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Abstract

The oldest known caricatures of Ottoman humour press in Istanbul were published in Zuarchakhos
‘Joker’ (1856), an Armeno-Turkish humour gazette written in Turkish using Armenian script. It
is also the oldest known humour gazette in Turkish. This gazette and its Armenian contemporary
Meghu ‘Bee’ (1856) are the only known examples before the 1870s, when humour periodicals in
Turkish using Ottoman Turkish script first appeared. The discourse of morality and normative
caricatures featured in the Ottoman humour press in early 1870s. This phenomenon can be traced
back to Zuarchakhos with many continuities. This article questions how subversive and satirical
these first caricatures were, focusing on those featured in Zuarchakhos and two other gazettes in
Ottoman Turkish language and script-Latife ‘Joke’ (1874) and Tiyatro ‘Theatre’ (1874)-all pub-
lished by Ottoman Armenians. In doing so, this study explores what morality meant in this context,
taking these caricatures as discursive formations. It could be suggested that morality was instrumen-
talised by the government to silence satire and political opposition and that humour gazettes in turn
resorted to morality to push the boundaries of censorship. Alafranga was one popular topic shared
by all three gazettes in question. At another level, this study seeks to contribute to the integration of
the little-studied Armeno-Turkish humour press into Ottoman historiography.

Keywords: morality (ahlak/edep), humour (mizah), Ottoman, Armeno-Turkish, censorship, nor-
mative caricatures, social inequality.

1. Introduction

‘If we close humour gazettes, can we restrain the hands of the illustrators (ressams)? Let
the impudent (edepsiz) be disciplined, but I am not of the opinion that banning humour
would be a sound decision, said one deputy during the lively debates of the Ottoman Par-
liament on 8 May 1877, when the second clause of the Article 8 of the new Printing Law—
stipulating the prohibition of humour gazettes—was being voted upon. He was responding
to allegations from the government’s Director of the Press on the harmful effects of the
pictures (resims), that is, caricatures. Most other deputies opposed the ban, some basing
their arguments on the morally instructive role of these gazettes, among other reasons.
During the same sitting of the parliament, Macid Bey, the Director of the Press, had argued
that humour gazettes were unnecessary, of no good, and even harmful. To prove his point,
he too, appealed to ‘morality’ by referring to some resims he had seen in humour gazettes
along with a French gazette. These resims, he argued, were impudent (edepsiz) and acting

1 Us 1939, 216; 212-7.
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in a way contrary to public, household, and political morality. According to him, ‘gazettes
have two duties, that of defending laws (muhafaza-i hukuk) and that of instruction (miireb-
bilik), where there is no need for buffoonery’ Macid Bey was apparently speaking on behalf
of the government, as one opponent deputy criticised that comments made by Macid Bey
were not his own, but those of a Director of the Press.> Ottoman Parliament was newly
opened, about two months after the declaration of the First Constitution on 23 December
1876. These first parliamentary discussions over humour periodicals showed that the Otto-
man government policy approach towards humour had not changed much, since the emer-
gence of humour gazettes in Istanbul around the middle of the 19th century and those in the
Ottoman Turkish language and script in 1870s. Instrumentalisation of morality for contest-
ing interests and ideologies by Ottoman state officials, intellectuals, and authors alike had
been an underlying feature of Ottoman political discourse since earlier centuries.> Moral
ideology not only provided justifications for government policy but also shaped how they
conceptualised humour in theory in the 19th century.

The humour press was to be gradually suspended as of 1877-1878, particularly in Otto-
man Turkish language and script.* The next period continued abroad in the form of polit-
ical satire.” The Revolution of 1908 brought in another period with relative freedom® and
satirical gazettes with plenty of subversive caricatures containing political satire boomed
in Istanbul within the climate of the Revolution.” Studies on Ottoman humour periodicals
from the 19th to 20th centuries, however, usually generalise them all as ‘satirical’ without
classifying them in terms of freedom of the press, the nature of the humour, and carica-
tures.® One exception is Brummett’s work on the revolutionary press of 1908, in which her
terminological choice was methodological. She deliberately employed the term ‘satirical
because the lighter forms such as ‘humorous anecdotes, witticism’ (latife) or ‘amusement’
(eglence) did not fit the political cartoons that she studied.” Yet, the nature of humour
in earlier Ottoman humour press remains unclear. To address this problem, this article
tries to answer the question of how satirical and subversive the earlier caricatures were by

2 Us 1939, 212-7.

See Abou-El-Haj 1988; Mardin 1974, 415; 425-42; Oguz 2021.

4 Secondary sources cite a few Armenian humour periodicals from the late 19th century despite
this period of suspension, such as Hagop Baronyan’s Khigar ‘Wise’ (1884), but without illus-
trations. See Bardakjian 1979, 18-9; Stepanyan 2005, 590. For censorship during the Hamid-
ian period, see Demirel 2007.

5  For the Ottoman satirical press in exile from 1878 to 1908 in London and Geneva, see Ceviker
1986, 269-98.

6  Yet, a new censorship would be imposed under the CUP regime, which one caricature in
Kalem complained about in February 1909. See Brummett 2018, 82-6; Yosmaoglu 2003, 15-49.
Yosmaoglu notes that censorship would gradually transform ‘into an institutionalized form of
social and political control’ from the 19th to 20th centuries, and that not only the Hamidian
period, but also the CUP regime, was violent against political opposition.

7 See Brummett 2000; Heinzelmann 1999, 2004.

For example, Elmas 2013; Georgeon 1998; Strauss 2001.

9  Brummett 2000, 17-8. Also, for a study focusing on the nature and strength of satire in a satir-
ical magazine from modern Turkey, see Marcella 2021, and 2022.
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focusing on some of the oldest known examples that appeared in the Ottoman humour
gazettes Zuarchakhos / Zuarchakhos'® (Qnuupduifuou) ‘Joker’'! (1856) Tiyatro ‘Theatre’
(1874), and Latife ‘Joke’ (1874). Zuarchakhos was started in 1856 and is known to have
published only three issues.!? Both Tiyatro and Latife were published from 1874 to 1877.
This study is not only based on the caricatures but also on the textual content of the acces-
sible issues no. 1 and 3 of Zuarchakhos from 1856; those of the issues no. 1-87 of Tiyatro
(1874-1875) and of issues no. 1-39 (1874-1875) and no. 1-43 (1875) of Latife.

The oldest known caricatures of the Ottoman humour press in Istanbul appeared on
25 October 1856 in the first issue of Zuarchakhos, which, whilst largely written in Turk-
ish in Armenian script, had a small section in Armenian. This gazette and its Armenian
contemporary Meghu ‘Bee’ (Uknnt) from 1856, are the only known examples before the
1870s, when humour periodicals in Ottoman Turkish script first appeared in Istanbul. As
two cases of the latter are Latife and Tiyatro, both published in Ottoman Turkish language
and script. All three gazettes consisted of four pages and were quite similarly structured,
starting with an editorial introduction (mukaddime) followed by conversational and witty
short narratives, humorous news items, comic anecdotes, and a commercial advertise-
ment on the last page. They usually published one caricature, while Zuarchakhos con-
tained four per issue. Using a discourse analysis as a methodological approach, this study
takes these caricatures as discursive formations. A discourse of morality was featured in
the Ottoman humour press in the early 1870s. Along with the integration of Istanbul into
the world capitalist system and the modernisation reforms of the 19th century, the social
and economic transformations in the background featured prominently on the agenda.
Yet the discourse in these periodicals was not generally that of westernisation or mod-
ernisation but one of morality. Shaped by censorship and government patronage, mainly
justified by ‘morality; the caricatures in Latife and Tiyatro in the first years of 1874-1875
were humoristic and normative rather than satirical and subversive. This pattern can be
traced back to Zuarchakhos with many continuities. This article suggests that morality
was instrumentalised by the government to suppress satire and political opposition and
that humour gazettes in turn resorted to morality to push the boundaries of censorship.

This study traces the emergence of the Ottoman humour press, examines how morality
was used in censorship, and analyses caricatures as sites of indirect political subversion.
The topics of alafranga, urbanisation, and transport were selected for this study, as all
three draw attention to practices depicted as corrupt and as generating social inequalities.
By reassessing understudied Ottoman Turkish and recently rediscovered Armeno-Turk-
ish caricatures, this article seeks to contribute to the integration of Armenian humour
gazettes into Ottoman historiography.

10  Library of Congress (LC) Armenian romanization system will be used for Armenian words,
except for the editors of the gazettes, as they used the Turkish spelling of their names in sig-
natures. See URL: https://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/romanization/armenian.pdf (accessed
14 August 2025). For an alternative transcription system, see Celik and Sargsyan 2022.

11 Hagopian 1907, 393.

12 See Step'anyan 1963, 83.
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2. Emergence of the Ottoman Humour Press: Integrating Armenian Humour into
Ottoman Historiography

The Ottoman humour press of the imperial capital Istanbul originated around the mid-
19th century, coinciding with the Tanzimat (reorganisation) Era (1839-1876) of reforms.
Progress (terakki) and civilisation (medeniyet) were two defining concepts of this period.
The reforms were modelled on European counterparts, especially those of France, to
attain Europe’s level of progress. The first gazette in the Ottoman Turkish language and
script was the official gazette Takvim-i Vekayi (1831), which started as a government ini-
tiative as a part of the progress being aimed at. This was followed by the foundation of
private periodicals, language reform, and publishing activities involving translations from
European literature.!® It comes as no surprise that one of the first humour gazettes in
Ottoman Turkish language and script was named Terakki (1870). The Reform Decree of
1856, which created a relatively liberal atmosphere on the part of Ottoman Christian and
Jewish Communities, in addition to the Tanzimat Decree of 1839, laid the preconditions
for growth in print culture.!* In this respect, Armenian Community played a significant
role in development of the Ottoman humour press.

During the 19th-century cultural revival known as the Armenian Renaissance, Zartonk’
(Quippniip), already started in the 18th century, a prolific number of periodicals, newspa-
pers, dictionaries, and books were printed. Classical and modern works in Latin, French,
and Old Armenian were translated into Modern Armenian. Armenian schools delivering
modern education were established both in the Ottoman Empire and abroad. Catholic
and Protestant missionaries, among which Mekhitarists made an enormous contribution,
took part in this process such as in the flourishing of printing and publishing in vernac-
ular Armenian, translations of European literary works and comedy plays, the transfer of
European thought, and foundation of numerous schools.!> Hovsep Vartanyan, the author
of the first Turkish novel in Armenian script, The Story of Akabi (Akabi Hikyayesi, 1851),1¢
had also studied at Mekhitarist School in Vienna.!” Modern comedy was carried over to
the humour press, as in Baronyan’s Tiyatro, which not only used the elements of Ottoman
performative traditions but also published plenty of modern comedy plays.

Thanks to linguistic works largely of the Mekhitarists in Vienna, Modern Armenian
ashkharhapar (wpluwuphwpwp), grounded in the vernacular and relatively free of for-
eign words, as opposed to classical Armenian krapar (qpuipuip) succeeded in becoming
a literary language.'® While ashkharhapar was based on the language already spoken by
Armenian community, many community members could only speak Turkish. A signifi-
cant number of publications, including those of Mekhitarists, thus used Armeno-Turkish

13 For a quick overview of reforms, see, for example, Hanioglu 2008; Shaw 1977.

14  Artinian 1988, 48-58; Barsoumian 1997, 175-201.

15  Bardakjian 1979, 2-7, 183-4; Der Matossian 2019; Nalbandian 1963, 30-67; Oshagan 1997,
156-60; Strauss 2003, 42-55, 58-65.

16 Tietze 1991.

17 Pamukciyan 2003, 373.

18  Artinian 1988, 70-2; Oshagan 1997, 155.
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in this century to reach a wider audience, advancing the mission of enlightenment and
public education. This hybrid language, known as Armeno-Turkish (Hayadar T ‘rk'erén),
that is, Turkish written in Armenian script, was the primary medium of the Armenian
periodical press in the 19th century, whose reach was not limited to Armenian commu-
nity. Publications in this script could be read and followed by some Turkish Muslim lite-
rati and bureaucrats as well, such as Grand Vizier Resid Pasa of the Tanzimat period.'’
Based on vernacular Turkish, many Armeno-Turkish texts are closer to Modern Turkish
and were easier to understand for the Turkish-speaking public than was Ottoman Turk-
ish. 20 Zuarchakhos, too, states in the introduction that it was written in Turkish, as many
Armenians could only speak Turkish, although some literate members of the Armenian
community had learned Armenian.?!

Terakki ‘Progress’ and Diyojen ‘Diogenes, the oldest known humour gazettes in Otto-
man Turkish language and script, first appeared in 1870 without any caricatures?? other
than a vignette on the headers (serlevha). Diyojen was started on 24 November 1870.
Terakki was published by Ali Rasid alongside a serious, ‘non-humorous’ gazette with the
same name several months before Diyojen. Some of the early issues of Terakki accessible
only contain small pictures, such as that of two dogs as a vignette for a short story named
‘Conversation between Two Dogs’ (Iki Kelbin Muhaveresi).?* Diyojen, published by the
famous Ottoman Greek satirist Teodor Kasap (1835-1897), included only three drawings
over its entire lifespan until 1873. The first one, from December 1871, actually used cari-
caturing techniques.?* Kasap later published more illustrated humour gazettes: Cingirakl
Tatar (1873) and Hayal (1873). These were followed by other illustrated ones in Ottoman
Turkish language and script, including Tiyatro (1874), Latife (1874), Kahkaha (1875),
and Caylak (1876).2° Tiyatro and Latife, usually published one caricature per issue, which
from 1874 to 1875 looked more like a straightforward illustration.

Despite the intertextuality of the Ottoman humour press, scholarly literature has
focused almost exclusively on gazettes published in the Ottoman Turkish language and
script. Humour gazettes in other languages and scripts have largely been neglected, due
to the tradition of national historiography, as well as language barriers and the inacces-

19 Cankara 2015a, 9; Der Matossian 2019, 15; Strauss 2003, 53.

20  Traced back to 14th century, Armeno-Turkish was used in diverse fields, even in the financial
documents of the merchants in the Ottoman Empire, Der Matossian 2019,1-34; Pamukciyan
2002.

21  ‘..milletimizde kitap okuyan zatlarin bir fikras1 Ermeniceyi tahsil edebilmis ise de pek ¢ogu
dahi yalniz Tiirkge soyler ve okur oldugundan bir taraftan yalniz Tiirkgeye asina olanlar1 oku-
mak eglencesinden yad etmemek... Zuarchakhos, no. 1, 25 October 1856, 1. As a matter of
fact, according to Cankara, many publications offer this explanation as to why they were writ-
ten in Turkish. See Cankara 2015b, 118-20.

22 Not all prints used caricaturing techniques, and some were rather comic prints. Yet, in this
article, all will be called ‘caricature’ in the broader meaning of present day.

23 E.g. Ali Rasid, Terakki, no. 8, 1 Rabi‘ul-ahir 1287 [1 July 1870].

24 For these caricatures, see Ozdis 2010, 85-9. The first caricature is said to be a satirical portrait
of Garabed Panosyan, Armenian editor of the Armeno-Turkish gazette Manzume-i Efkar.

25  All accessible at Beyazit State Library. See also Ceviker 1986; Duman 2000.
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sibility of these sources. The press of the Ottoman Armenian community in Istanbul is a
good example of this largely unexplored heritage.?® However, thanks to recent catalogu-
ing and digitisation efforts, these periodicals are now more accessible, which has in turn
highlighted the need to revise the existing literature. A case in point, Bosbogaz Bir Adem
‘Blabber; published in 1852 by the Ottoman Armenian civil servant, literati, and journal-
ist Hovsep Vartanyan or Vartan Pasa (1816-1879),%” was mistakenly labelled as the first
humour gazette.?8 It is in fact titled as a ‘treatise’ (risale) on the header with no issue num-
ber and is not structured like Ottoman humour periodicals of the 19th century. It looks
like a treatise containing an illustrated story in Ottoman Turkish written in Armenian
script.?

Terakki and Diyojen had been hitherto thought to be the oldest known humour
gazettes in Turkish. On the other hand, Zuarchakhos ‘Joker; which was started about 14
years earlier, on 25 October 1856, was also in Turkish written in Armenian script. Meghu
‘Bee, which was published by Harutyun Sivaciyan, a few weeks earlier than Zuarchak-
hos on 15 September 1856, did not contain any visuals until 1859, other than a ‘beehive’
vignette on its header. Both Zuarchakhos and Meghu were published by Ottoman Arme-
nian community members in Istanbul, with the difference that Meghu is in Armenian
language and script.’® The visuals and the content of Zuarchakhos are unsigned. The edi-
tor is not indicated either, as the gazette was published under the pseudonym Zuarcha-
sirats Engerut‘yun ‘Society of Joke Lovers’ (Qufupdwuppug piljlpnipinils). Only some
unverified information about the identity of the editor(s) is available.?! We as yet have no
information about Latife’s editor Zakarya Beykozluyan, other than the fact that he was
from Egin.3? Some caricatures in Latife and Tiyatro bear the signature of Armenian artists
Nisan Berberyan and Tinghir. These caricaturists were renowned for their art, with their
caricatures appearing in many other humour gazettes of the 19th century.>?

Tiyatro’s editor was the famous Ottoman Armenian satirical playwright, author, and
journalist Hagop Baronyan (1843-1891). Baronyan was of middle-class origin and,
according to Bardakjian, was writing from a humanistic standpoint, with a concern for
the whole Ottoman public in general, regardless of ethnicity. He criticised the dominant

26  Both Turkish and Armenian historiographical traditions approach these periodicals as iso-
lated cases. For an exception, see Strauss 2001. For a recent study on the Armeno-Turkish
press, see also Uygur 2021.

27  Pamukciyan 2003, 373-4. Cankara’s work verifies Vartanyan as the author. See Cankara 2014,
59.

28 E.g. in Ceviker 1986, 17; Elmas 2013, 246. Yet, these are very precious works about the
19th-century Ottoman humour press. Cankara and Strauss also mention this issue; Cankara
2017, 12-3; Strauss 2001, 122.

29  When examined, it is a 31-page, unsigned, humorous treatise, intended ‘to show what malig-
nancies can arise from gossip. Vartanyan 1852, 1 (URL: http://haygirk.nla.am/cgi-bin/koha/
opac-MARCdetail.pl?biblionumber=116231, first accessed 9 February 2017).

30  Swaciyan, Harutyun. Meghu. no. 1, 15 September 1856.

31 Kiraz 2024, 74-5.

32 Pamukciyan 2003, 126.

33 Ceviker 1986, 109-14.
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role of the Armenian aristocracy (Amiras) in the Armenian community and demanded
equal rights and parliamentary democracy in the government of the Ottoman Armenian
community.®* In that regard, Baronyan’s political stance seemed close to that of revolu-
tionary intellectuals, known as the Young Armenians and the Young Ottomans.>> The
Young Ottomans also wrote for humour periodicals; Namik Kemal, for example, pub-
lished his essays in Diyojen.>® Although the Ottoman intelligentsia of the Tanzimat era
was not unified in their thought, their one common mission was public enlightenment
and reform.>” In line with that, all periodicals under consideration in this article were
written in vernacular Turkish. The editor of Zuarchakhos seems to pursue the same mis-
sion, specifying in the first issue that the gazette was written in a clear language so that it
could be enjoyed by everybody.*

Ottoman humour gazettes were so intertwined that Tiyatro and its Armenian version
T‘adron published simultaneously by Baronyan, sometimes published the same carica-
tures and the same content.>® They also borrowed caricatures from periodicals in Paris
and London. Not only French fashion, but also the print culture of France had gone global
in the 19th century. The famous British satirical paper Punch, or The London Charivari
(1841) was inspired by Charles Philipon’s Le Charivari (1832).1° We don’t know for how
long, but the French publication itself circulated in Ottoman Empire according to an
archival document from 1895, showing an import restriction imposed on this publication
in the late 19th century.*! As can be inferred from the content of Tiyatro and Latife, the
word sarivari had come to mean ‘humour periodical’ in the Ottoman context. The short-
lived Ottoman humour gazette Sarivari Medeniyet (1874) and the Armeno-Turkish Sari-
vari (1876) seem to have derived their names from Le Charivari. Periodicals resembling
Charivari or Punch were established in many places from Istanbul to Cairo, Hong Kong,
Tokyo, Melbourne, and South Asia.*? Kahkaha, Caylak, and Letdif-i Asdr published iden-
tical and modified versions of caricatures from Punch (1841), as Elif Elmas has shown.*3
In testimony to such transfers, Tiyatro ironically reported that pictures (resims), that is,
caricatures, appearing in Kasap’s Hayal were being taken ‘free of charge’ from illustrated
(resimli) humour periodicals (sarivari mecmualari) published in Paris.** On the other
hand, caricatures appearing in Zuarchakhos, Latife, and Tiyatro, with very few exceptions,
look more original in terms of their depictions of the local scenery in Istanbul.

34  Bardakjian 1979, 30-41; 181; 304-5; Basmajian et al. 2005, 404-7; Pamukciyan 2003, 102-3.

35  Artinian 1988, 59-65; Mardin 2000; Oshagan 1997, 151-2.

36  Ozdis 2010, 83.

37  Artinian 1988, 59-65; Mardin 1974, 428.

38 ‘.. Ermenicesi olmus Tiirkgesi olmus gayet fasih lisanla yazilmak {izere gazetemizi iki fikraya
taksim ettik... Zuarchakhos, no.1, 25 October 1856, 1.

39  Bardakjian 1979, 304.

40  Price 1957, 353.

41 B.O.A, HR.TH. 155-40.

42 Harder and Mittler 2013.

43 Elmas 2013, 250. I am also thankful to Tobias Heinzelmann for pointing out to me (before
Elmas’ work) that he had come across caricatures from Punch in Kahkaha (1875).

44  Tiyatro, no. 5, 3 April 1290 [15 April 1874], 1.

Diyar, 7. Jg., 1/2026, S. 11-50
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3. Morality, Regulations, and Government Patronage

The nature of the caricatures was heavily defined by a specific censorship, government
patronage, and thus by moral ideology, as will be outlined in what follows. Although the
humour press was arbitrarily administrated regardless of laws in effect, regulations on
printing and publishing had been drafted since the 19th century. Before the first humour
gazettes came out in Ottoman Turkish language and script, Penal Code of 1858 had
already brought a restriction on satire and caricatures, stipulating ‘those printing and
having printed impudent joke (hezl) and satire (hicv) in prose or verse contradicting with
public morals (adab-1 umumiye) or impudent pictures or portrayals (edepsizce resim ve
tasvir) be subject to penalty and imprisonment from 24 hours to a week*> The Press Law
enacted in 1864 introduced another legal framework for censorship and would still be in
effect in the late 19th century.*® The requirement to obtain a licence from the Ministry of
Education as per the first article of the law reveals that the Ottoman press was conceived
as a component of public education. The law provided for penalty and imprisonment for
the content contrary to so-called public morals; penalty and imprisonment for improper
words and expressions (elfaz ve tabirat-1 gayri layika) about the sultanate and the mem-
bers of the dynasty, for verbal attack (taarruz) on the government, and criticism of bureau-
crats as well as the sovereigns of other states allied with the Ottoman state. The satirisation
(zemm or hicv) or lampooning of civil servants, an official committee or council, foreign
ambassadors, and of ordinary people would again be subject to penalty or imprisonment.?”

Punishments prescribed for violation of ‘public morals’ (adab-1 umimiye), that is,
equal to ahlak-1 umumiye in meaning,*® in this context, constitutes an example of the
instrumentalisation of morality. Fortna suggests that ahlak-1 umiimi would be used in the
context of the late-19th-century Ottoman education project in the same communal sense,
that is, ‘the qualities that have been accepted as custom in a society’ Moral ideology was
devised to build an obedient culture, as he remarks.*® This suggestion may also be valid
for the early Ottoman humour press, where the said regulations do not allow subversion
of government policies and violation of certain social norms constituting so-called ‘pub-
lic morals! Ambiguity of what would be considered ‘morally acceptable’ made arbitrary
administration easier.

More to the point, journalists were expected to be a mouthpiece of the government and
to deliver instruction on morality as underscored by the Kararndme-i Ali governmental
decree announced in 1867 during the reign of Abdulaziz (1861-1876). This decree spec-
ified that the gazettes had been acting contrary to common interests and even speaking
against the fundamentals of the state, whereas ‘their duty was to correct and reform mor-
als (tehzib ve 1slah-1 ahlak). Further, the gazettes allegedly published harmful (muzir)>°

45  Ceza Kanunname-i Hiimayiin, 1858, Article 139, Diistur, Tertib 1(1), 568.

46  See Diistur (Tertib 1), 1289 [1872].

47  Matb(‘at Nizamnamesi, 1864, Article 1, 14-7, 20-5 Diistur, Tertib 1(2), 220-4.
48  Edep is defined as terbiye, that is, ‘good morals’in Sami 1317 [1900], 83.

49  Fortna 2000, 379-84.

50  Sami 1317 [1900], 1361.
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ideas and fabricated news, while ‘they were supposed to eliminate the oppositions to the
government. It is added that the ‘excitement of minds’ (tahdis-i ezhan)>' and hostility
between communities caused by publishing unfounded news could not be ignored, even
though the government ‘wished to allow gazettes to publish ideas to some extent with the
expectation that they would contribute to government affairs as well as to the reformation
and ‘progress’ (terakki) of society! ‘Necessary corrective actions and preventive measures,
in addition to the provisions of the Press Law, would thus be taken by the government’>?
The two ambiguous terms tahdis-i ezhan and muzir served to legitimise censorship in
aforementioned provisions and numerous archival documents in the 19th century.>® In
this context, the former could be interpreted as something that is ‘politically engaging’
and the latter as ‘anything contradicting with the policies of the government.

It could be contended that ‘morality’ served as a pretext for the government to put a
damper on satire, caricatures, and political opposition, although not arguing that this
was a case unique to this period or to this geography. The form of humour allowed by the
regulations was an impersonal, non-political humour aimed at instruction of morals and
amusement through wit, jokes, and gentle satire rather than lampoonery and direct polit-
ical satire. Diyojen acknowledged this by describing the aims of the gazette as ‘to serve as
the voice of the government and the instruction of morality.** Again, Latife highlighted
instruction of morality as its purpose in its foreword.>> Rare cases of direct satire, espe-
cially political satire, would be punished, as in the case of Kasap’s humour periodicals.
For example, Diyojen’s publication was interrupted on numerous occasions for that rea-
son.>® Hayal, another humour periodical of Kasap, published a caricature criticising legal
restrictions brought on the humour press in 1876, and its publisher was even subjected to
imprisonment for three years.”” Tiyatro was suspended due to its undesirable content in
1875% and reported the suspension of Latife, Letdif-i Asdr, and Hayal a few weeks later.”
Latife verified this by announcing that the gazette was being put on hold because of a
piece of allegedly harmful (muzir) content in the previous issue.®® Another humour peri-
odical Meddah (1875), which announced its aim as entertainment, also ironically wrote

51 ibid., 388.

52 This decree was published without title in the official gazette, see Takvim-i Vekayi 9, no. 875, 5
March 1283 [17 March 1867], 2, URL: https://dijital-kutuphane.mkutup.gov.tr/tr/Periodicals/
Catalog/Issue/?Issueld=27916 (accessed 25 October 2022).

53  These terms would be more widely used later in the 19th century during the Hamidian period,
as can be quickly verified by a keyword search in the catalogue of the Ottoman Archives, URL:
https://katalog.devletarsivleri.gov:tr.

54  Diyojen, no. 1, 12 Tesrin-i Sani 1286 [24 November 1870], 1.

55  Latife, no. 1,22 Mart 1291 [3 April 1875], 1.

56  Ceviker 1986, 70-2; Ozdis 2010, 82.

57  Ceviker 1986, 72-3.

58  Baronyan, the editor of Tiyatro ironically notes that the paper had ceased operation for the pre-
vious two months because it was diagnosed with an illness, apparently referring to interruption
by regularity authorities: Tiyatro, no. 62, 28 Kantn-i Evvel 1290 [20 December 1874], 1.

59  Tiyatro, no. 66, 25 Kanin-i Sani, 1290 [6 February 1875], 3.

60 Latife, no. 37, 24 February 1290 [8 March 1875], 1.
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that ‘unlike those humour gazettes publishing personal satire (sahsiyet aleyhine), it would
not use language that might lead to the gazette’s closing’ as an indicator of self-censorship.°!
Whether any punishments were imposed on Zuarchakhos is as yet unknown, but it may
have been discontinued due to closure after the third issue.

4. Discursive Formations: the First Ottoman Caricatures

In alignment with the administrative language, Ottoman humour gazettes in this period
called their prints ‘pictures’ (resim), whether the image in question was a caricature or
a comic print. In contrast, Zuarchakhos called its prints karikatura.5> Probably due to
censorship and self-censorship, the first Ottoman humour gazettes limited their topics
to everyday life in the city with a discourse of morality, which also shaped the character
of the visuals. Generalising these periodicals with their resims as ‘satirical’ would thus
be a category error, considering that most of them during the first years, particularly in
the official language roughly until 1875-1876,% were rather humoristic® and norma-
tive, in line with the permitted forms of humour laid down in press regulations. Again,
probably due to censorship and the lack of artists and technology, one does not come
across a great number of caricatures in the humour press of early 1870s in the Ottoman
Turkish language and script. This may be because the caricaturing techniques of distor-
tion and exaggerations are what make a visual ‘satirical’ It is thus fascinating to see that
Zuarchakhos started with four prints mostly in the form of caricature, using caricaturing
techniques such as distortion, exaggeration, and bewilderment. It may be the fact that this
gazette was not in Ottoman Turkish script that afforded it a certain degree of freedom at
the time, or perhaps it passed unnoticed by the administrators? These questions remain
unanswered. Yet, there are known cases of censorship imposed on humour gazettes of
Ottoman Armenians in the 1870s, as in the case of Baronyan’s humour periodicals.®® It
should also be noted that Zuarchakhos was started following the Tanzimat Decree (1839)
and a few months after the Reform Decree (Islahat Fermani), improving the rights of
Christian communities. Meghu would also publish caricatures even after the ban brought
upon visual satire by the Penal Code of 1858.”

61  Meddah, no. 1, 10 Muharrem 1292 [16 February 1875], 1.

62 ‘Mukaddime-i Gazete:...beher gazetede birer sayfa ekalli dorder resimle donatilmig olarak
karikaturalar...derc olunacaktir’ Zuarchakhos, no.1, 25 October 1856, 1.

63  For satirical caricatures in the 19th-century Ottoman humour press, see Elmas 2016 and
Ozdis 2010.

64 In this article ‘humoristic’ means humour based on comedy, using jokes and gentle satire
blended with ‘wit’ rather than direct satire and lampoonery.

65  For a collection of these caricatures, see Ceviker 1986, 139-265.

66  Bardakjian 1979, 12-5; 88; 144-5.

67  See Meghu, no. 9, 31 March 1859, and no. 12, 30 April 1859. Baronyan simultaneously pub-
lished Tiyatro and its Armenian version T adron. He could more freely publish political criti-
cism in the latter, according to Bardakjian, whereas Tiyatro, being written in Ottoman Turkish,
‘came under stricter control than Tadron’ See Bardakjian 1979, 302.
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For the Ottoman Empire, the long 19th century was marked by nationalist movements
and continuous wars alongside the integration into the world capitalist market. Transi-
tion to a free-market economy, the hegemony of commodities of industrialised European
states on the local market,% early globalisation of Ottoman capital with global business
connections, and an increased number of foreign visitors, especially of Europeans,® all
dramatically transformed lives in Istanbul. Zuarchakhos was published in the aftermath
of the Crimean War (1853-1856), which had fostered change in the city.”? During the
war, Pera (Beyoglu), which Lady Hornby referred to as the ‘Frank quarter, was filled with
British and French soldiers, in addition to various other nationals.”! When it comes to
the 1870s, urbanisation gained momentum. Stories of these caricatures are usually set in
Pera and Galata, and sometimes in Kagithane, the favourite leisure sites of the time, while
the stories in the first issue of Zuarchakhos were set in the Princes’ Islands (Biiytikada) of
Istanbul. Galata was the central business district where the banks were situated and the
first stock market was founded, while Pera was a hub for alafranga social life. Galata and
Pera were home not only to European company offices and diplomatic spots but also to
newly opened hotels, French cafes, European restaurants, modern theatre, photo studios,
department stores, and shops selling European commodities and French fashion.”

Many of the urban reforms and modern transport means, which were popular sub-
jects of the Ottoman humour press in general, were introduced at a time later than could
be discussed by Zuarchakhos. Although the concession for steam-powered ferries was
already granted in 1851, the contracts for horse-drawn trams would be signed in 1869.7
The fact that only two issues of this gazette are accessible so far, makes it difficult to inter-
pret these caricatures due to lack of context. The topics of the caricatures paralleled those
of the textual parts, while not every point of discussion was addressed in the caricatures.”
Miscellaneous subjects in Tiyatro and Latife include, but are not limited to, the stock
market, economic problems, peddlers, and drunkards, all mocked with a discourse of
morality. The diversity of the topics approached from a moral perspective show that the
discourse in these gazettes was not generally one of westernisation or modernisation,
but rather one of morality. Morality in this case is quite all-encompassing in the humour
press and included, but was not limited to, manners or etiquette, literature, and language,
consumption and entertainment habits, professions, commerce, and urbanisation. The
present study will mainly focus on alafranga cultural trends, urbanisation, and transport
means among the most popular topics.

68 Pamuk 1987, 29-31.

69  Keyder 2018, 25-37.

70  Neumann 2011, 428-9.

71  Hornby 1863, 85, 32-500.

72 Akin 1998.

73 Ergin 1995, 2291-2, 2398-400.

74 These topics and the discourse of morality also can be found in other humour periodicals of
this period. See Ceviker 1986; Ozdis 2010.
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4.1. Alafranga and Fashion

Zuarchakhos focuses on the theme of alafranga in caricatures. To date, the topic of ala-
franga has been discussed as a Turkish-Muslim phenomenon particularly based on the
Turkish literature of the 19th century.”® It is thus striking to find this topic in a gazette of
the Armenian-Christian community. Caricatures appearing in Zuarchakhos are evidence
that alafranga fops or their equivalent chics (stks) had entered the vocabulary of the Otto-
man periodical press long before they were epitomised in Ahmet Midhat’s famous novel
Feldtun Bey ile Rakim Efendi (1875).7¢ Usage of the term gtk (chic) and of this typology
by Zuarchakhos also constitutes an important continuity with the later Ottoman humour
press in Ottoman Turkish script in the 1870s. Beys and Efendis, who were called stk and
usually represented socio-economically higher class men in Tiyatro and Latife, were the
main target in ridicule of alafranga. Though the term ‘Bey’ is not found in the issues of
Zuarchakhos accessible now. Young Ottomans used the title Beyzdde, ‘son of a Bey’ for
satirizing young fops of 19th century, who were usually sons of ministers and used the
power and wealth of their fathers to be appointed to high bureaucratic posts.”” According
to Hanioglu, alafranga as a term was used by the elite to refer to objects (such as personal
items) during the 18th and early 19th centuries and later came to mean a Europeanised
lifestyle in the Tanzimat period (1839-1876).78 Although Alafranga generally meant ‘in a
European manner; it more specifically denoted French cultural trends. Alafranga was asso-
ciated with cultural refinement and becoming civilised and was not always condemned in
literature, as seen in Midhat’s above-mentioned novel. Accordingly, getting a proper edu-
cation (for both men and women), mastering French, learning to play the piano, wearing
modern clothes properly, and acting according to European rules of etiquette in interac-
tion with Europeans were among the attributes encouraged by the alafranga.”” Humour
periodicals focused on those aspects that they found laughable by depicting the supposed
alafranga as involving pretentiousness, superficiality, and a propensity to show off. When
this type of alafranga is embodied in a male typology, it was represented by a fop or a chic.
Tiyatro illustrated this by a mention of chics pretending to read French gazettes, holding
the gazette upside down, as they could not actually read French.8

Zuarchakhos also categorised alafranga, with the words: ‘“What alafranga means?
There are both good and bad alafrangas... Which one is bad and which is good?” Then
it moved on to describe alafranga for both men and women. Specifically for men, it was

75  For alafranga as a Turkish-Muslim phenomenon, see Mardin 1974, Moran 1983, Parla 1990.
Parla outlines the paternalistic and normative nature of Ottoman Turkish novels.

76  Balc12019. Midhat’s novel was also published in Armeno-Turkish in 1879 and can be accessed
at the National Library of Armenia.

77  Mardin 2000, 123.

78  Hanioglu 2008, 100.

79  See Balc12019. In the preface to his booklet, in which Midhat states his aim to teach European
manners to Ottomans, he notes that the term alafranga is either misunderstood or not truly
known. See Midhat 1312 [1894] in Gokgek 2016.

80 ‘Cingene Falr, Tiyatro, no. 68, 31 Kantin-1 Sani 1290 [12 February 1875], 2.
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wearing fashionable clothing and accessories such as tight trousers and gloves, as well
as polite forms of address mixed with French and ‘other similar states of being’ (bunlara
emsal aher haller). In the case of women, it was things such as ‘hats, ribbons, slim waist,
smoking cigarettes, having elegant long conversations...! It is added that ‘[e]ven sheer veil-
ing (yagmak) instead of thick veiling is considered alafranga8!

The first caricature from Zuarchakhos (Fig. 1), titled Alafranga, features a young
woman trying to play the piano, flanked by her parents. Even if the girl was not able to
speak French fluently, her parents are still happy because also learning to play the piano
would be sufficient to give her an alafranga image. This reminds us of one of the heroines
in Midhat’s novel, the young slave Canan, who is juxtaposed with the neighbour’s flam-
boyant and spoiled girls. Unlike the latter, Canan manages to perfectly play the piano and
speak French, because she not only had the skills but also desired to perform them with
all her heart, not just to become alafranga. The butts of the joke in Zuarchakhos seem
to be pretentious individuals who had superficially equipped themselves with alafranga
practices merely to show off.

It must be on the same grounds that the habit of mixing everyday language with French
is ridiculed in Ottoman humour gazettes, including in Zuarchakhos (Fig. 2). According to
Serif Mardin, this was a continuity with verbal traditions of humour. The ‘esoteric’ lan-
guage of the ruling class was one of the main factors that estranged the ruling class from
the ruled in cultural terms. In shadow theatre, Hacivat, representing the culture of the
non-taxpayer ruling class, mixed Turkish with Arabic and Persian. Karagoz, representing
the Turkish-speaking, taxpaying ruled classes, as a result, did not understand Hacivat’s
language. Now French was starting to be used in addition to Arabic and Persian as a sign
of erudition for the ruling class. This vanity and pretentiousness on the part of the upper
classes were laughable elements in both Hacivat and alafranga fops and allowed for an
indirect political opposition, resistance to oppression, and criticism of social and eco-
nomic inequalities through indirect satire of the ruling class.3?

The butts of the joke in the caricature in Figure 2 are apparently those so-called fops,
who have adopted French fashion and manners and are peppering their language with
French, addressing each other as mon cher. Due to the flamboyance of their attire, ala-
franga men were usually mockingly labelled ik, derived from the French word chic. Along
with the clothing, such as tight trousers, the fashionable accessories shown in this cari-
cature, such as a walking stick (baston) and the glasses, were also ridiculed. Zuarchakhos
mentions these glasses as a lorgnette, which alafranga men favoured. Fops are usually
also depicted as drunkards and womanisers. It should also be noted that, this personality
could not be described simply as one who drinks alcohol, since the subject of ridicule
here is ‘drunkenness, rather than the act of ‘consuming alcohol’ In all humour periodicals
discussed in this article, it is only the drunkenness that is mocked. This assertation was

81 ‘Alafranga: Alafranga ne demek?: Alafranganin eyisi fenasi var...yohsa hangisidir eyisi, hangi-
sidir fenast: .. Zuarchakhos, no. 3, 8 November 1856, 1.

82 Mardin 1974, 424. In definition of Alafranga, for example, usage of estagfirullah (an Arabic
expression) are listed together with the French words: See, Zuarchakhos, no.3, 8 November
1856, 1.
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Figure 1. Zuarchakhos, no. 3, 8 November 1856, 3.
‘Our daughter can speak a little bit of French.... If she can also learn to play the piano, she
will become completely alafranga.
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supported by Midhat’s novel, where the fact that relatively conservative Ottoman families
of middle-class origin also enjoyed alcoholic drinks, especially the local punch (pung),
was not criticised if consumed in moderation. Baronyan himself is said to have consumed
alcohol moderately, and in Tiyatro it was only drunkards that he ridiculed.®?

83  Bardakjian 1979, 16.
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Figure 2. Zuarchakhos, no. 3, 8 November 1856, 3.
‘Mon cher, you know that Talman has completely become chic (sik). —Ah bah!*, Mon cher...
Quel he has become chic....
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* French, Ah bah!: an expression of disbelief. See Darqué 1878, 70.

In the next caricature (Fig. 3), both alafranga men and women are ridiculed. Women are
unable to look around due to the large size of their hats, whereas the womaniser fop is
trying to make a move on the women but is unable to see their faces.

Both men and women were the target of fashion humour in Latife and Tiyatro, as in
Zuarchakhos. Ceviker suggests that fashion with excessive lines was a good fit for carica-
turing for technical reasons and may have led to the popularity of this topic.®* Yet, carica-
tures about French fashion and alafranga are very rare in Latife, even though it allocated
many pages to this topic in writing. The caricatures from Tiyatro (Fig. 4) and Latife (Fig. 5)

84  Ceviker 1986, 40.
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Figure 3. Zuarchakhos, no. 1, 25 October 1856, 3.
If it were not for these hats, I would see a lot more... ~Uff! This hat of mine... Can’t see any-
thing... Who is that coming up...

Sl
o4

_’am.zw/z¢wl_w/1 wrw OLJHIUILIJ C‘éj/‘ 47/[1% éa/réféj/‘ w&/m RO
/’ Z

‘:/)w 2ne puplundinu, witfies

./ o/:é J:/muf' < B
puphlmppgne §



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Laughter and Morality 27

Figure 4. Tiyatro, no. 12, 27 April 1290 [9 May 1874], 4.
‘Those who want to accompany alafranga mademoiselles will have to learn acrobatics from
now on!!l’

L JIIB BT TS AV SR S TR O g N AT

poke fun at the extravagance of fashion-its so-called superficiality and ostentation-in a
parallelism with Zuarchakhos. Yet, the second caricature (Fig. 5) is not only about fashion.
Intertwined with caricatures on urban infrastructure, it presents another layer of meaning
implying the incompatibility of the new fashion with dirty streets. This incompatibility
had already been a source of laughter in Zuarchakhos, where ‘taking walks in mud and
dust with an outfit normally worn to balls’ is a ridiculed alafranga habit.8>

Textual parts of Tiyatro and Latife provide a very good context for further interpreta-
tion of fashion caricatures. The targets of fashion humour were both the shoppers and eco-
nomic actors. All three gazettes often ridiculed indulgence in French fashion and European
commodities, which were being consumed in increasing quantity and frequency. In Lat-

85 ‘..baloya gider hesabinda tozda yahod ¢amurda gezinmeye gitmek... Zuarchakhos, no. 3, 8
November 1856, 1.
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Figure 5. Latife, no. 7, 2 September 1290 [14 September 1874], 4.
Are you blind? Don’t you see the huge road? -1 gave you a shout about your dress getting
dusty, but you did not hear me.
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ife, a penniless bey is pushed by his wife to finance her constant fashion expenditures.®¢ In
Tiyatro, a father complains about his son wishing to buy every new fashion, ordering tight
trousers and redingots every week.8” Though economic aspects were not very discernible
in the limited copies of Zuarchakhos, people are portrayed as taking special care in order-
ing new clothing, such as French-style jackets (setre and raglan).3¥ At any rate, fashion
was presented by Latife and Tiyatro as a commercial trick through which economic actors

86  ‘Bey ile Hamim, Latife, no. 3, 19 August 1290 [31 August 1874], 2-3; For numerous other
examples, see ‘Eldiven] Tiyatro, no. 2, 23 March 1290 [4 April 1874], 1-2; ‘Tki Hane Beyninde,
Tiyatro, no. 31, 29 June 1290 [11 July 1874], 1; ‘Silliklarin Miikalemesi, Latife, issue 14, 22
April 1291 [4 May 1875], 2.

87  Redingot was a trendy French style jacket. See ‘Muhaverat: ...Efendim bir terzi Mir var imis.
Ona her hafta bir dar pantolon bir de alafranga radingot mu imis ne imis iste ondan 1smarla-
mal1 imis...Hem efendim birgok seyler daha istiyor. Bir baston almali imis. Bir semsiye almali
imis. Eldiven almali imis. Moda ne ¢ikarsa almali imis...Buna para m1 dayanir?.. Tiyatro,
no. 39, 31 July 1290 [12 August 1874], 2.

88  ‘Gegen giin iki dost bir mahalde bulusup, su yolda bir sohbetleri vuku bulmustur;, Zuarchak-
hos, no. 3, 8 November 1856, 1; ‘Biyiik Ada, Zuarchakhos, no. 1, 25 October 1856, 1-2.
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profited. Tiyatro lists the winners of the time as dressmakers sewing fashionable clothing
and deceptive shopkeepers, as well as chic beys who ordered garments without paying the
dressmakers.?® About a year later, Latife followed with a list of additional winners, which
again included the producers and dealers of fashion commodities. The list also included
bankers, tram and steamboat companies, for reasons discussed in the foregoing section on
urbanization and transportation.”® These criticisms at times sound as if they are striving
to protect the local economy against European economic intrusion, a sentiment clearly
expressed in Meghu back in 1856, when locals preferring French tailors to Armenian ones
were criticised, considering that the latter allegedly offered higher quality at a lower rate.”!

A discourse of moral economy encouraging moderation, which for Serif Mardin was
almost akin to the Protestant ethic, can be felt in how alafranga were laughed at.? In both
Tiyatro and Latife, people including socially higher-class men referred to as Bey or Efendi
were not paying their debts to the butcher, baker, or grocer, while at the same time they
continued to spend on alafranga fashion and leisure activities at European restaurants,
cafes, and other spots, which the caricatures below are related to.”* To give a few examples
from Tiyatro, two penniless sik beys, who had been fired from their jobs in an Ottoman
civil bureaucratic office (Kalem),?* attempt to order new clothing from a tailor with the
promise of paying later (although they had done so many times before and had not paid)
and make plans to defraud the grocer and to spend their last money to have some drinks
in Galata. On another occasion, an efendi gets caught in a tavern (meyhane) by the unpaid
butcher and the grocer.®> This again recalls the Felatun Bey character in Midhat’s novel,
who casually goes to work at the Kalem while spending all his money and time on leisure
in Pera. A caricature from Tiyatro (Fig. 6) must be about these penniless chic characters
also found in Ottoman literature of the 19th century. Allegedly, money burned a hole in
their pocket (cebi delik sik).

Latife attributes trousers with hole-ridden pockets to men spending the entire fortunes
of their wealthy fathers.”® In a later issue, Tiyatro also mentions a penniless chic spend-
thrift (cebi delik parasiz sik) trying to buy a new shirt without paying the store owner and

89  ‘Kazanan numaralar: ...Terazinin altina balmumu yapistiran fistikgilar...Zengin beylere huni
pagali pantolon diken terziler, Beyoglu'ndaki modistrolar, veresiye elbise diktiren gik beyler...
Tiyatro, no. 37, 24 July 1290 [5 August 1874], 2.

90 ‘Kazanan numaralar: ..Bir Dogru Yol magazasi, bir sapkaci diikkani, bir sarraf, bir tiiccar, sir-
ket vapurlar, bir pudraci, bir gozliikei, bir eldivenci, bir bastoncu, bir sa¢ boyacist..” Latife,
no. 2, 25 March 1291 [6 April 1875], 2.

91 ‘August Gine, Meghu, no. 1, 15 September 1856, 19-24.

92 Mardin 1974, 415-6.

93 i.e. See Tiyatro, no.71, 17 Muharrem 1292 [23 February 1875], 1-2, and ‘Mista‘id Usak;,
Tiyatro, no. 12, 27 April 1290 [9 May 1874], 1-2.

94  For the emergence of the new civil bureaucracy, see Findley 2014. Members of this civil
bureaucracy, who knew French and were more familiar with Europe, were among the possible
targets in the ridicule of alafranga.

95  ‘Iki Sik Beyin Muhaveresi, Tiyatro, no. 75, 9 Safer 1292 [17 March 1875], 3.

96  ‘Ticariye: Emtia-i Latife) Latife, no. 5, 26 August 1290 [7 September 1874], 3.
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Figure 6. Tiyatro, no. 13, 1 May 1290 [13 May 1874], 4.
According to today’s fashion, pockets should be inside out like this!!!’
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promising to send the money later with his servant.”” Other caricature from Latife (Fig. 7)
depicts one of those efendis at an entertainment venue, not paying his debts to the grocer
and to the butcher standing at his side. In the same issue where this caricature appeared,
Latife also ridicules people going to leisure sites (mesire) on borrowed money.”8

It could be said that alafranga caricatures mainly targeted the ruling classes, including
Ottoman civil bureaucracy, Armenian aristocracy, and wealthy merchants, represented
by Beys and Efendis. For the purposes of this study, the topic of alafranga can be thought
of as an egalitarian criticism, attempting to close the growing cultural and economic gap
between the ruling classes and the ruled in the 19th century, a gap that had already existed
since earlier centuries. This topic provided a space for indirect social satire and polit-
ical satire of the ruling classes by ridiculing their vanity and pretentiousness. Both the

97  ‘Gegen niishamizdaki muhavereden mab‘ad, Tiyatro, no. 85, 15 Rabi‘ul Evvel 1292 [21 April
1875, 2.

98  ‘Vay, vay, vay canim...bor¢ edip de eglenmek i¢in mesirelere gidenlere. Latife, no. 2, 15 August
1290 [27 August 1874], 4.
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Figure 7. Latife, no. 2, 15 August 1290 [27 August 1874], 4.
‘Bravo!... Iwaive all my debts! —Oh, efendi! Please don’t do this to your grocer and butcher’

Armenian and Turkish ruling classes were criticised by reformist intellectuals for their
unwillingness to embrace the parliament and the constitution. Neither were they taking
sufficient steps towards improving public welfare, instead being concerned with their ala-
franga luxuries, further distancing them from the ruled classes.”” Such criticisms were
suggested as valid for Baronyan’s satire by Bardakjian, as mentioned. While the politi-
cal stance of Latife’s editor Beykozluyan remains unknown, the content of the gazette
looks very concerned with the needs of the general public while targeting ruling classes.
Zuarchakhos, too, must be mainly targeting the vanity of Armenian dominant classes of
Amiras and merchants, who could afford an alafranga lifestyle. Its intention might even
have been indirect political satire, as the government of the Armenian community was
under the hegemony of the Amiras at the time.!0 Somewhere in the gazette, alafranga
social circles were mentioned as ‘Society’ (Cemiyet), apparently referring to ruling classes,
including the Armenian aristocracy and commercial bourgeoisie.!?!

99  Yet, Ottoman intellectuals were not uniform in their political thoughts as reflected in their
writings. See Mardin 2000, 115; Mardin 1974, 414-6, 425-9; Parla 2001, 223-33.

100 See Barsoumian 1982; Artinian 1988, 75-82.

101 Kiraz 2024, 67.
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In the 19th century, a middle class of artisans and craftsman with their moral values
such as moderateness in spending formed the base of Ottoman traditional, conservative
communities in Istanbul.19 Many Ottoman authors in this century, some of whom were
of middle-class origin themselves, such as Ahmet Midhat, were ‘social mobilisers’ who
wrote from the perspective of the middle class, with a communitarian attitude. Mardin
suggests that Ottoman authors instrumentalised morality with the topic of alafranga
to promote their own ideologies. This populist discourse addressing moral sensibilities
of ‘little culture, taking up the theme of ‘moral decline, was deemed an effective way to
‘mobilise the masses’ as well as the conservative segment of the ruling class, such as the
religious class of the ulema, to gain public support for the reformist zeal. Thus, the topic
of alafranga did not necessarily mean that the authors were opposed to alafranga trends.
Indeed, the authors had alafranga habits themselves.!% Authors criticisms of the ala-
franga directed at the ruling class should thus be read critically and may have also been
motivated by their frustrated career ambitions and exclusion from alafranga wealth.14
Furthermore, it was hard to speak of an independent intelligentsia, as many journalists in
the 19th century were an extension of the government, either working as civil servants or
chasing careers in state offices.!%> Motivations to make a career and to sell their gazettes
should also be considered before making any conclusions about the real political stance of
the editors of these humour gazettes. In case of caricatures, for example, when juxtaposing
the traditional and the modern, an ambiguous humour accommodating multiple strands
of thoughts would be helpful ‘for winning audiences or patrons’ by playing both sides.10¢
However, it is difficult to discern the political views of the editors, if any, due to censorship
and government patronage.

4.2 Urbanisation: Municipal Services

Urban reforms of the 19th century in Istanbul were major subjects of caricatures in the
early 1870s. These reforms entailed things such as cadastral works and the widening of the
roads; installation of pavements, sewers, and gas lamps along streets; development proj-
ects such as the construction of buildings and bridges; and introduction of modern means
of transport.!” Moving away from the paradigms of modernisation or westernisation,
these developments are now being approached from the perspective of internal dynamics
and the role of local and international actors as well as the state. These revisionist studies
underscore that the integration of the Ottoman capital city into the world capitalist system
in this century went hand in hand with profitable urban projects involving spatial segre-

102 About this communitarian structure and the conception of morality in Ottoman communities
in Istanbul, see Isin 1995, 15-144. Also see Ulgener 1981.

103 Mardin 1974, 414-42. Mardin uses the ‘little tradition’ vs ‘great tradition’ opposition to refer,
respectively, to ‘the ruled’ and ‘the ruling’ classes in relation to their cultural capital.

104 ibid., 423, 425.

105 ibid., 427-8.

106 Moores 2015, 12-3.

107 For an overview of urban modernisation reforms, see Celik 1986.
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gation and urban inequalities, which were absent from elite-biased urban modernisation
narratives.!8

The Sixth District (Altinct Daire-i Belediye), Istanbul’s first municipal administration
was founded in 1857 to the service of Galata and Pera as a pilot project with the possibility
of later extending it to other districts. The first director (miidiir) of the Sixth District was
Kamil Bey, who is said to be a much-mocked alafranga fop of the time, ‘a living example
of Felatun1® Commission of the municipality was made up of wealthy merchants and
bankers from the two districts, such as Camondo. As was the foundation of the municipal-
ity, subsequent restructuring of urban space and introduction of modern transportation
systems in the second half the 19th century were rather the initiatives of these economic
actors in Galata and Pera, where their properties and businesses were located.!!? ‘Poor
Greeks, Armenians and Turks living in the ravines behind Taksim, in Kasimpasa, and on
the back streets of Pangalt1 did not benefit from’ these municipal services.!!! Administrated
by wealthy ruling classes, the Sixth District, among all other subsequent municipalities
founded in other districts, retained a relatively autonomous and privileged position with
a higher budget well into the 1870s. The fact that city improvements were financed and
run by the wealthy, privileged classes and by foreigners to their own advantage must have
made them a target for the Ottoman humour press. In other words, the reform projects
served the financial interests of the ruling classes, lacked a civic dimension, and excluded
other districts of Istanbul from the outset. One of the first projects of this municipality, for
example, was the erection of a stock exchange building.!!?

The Sixth District could only be efficient with the involvement of the State, following
the appointment of Ottoman bureaucrat Server Efendi (later Server Pasa) as the direc-
tor of the municipal body in 1863.113 After the foundation of the Istanbul Municipality
(Sehremaneti) and the Hocapasa fire of 1865, restructuring was implemented during the
same period in Stamboul proper as those of the Sixth District, as did the opening of a
streetcar line in Karakdy and between Emindnii and Aksaray in 1871. Yet, the projects
were concentrated on areas defined by the financial interests of the elite and foreigners
from Taksim Square to Sirkeci Station.!*

Both Latife and Tiyaro often wrote about infrastructural shortcomings. Interestingly,
Latife did not publish any caricatures on these matters in 1874 and only two in 1875,11°
while Tiyatro contained many concerning issues such as foul-smelling streets (Fig. 9),

108 For these critical studies see Baruh 2009; Kentel 2018; Neumann 2011; Rosenthal 1982. Ken-
tel's work gives references to other revisionist studies.

109 Neumann 2011, 435; Ortayli 1987, 190.

110 For a ‘List of real estate owners and investors in Pera, Galata and Stamboul between 1868 and
1914’ a ‘List of most important investors in urban property (1868-1914) and for a separate list
of ‘Camondo property’ (as a prominent one), see Baruh 2009, 330-84, 385-6, and 405-22.

111 Celik 1986, 47.

112 Neumann 2011, 434-7, 444; Rosenthal 1982, 374-81.

113 Neumann 2011, 440-4.

114 See Baruh 2009, 224; 1-236.

115 One caricature in Latife was about dusty Street of Balikpazar: in Galata; see Latife no. 19, 3
May 1291 [15 May 1875], 4.
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streets flooded by rain, mud puddles, and dusty roads.! !¢ However, Latife was not indiffer-
ent to these topics, frequently tackling these same issues in textual parts. Urban reforms
were also motivated by a drive on the part of government to make the city look modern,'!”
but according to the humour press, Istanbul, with all its urban shortcomings, was far from
being a civilised city. Thus, these caricatures also read as civilisational failures of urban
reforms. As a matter of fact, Humourists’ frustration with urban modernisation as mir-
rored in 19th-century Ottoman caricatures was suggested earlier by Georgeon.!® Latife
and Tiyatro treated other problems, such as non-functional newly installed city lights and
deficient bridge constructions, in their textual parts, while these issues were addressed in
caricatures in other humour periodicals.!”

The first caricature below from Tiyatro about city hygiene (Fig. 8) depicts passers-by
holding their noses due to the stench in Galata, implying that no other solution was being
offered by the authorities. On a preceding page to this caricature, those overwhelmed
by the unpleasant smell are listed among the main export items of this neighbourhood
in a humorous geographical description.!?® Potential causes of the odour could be gar-
bage (siipriintii) or piles thereof (siipriintii ceziresi) and animal carcasses on the streets of
Istanbul, as reported by Tiyatro.!?! The Sixth District, which was responsible for rubbish
collection and street cleaning (tanzifat) in Galata and Pera at the time, must have been the
target of this caricature.l?? Yet, there was a particular street not in Galata but in Aksaray,
called ‘Mehmed Efendi sokag, that Tiyatro often mocked in its textual parts for the gar-
bage piling up and ignored by the cleaning officers (tanzifat memurlarz).!>3

Other smells were connected to the city’s sewer problem, where especially Kasimpasa,
a poor neighbour of Pera, and to a lesser extent Galata, were suffering.!?* Sewage from the
privileged upper hills being channelled down to the Kasimpasa river must have been the
real cause of the odour in the following caricature (Fig. 9). The Sixth District Municipality
had taken steps to improve the sewer system of Pera at the expense of Kasimpagsa, whose
inhabitants were mostly lower-income, working-class people, as opposed to the affluent

116 See Tiyatro, no. 5, 3 April 1290 [15 April 1874], 4; Tiyatro, no. 78, 19 Safer 1292 [27 March
1875], 4; Tiyatro, no. 62, 28 Kanun-i Evvel 1290 [9 January 1875], 4.

117 Ergin 1995, 1268.

118 Georgeon 1998, 24-8.

119 For these caricatures, see ibid., 26, 28.

120 ‘Ithalat ve Thracat: ...hastalar, burnu diigmiigler..” in Tiyatro, no. 11, 24 April 1290 [6 May
1874], 2.

121 ‘Suret-i Nutuk: Ey sokaklar!..Eger siz olmayaydimiz kedi képek lagelerini géremeyecek-
tik...Bazilariniz dahi stipriintii ceziresine miigabih bir halde bulunuyorsunuz...Ey sokaklar!
Bazilarinizdan da gegmek isteyen insanlarin burnu kopuyor..; Tiyatro, no. 39, 31 July 1290
[12 August 1874], 1.

122 Ergin 1995, 912.

123 ‘Cografya:...Aksaray denilen mahal sark cihetinden Mehmed Efendi sokagindaki stipriintii
ceziresi... Tanzifat memurlarmm sokaklarin siipriintiilerini gérecek olsalar kaldirmalar:
stiphesiz ise de her nasilsa géremiyorlar; Tiyatro, no. 46, 24 August 1290 [5 September 1874],
1-2.

124 Kentel 2018, 211.
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Figure 8. Tiyatro, no. 11, 24 April 1290 [6 May 1874], 4.
According to the advice given by the medical board to those passing through some streets in
Galata.’
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quarter of Pera. As Kentel shows, ‘several infrastructural interventions in Pera’s urban space,
regarded as the hallmarks of modernization and the necessities of modern civilization, thus
resulted in the deepening of inequalities between two neighbouring quarters not only via
making Pera better off, but also through worsening the material conditions of Kasimpaga’12°
Another caricature titled ‘On the shores of Kasimpasa’ in Tiyatro again depicted the
unpleasant odour disrupting the locals.!2® With a moral criticism of the priority given to
financial interests over the public’s well-being in urban projects, these caricatures con-
stituted a space for ‘representation and resistance’?’ through indirect satire of the ruling
classes. Association of the modernising city with social segregation, inequality, and cor-
ruption is more obvious in relation to modern transport means in Tiyatro and Latife.

4.3 Means of Transport

Steamboats and subsequently horse-drawn trams and omnibuses started operating
around the middle of the 19th century.!?® In 1869, Karapano Efendi was granted a con-

125 ibid., 216-7.

126 Tiyatro, no. 23, 5 June 1290 [17 June 1874], 4.
127 See Gogek 1998, 1-12.

128 See Celik 1986, 82-103.
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Figure 9. Latife, no. 27, 22 May 1291 [3 June 1875], 4.
“This is how cleanliness is achieved! No other way of passing through is acceptable due to
fetid odour of Kasimpasa river.
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cession to establish a shareholding company with the purpose of building and operat-
ing horse-drawn trams, in addition to omnibuses. Among the shareholders were wealthy
banker families such as Zarifi, Christakis Zografos, and Camondo, the creditors of Otto-
man government.'?° The first shareholders of the steamboat company Sirket-i Hayriye
again included members of the ruling class, such as the sultan, the sultan’s mother, bureau-
crats such as Grand Vizier Resid Pasa and the Minister of War Mehmed Ali Pasa, and the
banker Camondo.!*? Caricatures about means of transport indirectly criticised these elite
networks. Even if steamboats were targeted for several reasons in the textual content, the
difficulty of getting on and off board, whether due to crowding or technical deficiencies,
became subject to caricatures. Both the first caricature (Fig. 10) and the third caricature
that Latife published in the first year, 1874, depict this problem.!3!

Later in the same year, Tiyatro also contained a caricature on this issue.!*? Yet, the real
trigger behind these caricatures was the moral issues discussed in the textual parts of both
gazettes. One cause of criticism was the socially exclusive nature of the services. Sirket-i
Hayriye, to take one example, was attacked by both Latife and Tiyatro for not providing

129 Ergin 1995, 2398, 2408.

130 Gelik 1986, 84.

131 See, Latife, no. 3, 19 August 1290 [31 August 1874], 4.

132 See Tiyatro, no. 55, 25 September 1290 [7 October 1874], 4.
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Figure 10. Latife, no. I, 12 August 1290 [24 August 1874], 4.
‘Oh, Efendi! Is everything okay with you? Have you had an accident? -No, man! I just get
off the boat of the Uskiidar line. Thankfully, I haven’t injured myself!’

decent sitting places for passengers unable to afford seats, which were only available in
the first-class area (mevki).!1** Latife also complained that the company was only looking
after its own interest, had no concerns for the public wellbeing, and was not spending its
profits to improve the transport experience for the public.!** As a matter of fact, the first

133 ‘Su alemde bir tiirlii rahat bir yer bulunamayacak vesselam. Tramvaya binilse ayakta durmaya
yer yoktur. Uskiidar vapurunda ise mevkisiz oturacak mahal bulunmaz. Kig¢ kamarasi, yan
kamaralari, davlumbaz {istii mevki inhisarma alinmig. Vakia bas su inhisardan hari¢ kalmig
ise oray1 da halatlar, kirik iskemleler, taifeler tuttugu cihetle avam i¢in tente ve kazgan ve
baca ustiinden bagka yer yoktur. Halbuki ki su giinlerde tente iistiine de silte serilerek mevki
yapilacag: rivayet olunuyor. Bu surette avamin haline ah imdat eyleye’ Tiyatro, no. 5, 3 April
1290 [15 April 1874], 3-4.

134 ‘Sirket-i Hayriye: ... Mesela adet-i kadimden beri direktor olan zatin maagindan maada hasil
olan ticaretten yiizde on hissesi var. Iste bunun nisfi bari ahalinin istirahatine sarf olunsa
herkes de kivrana kivrana tahta @istiinde oturmaktan kurtulur ya... Velhasil Sirket her saniye
kendi menfaatini diisiinecegine biraz da ahalinin istirahat ve menfaatini derhatir etse olmaz
m1?, Latife, no. 3, 19 August 1290 [31 August 1874].
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Figure 11. Tiyatro, no. 44, 17 August 1290 [29 August 1874], 4.

‘Rowboat Race

Though we had promised a new hawser to this... Poor thing, it won’t see a new hawser again
this year’
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steamboats were meant to facilitate transport for the ruling classes from Bosphorus, where
they had moved their residences.!3®

The next caricature (Fig. 11) from Tiyatro is about the miserable state of the steam-
boats, which may have been a real issue, especially with affordable ones, according to a
humorous story in Latife. Expensive steamboats were new and decent, and they delivered
regular services, whereas the cheaper ones were old, deficient, and not operated regularly.!3¢
Latife reports an excessively long waiting time for the steamboat in Kasimpaga.'3’Auster-
ity measures were one cause of the slowness, as humorously reported by Latife. Accord-
ingly, a steamboat of the Kasimpasa line had slowed down mid-route due to a lack of fuel.
Because it was its last service of the day, the operator did not want to add coal to the boiler.
This boat was even slower than the rowboats, prompting a boatman to shout at the steam-

135 Koraltiirk 2007, 29-30.

136 ‘Koprii Uzerinde) Latife, no. 13, 23 September 1290 [5 October 1874], 3.

137 “Vay, vay, vay canim...Kasimpasadan Eyiipe gidecegim diyerek vapur bekleyenlere... Latife,
no. 2, 15 August 1290 [27 August 1874], 4.
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boat: ‘Either move or clear the way!’!*8 It could be that service quality was lower in the
lower-income neighbourhood of Kasimpasa, as a further sign of social segregation. Jux-
taposition of a steamboat with the traditional means of transport presents an example of
the coexistence of the new and old ways throughout Ottoman humour press,'* with the
humour rooted in the incongruity.!4? This caricaturing method goes back to Zuarchakhos,
where traditional and fashionable women were also contrasted.!

The ridiculing of horse-drawn trams had a moral dimension, one which was not limited
to these modern transport means. Transport animals, these gazettes claimed, were under-
nourished and suffered from overwork, while the operators’ sole concern was the profit.
The following caricatures from Tiyatro and Latife, both signed by the Armenian caricaturist
Tinghur, depict such treatment of the horses. Not properly fed, they are so skinny that their
bones are visible. In the first caricature below (Fig. 12), a starving horse heads towards a cof-
fee workshop (tahmis), as written in the upper left, where it smells barley. Here, the reader
is confronted with the subtle articulation of multi-layered satire in Baronyan’s Tiyatro, as the
means of transport was not the only target: the issue of food fraud as a matter of morality
was often raised in both gazettes, and the adulteration of coffee with barley was but one case
mentioned on the page preceding this caricature in the 14th issue.!#?

There was probably more to moral criticism of tramline company, as the service quality
might have varied depending on the socio-economic levels of the neighbourhoods. As
reported in the late 19th century-although we don’t know for how long this was the case-
it was rumoured that newly purchased horses were put in service first on the $isli line
and that three years later they were transferred to the Azapkapi line. Finally, after getting
much older, they were taken to Topkap: and subsequently to the Samatya line.!*® Latife
verifies the poor service in Aksaray in 1874 by noting how slow the trams were and how
weak the horses were, then holding the tramline company responsible in a witty way.!44
The following year in 1875, Tiyatro complained that the tramline company was charging
the same price between the stations regardless of the distance. It goes on to recommend
that the higher authority that granted the concession to the tramline company to run the
operations should be contacted if one wants to end this corruption.!*> Obviously, Tiyatro
was using the term ‘higher authority’ to refer to the government.

The second caricature (Fig. 13) below, this time from Latife, depicts the slowness of the
horse, where even the man with crutches can move faster. At first glance, this might look
like a comic print for entertainment purposes, but it was probably addressing the issue

138 ‘Kasimpaga’ya islemekte bulunan vapurlardan 12 numarali vapur son postasini icra etmekte
iken hareketine adeta hig yiirityemez derece agirlik gelmis... Hatta bu aralikta kayik¢inin bir-
inin vapura hiddet edip ‘ya al yahut yol ver de geceyim’ diye bagirdig: kemal-i taacciiple isit-
ilmigtir! Latife, no. 17, 7 Tesrin-i Evvel 1290 [19 October 1874], 1.

139 Georgeon 2000, 92.

140 For a discussion on the theory of incongruity, see Billig 2005, 61-3.

141 Kiraz 2024, 117.

142 ‘Mitalaa’ Tiyatro, no. 14, 4 May 1290 [16 May 1874], 1.

143 Ahmet Rasim cited in Kayserilioglu 1998, 86-8.

144 ‘Ajans Tramvay’, Latife, no. 2, 15 August 1290 [27 August 1874], 2.

145 “Varaka, Tiyatro, no. 64, 31(?) Kantn-i Evvel 1290 [12 January 1875], 3.
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Figure 12. Tiyatro, no. 14, 4 May 1290 [16 May 1874], 4.
‘Poor things, as they are deprived of barley, they dig into wherever they smell it.
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of the ‘horses for rent’ (kira beygiri) suffering from starvation and exhaustion. Another
component in the caricature is the driver beating the horse. One week after publishing
this, Latife complained that drivers in Yenicami and Beyazit were beating the kira beygirs
rather than feeding them.!46

How transport animals are treated was not a modern concern, with regulations to pro-
tect them dating back to earlier centuries,!*” but this subject may have acquired another
dimension with concerns surrounding civilisational progress specific to the 19th century.
Such treatment of transport animals would not have been called civilised behaviour, par-
ticularly in an urban setting, and, for sure, would have damaged the modern image of the
city. In the 19th century, the beating and overloading of transport animals and burdening
of the weak animals was indeed forbidden by municipal law.!4® While addressing animal
abuse as a moral issue in the case of the kira beygirs could be thought of as indirectly
targeting the administrators for letting this happen, the direct targets in other caricatures
were the tramline and steamboat companies.

146 ‘Bir Varakadir ki Re’y el-a‘yn Goriildi, Latife, no. 8, 5 September 1290 [17 September 1874], 3.
147 Article 156, Code of Sultan Selim, in Akgiindiiz 1991, 110.
148 Ergin 1995, 1670, 1798.
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Figure 13. Latife, no. 6, 29 August 1290 [10 September 1874], 4.
‘Hey! I can’t keep up with you. Wait, let’s go together!! -I have an urgent business. I can’t go
with you!

The last caricature (Fig. 14), again from Latife and signed by Tinghuir, is about the subway
(Ttnel) project between Taksim and Galata. The figure of a man, probably represent-
ing the ruling class, towering over the poor old woman representing ordinary people or
the ruled class, contrasted in size, is quite symbolic of power relations. As the caricature
shows, entry to the tunnel was restricted, especially since one is normally not expected
to walk through a subway line. Yet, upon a second look at this caricature, a silent protest,
a struggle over the control of urban space, almost reminiscent of today’s ‘commoning’
movements, becomes visible.!*® The woman was claiming, in a sense, a Lefebvrian ‘right
to the city’ in trying to use the passage to Taksim. After the opening of the tunnel, Latife
this time published news (probably fictitious) about a penniless man managing to walk
through the tunnel but then getting caught by the conductor on the other side, reminding
the man that ‘there is no passage, even underground, for men without money’ (parasiz

149 On city commoning, see Bityiiksarag and Ozkan 2020.
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Figure 14. Latife, no. 13, 23 September 1290 [5 October 1874], 4.
‘Where are you going?! Hey! Look at me! -Well, I'm going to Taksim.
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adam igin yer altindan bile yol yoktur).1> Indeed, Latife did not expect the Tiinel project
to provide ‘public good, even before it opened.!! Elsewhere in gazette, the tunnel turns
into a monster prepared to swallow people.>?

Still shuttling today between Karakdy and the lower end of the Grand Rue de Pera
(today’s Istiklal Street), Tiinel is the world’s second oldest subway and is also known to

150 ‘Bir ztigiirt adamin birisi Galata Tiinelinin bu bagindaki biletgilerin her nasilsa gozlerini
boyayip igeri girebilmis ve yiiriiyerek yukari ¢ikmus ise de 6biir bastaki bilet¢i merkumu yaka-
lay1p para istemis...” Latife, no. 1, 22 March 1291 [3 April 1875], 2.

151 ‘Sasarim, Sagarim...Galata Tiineli'nin vatana edecegi hizmetten fayda hasil olacagina..’Latife,
no. 23, 7 Tegrin-i Sani 1290 [19 November 1874], 3-4.

152 ‘Latife’ye Mahsus Telgraflar, Galata Tiinelinden: Kemal-i dehset ile adamlar1 yutmaya hazir-
lanmug isem de heniiz nasibim ¢ikmadi!” Latife, no. 11, 16 September 1290 [28 September
1874], 4.



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Laughter and Morality 43

be the shortest, having only two stations. Undoubtedly a shocking project for its time,
the subway was received with suspicion, apart from its potential symbolic value to be
used as a manifestation of civilisational progress for Ottoman government. Tiyatro, did
not contain a caricature on this, but shared Latife’s bias through some fictional public
reactions published upon the opening of the subway line in January 1875: someone had
allegedly found it scary to travel underground, while for some others ‘one must be crazy
to take the subway.1>* The major driving factor behind these reactions must have been the
concessions, of which both Latife and Tiyatro were very critical, as shown in the example
of tramline company.

French Engineer Eugene Henri Gavand was granted the concession to construct the
subway by the Ottoman government in 1868. To put the plan into action, Gavand estab-
lished a company first in Paris and then in London in 1872. Supposedly designed to pro-
vide convenient access from the finance district Galata to Pera, the subway must have been
seen as a very profitable venture, attracting numerous local and international investors
from the ruling classes, spanning wealthy bankers, merchants, and Ottoman bureaucrats,
aside from the significant number of shares held by the engineer Gavand himself. Shares
were distributed among the companies in Istanbul, France, and England, as shown by
Kentel. The French banker d’Erlanger from London and Camondo, the famous banker of
the Ottoman State and the owner of many properties in Pera, held the biggest shares of the
subway company. Other shareholders included Charles Helbig, a Levantine businessman
from Istanbul; Emile Deveaux, the deputy general manager of Ottoman Bank; Edhem
Pasa, the Minister of Public Works; and Ahmet Vefik Efendi, the Minister of Education.
More to the point, construction materials and mechanical components were supplied
from Europe, particularly France and Italy.!>*

A few months before the subway’s opening, Tiyatro let its opinion on the project be
known by writing: ‘as if the Tiinel company provided a significant public good for the
residents of Istanbul’ It then went on to estimate monthly and annual revenues of the
company based on the planned fare (40 para) for a single passenger, claiming that reve-
nues would far exceed the cost of construction that the company incurred.!>> Both Latife
and Tiyatro shared the view that the tunnel project was meaningless and did not benefit
anyone other than the company. As a matter of fact, ‘public good’ was supposedly a crite-
rion of the Ottoman government in the decision-making processes before the concessions
are given.!1>

Caricatures falling under the themes of alafranga, urban reforms, and transport means
could thus be thought of as subverting the government and dominant classes through
indirect satire. Yet, the question remains: How much did they influence public opin-
ion? Information about the reception and the political impact of Ottoman caricatures

153 “Istanbul ahalisince Tiinel'in Tesiri: Muhaverat, Tiyatro, no. 65, 18 Kaniin-i Sani 1290 [30 Jan-
uary 1875], 2.

154 Kentel 2018, 108-13.

155 ‘Galatanin Tiineli: ~Ey ne olmus bakalim. Sanki Tiinel irketi Dersaadet ahalisine biiyiik bir
hizmet etmis...” Tiyatro, no. 57, 2 Tesrin-i Evvel 1290 [14 October 1874], 2.

156 Celik 1986, 50-1, 74-5.
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in the 19th century is the most difficult to retrieve, also because no subscription lists are
available. It has been shown that Teodor Kasap was a politically influential figure of the
19th century'” and that Baronyan’s Tiyatro was a fierce correspondent of Teodor Kasap’s
humour gazette Hayal. Baronyan must also have been a noteworthy individual, consid-
ering that Bardakjian notes that his humour gazettes were closed after criticising some
Ottoman Armenian bureaucrats and the Patriarchate, bothering them enough that they
filed a complaint against him.1>8

5. Conclusion

Roughly from 1874 to 1875, the visuals in Tiyatro and Latife could mostly be character-
ised as straightforward illustrations rather than caricatures. It is thus astonishing to see
that Zuarchakhos contained plenty of illustrations using caricaturing techniques about
15 years before the first caricatures appeared in humour gazettes in Ottoman Turkish
script. The freedom of the Ottoman humour press, however, did not follow a steady or
progressive line of development in the 19th century. Press regulations requiring moral
instruction, while banning political satire and lampoonery, again allegedly for moral rea-
sons, defined the nature of the humour in the caricatures. The forms of humour that these
caricatures primarily employed were jokes and wit rather than satire and lampoonery.
Even when satire was used, it was usually gentle and blended with wit. Rare cases of polit-
ical and direct satire were punished, as in the case of Kasap’s gazettes. Most caricatures
were thus initially normative and humoristic rather than subversive and satirical. Satirical
nature of the caricatures increased as of 1875-1876 until the suspension of the humour
press during the Hamidian period.

In the 19th century, the discourse of morality, which is still used by politicians as a
form of populist discourse, especially in authoritarian states with traditional, paternalistic
societies, included elements of Ottoman political discourse. Morality as an ambiguous
concept provided the government with the justification they needed to impose a ban on
satire, particularly political satire, and lampoonery. Humour gazettes, tasked by the gov-
ernment with moral instruction, were also shaped by a discourse of morality. In this way
the government could also sustain the imagined conservative and communitarian society,
and thus moral ideology, at a discursive level. Taken as discursive formations, however,
these caricatures approached certain topics by raising them as moral issues, allowing for
indirect satire and indirect political satire. In Latife and Tiyatro, represented by Beys and
Efendis, Ottoman civil bureaucracy, merchants, traders of fashion commodities, bank-
ers, and entrepreneurs, some of whom were also involved in economic concessions, were
depicted as morally corrupt individuals for several reasons, in addition to capitalizing
on and profiting from urbanisation and new market conditions with unjust gains at the
expense of public well-being, they were all at once listed in the ironic list of ‘winners’” pub-

157 For most recent studies on Kasap as a political figure see, Elfenbein 2017; Benlisoy, $ahin and
Topal 2022.
158 Bardakjian 1979, 88, 12-5; 144-5.
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lished by the two gazettes. Alafranga luxuries and overspending on the part of the ruling
classes did not comport with Ottoman middle class economic values and further dis-
tanced them from ordinary people. Laughter at the vanity, showing-off, and pretentious-
ness of the dominant classes was just one of many continuities between Zuarchakhos and
later Ottoman humour press exemplified by Latife and Tiyatro. The latter then brought in
the topics of urbanisation and transportation from the perspective of their own historical
background. As an Armeno-Turkish gazette Zuarchakhos can be thought of mainly as a
community gazette, whereas Tiyatro and Latife were published for the wider Ottoman
public. Of the three gazettes, Tiyatro wrote the boldest and most satirical content.

These caricatures are best understood with the accompanying textual parts of the
gazettes. A second reading reveals that inner criticism of these caricatures were the social
inequalities, spatial segregation, and lack of public responsibility that these gazettes
observed and raised as moral issues. These were the results of profit-driven and socially
exclusive urbanisation and transportation, providing no ‘public good’ and only benefiting
the ruling classes, according to these periodicals. These aligned with the findings of the
revisionist scholarship on the transformation of 19th-century Istanbul, beyond a mod-
ernist interpretation. All in all, these caricatures indirectly subverted the government and
the ruling classes on behalf of the ‘ruled, maintaining the tradition of Ottoman verbal
humour. In shadow theatre, Karagdz always beat Hacivat, providing emotional relief from
the dominance of the ruling classes. Caricatures as historical materials are underappreci-
ated, considering the unique evidence they can offer due to their historical context. As a
final remark, this article has attempted to contribute to the study of little-known Arme-
no-Turkish humour gazettes, as an integral part of the Ottoman humour press. Indeed,
there were many continuities between Zuarchakhos and later humour press, although the
gazettes of the Ottoman Armenian community were conceived as isolated cases in both
Armenian and Turkish national historiography.

Bibliography
Unpublished Primary Sources
T.C. Cumhurbaskanhgi Devlet Arsivleri (Osmanli Arsivi), Istanbul

Hariciye Nezareti, Tahrirat-1 Hariciye Odasi (B.O.A, HR.TH.) 155-40.

Rare Books (Ataturk Library of Istanbul Municipality, Google Books)

Aucher, Father Paschal and Brand, John. 1825. A Dictionary Armenian and English. Venice: Arme-
nian Academy of S. Lazarus.

Darqué, Félix Emile. 1878. A French Grammar in Two Parts for the Use of Public and Middle-Class
Schools: Part I. London, Edinburgh: Gall and Inglis.

Garabedyan, Bedros Zeki. 1907. Medz Pararan Hayeren Osmaneren. G.Bolis [Istanbul]: V. Ev H.
Der Nersesyan.

Diyar, 7. Jg., 1/2026, S. 11-50



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

46 Elif Kiraz

Hagopian, V.H. 1907. A Dictionary English-Armenian. Constantinople [Istanbul]: Press of H.
Matteosian.

Lady Hornby. 1863. Constantinople During the Crimean War. London: Richard Bentley, Publisher
in Ordinary to Her Majesty.

Redhouse, Sir James William. 1880. Redhouse’s Turkish Dictionary in Two Parts. English and Turk-
ish, and Turkish and English. London: Bernard Quaritch.

Salahi, Mehmed. 1313 [1897]. Kamus-i Osmani. Tiirk¢ede Kullanilan Arabi, Farisi, Ecnebi

Kaffe-i Lugata Havidir. Vol. 2. Kism-1 Evvel. Istanbul: Mahmut Bey Matbaasi.

Sami, Semseddin. 1317 [1900]. Kamus-i Turki. Dersaadet [Istanbul]: Ikdam Matbaast.

Vartanyan, Hovsep. 1852. Bosbogaz Bir Adem. Kostantaniye [Istanbul]: Mithendisoglu.

Periodicals (Mekhitarist Congregation Library Vienna, National Library of Armenia,
Beyazit State Library Hakk: Tarik Us Periodicals Collection TUFS, Ataturk Library of
Istanbul Municipality, The AGBU Nubarian Library).

Baronyan, Agop (ed.). Tiyatro. 1290-1291 [1874-1875]. Istanbul.

Beykozluyan, Zakarya (ed.). Latife. 1290-1291 [1874-1875]. Istanbul.

Kasap, Teodor (ed.). Diyojen, no. 1. 12 Tesrin-i Sani [24 November 1870]. Istanbul.

- (ed.). Hayal, no. 6. 8 Tegrin-i Sani 1289 [20 November 1873]. Istanbul.

Meddah, no. 1, 10 Muharrem 1292 [16 February 1875]. Istanbul: n.p.

Mehmet Arif Efendi (ed.). Sarivari Medeniyet, no. 3, 6 Tesrin-i Sani 1290 [18 November 1874].
Istanbul.

Rasid, Ali (ed.). Terakki, no. 6-8. 1 Rabi‘ul-ahir 1287 [1 July 1870]. Istanbul.

Swvactyan, Harutyun. Meghu. no. 1. 15 September 1856. Gosdant'nubolis [Istanbul]: Yeghparts*
Arabyan.

Zuarchakhos. 1856. no. 1.3. Constantinople [Istanbul]: Yeghparts® Arabyan.

Primary Sources

Akgiindiiz, Ahmed. 1991. Osmanli Kanunnameleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri III. Yavuz Sultan Selim
Devri Kanunndmeleri. Istanbul: Fey Vakfi Yayinlar1.

Azatean, T 1948. Zhamanak: Karasnameay Hishatakaran 1908-1948. Galata: Becid Basimevi.

Balci, Emrah (trans.). 2019. Ahmet Mithat Efendi. 1292 [1875]. Feldtun Bey ile Rikim Efendi. Istan-
bul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari.

Cankara, Murat (trans.). 2017. Hovsep Vartanyan. 1852. Boshogaz Bir Adem. Istanbul: Kog Univer-
sitesi Yayinlar1.

Ceza Kanunname-i HimayGn 1858. 1289 [1872]. Article 139. In Diistur (Tertib 1). 1.1. Istanbul:
Matb‘aa-i Amire. 568. URL: https://acikerisim.tbmm.gov.tr/items/943870e6-d252- 4eeb-a24d-
eddaad616be8 (last accessed 18 August 2025).

Ergin, Osman Nuri. 1995 [1330/1914]. Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye. Vols. 2-5. Istanbul: Istanbul
Biiyiikgehir Belediyesi Kiiltiir Isleri Daire Bagkanlig1.

Matb(at Nizamnamesi 1864. 1289 [1872]. Article 1. In Diistur (Tertib 1). 1.2. Istanbul: Mat-
baa-i Amire. 220. URL: https://acikerisim.tbmm.gov.tr/items/943870e6-d252-4eeb-a24d-ed-
daad616be8 (last accessed 18 August 2025).

Sahin, Seval, Topal, Alp Eren and Benlisoy, Stefo (eds.). 2022 (1873). Cingirakl: Tatar. Biitiin Sayilar
by Kasap, Teodor. Istanbul: Istos Yayin.



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Laughter and Morality 47

Tietze, Andreas (transl.). 1991. Vartanyan, Hovsep. 1851. Akabi Hikyayesi. Ilk Tiirkge Roman. Istan-
bul: Eren Yayinlari.

Us, Hakki Tarik (ed.). 1939. Meclis-i Mebusan, 1293-1877 Zabit Ceridesi. Istanbul: Vakit
Gazete-Matbaa-Kiitiiphane.

Secondary Sources

Abou-El-Haj, Rifaat ‘Ali. 1988. ‘The Ottoman nasihatname as a discourse over morality. In
Temimi, Abdeljelil (ed.). Mélanges Professeur Robert Mantran. Zaghouan: Centre d’Etudes et de
Recherches Ottomanes, Morisques, de Documentation et d’'Information. 17-30.

Akin, Nur. 1998. 19. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Galata ve Pera. Istanbul: Literatiir Yaymcilik.

Artinian, Vartan. 1988. The Armenian Constitutional System in the Ottoman Empire,1839-1863: A
Study of its Historical Development. Istanbul: n.p.

Bardakjian, Kevork. 1979. ‘Hagop Baronian’s Political and Social Satire. PhD dissertation, Oxford
University, Oxford.

Baruh, Lorans izabel. 2009. ‘The Transformation of the “Modern” Axis of Nineteenth-Century
Istanbul. Property, Investments and Elites from Taksim Square to Sirkeci Station’ PhD disserta-
tion, Bogazigi University, Istanbul.

Barsoumian, Hagop. 1982. “The Dual Role of the Armenian Amira Class Within the Ottoman Gov-
ernment and the Armenian Millet (1750-1850)’ In Braude, Benjamin and Lewis, Bernard (eds.).
Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire. The Functioning of a Plural Society. Vol. L. The Cen-
tral Lands. New York: Holmes and Meier Publishers. 171-184.

—. 1997. ‘The Eastern Question and the Tanzimat Era. In Hovannisian, Richard G. (ed.). The Arme-
nian People from Ancient to Modern Times 2. New York: St. Martin’s Press. 175-201.

Basmajian, Gabriel, Hacikyan, Agop Jack et al. (eds.). 2005. The Heritage of Armenian Literature.
Vol. I11. From the Eighteenth Century to Modern Times. Detroit: Wayne State University Press.
Billig, Michael. 2005. Laughter and Ridicule: Towards a Social Critique of Humour. London: Sage

Publications.

Brummett, Palmira. 2018. ‘Censorship in Late Ottoman Istanbul. The Ordinary, The Extraordinary,
The Visual’ Journal of the Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association. 5.2. 75-98.

—. 2000. Image and Imperialism in the Ottoman Revolutionary Press, 1908—-1911. Albany, New York:
SUNY Press.

Cankara, Murat. 2011. ‘Imparatorluk ve Roman. Ermeni Harfli Tiirkce Romanlar1 Osmanly/Tiirk
Edebiyat Tarihyaziminda Konumlandirmak’ PhD dissertation, Bilkent University, Ankara.

—. 2014. ‘Reading Akabi, (Re-) Writing History. On the Questions of Currency and Interpretation
of Armeno-Turkish Fiction’ In Balta, Evangelia and Olmez, Mehmet (eds.). Cultural Encounters
in the Turkish-Speaking Communities of the Late Ottoman Empire. Istanbul: ISIS Press. 53-75.

—. 2015a. ‘Rethinking Ottoman Cross-Cultural Encounters. Turks and the Armenian Alphabet’
Middle Eastern Studies. 51.1. 1-16.

—. 2015b. ‘Cifte Maduniyet, Cifte Islev: Ermeni Harfli Tiirk¢e Basinda Dil ve Kimlik. Ankara
Universitesi Ilef Dergisi. 2.2. 105-130.

Cebe, Giinil Ozlem Ayaydin. 2016. “To Translate or Not to Translate? 19th Century Ottoman Com-
munities and Fiction’ Die Welt des Islams. 56.2. 187-222.

Celik, Hiilya and Sargsyan, Ani. 2022. ‘Introducing Transcription Standards for Armeno-Turkish
Literary Studies’ Diydr. 3.2. 161-189.

Celik, Zeynep. 1986. The Remaking of Istanbul. Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Cen-
tury. Berkeley, Los Angeles/London: University of California Press.

Diyar, 7. Jg., 1/2026, S. 11-50



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

48 Elif Kiraz

Ceviker, Turgut. 1986. Gelisim Siirecinde Tiirk Karikatiirii-I. Tanzimat ve Istibdat Donemi, 1867
1878/1878-1908. Istanbul: Adam Yayinlar.

Demirel, Fatmagiil. 2007. II. Abdiilhamid Déneminde Sansiir. [stanbul: Baglam Yayncilik.

Der Matossian, Bedross. 2019. ‘The Development of Armeno-Turkish (Hayatar T ‘rk ‘erén) in the
19th Century Ottoman Empire. Marking and Crossing Ethnoreligious Boundaries’ Intellectual
History of the Islamicate World. 8.1. 1-34.

Duman, Hasan. 2000. Baslangicindan Harf Devrimine Kadar Osmanli-Tiirk Siireli Yayinlar ve Gaze-
teler Bibliyografyast ve Toplu katalogu, 1828-1928. Ankara: Enformasyon ve Dokiimantasyon
Hizmetleri Vakfi.

Elfenbein, Madeleine. 2017. ‘No Empire for Old Men: The Young Ottomans and the World, 1856-
1878’ PhD dissertation, The University of Chicago, Chicago.

Elmas, Elif. 2013. ‘“Teodor Kassab’s Adaption of the Ottoman Shadow Theatre Karagéz. In
Harder, Hans and Mittler, Barbara (eds.). Asian Punches: A Transcultural Affair, Transcultural
Research-Heidelberg Studies on Asia and Europe in a Global Context. Berlin, Heidelberg:
Springer. 245-271.

—. 2016. Die Balkankrise von 1875 bis 1878 im Spiegel osmanischer und westlicher Karikaturen,
History of Culture of the Modern Near and Middle East. Bern: Peter Lang Publishing.

Farber, Jerry. 2007. “Toward a Theoretical Framework for the Study of Humor in Literature and the Other
Arts. Journal of Aesthetic Education. 41.4. 67-86.

Findley, Carter Vaughn. 2014. Ottoman Civil Officialdom: A Social History. New Jersey: Princeton
University Press.

Fortna, Benjamin C. 2000. ‘Islamic Morality in Late Ottoman “Secular” Schools. International Journal of
Middle East Studies. 32.3. 369-393.

Georgeon, Frangois. 1998. ‘Sehrin Aynasi: Osmanli Mizah Basini’ Elif Akgetin (gev.). Toplumsal
Tarih. 49. 24-28.

—. 2000. ‘Osmanli imparatorlugu'nda Giilmek Mi?’ In Georgeon, Frangois and Fenoglio, Iréne
(eds.). Doguda Mizah. Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlar1. 79-101.

Gergek, Selim Niizhet. 1942. Tiirk Temasgas:. Istanbul: Kanaat Kitabevi.

Gogek, Fatma Miige. 1998. ‘Political Cartoons as a Site of Representation and Resistance in the
Middle East! In Gogek, Miige (ed.). Political Cartoons in the Middle East. Princeton: Markus
Wiener Publishers. 1-12.

Gokgek, Fazil (trans.). 2016. Ahmet Mithat Efendi. 1312 [1894]. Avrupa Adab-1 Muagereti Yahut
Alafranga. Istanbul: Dergah Yayinlar1.

Hanioglu, M. Siikrii. 2008. A Brief History of the Late Ottoman Empire. New Jersey: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

Harder, Hans and Mittler, Barbara (eds.). 2013. Asian Punches. A Transcultural Affair, Transcul-
tural Research-Heidelberg Studies on Asia and Europe in a Global Context. Berlin/Heildelberg:
Springer.

Heinzelmann, Tobias. 1999. Die Balkankrise in der osmanischen Karikatur. Stuttgart: Steiner.

—. 2004. Osmanl: Karikatiirinde Balkan Sorunu. 1908-1914. fstanbul: Kitap Yayinevi.

Isin, Ekrem. 1995. Istanbulda Giindelik Hayat. Istanbul: Tletisim Yayinlari.

Kayserilioglu, R. Sertag. 1998. Dersaadet ten Istanbul'a Tramvay I. Istanbul: IETT Genel Miidiirligi.

Kentel, Mehmet Koca. 2018. ‘Assembling “Cosmopolitan” Pera. An Infrastructural History of Late
Ottoman Istanbul’ PhD dissertation. University of Washington, Seattle.

Keyder, Caglar. 2018. ‘Imperial, National and Global Istanbul. Three Istanbul “Moments” from the
Nineteenth to Twenty-First Centuries. In Fisher-Onar, Nora, Pierce, Susan C. et al. (eds.). Istan-
bul. Living with Difference in a Global City. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press. 25-37.



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Laughter and Morality 49

Kiraz, Elif. 2024. Osmanli Mizah Basininin Baglangici: Ermeni Harfli Tiirkce Mizah Gazetesi Zvar-
cakhos ‘Latifeci’(1856). Istanbul: Libra Kitap.

Koraltiirk, Murat. 2007. Sirket-i Hayriye: 1851-1945. Istanbul: IDO.

Marcella, Valentina. 2022. Laughing Matters. Graphic Satire Reckoning with the 1980 Coup in Tur-
key. Rome: Istituto per I'Oriente C.A. Nallino.

—. 2021. ““A Satirical Magazine in Its Own Way.” Politicisation and Dissent in Girgir (1972-1983).
Diyar. 2.2. 329-348.

Mardin, Serif. 1974. ‘Super Westernization in Urban Life in the Ottoman Empire in the Last Quarter
of the Nineteenth Century’ In Benedict, Peter, Tiimertekin, Erol et al. (eds.). Turkey: Geographic
and Social Perspectives. Leiden: E.J. Brill. 403-449.

—. 2000. The Genesis of Young Ottoman Thought. A Study in the Modernization of Turkish Political
Ideas. USA: Syracuse University Press.

Mildanoglu, Zakarya. 2014. Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar 1794-2000. Istanbul: Aras Yayincilik.

Moores, John Richard. 2015. Representations of France in English Satirical Prints, 1740-1832. New
York/Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan.

Moran, Berna. 1983. Tiirk Romanina Elestirel Bir Bakus. Istanbul: Tletisim Yayinlari.

Nalbandian, Louise. 1963. The Armenian Revolutionary Movement. The Development of Armenian
Political Parties through the Nineteenth Century. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Cali-
fornia Press.

Neumann, Christoph K. 2011. ‘Modernitelerin Catismasi. Altinci Daire-i Belediye, 1857-1912 In
Kése, Yavuz (ed.). Istanbul: Imparatorluk Baskentinden Megakente. Istanbul: Kitap Yayinevi.
426-455.

Oguz, Cigdem. 2021. Moral Crisis in the Ottoman Empire. Society, Politics, and Gender during WWI.
London.

Okyar, ilkim Biike. 2023. Arabs in Turkish Political Cartoons, 1876-1950: National Self and Non-Na-
tional Other. New York: Syracuse University Press.

Ortayly, Ilber. 1987. Imparatorlugun En Uzun Yiizyih. Istanbul: Hil Yayin.

Oshagan, Vahé. 1997. ‘Modern Armenian Literature and Intellectual History from 1700 to 1915 In
Hovannisian, Richard G. (ed.). The Armenian People from Ancient to Modern Times 2. New York:
St. Martin’s Press. 140-174.

Ozdis, Hamdi. 2010. Osmanli Mizah Basininda Batililagma ve Siyaset, 1870-1877. Diyojen ve Cay-
lak Uzerinde Bir Arastirma. Istanbul: Libra Kitap.

Ozkan, Derya and Biiyiiksarag, Giildem Baykal (eds.). 2020. Commoning the City: Empirical Per-
spectives on Urban Ecology, Economics and Ethics. Oxon and New York: Routledge.

Pamuk, Sevket. 1987. The Ottoman Empire and European Capitalism, 1820-1913. Vol. 12. Trade,
Investment and Production. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Pamukciyan, Kevork. 2002. Ermeni Kaynaklarimdan Tarihe Katkilar -2. Ermeni Harfli Tiirkce
Metinler. Istanbul: Aras Yayimcilik.

—. 2003. Ermeni Kaynaklarindan Tarihe Katkilar -4. Biyografileriyle Ermeniler. Istanbul: Aras
Yayincilik.

Parla, Jale. 1990. Babalar ve Ogullar. Tanzimat Romaninin Epistemolojik Temelleri. Istanbul: Tletisim
Yayinlar1.

—. 2001. ‘Tanzimat Edebiyati'nda Siyasi Fikirler; In Alkan, Mehmet 0., Giiltekingil, Murat and
Bora, Tanil (eds.). Modern Tiirkiyede Siyasi Diigtince Cilt 1: Cumhuriyet’e Devreden Diigiince
Miras1, Tanzimat ve Mesrutiyet’in Birikimi. Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlar1. 223-233.

Price, Richard Geoffrey George. 1957. A History of Punch. London: Collins.

Diyar, 7. Jg., 1/2026, S. 11-50



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

50 Elif Kiraz

Rosenthal, Steven. 1982. ‘Minorities and Municipal Reform in Istanbul, 1850-1870’ In Braude, Ben-
jamin and Lewis, Bernard (eds.). Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire. The Functioning of
a Plural Society. Vol. 1. The Central Lands. New York: Holmes and Meier Publishers. 369-385.

Shaw, Stanford Jay and Shaw, Ezel Kural. 1976. History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey.
Vol. I. Empire of the Gazis. The Rise and Decline of the Ottoman Empire 1280-1808. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

—. 1977. History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey. Vol. 11. Reform, Revolution, and Repub-
lic. The Rise of Modern Turkey, 1808-1975. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Step‘anyan, G. Kh. 1963. ‘Hay Liragrayin Tsaghrankarch‘utyan Skizb¢. Haykakan SSR Gitut’yun-
neri Akademiayi Teghekagir. 3. 83-86. URL: https://arar.sci.am/dlibra/publication/119934 (last
accessed: 1 June 2023).

Stepanyan, Hasmik A. 2005. Ermeni Harfli Tiirk¢e Kitaplar ve Siireli Yayinlar Bibliyografyasi (1727-
1968). Istanbul: Turkuaz Yayinlari.

Strauss, Johann. 2001. ‘Notes on the First Satirical Journals in the Ottoman Empire. In Pistor-
Hatam, Anja (ed.). Amtsblatt, Vilayet Gazetesi und Unabhdngiges Journal, die Anfiinge der Presse
im Nahen Osten, Heidelberger Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des modernen Vorderen Orients
27. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang GmbH. 121-138.

—. 2003. ‘Who Read What in the Ottoman Empire (19th-20th Centuries)?’ Arabic Middle Eastern
Literatures. 6.1. 39-76.

Uygur, Kiibra. 2021. ‘Understanding a Hybrid Print Media and Its Influence on Public Opinion:
The Case of Armeno-Turkish Periodical Press in the Ottoman Empire, 1850-1875 PhD disser-
tation, University of Birmingham, Birmingham.

Ulgener, Sabri Fehmi. 1981. Iktisadi Céziilmenin Ahlak ve Zihniyet Diinyast. Istanbul: Der.

Yosmaoglu, Ipek K. 2003. ‘Chasing the Printed Word: Press Censorship in the Ottoman Empire,
1876-1913’ The Turkish Studies Association Journal. 27.1/2. 15-49.



https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2625-9842-2026-1-11
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

