THE SECRET REPORT ON THE CONGRESS OF BERLIN

Roderic H. Davison

In 1919 a French writer, Bertrand Bareilles, published a small
book entitled Le Rapport secret sur le Congrés de Berlin adressé a
la 8. Porte par Karathéodory Pacha, premier plénipotentiaire ot-
toman (Paris, Editions Bossard, 197 pages). The two introductory
chapters by Bareilles are of no importance. But the rest of the book,
from page 65 to page 195, is a description from the Ottoman view-
point of the negotiations at the Congress of Berlin, which met bet-
ween June 13 and July 13, 1878. If it is authentic, this description is
of great value to historians of the Ottoman Empire, of European
diplomacy, and of the Eastern Question. Although the Rapport
secrel has been used by historians, its authenticity has not, to the
present time, been determined. Now, a combination of evidence,
some of it only recently available, makes possible a reasonable
judgment as to whether the Rapport is genuine or not®.

The value of the report, if it is genuine, lies in the fact that its
author was himself one of the leading participants in this major
international Congress. Aleksandr Karatodori Pasa (Alexandre
Carathéodory) was head of the Ottoman delegation; the other Ot-
toman plenipotentiaries were Field Marshal (Macarli) Mehmed Ali

* The author s grateful to the Government of Turkey for permission
to do research in the Bagbakanhk Argivi and in the Dig-lglerli Bakanhgi Ha-
zine-1 Evrak. His thanks are also due to the Soclal Sclence Research Council,
to the American Research Institute in Turkey, to the George Washington Uni-
versity, and to the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation for much
assistance,
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Pasa and the Ottoman ambassador to Berlin, Rami Sadullah Bey.
The value of the report is increased by the fact that it was written,
apparently, soon after the close of the Congress, while the author's
impressions were still fresh. The value is further enhanced by the
fact that the report includes gquotations from the telegraphic cor-
respondence between the Foreign Minister at the Sublime Porte,
Mehmed Esad Safvet Pasa, and the Ottoman plenipotentiaries in
Berlin. Bareilles's book, therefore, if the report is genuine, is a source
for original diplomatic documents of the Ottoman government. Few
such decuments are available to historians in published form.

Because this book is the only one in a weslern language that
presents the views of the Ottoman diplomats at Berlin, and because
it contains Ottoman documents, it has been used by a number of
eminent scholars. For example, W.N. Medlicott, in his detailed work
The Congress of Berlin and After, relies on the Rapport secret for
many of his statements’. R.W. Seton-Watson, in Disraeli, Gladstone,
and the Eastern Question, also uses the Rapport secret’. Alexander
Novotny lists the Rapport secret in the bibliography of his documen-
tary volume, Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte des Berliner Kon-
yresses 1878, None of these authors raises a question about the
authenticity of Bareilles’s publication. B.H. Sumner, however, who
also uses the Rapport secret, does raise questions about it in his
masterful work on Russia and the Balkans, 1870-1880. He notes
that Bareilles does not say how he got the report of Karatodori.
Sumner asks, further, whether the report is published in its entirety

1 W.N. Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and Ajter ; A Diplomatic I is-
tory of the Near Eastern Settlement, 1875-188¢ (London. 1933, p. 44, note 23,
and bibllography.

2. RW. Seton-Watson, Disracli, Gladstone, and the Eastern Quesfion : A
Study in Diplomacy and Party Politics (London, 1935, New York, 1972}, p. 440,
note 1, and following pages.

3 Alexander Novotny, Quellen uwnd Studien zur Geschichte des Eerliner
Rongresses 1878, Vol. 1, Osterreich, die Tirkei und das Balkanproblem im Jahre
des Berliner Kongresses (Graz-Kéin, 1057), p. 350. Novotny, Medlicott, Seton-
Whatson, and Sumner all spell the name «Carathéodory,» as it appears on the
paper cover of Barellles's work. On the title page of Bareilles's book, the name
& spelled <Karathéodory.»
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or not; he points out that it deals with the problems at Berlin con-
cerning European Turkey, but not with those concerning Anatolia‘.

The question of whether Bareilles could have gotten Karato-
dori's report, or a copy it, is an important one, How, furthermore,
did he get the report, if he actually did get it? Bareilles himself does
not provide an answer. He says only, «Pure chance allowed me to
make a copy of the original text of a secret report addressed to the
Porte by Carathéodory Paga.>” In another book, published two years
before the Rapport secret, and in which he quoted extensively from
the report of Karatodori, Bareilles said much the same thing: «I had
the original in my hands.»* This is a most unsatisfactory explana-
tion. It does not inspire confidence in Bareilles. Furthermore, Ba-
reilles identifies Karatodori wrongly. He says that, at the time of
the Berlin Congress, Karatodori was the Ottoman ambassador in
London, and therefore was sent to the Berlin Congress to represent
his government’. Bareilles has obviously confused Karatodori Paga
with another Ottoman Greek, Kostaki Musurus Pasa, who actually
was the Ottoman ambassador in London in 1878 and who had been
in that post since 1851°, But Musurus did not go to Berlin; he re-
mained in London during the Congress. Karatodori had to travel
from Istanbul, where he had been undersecretary (miistegar) in the
Foreign Ministry. He reached Berlin only after a difficult journey
via Odessa.

There is also another reason to question the reliability of Bareil-
les, in addition to this and other factual errors. Bareilles seems not

4 B.H. Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, 1870-1880 (Oxford, 1937), p. 676.

5 Bareilles, Rapport zecret, p. 5.

6 Bertrand Bareilles, Les Tures; Ce que ful leur empire; lewrs comddies
politigues (FParis, 1917), p. 149, Chapter 6, pp. 148-73, is largely based on the
Karatodori report. Curiously, Bareilles makes a bad error here, on p. 156, saying
that Mehmed All was the first plenipotentiary of the Ottoman delegation at the
Berlin Congress. This error is not repeated in the Rapport secret,

7 Barellles, Rapport secret, p. 6.

8 Deviet-i aliye-i osmani, Horiciye Nezareti celileshin salnamesf, 2nd
edition, (Istanbul, 1306}, p. 86. Karatodor! was once sent on a special diplomatic
misaton to London, but that was much later, in 1901, at the time of the death
of Queen Victoria and the accession to the throne of Edward VII: Falk Resat
Unat, Osmanly sefirleri ve sefaretmameleri (Ankara, 1968), p. 238.
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to be objective. His introductory chapters to the Rapport secret in-
dicate that he may be publishing the report for anti-German reasons.
Bareilles appears to be very anti-German. The Rapport secret is
very critical of Bismarck, the German chancellor who presided at
the Congress of Berlin. Bareilles uses this fact to offer remarks
very critical of Germany, He speaks of 1878 and the Berlin Congress
as the time when the Hohenzollern foreign policy became centered
on the move to the East. He speaks further of the German policy of
expansion into the oriental world, and of the «forging of the first
link in the chain of German ambitions» at the Congress of Berlin®,
Of course, Bareilles is writing under the influence of his feelings
at the time of the first World War, when France and Germany were
bitter enemies. His first introductory chapter is dated 20 October
1918, and the second one is dated 10 November 1918, just one day
before the signing of the armistice, Bareilles's feeling is natural, but
his approach raises doubts as to his objectivity.

Who was Bertrand Bareilles? His identity may shed some light
on the authenticity of the Rapport secret. Bareilles evidently knew
the Ottoman Empire, and certainly Istanbul, first hand. He wrote
several books on aspects of the Empire. Casual references in one of
his books indicate that he lived in or near Istanbul from approxi-
mately the middle 1890s to about 1914". For a time, at least, he
dwelt in a rented konak in Bebek, on the Bosporus. He probably was
a teacher of French in the military medical school about 1900, and
probably also a teacher of French to the man who became the last
caliph, Abdiilmecid. He was possibly also correspondent in Istanbul
for the Journal des Débats''. Bareilles apparently was close to some
of the Christian minorities in Istanbul, as well as to the European
community there. This is demonstrated by a detailed work that he

9 Barellles, Rapport secret, pp. 55, 88, 59. Barellles had started to use
this theme in his earlier work, Les Turcs, p. 149, where he says that, at the
Berlin Congress, Germany lald the basis for an expansionist policy.

10 Bertrand Barellles, Constantinople, ses cités franques et levantines
{Péra-Galata-banlieue) (Paris, 1818). Some of Bareilles' remarks in les Twres,
especinlly pp. 218-17, imply that he may have come to lstanbul some time in
the 1880s.

11 These probabilities are mentioned by Falk Regat Unat, Osmanlt sefir-
leri, p. 6, note 1. Unal cites three reférences, none of which is avallable to me:
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wrote on Constantinople, ses cités franqgues et levantines, which con-
tains much information on Greeks and Armenians. Bareilles also
wrote a preface to the book of Malachia Ormanian on the Armenian
church and its history'", Ormanian was the Armenian patriarch in
Istanbul from 1896 to 1908. Bareilles evidently became anti-Turkish
as well as anti-German. During the first World War he published a
derogatory book on the Turks and their history'. These pieces of
information indicate that Bareilles was not always objective and
scholarly. They also indicate, however, that he was in Istanbul a
long time and must have known many people there, Therefore some
official or ex-official whom he knew, or possibly some relative or
friend of Karatodori or even Karatodori himself (who died in 1906),
might have shown Bareilles a copy of the report on the Congress
of Berlin.

Perhaps Bareilles had an opportunity to see one or both of the
volumes said to contain manuscript copies of the correspondence of
Karatodori and Safvet. One of these volumes is said to have been in
the possession of Said Pasa (Mehmed Said Pasa, nine times grand
vezir), who had borrowed it from Safvet Paga's son, Refet Bey. The
other volume is said to have been purchased from the estate of Re-
fet Bey by Gabriel Hanotaux, who was chargé d'affaires for France
in Istanbul''. But it is pure speculation that the report on the Con-
gress of Berlin was in either of these volumes. It is also speculation

Mirat-1 mekteb-i tibbiye, p. 107; Nevsal-i osmani, I. p. 82; and Marcelle Tinay-
re, Notes d'une vopageuss en Turguie (Parls, 1910). A list of foreign corres-
pondents of the Journal des Débats does give the naume of a correspondent for
Turkey, but spells it «Barcilier.» Le Journal des Débats Politiques et Littéraires,
INt§-1914 (Paris, 1914), p. 205. Perhaps it should be «Bareilles?s

12 Malachia Ormanian, L Eglise arménienne; son histoire, sa doctrine...
son présent (Paris, 1910).

13 Paris, 1817. (See note 6, above.) This book had a preface by Jacques
de Morgan, who was o strong partisan of Armenians. At the end of the war
Bareilles also wrote a chapter entitled «Coup d'oell sur 'Albanies for Démétre
Beratti, ed., La Questivn albanaise (Paris, 1919). This book is meant to influence
the Paris peace conference, and Is also rather anti-Turkish.

14 This information is in Ibnllemin Mahmut Kemal Inal, Osmanit devrin-
de son sadriazamlar, 4th printing (Istanbul, 1069), ciiz 6, p. 883, note 1. Gabriel
Hanotaux was counselor of embassy for France in Istanbul in 1885 and 1886,
hut on April 18, 1886, he was elected a deputy in the French Chambre : La
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that Bareilles could have seen the volumes, or one of them. The
documents in the volumes were, in any case, not the originals, but
capies.

Bareilles says, however, that he copied the <original texts of
the report by Karatodori to the Sublime Porte. Presumably, then,
the original report would have been in the archives of the Sublime
Porte when Bareilles was living in Istanbul; or it might have been
in the archives of the Yildiz palace, where Sultan Abdiilhamid II
collected many documents on state affairs. It is not clear how Bareil-
les would have had access to the original text, but perhaps officials
he knew in the Ottoman government, who had access to the archives,
could have shown it to him. Possibly Abdillmecid procured the report
for him. If the original report is still in the Ottoman archives today,
it could easily be compared with the one that Bareilles published.
These archives have, fortunately, been opened for historical re-
search in recent ycars. The Rapport secret does not, however, seem
to be there. I have been unable to find it, among those documents
that are catalogued and available for examination. In the Dig-lgleri
Bakanhg Hazine-i Evrak there are many documents pertaining to
the Berlin Congress, including telegrams by Karatodori Pasa; but
no long report on the Congress seems to be in the files”. In the Bas-
bakanhk Argivi there is a large category of Yildiz papers. Among
them are some papers by Karatodori, including a notebook, bound
in red leather, on the Congress of Berlin™. But this is not the Rap-
port secret. Instead, it is a collection of telegrams sent from Berlin
by Karatodori, and translated from French into Turkish, probably
for Sultan Abdiilhamid to read.

The documents in the Dis-Isleri Bakanhg Hazine-i Evrak do,
however, provide a means for testing the genuineness of important
parts of the Rapport secref. In this archive, scattered among many
dossiers in two different cartons in the Political (Siyasi) category,

Grande Encyclopédie, vol. 19, p. 823. Refet Bey died only In 1887 : LA. Govsa,
Tiirk meghurlar: ansiklopedisi (lstanbul, 1946), p. 319. So perhaps Hanotaux
was not In Istanbul when Refet Bey's estate was sold

15 The report might be in Kartons 127, 182, 185, or 527 of the Siyas! tas-

nifl, but is not.
16 Bagbakanhk Argivi, Yidiz tasnifl, Kisum 28, evrak 2077.
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there are approximately 130 telegrams, in French, sent by Karato-
dori in Berlin to Safvet in Istanbul between June 14 and July 18,
1578. In addition, there are approximately 90 telegrams, also in
French, sent by Safvet to Karatodori in the same period. Among
these 220 telegrams are about 30 which are quoted directly, or whose
contents are summarized, in the Rapport secret published by Bare-
illes. Many of the quotations are only portions of documents, but
they are sufficient to allow identification and comparison. When
one looks at these telegrams in the Foreign Ministry archive, it is
immediately clear that they are the same telegrams as are quoted
in the Rapport secret. Thus the telegrams in the Rapport secret are
authentic and, with occasional minor variations in wording, are
completely aceurate,

Below is given a list of telegrams gquoted or summarized in
Bareilles’s Rapport secret, together with identification of the same
telegrams in the archives. Occasionally 1 have identified a passage
in the Rapport secret as coming from a telegram, even when this
is not mentioned in the Rapport itself; the archives telegrams make
clear the origin of the information.

_ In the table below, the page reference in Bareilles's book is
given in the left-hand colum. An asterisk* after the page indica-
tes that the Rapport secret gives a direct quotation from the tele-
gram; in other cases, the lelegram is summarized. In the colums
to the right are given the Karton number in the Dis-Isleri Bakanhg
Hazine-i Evrak, the dosya number, the name of the sender of the
telegram, the serial number given to each telegram in 1878, and
the date on which the telegram was sent. Both Kartons are in the
Siyasi category in the archive. I have not indicated the varying
security classifications placed on the telegrams by the sender - some
are marked «confidential,» some are «secret and confidential,» some
simply «secret,» and some are «very secret and confidential.» A few
are marked <personal.» Some, of course, have no security classifi-
cation at all,
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Tbe_eompan:son of the telegrams preserved in the archives of
Table One the Foreign Ministry, as listed above, with those telegrams quoted
or summarized in the Rapport secret demonstrates, therefore, that
. historians may rely on the Rapport for Ottoman records concerning
"o he Berlin Con
e t rlin gress,
S It is obvious, also, from reading the Safvet-Karatodori corres-
secret Karton Dosya Sender Telegram Number Date pondence in the archives, that additional information in the Rap-
- - s Karatodors . i T port secret is also drawn from the telegrams that have not been
1 185 8 Karatodori 7 16 June quoted or summarized. So far as one can judge from the records in
55-86 185 o Karatodori 9 and 11 {7} 16 June (both?) the archives, the whole report as published by Bareilles seems to be
89 185 : Em:r: f‘ :: :'lune reliable. There is a confirmation of this in the British archives, as
i34 * 183 ratodor une ‘ie "
135-36° 527 38 Satvet 51526/ 19 20 June well. The British ambassador to Istanbul, Austan Henry Layard,
138 527 38 Safvet 51550/39 25 June sent back to his government in London a copy of an Ottoman tele-
138-39 527 a8 Safvet 51608/43 26 June gram which he had been given in the strictest confidence in July
139-40 527 38 Karatodori 55 27 June 1878, Probably it was given to him by an official in the Sublime
141 527 as Safvet 51640/47 28 June Porte or in the Yildiz palace. This telegram conforms e¢losel
. / . y to
:ﬂ-‘la ::;r :: BK:INT- ) :;ﬂlf"ﬂ g ::::: Safvet's telegram no. 51725,84 of July 10, and to the same one as
g spid o K‘m'mmmﬂ pod 28 e cited by Bareilles at p. !69 (see Table One, above). When the two
sig8ae 27 P Karatodori ol 20 June archival sources agree, it can hardly be doubted that Bareilles is
153-54° 527 38 Karatodori 76 1 July referring to an authentic document,
4 * 527 38 Safvet 51688/68 3 July ;
155 ¢ 527 38 Safvet 5166969 i July Thf’eRappou secret unquestionably puts the actions of the Ot-
S o = g Shanddini o s Juty toman delegates to the Berlin Congress in the best light possible.
156-57° 521 38 Safvet 51690,70 & July It is, in a way, a defense of their conduct. In this sense, it is not en-
157 * 527 38 Karatodori m 8 July tirely objective. This does not, however, mean that the Rapport is
158-59° 527 38 Safvet 51699,71 9 July fraudulent or untrustworthy. It is soundly based on the documents,
:: . 51:; ;3 :.“rw: :;:fﬁ ‘;g -;:113; - and is of great use to historians. At the same time, it must be re-
Ve L/ L
cognized that the Rapport secret is a very incomplete account of
{the date Is an error — probably it should be 2/3 July) the negotiations at the Congress. It emphasizes the role of Bismarck,
sot-88 s27 33  Karatodori 13 11 July the question of Bulgaria, and the question of Bosnia-Herzegovina.
169 527 38 Safvet 51725/84 10 July Many other matters are omitted. The documents in the Dig-Igleri
169 527 as Safvet 51726/85 10 June (sic) Bakanlii Hazine-i Evrak and, to a less extent, in the Bagbakanhk
{the date is an error — it should be 10 July) A“i'g; give a ;nore complete picture.
) casionally, however, the Rapport gives information that does
7 185 G Karatodori 122 11 July ;
S ibe ot o B Sivei/is 12 Jely not seem to be in the archives, The Rappoﬂ also has one advantage
380,08 b - Karatodori 131 13 July over the diplomatic correspondence — it is more informal, and con-
180-90* 185 G Austrian statement 13 July
191 1845 G Ottoman statement 13 July | 17 Publie Record Offiee (London), FO 78/2793, Layard to Salisbury no.
194-95° 527 a8 Safvet 51771/95 14 July 868, very confidential, 13 July 1878,




648 RODERIC H. DAVISON

veys somewhat better at times the impressions of the Ottoman
plenipotentiaries. It also adds some color that is mot contained in
the telegraphic correspondence. For example, the Rapport secrel
(pp. 85-86) describes at length a significant visit to the Ottoman
plenipotentiaries by Prince Bismarck, who emphasized the official
character of his visit by wearing his military helmet. The situation
as of that moment is then analyzed in the Rapport, with the benefit
of hindsight, by Karatodori. Not all of that is in the archival do-
cuments. Similarly, the Rapport offers a dramatic account of how,
on the very last day of the Congress, the Ottoman delegates extrac-
ted from the Austrians a declaration of the Sultan's sovereign
rights over Bosnis-Herzegovina (pp. 183-93). Most of this action
and color is missing from the telegraphic reports.

Is it, however, certain that the author of the Rapport secret
was, in fact, Aleksandr Karatodori? Unless the original report or
some other documentary proof is found, there can be no absolute
certaintly, Whoever the author was, he was familiar with the inner
workings of the Ottoman delegation at the Congress of Berlin; he
was familiar also with the secret telegrams of the Sublime Porte
and of the Ottoman delegation. Karatodori is the most obvious in-
dividual who possessed those qualifications. The Rapport secret is,
furthermore, writlen in excellent French. Karatodori had the ability
to do that. He had been educated, at least in part, in France. He
had written two law theses in Paris®.

Better evidence that Karatodori was the author of the Rapport
secret comes, however, from a Turkish official of that period who
iater turned historian. This is Mahmud Celaleddin Pasa. His work,
Mirat-i hakikat, is an extended account of the Balkan crisis of 1875-
76, of the Turco-Russian war of 1877.78, and of the peace. At the
end of his history Mahmud Celaleddin includes the report of Alek-
sandr Karatodori Pasa on the Berlin Congress. Although it was
written, probably, well before his death in 1899, Mahmud Celaled-
din's history evidently could not be published during the reign of

18  Alexandre Carathéodory, Jus Romasum @ De pignatoribus et hypothe-
cis : de separationibus. Code Napoléon, Priviléges sur les immeubles {(Paris,
1858 ), Fuculté de Droit de Paris, thése pour la licence; and De UErreur en mas
tiere civile d'uprds le droil vremaln et le code Napoléon (Paris, 1860), Faculié

de Droit de Paris, thése
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Abdiilhamid, until after the Young Turk revolution of 1908, Then
Mirat-1 hakikat was published, in three volumes, in 1908-1909 in
Istanbul . This was, ironically, ten years before Bareilles published
the Rapport secret. Bareilles, since he lived in Istanbul, should have
known about Mahmud Celaleddin’s work, but he does not mention
it. The report was, therefore, public after 1909. When Bareilles pub-
lished it again in 1919, it had not been secret, at least to Turks,

for ten years.

Mahmud Celaleddin explains, in Mirat-t hakikat, that he pub-
lishes a translation into Turkish of the memorandum (liyiha) writ-
ten in French which Karatodori Paga gave to Safvet Paga*. This
statement by Mahmud Celaleddin is fairly reliable proof of Kara-
todori’s authorship, because Mahmud was in a position to know the
truth. His career had been in the offices of the Sublime Porte, and
in the period he writes about in Mirat-s hakikat, 1875-1878, he was
amedei. This meant that he headed a central secretariat which dealt
with communications between the Porte and the Palace, which kept
minutes of the Council of Ministers meetings, and which performed
other vital functions. Mahmud Celaleddin makes it clear in his prefa-
ce that he had access to important government documents and to
records of discussions in the Council of Ministers, and he says that
what he did not know personally he could learn by informal conver-
sations with those who did know*, He may have exaggerated his
omniscience somewhat~, Nevertheless, he was in a very strategic

19 The manuscript of Mahmud Celaleddin’s work is in the Bagbakanhk
Arglvl listed in the catalogue of the Yidiz tasnifi as Kumm 33, evrak 2028,
«the drafts in his own handwriting of Mahmut Paga's history called Mirat-
hakikat.> I have not seen the manuscript.

20 Mirat-1 hakikat : Tarih-i Mahmud Celaleddin Paga (Istanbul, Mathan-i
Osmaniye, 13261327 (1908-1909). Karatodori's report |s on pp. 171-220 of volu-
me 3,

21 Mirat-y hakikat, IIL p. 170.

22 Mirat-y hakikat, I, pp. 4-5. On Mahmiud Celaleddin, see further ; Bur-
sali Mehmed Tahir, Osmanli muellijflors (Istanbul, 1334-1343; Westmead,
England, 1971), II, 428; Gdvsa, Tiurk meghurlari, p. 7; and especinlly Ibnil-
emin Mahmut Kemal Inal, S8on asir Tiirk gairieri (Istanbul, 1930-1942)1, cllz 3,
pp. 205-208.

23 He has also been accused of error and of lack of objectivity, Yulug
Tekin Kurat, Heury Lagardn Istanbul elgiligi, 1877-1880 (Ankara, 1968), p,
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position and may have known personally that Karatodori gave a
report on the Berlin Congress to Safvet. He would also probably
have had access o that report, either at the time it was presented
or afterward.

The information that Mahmud Celaleddin gives also allows us
to determine that Karatodori's report was written in the late sum-
mer or fall of 1878. Mahmud Pasa says that Karatodori gave the
report to Safvet when the latter was both grand vezir and foreign
minister. Safvet held these two offices at once between June 4 and
December 4, 1878. Karatodori had left Berlin on July 16, 1878, three
days after the close of the Congress. He had gone immediately to
Vienna for further negotiations on Bosnia-Herzegovina with the
Austrian government, and had stayed there until early October. Af-
ter that, he was briefly governor of Crete. Then, on December 4,
1878, Aleksandr Karatodori became Ottoman foreign minister, at
the time when Hayreddin Pasa replaced Safvet Pasa as grand ve-
zir*'. Therefore, Karatodori must have written the report at some
time before December 4, 1878 — while he was in Vienna, or in Crete,
or during a stop in Istanbul. The date 1879, which Bareilles attaches
to the report, must be erroneous.

The text of the report by Karatodori, as Mahmud Celaleddin
gives it, is not precisely the same as that in the book by Bareilles.
Bareilles's version is a little longer. It has more exact dates, espe-
cially dates of telegrams. It has sentences and phrases that are not
included in the parallel passages of the report as published in Mirat-
hakikat, It gives some telegrams in direct quotation which Mirat-
hakikat gives only indirectly, in summary form. The paragraphing
of the two versions is sometimes different, also. The question na-
turally arises, therefore, as to which version conforms to the origi-

226, notes that Mahmud Celaleddin falls into error concerning British policy
when he writes what he has heard, without having seen British documents. All
Haydar Midhat, Hatiralarim, [1872-1946 (lstanbul, 19848), p. 65, note 1, charges
Mahmud Celaleddin with blas against his father, Midhat Pasa.

21 Havivige Nesaref-i colilesinin solnamesi, p. 74. See further, on Kara-
todorl, Farowsse de XX Sidcle, 1 p. 1026, «Carathéodory, Prince Alexandre s

25 Bareilles, Rapport secret, p. 61, Maybe Bareilles has glven 1878, mis-
tukenly, as the date for the Congress of Berlin'! This §s not clear.
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nal-, The answer cannot yet be definite. Possibly neither version is
exactly like the original — each one may be a variation. It may be
that Karatodori himself revised an original version he had written,
thus creating two coriginals.» Possibly Bareilles added some phrases
to the report himself, and so made it longer than Mahmud Celaled-
din's version.

But the most likely explanation is the simplest one : Mahmud
Celaleddin, in making the translation from French to Turkish, could
easily have shortened the report a little. Probably the Rapport secret
as published by Bareilles is closer to the original report of Kara-
todori, if it is not the exact original.

in conclusion, it can now be said that Le Rapport secrct sur le
Congrés de Berlin adressé a la 8. Porte par Karathéodory Pacha is
a document on which historians can rely. Although Bareilles made
errors in his introduction, and aithough his motives for publishing
the document may be suspect, the report itself is probably authentic.
it is likely that Karatodori was in fact the author, as Mahmud Ce-
laleddin asserts. The report was probably written in 1878. The
telegrams exchanged between Karatodori and Safvet that are in-
cluded in the Rapport secret are trustworthy copies of the originals
in the archives of the Dig-Isleri Bakanhg. The version of Karato-
dori's report published in Turkish translation by Mahmud Celaled-
din is essentially the same, but is a little shorter than the one pu-
blished by Bareilles. This version is also, in general, a reliable do-
cument.

Two sets of unanswered questions remain. 1) Did Bareilles really
see the «original texts of the report? If so, where did he see it? Who
gave it to him? Or did he see only a copy? 2) Where is the original
report today? Is it in one of the Istanbul archives, perhaps still un-
catalogued, perhaps filed in an unusual place? Is it in private hands?
Or does it no longer exist? Further research may provide an answer
to some or all of these guestions,

26 Perhaps the manuscript of Mirat-s hakikal in the Bagbakanlik Argivi
will, when il is examined, shed some lght on this question. Inal uses the liyiha
of Koaratedori (n Mirgf-r hoakikat without ralsing uny gquestion aboul its re-
linbility © Son sedrazawmlior, ¢z 6, pp, 842-43 and note,

*
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Hiilasa

Bir Fransiz muharrir, Bertrand Bareilles, 1919 senesinde Le
Rapport secret sur le Congris de Berlin adressé a la 8. Porte par
Karathéodory Pacha, premier plénipotentiaire oftoman nesretti. Ra-
por kitabin 65 inci sahifesinden 195 e kadardir. Eger rapor gercekse,
tarihgiler igin kiymetlidir, ¢iinki Osmanh nokta-i nazarindan yazl-
mi§ ve sadriazam ve hariciye vekili olan Safvet Pasa'dan Karatodori
Pasa’'ya, Karatodori'den Safvet'e giden telgraflardan iktibaslan ih-
tiva etmektedir. Bugiine kadar, repor'un giivenilir olmas: kesin de-
gildir. Bareilles «metin ashm» nasil aldigim ve kopya ettigini izah
etmiyor. Bareilles tahminen yirmi sene Istanbul'da oturdugu igin,
belki de asil metni gérmek firsatimi buldu.

Ne Basbakanhk Argivinde ve ne de Disisleri Bakanlhif Hazi-
ne-i Evrakinda raporun aslini ve ne de onun kopyasimi bulamadim.
Bununia beraber, Disigleri Bakanh§ arsivinde, Siyasi tasnif'teki
Karton 185 ve 257 numara icindeki bir kac telgraf Barveilles'in
eserinde nesrettigi telgrafiarm aymdir. Rapor'da iktibas veya
hiilasa seklinde verilen otuz kadar telgrafin listesi, ve argiv numa-
ralarinin listesi buradadir, Bareilles'in kitabindaki telgraflarin hep-
si hakikidir,

Karatodori gercekten raporun miiellifi mi idi ? Bunun dogrulugu
ispat edilmedi, fakat bu muhtemeidir, Mahmud Celaleddin Pasa Ta-
rihi Mir'at-i Hakikat'te (3. cilt, sahife 171-229), aym raporu Bare-
illes'den on sene evvel bastirdi. Mahmud Celaleddin, bu liyihann as-
lim fransizeadan tiirkceye cevirdi ve biraz kisaltti. O, Karatodorinin
layihayr Safvet Paga'va verdigini soylilyor. Mahmud Celaleddin o za-
man (1878) Bib-1 ili'de dmedci oldugu icin, onun malimatinin dog-
ru olmasi lazimdir.

Onun igin Rapport secret glivenilir ve faydal bir vesikadir,



