political 

entanglements into his Freemasonic involvement through his oppositional activity 

against the rule of Khedive Ismāʽīl and his anticolonialist stance against the foreign 

interventions into the Egyptian affairs. Along with a number of other lodges, he was 
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affiliated with the lodge Star of the East working under the United Grand Lodge of 

England, in which he took office as Worshipful Master in 1878. 

Emmanuel Carasso (Emanuel Karasu) (1862–1934) 

Salonica lawyer of Sephardic Jewish descent. He was a prominent member of 

the Young Turk movement and the CUP. Following the revolution of 1908, he 

became a deputy from Salonica in the Ottoman Parliament. He was one of the 

earliest members of the Salonica lodge Macedonia Risorta and also served as its 

Worshipful Master. He was most likely instrumental in the early development of the 

CUP organization by encouraging its members to use the lodge medium for their 

secret meetings.    

Hagop Guerdjikian (Agop Gırcikyan Efendi) (1806–65) 

One of the Armenians in the close entourage of Muṣṭafā Reshīd Pasha during 

his ambassadorial office in Paris and then in London. He served as the second 

dragoman of the embassy in Paris and as chargé d’affaires in London. He also wrote 

a series of treatises on agriculture including one devoted to sericulture and published 

in 1846. While in Paris he became a member of the lodge La Persévérante Amitié of 

the Grand Orient de France. 

Henry Bulwer (Sir William Henry Lytton Earle Bulwer) (1801–72) 

British Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire between 1858 and 1865 as the 

successor to the long-time ambassador Stratford Canning (1st Viscount Stratford de 

Redcliffe). In 1862 he was appointed by the United Grand Lodge of England as the 

District Grand Master for the Ottoman Empire. A lodge carrying his own name was 

opened in Istanbul in 1861. By the end of his tenure, the number of lodges under the 

English obedience in Istanbul and Izmir had risen to ten if not more. 

Ignace Mouradgea d’Ohsson (1740–1807) 
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Diplomat and distinguished man of letters with an Armenian origin. As a 

polyglot, he served from an early age at the Swedish embassy in Istanbul. He first 

became its chargé d’affaires in 1782 and then was appointed as the minister of 

Sweden at the Sublime Porte. His major work Tableau general de l’Empire othoman 

was published in two volumes between 1787 and 1790. His association with 

Freemasonry is derived from Swedish lodge records, as well his close relation with 

the Swedish aristocracy many of whom were closely linked to Freemasonry at his 

time. 

Ismāʽīl Ferrūkh Efendi (1747?–1840) 

Born on the Black Sea Coast of Ukraine as the son of a merchant, he later 

entered state service and was appointed as the second Ottoman Ambassador to 

London between 1797 and 1800. His embassy followed that of Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi. 

Abu Taleb Khan’s memoirs from the years of his stay in London in 1800 and 1801 is 

the only extant source clearly mentioning Ismāʽīl Ferrūkh Efendi’s name with a 

claim of his Freemasonic initiation while in London. Upon his return from London, 

he was associated with the founding of an intellectual society dubbed the Beshikṭāsh 

Djemʽiyyet-i İlmiyyesi (Beşiktaş Society of Science), which was claimed by some 

writers to have been influenced by Freemasonry in its organizational aspects. 

John Porter Brown (1814–72) 

Born in Ohio, USA, he came to Istanbul in 1832 to work as the secretary to 

his uncle Commodore David Porter, who then served as the first minister of the 

American legation to the Sublime Porte. During his forty years of residence in the 

Ottoman Empire, he was a member of the American legation in many capacities, 

including dragoman, chargé d’affaires and consul. In addition to his translations from 

the Turkish, Persian and Arabic folk and mystic literature, he published his detailed 
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research into Sufism under the title of The Dervishes; Or, Oriental Spiritualism.  

Initiated in Ohio, he took part in the foundation of the English obedience lodge 

Oriental in Istanbul and later served as the Worshipful Master of the Bulwer lodge 

under the same obedience. The United Grand Lodge of England appointed him as 

District Grand Master for the Ottoman Empire in 1869, which he continued until his 

death. 

Kāẓım Nāmī Bey (1876–1967) 

Educationist, writer and journalist. In 1906, he was among the ten founders of 

the Ottoman Freedom Society in Salonica, while he was a member of the Ottoman 

military. He later quit the military profession and engaged in education. He was 

initiated at the Salonica lodge Macedonia Risorta in 1906.  

Kemāl al-Dīn (Prince) (Şehzâde Ahmed Kemâleddin) (1848–1905) 

The fourth in age among the eight sons of Sultan ʽAbd al-Medjīd who 

survived to an adult age. He was the younger brother of Sultans Murād V and ʽAbd 

al-Ḥamīd II. He was initiated in 1874, at the same lodge I Proodos as his brothers 

Murād and Nūr al-Dīn. He supported the cause of Murād’s restoration to the throne 

which proved to be futile. 

Louis Amiable (1837–97) 

Lawyer and founder of the Bar Association of Istanbul. He served as the 

mayor of the 5th district of Paris between 1888 and 1891. During his long séjour in 

Istanbul after 1864 where he was initially a legal counsellor to the Sublime Porte, he 

was an active Freemason with association to several of the lodges under the French 

obedience. In addition to serving as the Worshipful Master of the lodge l’Union 

d’Orient between 1865 and 1870, he was also a founding member of the lodge I 
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Proodos in 1868 to which Murād V was initiated in 1872. The initiation ceremony 

took place at Amiable’s house in Istanbul. 

Meḥmed Ṭalʽat Bey (Ṭalʽat Pasha)(1874–1921) 

One of the founders of the Ottoman Freedom Society in Salonica and later a 

leading proponent of the CUP. Grand Vizier of the Ottoman Empire from February 

1917 to October 1918. He was initiated at the Salonica lodge Macedonia Risorta in 

1903. He was an active participant of the formation process of a national Ottoman 

obedience and became the first Grand Master of the Ottoman Grand Orient upon its 

foundation in August 1909. 

Michel Noradounghian (1873–1951?) 

Born to an Armenian family of Istanbul, he was involved in the family 

business of insurance and commerce. While resident in Salonica he was initiated at 

the lodge Veritas, in the records of which he was registered as the Macedonia 

regional director of Société Générale d’Assurance. Once back in Istanbul, he took 

part as a founder of the lodge La Renaissance and then was very actively involved in 

the formation processes of both the Ottoman Supreme Council and the Ottoman 

Grand Orient. Later in life he moved to Romania and continued his Freemasonic 

involvement there as well, where he served as the Sovereign Grand Commander of 

the Romanian Supreme Council of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite between 

1944 and 1951. 

Murād V (1840–1904) 

Sultan of the Ottoman Empire. His reign lasted only three months before he 

was dethroned in August 1876 due to a mental illness. His initiation into 

Freemasonry is well documented and took place on October 20, 1872 as recorded in 

the detailed correspondence held by Cleanthi Scalieri, then Worshipful Master of the 
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lodge I Proodos, with the Grand Orient de France. Upon his deposition, he was kept 

in confinement for the rest of his life and several plots to save him, which involved 

the names of a few Ottoman Freemasons, came to nothing. 

Muṣṭafā Reshīd Pasha (1800–58) 

Leading statesman and diplomat of the Tanẓīmāt era. He was appointed as 

ambassador to France and Britain before serving as the Minister of Foreign Affairs 

and then six times as the Grand Vizier of the empire. Given the lack of concrete 

documents, his association with Freemasonry can only be speculated through the 

Freemasonic affiliation of some of his associates during his embassies as well as his 

close relations with a number of prominent figures known to be Freemasons.  

Nāmıḳ Kemāl (1840–88) 

A leading intellectual of his period, he was an influential writer and journalist 

who significantly contributed to the Young Ottoman movement which paved the way 

to the proclamation of the Constitution in 1876. He was in the close circle of Murād 

V and was a member of the same lodge I Proodos as can be traced from the extant 

lodge records.  

Nūr al-Dīn (Prince) (Şehzâde Ahmed Nûreddin) (1852–84) 

The sixth in age among the eight sons of Sultan ʽAbd al-Medjīd who survived 

to an adult age. He was initiated in 1873 at the lodge I Proodos one year after his 

brother Murād’s initiation at the same lodge. When ʽAbd al-Ḥamīd II came to the 

throne, he was the third in the line of succession after his brother Kemāl al-Dīn but 

his chance of access to the throne was precluded by his premature death of 

tuberculosis. 

Solutore (Salvatore) Avventore Zola 
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Originally a native of Piedmont, he came to Egypt in the early 1860s after 

taking part in the military endeavours of Garibaldi towards the unification of Italy. 

During a period when Egyptian Freemasonry had close connections with the political 

elite and their aspirations, he became the Grand Master of the newly formed National 

Grand Orient of Egypt under the auspices of Khedive Ismāʽīl in 1872. After many 

years of close affiliation with the Rite of Memphis, he reached its ultimate title of 

“Grand Hierophant” in 1874, after the demise of the rite’s founder Marconis de 

Nègre. However, after relinquishing his titles and offices of Freemasonry in the early 

1880s, he turned to Catholicism in the final years of his life denouncing 

Freemasonry. 

Sam Lévy (1870–1959) 

After his studies at the school of the Alliance Israélite Universelle in Salonica 

and then the Sorbonne in Paris, he worked as an editor for the journals La 

Epoca and Journal de Salonique which his father Saadi Lévy published in Salonica. 

He stayed in Zemlin (near Belgrade) where he published two journals to his name. 

An avid supporter of the Young Turk movement he continued his journalism in 

Salonica following the Young Turk revolution. After the city passed to the Greek 

kingdom, he left for Paris. His affiliation with Salonican Freemasonry was attested 

by a Freemasonic gathering in Budapest, which he joined with several members of 

the CUP who also belonged to the fraternity.      

Yūsuf Āgāh Efendi (1744–1824) 

The son of a Muslim family from the Peloponnese, he entered state service to 

work in various positions of the Treasury and Chancery departments. He was 

appointed by Selīm III as the first resident Ottoman Ambassador to London between 

1793 and 1796. His association with Freemasonry can only be speculated through his 
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close association with the British élite, many of whom were affiliated with the 

fraternity as a rare painting from the period depicts. 

Żiyā (Ḍiyā) Pasha (1829–80) 

A literary man and member of the Young Ottoman circle of the Tanẓīmāt era, 

he served in various high administrative positions in Ottoman provinces and also as a 

member of the judiciary and legislative councils of state. During the time he lived in 

Europe along with other Young Ottoman Society members, he was influential 

through his contribution to radical journals. Although there are no extant records of 

his initiation, he is believed to have been affiliated with a French obedience lodge. 

He is also depicted as a major intellectual influence on the choice of Murād V to 

become a Freemason.  
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APPENDIX C 

 

 

TABLES 

 

 

 

Table 1: The changes in membership of the lodges under the French obedience.* 

Name of the Lodge 

(Years of activity) 

Year Number of 

members 

Membership 

L’Étoile du Bosphore 

(1858 to 1901) 

1860 39 French majority; one Mexican, one Polish, 

several Italians; the rest consisted of Istanbul 

Jews and one Turkish Muslim (Hilmi Efendi, 

secretary at the Sublime Porte). 

 1876 38 No more French majority; (Mehmed Kamil Bey, 

Sultan’s usher for ambassadors). 

 1890s 10 Most French had left; several Greeks; 

2 or 3 Armenians; a few Jews under Italian 

protection. 

L’Union d’Orient 

(1863 to 1874) 

1863 30 Majority of Jews; a considerable number of 

Armenians and 2 Greeks. 

 1864 59  

 1865 73 Only 3 Muslims. 

 1867 114 16 Muslims. 

 1868 128 41 Muslims. 

 1869 142 40 of French, Italian and Central European 

Origin; 10 Jews; 17 Greeks; 19 Armenians; 56 

Muslims. 

 1870-

1874 

 Major loss of membership; first the Muslims 

left, then others from Ottoman minorities. 

Ser (1866 to 1894) 1866 18 Armenian membership 

 1868-

1869 

77 Armenian membership 

 1877 65  

 1879 38  

 1886 49  

 1887 59  

I Proodos  

(1868 to 1901) 

1868 15  

 1870 34  
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 1872-

1873 

68 1 French, 1 Italian, 2 of Central European 

origin; 39 Greeks; 20 Muslims; 5 Jews. 

 1876 89  

 1877 51  

 1880 45 No Muslims left since end of 1878. 

 1882 77 New members mostly Jews and Greeks; 5-6 

new Muslim members. 

 1884 46  

 1893 30  

 1900 28  

La Renaissance 

(1908 to 1935) 

1910 20 3 French; majority of Greeks; several Jews and 

Armenians; 1 Turkish Muslim. 

Prométhée 

(1893 to 1897) 

1895 36 3 of French, Italian and Central European 

origin; 16 Greeks; 1 Armenian; 8 Jews; 

8 Muslims. 

 

* The data for this table is compiled from the information presented in Paul Dumont, 

“La Turquie dans les Archives du Grand Orient de France: Les Loges Maçonniques 

d’Obédience Française à Istanbul du Milieu du XIXe Siècle à la Veille de la 

Première Guerre Mondiale,” in La Franc-Maçonnerie d’Obédience Française dans 

l’Empire Ottoman (Istanbul: Les Éditions Isis, 2013), 11–50. Three lodge registers 

given in their entirety which belong to L’Union d’Orient (1869), I Proodos (1872–

73) and Prométhée (1895), are published in the Turkish edition of Dumont’s book 

entitled Osmanlıcılık, Ulusçu Akımlar ve Masonluk, trans. Ali Berktay, 4th ed. 

(Istanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları, 2018), 160–63, 196–97, 200. The numbers given in 

the table regarding membership is approximate since they are based only on names 

and birthplaces (when available).  

 

 

Table 2: Ottoman lodges under foreign obediences.* 

 
Name of the lodge Obedience Location Working language 

Oriental British Istanbul English 

Bulwer British Istanbul English 

Leinster British Istanbul English 

Deutscher Bund British Istanbul German 

Aréti (Virtue) British Istanbul Greek 

L’Étoile du Bosphore French Istanbul French 

L’Union ‘Orient French Istanbul- 1862 French-Turkish 

Ser French Istanbul- 1865 Armenian 

Proodos French Istanbul- 1868 Greek 

Chapitre (Chapter) French Istanbul- 1868 French 

Germania à la Corne d’Or German (Grand 

Lodge of Hamburg) 

 German 

Italia Italian Istanbul- 1863 

(ended in 1867) 

Italian 

Italia Risorta Italian Istanbul- 1868 Italian 

Speranza Italian Istanbul (short 

existence) 

Italian 

 

* The content of this table is based on the information given in Louis Amiable’s De 

La Situation Maçonnique à Constantinople en Grèce et en Italie (Aix: J. Remondet-

Aubin, 1895). The names of the lodges are given according to the spellings of 

Amiable. A foundation date is included for the lodges he has specified one. The 
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Chapter for higher degrees was opened in 1868 to serve all four lodges of the French 

obedience.  

 

 

Table 3: The Italian lodges in the Ottoman Empire in the second half of the 

nineteenth century.*  

 
Name of the Lodge Location Year 

Italia Istanbul 1863 

Italia Risorta Istanbul 1867 

Fenice Istanbul 1868 

Sincerita Istanbul 1868 

Speranza Istanbul 1868 

Luce dell’Oriente Istanbul (Büyükdere) 1873 

Anacleto Cricca Manisa 1867 

Macedonia Salonica 1864 

Stella Ionia Izmir 1864 

Fenice Izmir 1867 

Orhaniye Izmir 1868 

Armenak Izmir 1872 

 

* This table is given by Angelo Iacovella in Gönye ve Hilal: İttihad-Terakki ve 

Masonluk [Il Triangolo e la Mezzaluna], trans. Tülin Altınova (Istanbul: Tarih 

Vakfı, 1998), 25. Iacovella notes that the Istanbul lodges Fenice, Sincerita and 

Speranza, due to their scarce membership, were united into the lodge Le Tre in Una, 

which later became Aziziye. 

 

Table 4: Members of the Committee of Union and Progress affiliated with 

Freemasonry.* 

 

Name Lodge 

Ahmed Cemal Bey (later Pasha) Veritas 

Edib Servet (Tör) Macedonia Risorta 

Emanuele Carasso Macedonia Risorta 

Faik Nüzhet (Terem) Veritas 

Faik Süleyman (Pasha) Veritas 

Fazlı Necip Bey Veritas 

İsmail Hakkı Canbulat Veritas 

Kazım Nami (Duru) Macedonia Risorta 

Kazım (Özalp) (later Pasha) Macedonia Risorta 

Manyasizade Refik Bey Macedonia Risorta 

Mehmed Cavit Bey Macedonia Risorta 

Mehmed Servet (Yesari) Veritas 

Mehmed Talat Bey (later Pasha) Macedonia Risorta 

Midhat Şükrü (Bleda) Macedonia Risorta 

Osman Adil Bey Veritas 

Rahmi Evrenos (Arslan) Macedonia Risorta 
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*This table is based on the information given by Orhan Koloğlu, İttihatçılar ve 

Masonlar (Istanbul: Pozitif, 2012), 43, and by Celil Layiktez, Türkiye’de Masonluk 

Tarihi, Vol.1 (Istanbul: Yenilik Basımevi, 1999), 99. 

 

Table 5a: Founding members of the Ottoman Supreme Council* 

 

Name Occupation 

Aziz Hasan Pasha Egyptian Prince 

Mehmed Talat Bey Vice President of the Chamber of Deputies 

Djavid Bey Member of the Chamber of Deputies (later Minister of Finance 

Rahmy [Rahmi]Bey  Member of the Chamber of Deputies 

Midhat Chukri [Şükrü] Bey Member of the Chamber of Deputies 

Dr. Riza Tevfik Bey Member of the Chamber of Deputies 

Nessim Mazliah Member of the Chamber of Deputies 

Michel Noradounghian Merchant 

David J. Cohen Representative of Victoria de Berlin Insurance Company 

Osman Adil Real Estate Owner 

Assim [Asım] Bey Chief Secretary of the Chamber of Deputies 

Mehmed Aarif [Arif] [Attorney] 

Mehmed Fouad Houlousi 

[Fuad Hulusi] 
Judge 

Galib Bey Member of the Senate 

 

*This table is based on the foundation document of the Ottoman Supreme Council,  

“Belge 1 : Osmanlı Yüksek Şûrası’nın Reorganizasyonu Zaptı, 3 Mart 1909,” Mimar 

Sinan, no.157 (December 2012): 17–18. [Additional information is given in 

brackets]. 

 

Table 5b: The additional members of the Supreme Council who were raised to 

the thirty-third degree on March 18 and 20, 1909.* 

 
Name Occupation 

Hüseyin Cahit (Yalçın) Journalist 

Osman Talat [Attorney] 

Galip Pasha Commander of the Gendarmerie 

Emanuel Karasu 

[Emanuele Carasso] 
Member of the Chamber of Deputies, Attorney 

Sarım Kibar [Merchant] 

Katipzade Sabri Bey [Merchant] 

 

* Mimar Sinan, no.157 (December 2012): 20. [Additional information is given in 

brackets]. 

 

Table 6a: Founding members of the Ottoman Grand Orient* 

 
Name Lodge Obedience 

Yorgi Chassiotis La Renaissance French 

Andre Antipas Bisanzio Risorta Italian 

Victor Mordo Bisanzio Risorta Italian 
Em.Feizi Menahem Bisanzio Risorta Italian 
Jacques Souhami Bisanzio Risorta Italian 
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Victor Algrante Bisanzio Risorta Italian 
Edouard de Nari Bisanzio Risorta Italian 
Osman Talat Constitución Spanish 

Jean Siotis La Renaissance French 

Rafaele Ricci Italia Risorta Italian 

Aziz Hasan [Pasha]   

David J. Cohen La Renaissance French 
Michel Noradounghian La Renaissance French 
Bohor Camhi Macedonia Risorta Italian 

 

*The names in the table were the participants of the preliminary meeting held on July 

13, 1909 as noted in the memorandum circulated afterwards: “Belge No. 3 - Sirküler 

No 2, 13 Temmuz 1909,” Mimar Sinan, no.157 (December 2012): 27–29. 

 

Table 6b: Founding members of the Ottoman Grand Orient* 

 
Name of delegate Lodge Obedience /Jurisdiction 

Aziz Hasan [Pasha] Vatan Ottoman Supreme Council 

Joseph Sakakini Vatan Ottoman Supreme Council 

[Edouard] De Nari Bisanzio Risorta Italian (later Ottoman GO) 

Victor Algrante Bisanzio Risorta Italian (later Ottoman GO) 

A. Salem Veritas French 

David J. Cohen La Renaissance French 
Michel Noradounghian La Renaissance French 
Solon E. Casanova La Renaissance French 
Osman Fehmi Niazi [Niyazi] Resne Egyptian (later Ottoman GO) 

Dr. Mehmed Ali [Baba] Mouhiban Hurriet 

[Muhibban-ı Hürriyet] 

Ottoman Supreme Council 

Nail Rechid Vefa Ottoman Supreme Council 
Dr. [İlyas] Modiano Chaffak [Şafak] Ottoman Supreme Council 
Dr. Jacques [Jak] Souhami Chaffak [Şafak] Ottoman Supreme Council 
Faik [Süleyman][Pasha] Macedonia Risorta Italian 

Osman Talat Constitución Spanish (later Ottoman GO) 

Nadra Moutran Uhuvvet-i Osmaniyye 

[La Fraternité Ottomane] 

Egyptian (later Ottoman GO) 

Raphael Torel   
Em. Feizi Menahem Bisanzio Risorta Italian (later Ottoman GO) 
Victor Mordo Bisanzio Risorta Italian (later Ottoman GO) 
Bohor Camhi Macedonia Risorta Italian 

Osman Saib Vefa Ottoman Supreme Council 
Nuri Nazif Vefa Ottoman Supreme Council 
Tevfik Vefa Ottoman Supreme Council 
Hercule Diamantopulo Mouhiban Hurriet 

[Muhibban-ı Hürriyet] 

Ottoman Supreme Council 

Rafaele Ricci Italia Risorta Italian 

Diran Kelekian   

Dario Errera Constitución Spanish (later Ottoman GO) 

H. Kazım   

H. Hilmi Resne Egyptian (later Ottoman GO) 

Jacques Calderon Bisanzio Risorta Italian (later Ottoman GO) 

L. Comendinger   

Sadık Vefa Ottoman Supreme Council 
Ahmed Nessim Vatan Ottoman Supreme Council 

 

* The names in the table include the delegates of various lodges and other 

participants who attended the inaugural meeting of the Ottoman Grand Orient on 
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August 1, 1909: “Belge No. 5 Sirküler No 4, 01.08.1909,” Mimar Sinan, no.157 

(December 2012): 32–45. 

 

Note: The spelling and transliteration of the names in the tables are kept in 

accordance with their usage in the respective sources of reference for each table. 

  



268 
 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

 

 

LIST OF OTTOMAN LODGES CITED IN THIS WORK 

 

 

 

A list of the Ottoman lodges cited in this work is given below for convenience of 

reference. Although the list includes the names of a considerable number of lodges 

which have been revealed in various works of historical research into Ottoman 

Freemasonry up to now, it is far from being exhaustive. The foundation and 

discontinuation dates of the lodges are included in the list only to the extent that they 

have been referred to in this work. The lodges affiliated to the Ottoman Supreme 

Council after its reorganization in 1909 are not included here since they are referred 

to in Tables 6a and 6b.  

 

Name of Lodge Place Name of Obedience Start End 

Arete (Virtue) Istanbul United Grand Lodge of England 1864  

Bisanzio Risorta Istanbul Grande Oriente d'Italia 1908  

Bulwer Istanbul United Grand Lodge of England 1862  

Bulwer Cairo United Grand Lodge of England 1860s  

Calcedonia Istanbul Grande Oriente d'Italia 1909  

Caledonian Istanbul Grand Lodge of Scotland 1869  

Constitución Istanbul Gran Oriente Español 1909  

Dekran Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1864  

Deutscher Bund Istanbul United Grand Lodge of England 1860  

Eleusinian Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1863  

Fazilette Salonica Gran Oriente Español 1909  

Homer Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1860  
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Homère Izmir Grand Orient de France 1908  

I Proodos Istanbul Grand Orient de France 1868 1901 

Isis Alexandria Grand Orient de France 1799  

Italia Istanbul Grande Oriente d'Italia 1863 1867 

Italia Risorta Istanbul Grande Oriente d'Italia 1868  

L’Étoile du Bosphore  Istanbul Grand Orient de France 1858 1901 

La Renaissance Istanbul Grand Orient de France 1908  

La Turquie Istanbul Grand Lodge of Scotland 1908  

La Victoire Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1861  

Labor et Lux Salonica Grande Oriente d'Italia 1906  

L'Avenir de l'Orient Salonica Grande Loge de France 1908  

Le Port du Temple de 

Salomon 

Jaffa Grand Lodge of Egypt 1891  

Les Pyramides 

d'Égypte 

Cairo Grand Orient de France 1845  

Logos Istanbul Grand Lodge of Scotland 1911 1928 

L'Union d'Orient Istanbul Grand Orient de France 1863 1874 

Macedonia Salonica Grande Oriente d'Italia 1864  

Macedonia Risorta Salonica Grande Oriente d'Italia 1901  

Melès Izmir Grand Orient de France 1867  

Midhat Pasha Salonica Grande Loge de France (?) 1908  

Oriental Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1856 1949 

Ouhouvet Edirne Gran Oriente Español 1909  

Perseverancia Salonica Gran Oriente Español 1907  

Phillipos Salonica Grand Orient of Greece 1907  

Prométhée Ioannina Grand Orient de France 1893 1897 

Sain Jean d'Écosse 

de la Parfaite Union 

Istanbul La Mère Loge de Marseille active in 

1780s 

 

Sain Jean d'Écosse 

de l'Amitié 

Salonica La Mère Loge de Marseille active in 

1780s 

 

Sain Jean d'Écosse 

des Nations Réunies 

Izmir La Mère Loge de Marseille active in 

1780s 

 

Saint Jean du Levant Istanbul Grande Loge de Genève  active in 

1780s 

 

Ser Istanbul Grand Orient de France 1866 1894 

Sion Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1870  

St. John's Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1863  

St.George's Izmir United Grand Lodge of England 1864  

Star of the East Cairo United Grand Lodge of England   

Steaoa Salonicului Salonica Grand Lodge of Romania 1908  

Veritas Salonica Grand Orient de France 1904  
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APPENDIX E 

 

 

EBÜZZİYA TEVFIK’S ARTICLE 

 

 

 

A transliteration into Latin characters of Ebüzziya Tevfik’s article “İtalyan 

Farmason Locaları ve Siyonizm [The Italian Freemasonic Lodges and Zionism],” 

originally written in Ottoman script, has not been published so far. It is included here 

as a useful reference for researchers of Freemasonic history. The transliteration 

system of İslâm Ansiklopedisi, the Turkish version of the Encyclopedia of Islam, was 

used as it provides an easier depiction of sounds in accordance with their usage in 

modern Turkish. On the other hand, words belonging originally to Turkish language 

and the conjugated forms of Turkish verbs have been transliterated as they would be 

written in modern Turkish alphabet. The foreign words like the Times have been 

given in their original spelling in square brackets instead of a direct transliteration. 

Following the transliterated version of the article, its English translation is also 

presented. 
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İtalyan Farmason Locaları ve Siyonizm 

[Mecmūʽa-i Ebużżiyā 12, no.121 (25 Ẕu’l-ḳaʽda 1329 / 17 November, 1911)] 

 

[p.129] Mecmūʽa-i Ebu’żżiyānın yüzüncü nüsḫasında [farmasonluk] ʽünvānıyla bir 

maḳāle neşr etmiş idik. Bu maḳāleyi yazmakdan maḳṣadımız o günlerde farmason 

ṭarīḳ ve cemʽiyyeti ḥaḳḳında baʽżı efkār-ı maḫṣūṣa eṣḥābı ṭarafından li-garażin vāḳiʽ 

olan neşriyātdan efkār-ı ʽāmmenin ḥāṣıl ettiği ẕehāb-ı saḳīmi taṣḥīḥ idi. Ḥattā 

[Times] gazetesi Ḳāhire muḫābirinin farmasonluk vesīlesiyle İttiḥad ve Teraḳḳī 

cemʽiyyeti ḥaḳḳında revā gördüğü taʽn ve isnādı ʽaynen īʽlān ile berāber, lāzım ʽadd 

eylediğimiz iżāḥātı vermişdik. Çünki o ṣırada Fransız erbāb-ı kaleminden televvün-i 

fikr ve meslekle müştehir [Léo Taxil]in – ki bir gün bī-bākāne īʽlān-ı rafż ile 

müfteḫir olursa ertesi günü münāfıḳāne tā’ib ve müstaġfir olmak ʽādetidir – 

farmasonluk ḥaḳḳında vehm ve ḫayālden mürekkeb bir eseri tercüme ve neşr 

edilmekde idi. [p.130] Bu kitāb, yazdığı her saṭır ve belki her kelime fikr-i menfaʽate 

ḫādim olan bir ḳalemin maḥṣūlu olmasından dolayı bizce mużırr idi. O sebeble 

ṣāḥibinin māhiyyetini taʽyīn ile berāber farmasonluğun esās teşekküliyle maḳṣad ve 

gāyesi ḥaḳḳında bī-ṭaraf eṣḥāb-ı neşriyātın āsārıyla istişhād etmişdik. 

 

O maḳālemizin ḫātimesinde şöyle bir fıḳramız vardı: [şübhe yokdur ki aḳvāl ve 

ilḳāāt-ı bāṭıla pek az zamānda kendini gösterir. Güneş balçıḳla sıvanamayacağı gibi 

nūr-ı ʽirfāna karşı hiç bir vaḳit ẓalām-ı cehl ve ʽudvān pāydār olamaz. Faḳaṭ bāṭılın 

buṭlānını bildiği ḥālde ḫalḳa ḥaḳḳ ṣūretinde telḳīnde bulunanlar olur; ve nūr-ı 

ʽirfānda henüz maġrib iḥticābından maşrıḳ infilāḳına intiḳāl etmemiş bulunursa 

ʽavāmın cehlinden istifāde edenler dā’imā fırṣatdan intihāz edecekdir. Ve bu 

ḥāllerden de memleket için bī-iştibāh pek vaḫīm netīceler ḥasıl olacakdır.] 
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Bu fıḳradan sonra farmasonluk ḥaḳḳında [Times]ın Ḳāhire muḫābiri ṭarafından 

yazılan mektūbu redden [Osmanischer Lloyd]un neşr ettiği maḳāleyi derc eylemişdik 

ki onun baʽżı fıḳralarını burada tekrār edeceğiz. Çünki bize baʽżı veḳāiʽ-i āḫīre 

farmasonluğun bizim memleketimizde oynamak istediği vaḫāmet-i encām oyunları 

bize īʽlān ve efhām eylemişdir. Biz ise farmasonluğun esāsını fikr-i teʽāvüne 

müstenid ve her türlü ʽavāmil-i meẕhebiyyeden vāreste bildiğimizden o noḳṭa-i 

naẓardan müdāfaʽātde bulunmuşduk. Çünki her ne üzerine olursa olsun bir baḥisde 

maṭmaḥ-ı naẓar-ı ḥaḳīḳat olmak lāzım gelir. Farmasonluk ise muḳaddemā daḫī 

denildiği vechle mu’aḫḫaren hükūmāt-ı muṭlaḳaya karşı ahālī-i maẓlūmeyi ḥimāye 

mesleğini iltizām eylemişdi, zīrā Avrupada ruhbāniyyet hükūmāt-ı muṭlaḳaya medār-

ı ḳuvvet ve istinād olduğundan farmason locaları da bu ḳuvvete karşı ṣūret-i 

teşekküllerinden istifāde etmek ve bināen-ʽaleyh efkār-ı inḳılabiyyeyi tervīce vesātet 

eylemek istemişlerdir, ki en büyük eser-i muvaffaḳiyyeti olan İtalya hükūmetinin 

ṣūret-i teşekkülü bunun bürhānıdır. 

[Osmanischer Lloyd] reddiyesinin bir fıḳrasında şöyle söylüyordu: 

[p.131] “Muḫālifīn ṭaḳımı, kabīnenin Sūriyeyi Yahūdīlere satacağı şāyiʽasını neşr 

ettikleri vaḳit farmasonluğa dīnsizlik isnādından māʽadā bir de bu cemʽiyyetin nüfūẕ 

ve te’sīrini bütün cihāna teşmīl edebilmek maḳṣadıyla Yahūdīler ṭarafından te’sīs 

edildiği ṣanīʽasını da iḫtirāʽ eylemişlerdi.” 

 

[Osmanischer Lloyd]un bu fıḳrasıyla farmasonlukdan ziyāde Yahūdīleri iltizām 

etmiş olduğunu biz şimdi anlıyoruz. İʽtirāf ederiz ki ʽumūmī bir maḳṣadla yazıldığına 

ḳā’il olduğumuz o maḳalede bir de maḳṣad-ı maḥṣuṣ bulunduğuna ihtimāl vermemiş 
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Türkçesi ṣāfderūnluk eylemiş idik, insān dā’imā ḫaṭāsını idrāḳ ve taṣḥīḥ ede ede 

kesb-i kemāl eder. 

 

Evet! Farmason cemʽiyyetini Yahūdīler teşkīl etmemiştir. Bu pek doğrudur. Faḳaṭ 

şimdi anlıyoruz ki şu beş on sene ẓarfında Selānikde açılan farmason localarını hem 

Yahūdīler te’sīs etmiş, hem de mü’essisi olan bu Yahūdīler İtalya tābʽiyyetinde 

bulunmuşdur; maḳṣad-ı te’sīsi ise siyonist āmāl ve teşebbüsātını tervīcden ʽibāretdir. 

 

[İttiḥād ve Teraḳḳī] erbābı ise bu cemʽiyyetin ṣūret-i teşekkülüyle politikaya olan 

ḫidmetinden istifāde etmiş ve mensūbīni arasında ḥükm-fermā olan ketm-i esrārı 

maḳāṣıd-ı inḳılābiyyesine muvāfıḳ bulduğu için bir zamān onun himāyesine daḫl 

olmuş. Bir cemʽiyyet-i inḳılābiyye için bu ḥāl hiç bir vaḳit mūcib-i intiḳād olamaz. 

Bir cemʽiyyet ḫafiyye-i siyasiyye maḳṣadına vāṣıl oluncaya ḳadar her vāsıṭaya 

mürācaʽat eder, her vāsıṭayı ālet-i merām edinir. Her vāsıṭadan istifāde eder. 

Farmason locaları ise “saʽādet-i ʽumūmiyye-i beşeriyyeyi tezyīde saʽy etmek vaẓīfe-i 

muhsinesiyle” müteşekkil ve [ketm-i esrār] ile mükellef oldukları cihetle bir 

cemʽiyyet-i inḳılābiyyeye pek büyük ḫidmet īfā edebilirler. 

 

İşte Selānik farmason locaları daḫī  İttiḥād ve Teraḳḳī cemʽiyyet-i inḳılābiyyesine bu 

maḳṣadda muʽīn olmuşdur. 

 

[p.132] Ẕekī Bey muhākemesi ṣırasında baʽżı ifşāāt tecellī eylemişdir ki bizce cidden 

bāʽis-i intibāh ḫuṣuṣātdandır. 
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Mülāzım Şaʽbān Efendinin ḳırā’at ettiği lāyıḥanın baʽżı mevāddını şerḥ ve īżāḥa 

münḥaṣır olan ifādātı şāyān-ı teẕkārdır. Bu ẕāt, müddeʽī-i şaḫṣī vekīlinin 

su’āllerinden birine verdiġi cevābda: 

“Merkez-i ʽumūmīde dört veyāḫūd beş mes’ele üzerine mübāḥase cereyān etti. 

Evvelā Türkiyede masonluk, siyonistlik…” 

“…Hep ḥālden ve sū’-i idāreden, efkār-ı ʽumūmiyyede emniyet kalmadığından ve 

sonra da Türkiyede masonluk perdesi altında siyonistlik cereyānından ve bu 

cereyānda Ṭalʽat 1 ve Cāvid Beylerin siyonistliğe raġbet etmelerinden baḥis 

olundu…” 

“…masonluğun tedrīcī, tedrīcī orduya girecek dereceye geldiğini söylediler. Biz 

ordunun bundan münezzeh olmasını isteriz. Cāvid Beyin māliye neẓāretinde 

siyonistlik ile de iştigāli söylendi…” 

 

Şu ifādātdan istidlāl olunuyor ki Selānikdeki farmason  locaları farmasonluğun 

esāsını, menvīāt-ı maḫṣuṣalarına ālet etmek isteyen Yahūdīler ṭarafından te’sīs ve 

güşād edilmiş ve 10 Temmuz inḳılābından sonra āmāl-i ḳavmiyyelerini tervīce 

istiʽdād-ı fıṭrīsi olan baʽżı mensūbīnini mevḳiʽ-i iḳtidāra sevḳ ile istifāde etmek 

istemişdir. 

 

Ṣūret-i ḫuṣūṣiyyede bir ḳavmin baʽżı āmāli ile iştigāle ḥaṣr mesāʽī eder bir farmason 

locası taṣavvur olunamaz. Dünyānın her ṭarafında farmason locaları vardır. Bunlarda 

ḫuṣūṣāt-i ictimāʽiyye ve medenīyye ve baʽżı ḥālātda maḳāṣid-i siyāsiyye ve ʽumūmī 

ṣūretde mevādd-ı iḳtiṣādiyye müẕākere olunabilir. Faḳaṭ meselā ṣūret-i ḫuṣūṣiyyede 

bir ḫalḳın menāfiʽ-i ṣarrāfiyye ve ticāriyyesi mevżūʽ-ı baḥis olamaz. 

1 Ṭalʽat isminin siyonist kelimesiyle ḳaṭʽā münāsebeti yoḳdur. 
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[p.133] Bu olamadığı gibi bulunduğu memleketin siyaseten ve ictimāʽen menāfiʽni 

muḫill ve mażarratını müntic mesā’il ve maḳāṣide daḫī localar ālet edilemez. Edilir 

ise esās teşekkülleri iʽtibārıyla farmasonlukdan çıkılmış ve ṣarf-ı memlekete karşı 

iltizām-ı ihānet edilmiş olur. 

 

Siyonistlik ise arż-ı mevʽūdda bir hükūmet-i İsrā’iliyye teşkīlinden ʽibāretdir ki o da 

ʽOsmānlı  İmparatorluğundan koca bir parçayı yaʽni Filisṭīn ḳıṭʽasını koparıp almak 

ve orada yeniden bir Yahūda krallığı te’sīs eylemekdir. 

 

Bugün bir devlet-i ecnebiyyenin Afrikadaki bir vilāyet-i cesīmemizi istilāya kıyāmı, 

mülkümüzde krallık teşkīli ile iştiġāl eder bir cemāʽat ile muḳāyese edilecek olursa 

İtalyanları tābiʽ-i iḥtirāṣāt ve faḳaṭ ecnebī bir düşman olduklarından dolayı maʽẕur 

görebiliriz. Ḥāl bu ki Selānikde mü’essisleri İtalyan Yahūdīsi ve mensūbīni ʽOsmānlı  

Mūsevīsi olarak teşekkül etmiş olan farmason localarını āġūş-ı vefāmızda beslemek, 

ḥimāye etmek, ḫuṣūṣāt-ı ictimāʽya ve siyāsiyyemize teşrīk eylemek, bā-ḫuṣūṣ 

içlerine girüb de onlarla hemşiʽār bulunmak gibi gafletlere düşersek, ḫuṣūṣen ve 

ḫuṣūṣen taṣavvurāt-ı maʽlūmelerini tervīce yardım edersek düşman-ı ḫāricī ile 

beynimizdeki farḳ pek ʽaẓīm, yaʽnī bizim ḥiṣṣemize iṣābet eden ḳısım fevḳa’l-ġāye 

saḳīm olur. 

 

İtalya tecāvüzātı başladığı bir ṣırada Parisin [Grand Otel]inde toplanmış olan 

siyonist erkān ve ekābirīnin Trāblusa ʽıvaż olmak üzere üç milyon Fransız Lirası 

teklīfini müẕākere ettikleri şāyiʽolmuş idi. 
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Bu erkān ve ekābirīn cümlesi ʽan-aṣl-ı Selānik ahālī-i Mūseviyyesinden olduğu ḥālde 

mu’aḫḫaren İtalya tābiʽyetine girmiş farmasonlardan ʽibāret bulunmuşdur. Dahā 

ġarībi onlardan biri bu meclisde isbāt-i vücūd ettikden sonra der-saʽādete gelmişdir 

ki buradaki İtalyanları defʽe muvaffaḳ olamadığımız bir zamānda böyle mühimm bir 

İtalyanın sellemehü’s-selām İstanbula gelişi ʽādetā terġīm-i unūf-ı ʽOsmāniyyān 

yolunda bir cesāretdir. Ḥāl bu ki ṣadr-ı āʽẓam ḥażretleri meclis-i mebūsānda: 

“Ḫāricden gelen İtalyanları da ḳabūl etmiyoruz. [p.135] Onların pasaportlarını vize 

etmemek içün süferāmıza, şehbenderlerimize emr verdik” demişler idi. Ġarībdir ki 

bu emri verdik dedikleri gün ānifen söylediğimiz şaḫṣı Sirkeci garında 

şimendüferden çıkarken görmüş idik. Ḥālā da bī-pervā Galata ve Beyoğlunda kār ve 

kirdār ile iştiġāl etmekdedir. 

 

Mā-ḥaṣal ḥükūmet ʽaczine ḥaml olunabilecek her ḥālinde teyaḳḳuẓ ve intibāh üzere 

bulunmakla mükellefdir. Bināen-ʽaleyh, Selānik farmason localarına şu ṣırada naṣb-ı 

enẓār diḳḳat ve ona muḳtedir olamadığı ḥālde ḫāricde bulunan ve İtalyan olan 

mensūbīninin mülke girmemesi esbābını istikmāle ṣarf-ı ḳudret etmesini ḥükūmete 

iḫṭār ederiz. Çünki farmasonluk maskesi altında gizlenen siyonist çehrelerini 

görmeğe dahā ziyāde taḥammül edilemez. Zīrā bunlar, memleketin ḥāl-i buḥrānından 

daḫī te’mīn-i maḳṣada medār olabilecek ḥiṣṣeler çıkarabilirler. 

 

Ve ḫuṣūṣen burada bulundukca şeyṭān-ı żalīl gibi baʽżı ẕevāta ḥulūl ederek serā’ir-i 

siyāsiyye-i ḥükūmeti istirāḳ ve mensūb ve müntemī bulundukları ṭarafa, ki 

düşmanımızdır; iḫbār ve iblāġa sāʽī ve muvaffaḳ olmalarından korkulur.  
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Italian Freemasonic Lodges and Zionism 

[Mecmūʽa-i Ebużżiyā 12, no.121 (25 Ẕu’l-ḳaʽda 1329 / 17 November, 1911)] 

 

[p.129]In the one hundredth issue of the Mecmūʽa-i Ebużżiyā we had published an 

article under the name of ‘Freemasonry’. The purpose of writing this article was to 

revise the erroneous assumptions created in the public opinion through the 

malevolent publications reflecting certain personal views regarding the teaching and 

society of Freemasonry. Moreover, upon sharing in similitude the defamation and 

slander circulated by the Cairo correspondent of the Times newspaper against the 

Committee of Union and Progress with reference to Freemasonry, we had given the 

explanations as deemed necessary, because during that time a work on Freemasonry 

was being translated and published reflecting the suspicion and imagination of its 

French author Léo Taxil, who is famous for the fickleness of his opinion and style 

whereby he one day boasts recklessly his renunciation and the next day 

sanctimoniously atones as a habit. [p.130]This book in our opinion was harmful in 

the way it was the creation of an author whose every line and word served his self-

seeking. For that reason, as well as assessing the nature of its author, we had referred 

to the works of objective writers regarding the essential organization and purpose of 

Freemasonry. 

 

At the end of our said article, we had this statement: 

[There is no doubt that false statements and inculcations show their influence in 

rather short time. As the sun cannot be smeared over with slime, the darkness of 

ignorance and hate can never prevail over the light of erudition. Yet, while aware of 

the futility of falsity, some will still impose it to the society in the semblance of truth; 
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and if the light of erudition cannot shift from setting in the west to dawning in the 

east, those who take advantage of the ignorance of the populace will always exploit 

the opportunity and without doubt, grim consequences for the country will develop 

from these circumstances.] 

 

After this statement, we had presented the article published by the Osmanischer 

Lloyd in rebuttal of the letter written by the Cairo correspondent of the Times about 

Freemasonry and we will repeat some of its narrative here, as a number of later 

events have revealed to us the plots destined to grave results, which Freemasonry is 

willing to scheme in our homeland. We, on the other hand, had stood in defense 

having understood the essence of Freemasonry to be based on an idea of solidarity 

and devoid of all sectarian aims, because any account, in no matter which subject, 

has to be from a truthful point of view. Freemasonry, as mentioned earlier, had in 

due course assumed the position of supporting the oppressed people against 

absolutist governments. Since the Church acted as the pivot of power and support for 

the absolutist governments of Europe, the Freemasonic lodges had undertaken a 

stance against this power by utilizing their own sociability and as a vehicle to support 

the revolutionary ideals, the proof of which is the way the Italian state has been 

formed as its utmost deed of achievement. 

 

Osmanicher Lloyd, in one anecdote included in its rebuttal, had this to say: 

[p.131]“When they disseminated the rumour that the Cabinet would sell Syria to the 

Jews, the opposition party in addition to attributing atheism to Freemasonry had also 

fabricated the figment that the organization was established by the Jews, with a view 

to making its ascendancy and influence appear to extend to the whole world.” 
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We now understand that Osmanischer Lloyd had the intention of favouring the Jews 

rather than Freemasonry in this anecdote. We confess that rather in an act of naiveté 

we had not supposed the presence of a deliberate intention in this article by taking it 

for granted that it was written with a general purpose. One can reach a state of 

perfection only through a constant grasp and rectification of one’s errors. 

 

Yes! The Freemasonic organization was not established by the Jews. This is very 

much the truth. However, we now understand that in the last five to ten years, not 

only that the Freemasonic lodges opened in Salonica have been established by Jews 

but these founding Jews have belonged to Italian nationality as well; the purpose of 

its establishment, on the other hand, consists of giving support to Zionist initiatives 

and aspirations. 

 

The members of Union and Progress had benefited from this institution’s utility in 

politics through its mode of organization and finding the secret keeping which was in 

effect among its adherents to be of convenience for their revolutionary ambitions, 

had once acted under its auspices. This conduct can at no time be a cause of criticism 

for a revolutionary society. An organization will have recourse to every vehicle and 

will render every vehicle a means to its end until it achieves its secret political aims. 

It will exploit any vehicle. Freemasonic lodges in that regard may render great 

service to a revolutionary organization as they are established with “the benevolent 

duty of striving to enhance the collective felicity of humanity” and are charged with 

secret keeping. 
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The Freemasonic lodges of Salonica have thus assisted the revolutionary 

organization of Union and Progress in this objective. 

 

[p.132]During the Ẕekī Bey trial some revelations have emerged which in our 

opinion are indeed matters to arouse caution. 

 

The statements of Lieutenant Şaʽbān Efendi pertaining to the commentary of some 

matters from the memorandum which he read, are worthy of bearing in mind. This 

person, in his reply to one of the questions asked by the plaintiff’s attorney [said]: 

“At the Central Committee, four or five matters were put under debate. First of all, 

Freemasonry and Zionism in Turkey…” 

“The current state of affairs and the bad governance, the lack of trust in public 

opinion, and then the progress of Zionism behind the veil of Freemasonry and the 

esteem of Ṭalʽat 1 and Cāvid Bey towards Zionism, were all discussed.” 

“…they expressed that Freemasonry gradually reached the point of entering into the 

Army. We would like the Army to be kept clear of this. Cāvid Bey’s engagement 

with Zionism at the Ministry of Finance was also mentioned…” 

 

It can be inferred from those statements that the Freemasonic lodges of Salonica have 

been established and launched by Jews who aspired to use selfishly the basis of 

Freemasonry for their own ends and after the Revolution of July 10, they have sought 

to benefit by bringing some of their members with an innate ability to promote their 

ethnic ambitions, to positions of power. 
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It is not possible to conceive a Freemasonic lodge which is exclusively dedicated to 

engagement in certain aspirations of a particular people. There are Freemasonic 

lodges in all parts of the world. In these lodges, social and civil matters, in some 

circumstances political goals and generally economic issues can be debated. 

However, the financial and commercial interests of a particular class of people for 

instance should not be a subject of discussion. 

1 The name Ṭalʽat has no relation whatsoever to the word Zionist.  

 

[p.133] Moreover, the lodges should not be rendered an instrument to affairs and 

aims regarding the politics and society of the homeland which violate its interests 

and inflict harm to. If done so, this would be an abandonment of the essential tenets 

of Freemasonry and would constitute treason against the interests of the homeland. 

 

Zionism is about establishing an Israelite government in the Promised Land and this 

would mean to sever a huge piece, i.e. the land of Palestine, from the Ottoman 

Empire and to form there once again a Jewish Kingdom. 

 

Today if we compare a foreign state’s attempt for an invasion of a large province of 

ours in Africa with the engagement of a community in the establishment of a 

kingdom in our territory, the Italians notwithstanding their being subject to greed 

may still be justified as a foreign enemy. On the other hand, if we fall into the error 

of nurturing in our bosom the Freemasonic lodges which have been formed in 

Salonica by Italian Jewish founders and Ottoman Jewish members, or safeguarding 

them and involving them in our social and political affairs, especially participating in 

a common goal with them, and if we particularly assist in the progress of their 
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evident designs, we will have proved far worse than the foreign enemy, making our 

share in the outcome utterly injurious. 

 

When Italian assault started, it became publicly known that the prominent Zionist 

figures had gathered at the Grand Hotel of Paris and were debating the offer of three 

million French francs as the price of Tripoli. 

 

This group of prominent men consisted of Freemasons who were originally members 

of the Jewish community in Salonica and had subsequently acquired Italian 

nationality. Even more curiously, one of these men after appearing at this gathering 

has come to Istanbul and this reckless visit of an Italian during a time when we were 

not able to expel the Italians here, is such a show of courage to further rub the 

Ottoman noses in it. Yet, His Excellency the Grand Vizier had spoken at the 

Chamber of Deputies: “We don’t accept the Italians coming from abroad either. 

[p.134] We have ordered our ambassadors and consuls not to issue visas to their 

passports.” It is rather odd that we have seen the above mentioned person at the 

Sirkeci train station coming out of the train on the very same day that they claimed to 

have issued this order. He is still blatantly engaged in business and profit at Galata 

and Beyoğlu. 

 

In conclusion, the government is responsible for staying vigilant at every situation 

that could lead to a weakness on its part. In that regard, we warn the government to 

pay utmost attention at this moment to the Freemasonic lodges of Salonica and, if not 

capable of that, to enforce the means of not letting their Italian members abroad into 

our territory, because it is not tolerable any more to see their Zionist faces hidden 
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behind the mask of Freemasonry, for they can avail themselves of the means towards 

the attainment of their goals even in the nation’s time of crisis. 

 

Especially, so long as they remain here, one would fear that they may try and 

succeed in wielding an aberrant influence on certain esteemed people to steal the 

political secrets of the government for the sake of transmission and disclosure to the 

side –and it is that of the enemy– to which they relate and feel attached. 

 

 

 

 

 


