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ABSTRACT

The present study is an attempt to 
investigate the Anglo-Druze relations between 1840 
and 1861, and their bearing on British policy towards 
the Lebanon. The study consists of seven chapters, 
an introduction and an epilogue.

The background against which a con
nection was constructed between the British Government 
and Druzes in Syria is treated in the introduction.
The connection itself, the first civil war in the 
Lebanon and the end of the Shihab dynasty are investi
gated in Chapter I. The contribution of the British 
to restore to the Mountain its national administration 
is treated in Chapter II. The British part in estab
lishing the Kaymakamate system, and consequently the 
regulations of Sekib Efendi, are the subject of Chapters 
III and IV. In Chapter V, the change of British 
attitude to the Lebanon is investigated. Chapter VI 
deals with the Civil War in 1860-61, its consequences, 
and the British help for the Druzes on the occasion.
The last Chapter, VII, deals with the arrangement of the 
R^glement Organique for the Lebanon. In the epilogue 
an attempt is made to survey the Anglo-Druze relations 
up to the beginning of the 20th century, pointing out
their decline and the lack of interest on the British part 
in Druze affairs.
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System of Transliteration

In this thesis Arabic has been transcribed according 
to the system of transliteration adopted by the Encyclopaedia 
oflslam, with the exception that the "Jr" is rendered as "q" 
and the "djn as the diagraphs dh, gh, kh, sh, th, have
not been underlined.

Turkish words has been transcribed according to the 
official modern Turkish orthography. For convenience of typing 
no distinction has been made between dotted and undotted Turkish 
niI!.



1.
INTRODUCTION

In 1516, Syria fell under Ottoman rule and became 
an Ottoman province. Southern Lebanon was1 then entrusted 
to the local Amirs of the Man family. In 1697, the last of 
the Man! Amirs died without a heir, their authority then 
passed over to their kin, the Amirs of the ShihSb family.
The latter Amirs continued to govern Mount Lebanon until 
1841* The Authority of the Mant Amirs was first confined 
to the district of al-ShUf in Southern Lebanon. During the 
late 16th and early 17th centuries, Mount Lebanon was united 
under Man! rule. At the beginning of the 19th century, the 
sway of the ShihabI Amirs extended from Tripoli and Bllad 
cAkkar in the north, to near Sidon in the South; however 
not including the cities of Tripoli, Beirut, or Sidon.

Al-Shuf remained the centre of the ShihabI Amirs, 
as it was during the ManI period. Its inhabitants were 
mainly Druze, who were the arm by which the unification of 
the Mountain was achieved. The Druze chiefs had become the 
owners of the neighbouring districts of, al *UrqUb, al- 
Jurd, al-Gharb, al-Manasif, al-ShahJ^ar, al-Matn, and the 
Iqllms (districts) of Jazzln, al-Tuffah, and al-Kharrub, 
and finally Jabal al-Rayhan. These areas together, had also 
become known as Jabal al-Shuf or Jabal al-Duruz (the Druze 
mountain). This name continued to be officially used



until 1840.^ The other territories that were annexed to
Jabal al-Duruz were to the north of it, and were usually
known as Jabal Kisrawan (the Mountain of Kisrawan). Jabal
Kisrawan apparently included the districts of Kisrawan,
al-Futuh, Jibbat al-Munaytra, al-Batrun and Jibbat Bsharrl.
The authority of the Shihabi Amirs extended also over Bilad
Jubayl and al-Kura. These areas were inhabited mainly by
Maronite Christians, and the name Mount Lebanon applied

2first to them. This name spread with the Christians to 
the South, so that after 1840, the name generally applied 
to the Christian as well as the Druze areas.

With the combination of the southern and the 
northern parts of the Mountain, the Maronites started 
emigrating to the Druze owned territories in the South.
They settled as artisans and tenants of Druze landlords.
The Druze chiefs themselves, as well as the governors of 
the Mountain encouraged the emigration. Besides being few 
in numbers, the Druzes generally were devoted to the cult
ivation of land, and to the life of warriors which only

1. This is clear from letters of appointment sent to the 
governors of the Mountain: Haydar Ahmad ShlhSb, Lubnan
fl cahd al->Umara al-Shihabiyyln. Bds. As*ad J. Rustum 
and Fu*ad I, al-3ustani. (3 vols. Beirut, 1969) H i t
552 ff. A. J • Rustum, Materials foe a -coppus. cl Arshin rnpnAp- 
ijrts relating, to Syria uqder Kehemet "Alf’Pasiia. (5 vols. Beirut, 
1930-4) V, 172-4. However, si nee the late I8301s, the 
Druze area in the IJawran began to be called as "Jabal 
al-Duruz al-§aghlrlf (the smaller) , while that the 
Lebanon, the bigger. A. J. Rustum, Calendar of State 
papers from the Royal Archives of Bgypt relating to the 
affairs of Syria, (4 vois. Beirut, 1940-3) IIl7 no.5507

2. Iliya F. Harik. Politics and change 
society. Lebanon. 1711-184b (Brineet in a traditional >n, 1968) p. 13.



further decreased their numbers, so that by the beginning 
of the 19th century, the Christians were a majority in all 
the Druze districts. This fact was bound to have its 
effect on the power and political status of the Druzes over 
the Mountain!s affairs whenever the allegiance of the tenants 
was shaken, and, whenever the tendencies of the governor 
were mixed with religious feelings. In addition, some of 
the Druze families were converted to Maronite Christianity 
by the middle of the 18th century. Among these were the 
Abul-LamC family of the Matn district'

The reasons behind these conversions are not 
adequately clear. But presumably they were made through 
the influence of the Maronite clergy, who were admitted to

3. J. L. Burckhardt: Travels in Syria and the Holy Land.
(London 1822) pp. 197-8. I. al-Bustanl, "Tanassur al-amlr
*Abdallah al-Lam'i". al-Mashriq,_(XIV» 1921),’pp. 271-77. 
Bu-fcrus yubayqa, "Tanassur al-Umara al-LamciyyIn al- 
Matniyyin” . al-14ashric), (XVIII, 1920), pp. 637-8. 
cIsS Iskandar al-MaelUi, and Salim al-Dahdah, "Tanassur 
al-umaraf al-ShihSbiyyln Wal-Lamciyyln fi LubnSn" ai- 
Mashriq. (XVIII, 1920), pp. 543-552.
A. Shibll, "Nabdha tarlkhiyya fi tanassur bad al-UmarS* 
al-Lamfiyyln". al-Mashriq, (XXVIII, 1930), pp. 431-6, 
496-501.
(Anon) , Kitab fras* al-Iitham can nakabat al-Sham 
(■SgyP't, 1895) , p. 64. B. Abu-Shaqra, al-ffarakat fi Lubnan, 
ila cafra al-Mutasarrifiy.ya, ed. cIrif AbD Shaqra (Beirut, 
1952), p. 8.
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4 .
the houses of these families as tutors or advisers. Most 
of the schools in the Mountain were run mainly by Maronite 
clergymen, or foreign Catholic missionaries. Besides, there 
was the connection between the Maronites and the West, 
especially Prance and Italy. Moreover, the peasants of 
al-Matn in particular, were mainly Maronites while the Druzes 
were only a small minority.

As a result of these changes, the Druzes began 
gradually to lose power, and their inner rivalries added 
to their weakening. Up to 1711, Mount Lebanon was divided 
into two rival factions, the QaysTs and the Yamanls. This 
division had its origi^n in the ancient history of the Arabs, 
and survived in several parts of Syria during the 19th 
century. In the Mountain, these divisions were led by 
opposing Druze factions. The strife between the two 
divisions ended with the complete defeat of the YamanI 
faction in the battle of cAyn DSra in 1711. The Druzes 
belonged to the defeated faction were either suppressed or 
emigrated to the IJawran where they eventually settled. Yet 
the strife and division within the Druze community in the 
Mountain remained. In 1778, the Druzes were again split 
into two rival factions, the JunbH^s and the Yazbaks.^

4. This division is reported to have been caused by the 
governor Amir Yusuf Shihab (1770-1788). See, ^annUs 
al-ShidySq, Akhbar al-afcyan fi Jabal LubnSn. M ., Bu^rus 
al-Bustanl. (Beirut 1859) pp. 156, 182-3.
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5.
The former party was lead by the Junbla'f Druze family; and
the latter by the cImad Druze family and included the cAbd
al-Malik and Talhuq. Druze families. The remaining two
significant Druze families, the Abu Nakads and the Arslans,
did not join either faction. Among the Maronite families,
the KhSzin family leaned to the Junblats, while the
yubayshes and Dahdahs leaned to the Yazbaks.

The Christian emigration into Druze owned territory,
and the inner rivalries were the more dangerous to Druze
power because of the political systems of the Mountain.
This system existed in the Mountain from the 16th to the
middle of the 19th century with only minor changes. The
authority in the Mountain was held by a number of hereditary
aristocratic families subordinate in certain respects to a

5common overlord. This overload was the governor of the
Mountain. Up to 1697, this governor had to be an Amir of
the ManI family, and from then to 1841, an Amir of the 
Shihab family of the Mountain. Both the Manis and the
Shih5bls bore the aristocratic title of Amir to denote the
high status they had in their society. The governor was

5. For more details on the system see Harik, Politics and 
change, chap. Ill, pp. 37-73. Also his article: 11 (The

system in Lebanon; a comparative political view". 
Middle Bast Journal, (XIX, Autumn, 1965), pp. 405-421,
N.AL-Yazijit RisSla fi taqslm Jabal LubnSn Jafet Library, 
University of Beirut, ms. 95S, 92, 435 FA.



called al-Amir al-Uakim, (the ruling prince), or simply
al-Uakim, and hence the government of the Mountain was
called Imara (principality). The Hakim was selected from
the ruling family by the prominant chiefs of the Mountain,
but was invested and confirmed by the governor of Sidon

7within whose jurisdiction the Mountain was. The letter 
of appointment to the Amir, denoted his function, and what 
he was expected to do as far as the Ottoman government was

6. cSrif al-Nakadl, Tarikh al-Nakadi.yyin (MS. American 
University of Beirut), pp. 10 ff.
IJaydar^, hub an, III, 650: M. Mashaqa, Muntakhabat min 
al-.jawab *al3 iqtirah al-ahbab. (Eds.") As ad ftustum and 
§ubhi abu ShaqrS, (Beirut i955), p.40. ArsSnlus al- 
Eakhurl. Tarikh ma tawaqqaca f i  jabal Lubnan min Shahr 
Ayyar sanai 1840 wa-saeiaafn (Jafet library, American 
University of Beirut, Ms. 956.9 T18A) p.l ff.
Yaziji, p. 3 ff. ShidySq calls the governor. W51I, the 
title given to the other Ottoman governors of the 
different parts of the Ottoman Empire; so he also calls 
the government of the Mountain, Wilaya. Shidyaq, p.56 ff.

7. The Chiefs who played the decisive role in this select
ion were mukataacis of the districts of, al-Shuf=junbla^s; 
al-cUrqub=al-*Imad; al-Jurd=*Abd al-Malik; al-Shahhar
and al-Manasif=Abu Nakad; al-Uharb (upper = Arslanj 
and lower = Talhuq) al-Matn = Abu*1-Lame. YSzijT, p.2. 
Hananiya al-Munayyar: "Kitab al-^urr al-marsuf ft
tSrtkh al-Shuf". al-Mashria. (XLYIII, 1954) p.672.
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Qconcerned. The gakim was given the Iltizam (tax farm) 
of the Mountain, which meant the responsibility to pay an 
annual tribute to the Porte, through the governor of Sidon, 
and give military service when it was necessary. The IJakim 
was also given the authority to govern (dabt wa-rabt) over 
the Mountain. And he was expected to remain loyal to the 
Sultan, to maintain peace and order in the Mountain, and 
protect it from its neighbours. The vague phrase of "dabt 
wa-rabt" , gave the hakim a wide authority which was checked 
by the local tradition of the Mountain. Traditionally, 
and officially recognized, the Mountain society was a 
hierarch^.1 one.^ At the top of it stood al-Amlr al-Sakim

It
and his family whose members bore the title of Amir.
Second to them came the families bearing also the title 
of Amir, and some of these titles were as old as that of 
the ruling family. At the beginning of 19th century, 
there were only two other families with the title of Amir,

8. As an example of these letters see, ]Jaydar, Lubnan, III, 
552-3, 645, 648-9.

9. The otters of appointment were also addressed to the 
people of the Mountain as follows; to the TJraarS1 
(princes); Muqaddamln; Mashayikh; Mashayikh caql and 
cUqqal (Lruze religious titles); ArbSb al-takallum 
(advisers) MubSshiri al-umur (civil servants); 
Ikhtiyariyya (the elderly) and R a caya (commoners).
See, ibid; also, P.O. 78/215, Sidon, January 4, 1832, 
Parren to Stratford Canning.
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the Arslan Druze family, and the Abul-Lamc Maronite 
(converted from Druzism) family. After the Amira came 
the Mugaddams, and at the said period it appears that there 
was only one family who bore this title, that of Banu 
Mizhir.10 Then came the families with the title of Shaykh, 
these were comparatively numerous, and notably Druzes.
Then there were the religious heads of the Druze community, 
Mashayikh cAgl and cUqq51. Then the civil servants 
(Mub5shirl al-*umur); the elderly, and lastly the common 
people (R a caya)

Only the families holding the first three titles 
played an important role in the politics of Mount Lebanon. 
They were landowners; each family possessed a mukataa 
(a district) or more, and as thus they were called mukataacis. 
The influence and strength of each family depended on its 
wealth and the number of warriors it could provide - that 
is on the richness and on the inhabitants of the mukataas 
they possessed. The mukataacis enjoyed the privilege of

10. al-'/azijt, p.2.
11. The family bearers of the aristocratic titles differed 

in their influence and the honour entitled to, first 
came the shihabs^ then the Abul-Lamc, the Arslans, the 
Junbla-$s, t h e cImads, the Abu Nakads, the Talhuqs, and 
lastly the cAbd al-Maliks. JSxcept the first two, all 
these families were Druzes. See al-Yazijt, p.2.
Ibrahim al-Aswad, kitab dh% kha’ir Lubngn, (B'abda, 
1896), p. 129. al-NakadJ, p.13.



9.
selecting the Hakim from the ruling family, and supported
his government. They would not wage a war against him

12except in the name of another member of his family. In
their mukataas, the mukataacis enjoyed wide authority.
They collected the taxes and exercised judicial authority
over their tenants, in all respects short of cases involving
capital punishment, which was reserved to the Hakim. The
Hakim had no authority over the people of a mukataa except
through their mukataaci. The punishment the Hakim could
inflict on a mukataaci was limited to banishment,

13confiscation of property or its destruction. On the 
other hand the Hakim could reward by raising to a higher 
rank, and by granting a mukataa. The Hakim however, had 
no organized military or police force, and relied on the 
mukataacis for the supply of warriors when they were needed. 
Thus the Hakim was dependent to a great extent on the 
mukataacis under him from his nomination and throughout 
his rule. To maintain his authority, the Hakim then needed 
to cajole, cede to, or disunite the mukataacis, under him, 
and exploited their differences to his own advantage.

During the first two decades of the 19th century,

12. Shidyaq, p. 548. al-Yazijl, p. 8. Mashaqa, p. 124.
13. al-Munayyar, p. 676. al-Yazijl, p. 3. al-Nakadi, p.11. 

But if the mukataacis were weak, the Hakim would excede 
these limits.



10.
the richest and most powerful mukataaci in the Mountain was 
the head of the Junbla-fs, Shaykh Bashir Junblat.1^* His 
relations with the Hakim, Amir Bashir Shihab II, were very 
cordial. With the Amir Bashir1s support, Shaykh Bashir 
weakened his rivals, thecImad and Abu Nakad families. He, 
however, remained the friend and loyal subject of the Amir 
Bashir until 1823. In that year, *Abdallah Pa^a, the 
governor of Sidon, claimed the governorship of Damascus, 
and together with Amir Bashir marched against its governor, 
Dervish Pa^a.. The Porte, however, did not approve the 
claims of rAbdallah Pa?a. Dervish Pasn_, together with 
the governor of Aleppo marched then against *Abdallah Pa^a 
and hesieged Acre. Amir Bashir refusing to betray eAbdallah

tw met
Pa$a, and at the same time unwilling|against the Portefs 
orders, chose to go to Egypt until matters were cleared 
up.15 Shaykh Bashir, on the other hand, chose to cooperate 
with Dervish Pa$a, whom he persuaded to agree to the 
nomination of Amir cAbbas Shihab as governor of the Mountain.

14. The British Lady Hester Stanhope who stayed in the
Lebanon at the beginning of the 19th century, wrote that 
Amir Bashir II, was the prince of the Mountain and 
Shaykh Bashir was the governor. Primrose, C.L.H, The 
life and letters of Lady Hester Stanhope (London 1897),
pp ■/' iW-Yl---------------
Burckhardt in 1812, refers to the Amir Bashir II, as 
“a mere shadow, the real government being in the hands 
of the Druze Chief, Sheikh Beshir", Burckhardt, 
pp. 194, 196-7.
P.O. 78/215 Sidon, January, 1832, Parren to Canning.

15. Haydar, LubnSn, III, 722-38. K. Salibi, The Modern 
History of the Lebanon, (London 1965), pp.



The exile of Amir Bashir did not last long and he returned
to the Mountain after being pardoned together with *Abdallah
Pa^a, through the good offices of Muhammad CA1I, the
governor of Egypt.

Amir cAbb3s ShihSb deserted his office when Amir
Bashir returned to the Mountain. Shaykh Bashir tried to
regain the good will of Amir Bashir, but failed. They met
near Mukhtara, the village of the Shaykh. With the Amir
were mainly Christian warriors, but also Druzes; he also
had troops from *Abdallah Pa^a and Muhammad *A1I was ready
to send him 10,000 Egyptian troops. With the Shaykh were
mainly Druze warriors, including his old rivals the *Imads.
The contest ended with the defeat of Shaykh Bashir, his
capture on his way to the Hawran by the governor of Damascus,

16and finally his execution by *Abdallah Pa^a in Acre.
This event is known as the al-Mukhtara affair.

It was the result of the struggle over power between a 
Hakim and a mukataaci. But more important it resulted 
with the almost destruction of the Druze power, and it

16. Ibid, pp. 764, 777. Sulayman A b u cIzz al-DIn, Ibrahim 
Basha fi Suriyya (Beirut, 1929) pp. 43-6. W. R. Polk, 
The opening of bouth Lebanon. 1788-1840. (Harvard 
UniversityVpress, Massachusetts', 1563), P« 28.
Abu Shaqra, pp. 13-14.
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marked the end of the dominant role the Druze chiefs had
played in the Mountain politics. The Junbla'f and the cImad
chiefs fled the Mountain. Their property was confiscated
and was run by Christians. The Abu Nakads, who sided with
the Amir Bashir, were also too weak to be a challenge to
the Amir1 s authority, ’’the Emir’s government extended over
their [the Druzes) districts and since then, up to the
present time (1832} , they have been without any recognized
chiefs of their own class, their spirit has been weakened
and their power completely disorganized11. The Amtr Bashir

17was then left to be ’’the greater chief in Syria” .
The decline of the Druze power allowed the rise

of that of the Maronite Church and community. By this time
the Maronites had developed an ideology and concepts,
according to which, the Mountain was considered mainly a

1 ftMaronite territory. The idea was held and developed by 
the Maronite Church. The Maronite clergy were among the 
most educated in the Mountain. They had also benefited 
from their contact with the West, and from the weakness of 
the Maronite aristocracy to build up the Church's power.
Twice the Church tried to achieve its aims and turn the 
Mountain into a Maronite ImSra, or at least to have a 
considerable share in governing the Mountain beside its 
aristocracy. The first time was at the beginning of the

17. P.O. 78/215 Sidon, January 4-, 1832. Parren to Canning;
also, yaydar, Lubnan III, pp. 776-7. AbU ShaqrS,
pp. 15-16.

18. See Harik, Politics and Change. Chap. VI, pp.127-166.



19th century. The second in 1820 when the Church tried to 
exploit a popular rising (*lmmiyya) of the Maronite peasants 
of the Kisrawan, against heavy taxes. Both attempts were 
premature and were foiled. The Druze power was still strong 
in the Mountain, and besides, the Church went against the 
HSkim himself who, by this time, was a Maronite, although 
he did not show his real faith. The destruction of Shaykh 
Bashir took away the support which the $akim had from the 
Druzes. As the majority of the Druzes had become his 
adversaries, Amir Bashir sought support from the Maronite 
Church and, through it, from the Maronite community. The 
Amir Bashir intentionally strengthened the Maronite clergy, 
and against the Druzes.*

When IbrShlm Pa$a, son of Mitthammad CA1I, invaded 
Syria six years after the Mukhtara affair, the Druzes were 
still weak, and many of their leader* in exile. Amir Bashir 
espoused the Egyptian cause, while the Druzes in general, 
took the side of the Sultan. But the Ottoman troops were 
completely defeated. The Amir was strengthened and for 
about a decade, the Druzes were to suffer the humiliation 
of disarmament and conscription. Moreover, they were 
beaten, when revolted, by Egyptian troops aided by Maronite 
irregulars from their own country. The Ottoman government, 
although it encouraged the Druzes to rise, was unable to

* Harik, Politics and Change, pp. 231-5, AbH Shaqra, p. 26.



take advantage of the risings, and failed to give them any 
material assistance.

Under these circumstances, the Druzes hoped, as 
the Ottoman government did, for European, particularly 
British,, help. But what interest had the British in Syria 
to warrant their interference against Muhammad CA1I? 
Apparently they had none, except the principle they had 
adopted at the beginning of the 19th century to preserve

19the integrity of the Ottoman Empire. As for Palmerston, 
the British Foreign Secretary, there is vague evidence to 
show that, besides this, he held Syria important in 
connection v/ith British interests in the east. In 1834, 
Palmerston instructed Ponsonby, the British Ambassador in 
Istanbul, to direct his attention to the affairs of Persia 
"their connection with those of Turkey, and their bearing
upon British Interests further eastward being sufficiently

20obvious". Again, in the same year, when an expedition 
was sent to explore the navigability of the Euphrates to 
steam vessels, with the approval of the King and Parliament

19* Henry John Temple, Viscount Palmerston (1784-1865) was
Lord of Admiralty, April 3, 1807 to October 1809;
Secretary at War, October 28, 1809 to May 26, 1828; 
Secretary for foreign affairs, November 22, 1830 to 
November 15, 1834, and April 18, 1835 to August 31,
1841, and July 1846 to December 22, 1851; Home 
Secretary, December 28, 1852 to January 30, 1855; Prime
Minister, February 20, 1855 to February 20, 1858; and
June 30, 1859 to October 18, 1865.

20. F.O. 78/234 no.6. F.O. February 15, 1834, Palmerston 
to Ponsonby.



\ 15*
of Great Britain, Palmerston then directed the British
Consuls in Turkey, Syria, and Iraq, to give the expedition

21every possible assistance* Similarly when in the same 
year, 1834, Palmerston presented Muhammad "All with arms, 
he directed Ponsonby to explain to the Porte not to be 
jealous, because Muhammad "All had become with some 
significance due to "The extensive commercial intercourse 
which carried on between H.M. dominions and the Provinces 
which the Pasha is appointed to govern"; and that similar
presents were given to the Porte itself and the Shah of

22Persia for similar reasons.
The British government then, would interfere to 

preserve the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, whenever this 
integrity was in danger. But Muhammad "All was only vassal 
of the Ottoman Sultan. The invasion of Syria was represented 
by Mufoammad "All himself as a conflict between himself and 
"Abdallah Pa^a, the Governor of Sidon. Indeed such conflicts 
between provincial governors were not an unusual phenomenon 
in the Ottoman Empire.

21. P.O. 78/234, no. 42. P.O. August 23, 1834, Palmerston
to Ponsonby; and no. 44, P.O. September 13, 1834, same 
to same; and no. 2, P.O. November 28, 1834, Willington 
(then Foreign Secretary) to Ponsonby; and no. 6, P.O. 
March 31, 1835, Willington to Ponsonby.

22. P.O. 78/234, no. 51; P.O. September 29, 1834,
Palmerston to Ponsonby.
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The little concern the British had for Syria was 
apparent from a memorandum of the Board of Trade in London,
which was presented in March 1828 to the British Foreign

23Office, According to this memorandum, the British did 
not seem to have a commercial link with Syria. There was 
at the time, only one British consul resident at Beirut, 
while other European states had Consuls-General, Consuls and 
agents.

In 1830, the British Foreign Office appointed a 
certain John William Farren as Consul-General in Syria, to 
reside in Damascus. Other consuls and vice-consuls were 
later appointed to the principal cities of Syria. These 
appointments, however, were to serve commercial interests,

n a
and to open Syria to British commercial enterprise.

Farren himself was a merchant, and his first 
reports were about the products of Syria rather than on its 
political condition. His arrival, however, into Syria 
co-incided with the advance of the Egyptian forces towards 
Gaza, the frontier town of the province of Sidon in the 
south. cAbdallah Papa asked for British Naval help, 
recalling to mind the help given to al-Jazzar Papa a

23. F.O. 78/195 March 1828. Enclosed in Barren's despatch 
to Aberdeen 30 June, 1832.

24. F.O. 78/194 no.l; F.O. September, 10, 1830, Aberdeen 
to Farren. In November, 1834, Niven Moore was appointed 
Consul at Beirut in place of the late Consul Abbot. In 
February, 1835, N. W. Werry was appointed Consul in 
Aleppo.
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generation previously. But his request was rejected.
*\A.bdallah Pa^a then asked Farren to mediate between him and

2*5Muhammad cAlt. Parren was ready to do so, but was not 
able to obtain the permission. Moreover, he was reproved. 
Palmerston told him "I take the earliest opportunity of 
apprizing you that I do not approve of your thus over
stepping the limits of your instructions. You must recollect 
that your character is Commercial, not Diplomatic*^ and I 
must strictly enjoin you to abstain from all interference in 
the Political Affairs of Syria and from every other Act of 
Diplomatick nature for which you may have not received
specific instructions from this Department or from H.M.’s

26Representative at the Sublime Porte11. But such instruct
ions were not to come at that juncture. Palmerston did not 
show anxiety as to the fate of Syria, or the integrity of 
the Ottoman Empire. And instead of responding to the Sultanfs 
appeal for help, he used the threat of Muhammad fcAlI to
extract more concessions for the newly created state of 

27Greece.
The Egyptian forces advanced with comparative 

easiness throughout Syria. The victory in the battle of

25. P.O. 78/215, no. 1; P.O. January 31, 1832, Palmerston
to Parren.

26. Ibid, see also Parren*s despt. 78/206, no. 6, Beirut,
November 12, 1831, to Palmerston.

27. C. K. Webster, The forelgft_P°lj;cy of Palmerston. 1830-
1841, 2 vols. (tondon, 1851) I, 2755 also A. Cunninghanv 
'"‘Stratford Canning and the Tanzimat" in: Beginnings of 
Modernization in the Middle East. Eds• W. R. Polk, and 
R. L. Chambers (Chicago, 1968), p. 253.



Konya, November 24, 1832, laid the way to Istanbul open 
before Ibrahim Pa^a. The Russians then intervened and halted 
the advance of Ibrahim Pa^a into Turkey. The treaty of 
Htinkar Iskelesi, and the advantages given to Russia as a 
result, opened the eyes of the British government to the 
far-reaching results that might happen from the Egyptian
invasion. The conquests of Muhammad CA1I in Arabia, and

2 8his threat to Iraq, in the following years, m,ade 
Palmerston view him as dangerous'to British interests and 
to the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, by himself, or by 
serving the interests of Russia and Prance.

In Syria too events gradually began to take a
course unfavourable to the Egyptians. The mountaineers
of the Lebanon, as the rest of the Syrian population, showed

29mingled feelings towards the Egyptian Army. They disliked 
cAbdallah Pa^a, but the war against the Sultan was a new

28. About these activities of Muhammad CA1I in Arabia and 
the Persian Gulf, see H. L. Hoskins, ‘'Background of the 
British position in Arabia" Middle East Journal (I, 1947) 
pp. 137-145. J- B. Kelly, "Mehemet 'Alt's expedition
to the Persian Gulf, 1837-1840" part I, Middle Eastern 
Studies, (vol. 1, no.4, 1965) pp. 350-81. Part II,
Middle Eastern Studies, (vol. II, no.l, 1965) pp.31-65.

29. A. J. Rustum, The Royal Archives of Egypt and the 
disturbances of Palestine, 1834. (Beirut, 1938), pp.13-4 
A. 3. Cunningham, (ed.) flhe early correspondence of Rich
ard Wood, 1831-1841. (London, 1966), p. 53.
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experience for them. Several Chiefs of the Mountain 
confided to the Amir Bashir their fears, and told him that
they were not going to fight against the Sultan's army.^0 
With reluctance the Amir Bashir took the Egyptian s ide.^
The Maronites soon backed him, although at the beginning
they were cautious not to irritate the Druzes."^ The
majority of the Druzes were already dissatisfied with
the Amir, and now they opposed the Egyptians t o o . ^  Some
of these Druzes joined the Ottoman troops and retreated with
them into Turkey. Others remained in the Mountain to
intrigue and conspire against the Amir Bashir and the
Egyptians. So as early as January 1832, and before the
complete occupation of Syria, Parren reported that the Druzes
of the Mountain were about to revolt against the Amir Bashir.
Shaykh Na*-man Junblat, son of Shaykh Bashir Junbla-f, had
had conferences with CA1I Pa^a, the governor of Damascus,

■
with the purpose of causing a revolt in the Mountain. Parren
-------------------------------- — — <   _ j
30. P.O. 78/215 no.3, Sidon, April 20, 1832, Parren to 
Palmerston.

j
31. Ibid; Cunningham, The early correspondence of Richard 

Wood, pp. 60-1. Shidyaq, p. 567. Rustum, Calendar of 
~State Papers, I, no. 362. Rustum, al-'Usul, I, 103-4.
feolk, The Opening of South Lebanon, pp. §6^7.

32. Rustum, The disturbances, pp. 13-4. Rustum, al-Usul, I, 
97-99 121-5. Also P.O. 78/283, no. 25 Alexandria9
July 31, 1836, Campbell to Palmerston.

33. Before Ibrahim Pasa reached Acre, some of the Druze 
Chiefs of the Mountain went to him their cooperation and 
requested to rid them of Amir Bashir, which request 
IbrShlm Pa^a rejected. Rustum, Calendar of State 
Papers, I, no. 360.



thought that it was extremely probable that the "Druzes 
would rise against the Christians, if they had a prospect

i
of being supported". But the defeat of the Ottoman army
detered them from executing their intentions.

Again in 1833, the Druzes were instigated by
Ottoman officials to rise. The newly appointed Commander-
in-Chief of the Ottoman army in Syria, issued a decree
dismissing the Amir Bashir from his post, and appointing
Naeman Junbla$ to the office of Shaykh Masha.yikh of the
Mountain, presumably to fill temporarily the office of 

35Hakim. A revolt then burst out in the Mountain; but it 
was easily crushed by Ibrahim Pa$a,, and its leaders were 
compelled to flee. The Egyptian occupation thus sharpened 
the conflict between Druzes and Maronites, and split the 
Mountain into two camps; a pro-Egyptian, composed mainly 
of Maronites, and an anti-Egyptian, composed mainly of Druzes. 
It happened that one Druze family was divided with and

34. P.O. 78/215 Sidon, May 11, 1832, Parren to Palmerston.
P.O. 78/215, Sidon, January 4, 1832. Parren to Canning; 
and enclosure no.l. Also, liaydar, LubnSn III, 831-2.
Polk, The opening of south Lebanon, pp. ?7-9* Rustum, 
Calendar of State papers, I, nos. 748, 796, 820, 826,
831, 851, 862.

35. Rustum, a1-Usui, I, 117-8. Polk, The opening of South 
Lebanon, pp. 135-6. IJaydar, Lubnan, III, 845. This 
title was held by U a cman*s fathers in the Mountain, see 
Shidyaq, p. 158.

36. Rustum, al-Usul, I, 111-3, 129-30. yaydar, Lubnan, III, 
831-2, 845-7. Polk, The opening of South Lebanon, pp. 
97-101, 135-6.



against the Egyptians and Amir Bashir. For example Amir 
Ahmad Arslan joined the Ottoman forces, while his brother 
Amin remained loyal to the Amir Bashir until his fall in 
1840.

The position of the Amir Bashir thus was confirmed.
The Egyptians also seemed to govern Syria in a manner as
not to give the Syrians a "fair cause of complaint"^
The British agents too seemed satisfied with the Egyptian
government in Syria. British commerce with Syria was in

38good progress, and Parren was able to take up his 
residence in Damascus after about three years of waiting. 
Writing on this, Parren said that "It has been reserved 

for the British government to break down by the moral 
influence of its national power this besotted opposition 
to the just and natural relations of States, and be the 
first to open this field of commercial enterprise to 
European commerce to establish on a respected basis in 
these parts the rights of Christian civilization". It 
is to be remarked that the Porte*s opposition to foreign 
establishments in Damascus were because the city was

37. Rustum, The disturbances, p.42.
38. P.O. 78/243 no.l; Damascus, February 7, 1834, Parren 

to Palmerston; also, Cunningham, The early 
correspondence of Richard Wood, p.50•



regarded as a Muslim religious centre.^ Parren added 
that "other governments are increasing their consular 
establishments, have and it is now become the ground of 
active political interests"

At the beginning of 1834, IbrShlm Pa^a gave 
the Syrians reason for complaints by demanding conscripts 
from them. A revolt burst up in Nablus, Hebron, and 
Jerusalem, and spread to the northern parts of Palestine. 
The revolt was so successful as to warrant the presence 
of Muhammad fcAlT himself from jigypt. The revolt then 
was put down, disarmament and conscription followed.

Hardly had the revolt in Palestine been put 
down before IbrShtm Pa$a ordered Amir Bashir to levy 
1500 Druze troops from the Mountain. "The demand had 
caused a great excitement and it is apprehended that the 
Druzes will revolt".^ The Druzes, however, declared

39* In 70 78/206, no.5, Bairout, September 8, 1831, Parren
to R. Grordon; Parren said that Damascus was considered 
as "Bab al-Ka*ba" (the Grate of Mecca) . V/hen Ibrahim 
Pa^a captured Damascus in 1832, he wrote to his father 
saying that he was not any longer despair of entering 
paradise as "Paradise itself is under our rule". Rustum, 
Calendar of State papers, II, no.1207.

40. P.O. 78/243 no.l, Damascus, February 7, 1834, Parren to
Palmerston; also, Q. al-Basha, (ed.) MudhakkarSt 
tarlkhiyya, (^arl^a n.d.), pp. 6-7, 92-5.

41. P.O. 78/262 n o .28 Damascus, May 2, 1835, Parren to
Willington; also P.O. 78/264 Beyrout, November 30, 1835.
Moore to Palmerston. Cunningham, The early correspond
ence of Richard Jood, p.60. Rustum, Calendar of State
.papers, III, nos. 4088, 4092. Rustum, "Safha jadlda fl 
tarlkh al-thawra al-Durziyya, 1834-1838"*al-Mashriq 
(XXXI, 1939), p.479. “
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their readiness to supply as many irregulars as the 
Egyptians desired, and they asked for delay to consider 
the demand. "It is believed11, Parren wrote, "that the 
object of this delay is to get the silk and supplies of 
grain and concert measures for resistance in cooperation 
with Reshid Pasta who is considered through the country to 
be waiting [at the head of the Ottoman troopsj for favour-

A O

able opportunity to enter Syria". Amir Bashir foiled
the Druzes1 attempts to unite in resistance with the

4-3Christians in the Mountain;^ and assured the Egyptian 
authorities that the Druzes would not revolt. He also

44advised the Egyptians to effect the conscription by force. 
Thus early in October 1835, Ibrahim Pa§a appeared at Bayt 
al-DTn, the seat of Amir Bashir, with about 18,000 troops.

42. Ibid; P.O. 78/264 No.3, Aleppo, August 22, 1835, Werry 
to Palmerston. Ibrahim Pa$a thought that main object 
of the Ottoman troops movements was the suppression of 
the Kurdish revolt in northern Iraq. Rustum, "Safha 
jadlda", p.488.

43. Rustum, "§afha jadlda", p.480. It appears also that 
the Egyptians intended to conscript the Christians of 
the Mountain as well; the Maronite Patriarch threatened 
to pleai for French help and no Christians were conscri
pted. Rustum, Calendar of State papers. Ill, no.4066. 
P.O. 78/262 no.28. Damascus, May 2, 1835, Parren to 
Willington. Salibi, Modern History, p.31.

44. Rustum, "3afha jadlda", pp. 480, 482, 486.



The Druzes gave w a y ,  and "no opposition has been offered1*.
45But some of them embraced Christianity, muiilated them

selves, or emigrated to the IJawran where their co-religionis*te 
were exempted from conscription in order to enable them 
to defend their lands from the incursions of the Bedouin. 
Conscription was then levied on the Druzes, and all the 
mountaineers were disarmed.

At the end of 1837, Ibrahim Pa^a decided to
levy troops from the Druzes of the yawran as well. They

46refused and the troops sent against them were repulsed.

45. J. Wortabet, Research into the religion of Syria,
(London, 1860) p.334. Polk, The opening of South 
Lebanon, p. 117. Rustum, "§afha jadtda% PP* 488-90.
The same happened in 1838 and for the same reason.
P.O. 78/340 no.21, Bayrout, September 29, 1838. Moore 
to Palmerston and no.21, Beyrout, December 24, 1838.
Moore to Bidwell. The Druzes embraced the Greek orthodox 
faith, and Moore rejected applications of Druzes to 
embrace Protestantism.
P.O. 195/127 no.6, Beyrout, October 21, 1835. Moore to 
Palmerston; and no.7, Beyrout, October 29, 1835, same 
to same. P.O. 78/263 no.67, Damascus, October 2, 1835, 
Parren to Palmerston. P.O. 78/383 no.5, Alexandria, 
February 18, 1836, Campbell to Palmerston. Cunningham, 
The early correspondence of Richard Wood, p.64; al- 
35sh5, M u d h a k k a r a t pp. 116-7 . MashSqa tells of a liberal 
kind of conscription in the Lebanon in opposition to all 
the rest, that even did not warrant any kind of 
resistance; Mashaqa, p.122.

46. al-Basha, Mudhakkar5t, pp. 121-3. Mashaqa, pp.123, 125; 
P.O. 78/340 no.4, Beyrout, February 16, 1838, Moore to 
Bidwell. P.O. 78/341, no.2, Damascus, January 19, 1838. 
Werry to Palmerston. P.O. 195/149, no.40, February 21, 
1838, Ponsonby to Palmerston, and no.74, March 18, 1838, 
Ponsonby to Palmerston. Rustum, Calendar of State 
papers, III, nos. 5252, 5268, 5259^ 5^9^, 5^97, 5598-9.
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The Druze soldiers with the Egyptian troops deserted to
47

join their co-religionists. The revolt spread then to
the Druzes of the Anti-Lebanon, who were joined by others
from the Mountain. Here they were lead by Shibll al-cAryan,
a Druze from Rashayya, Nasir al-Din cImad and yasan Junblsrfc,

4-8both Druzes from the Mountain. But here in the Anti- 
Lebanon, Ibrahfm Pa$a was able to suppress the revolt, 
aided by irregular force from the Mountain composed mainly 
of Maronites who were given muskets which theyjpromised 
to be allowed to retain for ever.^ The revolt in the 
yawran, however, continued to its virtual success when 
the Druzes, in 1839, were pardoned, exempted from 
conscription, and were allowed to retain their arms.

47. P.O. 78/341 no.2, Damascus, January 19, 1838, Werry to 
Palmerston. al-Basha, Hudhakkarat, p. 123. Rustum, 
Calendar of State papers, III, nos. 5252, 5268, 5259.

48. Shidyaq, pp. 188-9; also, Rustum, Calendar of State 
papers, III, nos. 5374, 5378, 5444. MashSqa, p.126.
Abu Shaqra, pp. 18-9, 20.

49. Ibid., pp. 585, 635- al-Basha, Mudhakkarat, p. 149*
P.O. 78/341 no.10, Damascus, July 20, 1S3&. Verry to 
Palmerston. P.O. 78/340, no.13, Beyrout, June 28, 1838, 
Moore to Ponsonby; and no.15, Beyrout, July 6, 1838, 
Moore to Palmerston, and enclosure. Shidyaq gives the 
number of Christian irregulars from the Mountain, as 
2,000 men, while Salibi put them up to 4,000. Salibi, 
Modern History, pp. 35, 38.
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The British agents in byria did not seem to have
special sympathy with the Druze revolts. By now, Farren
was dismissed at the end of 1837, and with him the Consulate-

50General in Syria was abolished. Werry, the British Consul
in Aleppo, was then transferred to Damascus, and the IJawrSn,
as well as the Anti-Lebanon fell within his consular
jurisdiction. He repeatedly expressed his hope that the

51Druze insurrection was about to be extinguished; and
that the Egyptians would "break the neck of the Druze

52insurrection in their mountains". The Druze revolt 
seemed a burden on his shoulders as he wrote, "I am quite
tired of writing on the subject, now six months, but I

53hope we are drawing to a close of it". This attitude, 
however, was partly motivated by the fact that the Druze 
insurgents rendered the roads to Damascus unsafe. Werry 
was not able to send the mail to Beirut, and wondered 
whether the Egyptian authorities wished to put him in a

50. F.0. 78/315 no.7; F.O. September 35, 1937, Palmerston 
to Farren. Farren apparently was dismissed because he 
refused to comply with his instructions and consider 
Colonel Campbell, the British Consul-General in Egypt, 
as his first superior.

51. F.O. 78/341, no.6, Damascus, April 13, 1838, Werry to 
Palmerston and Private, June 8, 1838f same to same.

52. F.O. 78/341, Private, Damascus, July 11, 1838, Werry 
to Bidwell.

53. F.O. 78/341, Private, Damascus, June 8, 1838, Werry 
to Bidwell.
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position as to apply for Druze guard from the Druze 
insurgents in the Anti-Lebanon, a step which would be 
considered as recognition of Druze domination in those 
areas.^ The only Protest that Palmerston made to the 
Egyptians, in this connection, was against the way in which 
the conscription was carried out in Syria. He directed 
Campbell, the British Consul-General in Egypt, to suggest 
to Muhammad CA1I to carry the conscription out in Syria 
in more human a manner, and not "in the manner in which 
a given number of wild animals would be caught out of a 
herd in the desert11. Such a manner, he explained, "had
produced in all Europe the most unfavourable and painful

55impression"
The failure of the Sultan*s Government to support 

the insurrectionary movements, caused great disappointment 
among the Syrians in general. So that when in June 1839, 
the Ottoman forces under IJafiz Pa^a crossed the northern 
frontier of Syria, none of the Syrians was ready to rise. 
They had no more faith in the Ottoman army and preferred 
to await the outcome of the battle before taking sides.
The battle of Nezib that ensued in June 24, 1839, proved

54. F.O. 78/341, Private, Damascus, July 8, 1838, Werry
to Campbell. See also, Rustum, Calendar of State
papers, III, nos. 5308, 5444.

55. F.O. 78/318, no.24. F.O. December 8, 1837,
Palmerston to Campbell.



28.

disastrous to the Ottoman army. The Sultan died soon
afterwards (July 1, 1839)> and his fleet deserted to the
Egyptian side. The new and young Sultan Abdtll Majid was
ready to give way to the desires of Muhammad CA1I. But
he was saved from humiliation when the representatives
in Istanbul of the five Powers, Great Britain, Prance,
Austria, Prussia and Russia, enjoined the Sultan to take
any decision concerning his conflict with Muhammad CA1T

56without their approval. The Powers decided to put an 
end to the conflict between the Sultan and his vassal.

56. P.O. 195/157 July 27, 1839> Ponsonby to Palmerston 
Webster, II, 633-4.
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C H A P T E R  I.

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ANGLO- 
DRUSE CONNECTION

During the late 1830*s, Muhammad CA1I gave ample
reason for Great Britain to he more openly against him.
He also gave reason for the Syrian population to oppose
further his rule over them. Great Britain was growing
suspicious of Muhammad ^Al^s designs. In 1838 he had
announced his intention to declare himself independent
of the Sultan.'1' The news about the battle of Nezib, was
received in London together with reports that Egyptian
forces might attempt the capture of the Island of Bahrein

2and the southern Iraqi city of Basra.
Until then, Palmerston was trying to hold back 

both Muhammad cAli and the Sultan Mahmud from attacking 
each other. This was because he feared Russian inter
ference, according to the treaty of 1833, if war broke out

4and the Sultan1s army was uncertain of victory.'

1. P.O. 78/329A no.136. P.O. June 1838, Palmerston to
Ponsonby.

2. P.O. 78/372, no.17, P.O. June 15, 1839, Palmerston to
Campbell•

3. P.O. 78/251, no.40, P.O. November 4, 1835, Palmerston
to Ponsonby, and no. 43, P.O. December 8, 1835, same to 
same. P.O. 78/328, no.71, P.O. April 14, 1838, Palmer- 
ton to Ponsonby. P.O. 78/329A, no.185, P.O. September 
15, 1838, Palmerston to Ponsonby. P.O. 78/352, no.38,
P.O. March 15, 1839, Palmerston to Ponsonby.

4. Ibid.
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For this reason, and in spite of warnings that -tkej/ 
would not help if the Sultan commenced an attack or provoked 
Muhammad tAlI, the British Government took the Sultans 
side after Nezib. In July 5, 1839, Palmerston instructed 
Ponsonby to inform the Porte that if it should ask for help

5from any Power, it should ask it also from Great Britain.
On July 13, 1839, ke again ordered Ponsonby, if the Sultan 
died, to offer the Porte British naval assistance

Palmerston was chiefly concerned with preventing 
the Turco-Sgyptian question from affecting the balance

7of power in Europe itself. This balance of power could 
be disturbed if Muhammad CA1I was allowed to cause the 
dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire and lean to any Euro
pean Power. So Palmerston was endeavouring to have the 
European Powers act collectively against Muhammad *A1I.
The collective note of June 27, 1839, and subsequent events 
showed that the five Powers, Great Britain, France, Austria, 
Prussia and Hussia seemed in agreement that Muhammad tAli

5. F.O. 78/353, no.92, F.O.^ July 5, 1839, Palmerston to
Ponsonby. See also 145/156 (Secret and Conf.) F.O.
June 25, 1839, Palmerston to the Lords Commissioners of 
the admiralty.

6. F.O. 78/353 no. 95, July 13, 1839, Palmerston to Ponsonby,
7• Minute by Palmerston, London, March 14, 1840, in Broad-

lands Papers (Palmerston Papers) MM/Tu 21. H. L. Bulwer, 
The life of Henry John Temple, Viscount Palmerston 
(London, 1870) II, 359-60.



should evacuate Crete, Syria and those parts of Arabia
gwhich were under his direct rule. The Powers, however,

disagreed on the means by which to achieve this object.
All, except Prance, seemed ready to expel him by force if
it was necessary. The last months of 1839, and the first
of 1840, were spent by Palmerston endeavouring to have
Prance agree with the rest of the Powers. But Prance
rejected his proposals to leave for Muliammad CA1I Egypt

qand Palestine south of Acre. Palmerston then was determined 
to enforce his intentions without Prance’s cooperation.
He thought it was a matter of executing his announced aims, 
or yielding to Prance and thus turn Great Britain into a 
second rate Pow e r . ^

British hostility towards Egypt found expression 
also in Syria through British agents. British consuls in 
Syria described the Egyptian rule as a yoke and tyranny 
over the Syrians. They also did not think that the admitted

8. P.O. 195/137 no. 87, Augustus 1, 1839, Palmerston to
Beauvale.

9. Temperley, p.113. It appears that Palmerston wanted
first to deprive Muhammad CA1I even of Egypt, but was 
prevailed upon by the Queen and some of his colleagues 
in the Cabinet. The letters of Queen Victoria. A 
selection from Her Majesty’s Correspondence between the 
years 1837 and 1861. 2 vols. (London, 1907), I, 303-6. 
Indeed Prance demanded from Muhammad tAlI to give up 
Crete and Adana: Rustum, Calendar of State Papers,
IV, no.6487.

10. Ibid.



progress of British commerce could be attributed in any way 
to the Egyptian authorities in Syria.'**1

Although the reports of the British Consuls might 
have been exaggerating, there was no doubt that the Muslims

1 pand Druzes, in general, were adverse to Egyptian rule.
Not so the Christians, especially the Maronites of Mount 

13Lebanon. The Muslims resented the heavy taxes, the 
conscription and other impositions put on them. They were 
more unhappy at the equality with which they and the Christ
ians were treated, and wished the end of Egyptian rule.
They felt jubilant at the success of the Druze insurgents
in 1838-9,^  but looked with contempt on the Ottoman soldiers

ISwho failed to "liberate” them.
 —  —  . . ■ ■ - ---------------------------        ■ —  ■ ■. ! ■    j
11. P.O. 78/283 no.25, Alexandria, July 31, 1836, Campbell

to Palmerston; enclosure, Memorandum of Campbell, and 
no.29, August 23, 1836, same to same, enclosure, report 
from Campbell.

12. Bulus Qara'li (ed.) gurub Ibrahim PSsha al-Misrl fi
Suri.yya W«»al-anadul, II* (Cairo, 1927), p.l," A. J. 
Rustum, The Royal Archives of Egypt and the Disturbances 
of Palestine, 1834, (Beirut, 1938;, p.13-4.

13. Ibid.
14. al-BSsha-Mudhakkarat, pp. 125, 141.
15. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, no. 6008.



The Druze population of Mount Lebanon had by the
end of 1839, came to despair of their, or of the Ottoman
army’s success over the Egyptian army. Shibll al-cArySn,
after his defeat in 1838, entered the Egyptian service as
head of irregulars. N a cmSn Junblat and other Druze chiefs
left Turkey for Egypt, and made their peace with Muhammad
'•All. In October, 1839, the Druzes tried another way.
Shaykh QSsim al-Qa<Ji and Shaykh Yusuf Abu Nakad, both Druzes
of the Mountain, arrived at the British Embassy in Istanbul.
They asked for British protection for their community, and
claimed to represent the wish of their coreligionists in
the Mountain as well as in the gawran. They were ready to
proceed to England and put their wishes before the British 

16Government. Ponsonby did not encourage the Shaykhs.
He reported on their request only in March, 1840, and then 
only to ask Palmerston’s permission to obtain for the Druzes 
the acknowledgement of "certain rights" which they had 
already enjoyed before. He also asked to extend the author
ity of the "Chiefs of the Druzes" over Acre, after its

17restoration from the Egyptians.
Palmerston rejected the second of these requests 

but he directed Ponsonby to seek for the Druzes such 
privileges and exemptions as might satisfy their "reasonable

16. Cunningham. The early correspondence of
Richard Wood , 1 8 ^ 1 - Ton-,'- i966^, pp. 136-142.

17. P.O. 78/392 (secret) no.47, Therapia, March 3, 1840,
Ponsonby to Palmerston.



IBdesires11. The response of Palmerston, however modest 
it was, indicated the beginning of a new process; he 
would make use of the Syrian population in his policy 
against Muhammad CA1I, as well as to serve British interests 
in Syria.

It was in 1835 that Palmerston had advised the
Sultan not to calculate on the cooperation of the Syrian
population for a victory over the Egyptian forces. He
explained that although the Syrians f,who at first welcomed
Ibrahim Pasha as a deliverer, but since discovered to
their cost how irksome is his yoke", might long to relieve
themselves of it, but they had already tasted the "bitter
fruits of unsuccessful resistance, and they are not likely
to give any effective aid to the Turkish troops until,
by victory achieved, those troops shall be able to protect
them, and shall not longer stand in need of their assist- 

19ance” . Nothing had much changed except that Palmerston 
had become more decided to act against Muhammad CA1T.

18. P.O. 78/389 no.61. P.O. April 21, 1840, Palmerston
to Ponsonby; also P.O. 78/391 no.266. P.O. December 
12, 1840, same to same.

19* P.O. 78/251 no.40. P.O. November 4, 1835, Palmerston 
to Ponsonby. Amir Bashir II, was reported to have 
said in 1835 that nothing could save the Mountain 
except foreign interference. Cunningham, The early 
correspondence of Richard Wood, p.62.
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He might have also been impressed by the reports from Syria,
and his own desire to make the foreign intervention, if it
was necessary to act, look as it was made on the initiative
of the Sultan and his subjects.

The idea to exploit the dissatisfaction of the
Syrian population against the Egyptians was not new, even
amongst the British. Ponsonby and his agent, Hichard Wood,
were of its advocaters from the middle of 1830’s. Wood
was appointed Dragoman in the British Embassy in Istanbul
in 1834 in the place of his father. In 1831, while still
student of the Embassy for Turkish language, he visited
the fountain to study the Arabic language. There he stayed
two years. Yet, in spite of his claims in a memorandum

20of 1833 (which was written to obtain promotion), during 
this visit to the Lebanon, Wood had no special political 
mission, and his sole purpose was to study the Arabic 
language which he did. He, however, witnessed the advance 
of the Egyptian forces into Syria, and the siege of Acre.
He also gained a knowledge of the country and its people, 
which proved useful for his future career. This knowledge 
and acquaintance made him important to Ponsonby, who 
influenced Wood to mistrust Muhammad CA1I and become hostile I
to his Government. So, in 1835, Wood was sent by Ponsonby

20. P.O. 78/961, Separate, Damascus, March 28, 1853* Wood 
to Clarendon; enclosure, memorandum.
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to the Mountain, this time as a political agent. His 
reports on Syria showed that the Syrians were dissatisfied 
with the Egyptian rule; hut Amir Bashir II was cautious,

21although some of his sons shared the feeling of the Syrians.
It was also during this visit that Amir Bashir al-Qasim, 
a nephew of Amir Bashir II, offered his service to the
Sultan, and asked for British protection for himself. He

22claimed to command twenty thousand mountaineers. His 
reasons for being ready to revolt, were rather personal, 
and a desire to govern the Mountain. Wood, however,
encouraged him, and the other chiefs he met, to rise when

23the Ottoman army attacked. But the Ottoman army was so
weak that the British themselves did not advise the Sultan
to attack; and when he did so, contrary to their advice,
the result was to discourage more than to encourage.
Nevertheless, neither Wood nor Ponsonby neglected the
mountaineers and their importance in the conflict between

« - 24the Sultan and Muhammad *Ali.

21. See direction of Ponsonby; Cunningham, The early
correspondence of Richard Wood, pp. 56-9*

22. Ibid, pp. 63, 78. P.O. 78/264, no. Beyrout,
November 30, 1835, Moore to Palmerston. Moore stated
the number of warriors the Amir Bashir Qasim commanded
w a s .15,000.

23. Cunningham, The early correspondence of Aichard Wood,p.76.
24. Ibid, p.78. Wood wrote there under date April 22, 1836,

that !,The Druses and Nablousians only would be more 
than sufficient to produce the same*1, namely, to 
overthrow the Egyptian rule.
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Partly in response to the agitation of foreign
and Ottoman agents, and partly as a result of the heavy
exertions of the Egyptian Government, by 1840, the Maronite
peasants become as dissatisfied with the Egyptians as the
Muslims and Druzes before them. The Maronite Church,
however, would support the Egyptians as long as the Mountain
remained a virtual Maronite principality. The Maronite
peasants, on the other hand, could not be longer persuaded
to bear the heavy taxes and corvee imposed on them. The
demand for further taxes, and the intention to disarm them

25at the beginning of 1840, caused great alarm. Rumours
spread that disarmament would be followed by conscription

26of mountaineers including the Maronites. As for the 
Druzes, they had already been disarmed and conscripted.
They feared however that they would be asked to deliver 
more conscripts. The Maronites, on the other hand, were 
the only party who retained arms which they were given in 
1838 to fight with the Egyptian troops the insurrectionary 
movements in Syria. They now feared to lose these arms, 
and further to be conscripted. The carrying of arms in

25. P.O. 78/412, no.4. Beyrout, January 29, 1840, Moore
to Palmerston, and no.6, Beyrout, February 27, 1840, 
same to same. F.O. 78/410 no.3, Damascus, February 20, 
1840, Werry to Palmerston. Qara’li, Hurflb Ibrahim 
-Bashci%II, 12, al-Fakhurl, p.l.

26. Ibid.



itself was an unprecedent advantage over the Druzes, which
the Maronites were unlikely to give up easily. Even in
the middle of'1830's, it was still maintained that Christians

27could not arrest Druzes. It appears furthermore, that
attempts to conscript Christians in Syria, had been made

28by IbrShTm Pa^a, which drew the protest of Palmerston,^ 
notwithstanding his advice to the Porte to accept Christian 
volunteers into the Ottoman army.

At the beginning of 1840, news arrived from 
Egypt respecting the preparations Muhammad CA1I was making 
to form a militia in that country. The'rumours spread 
that Lebanese Christian students, who were in Egypt, were
also caught to be enrolled in the Egyptian army, and that

29military uniforms were sent to the Mountain. The Druzes
30were accused of spreading these reports. Yet, the 

Maronites sought the cooperation of the Druzes to resist,

27. Rustum, "Safha Jadlda 11, p.482.
28. P.O. 78/281, no.5; P.O. May 9> 1836. Palmerston to

Campbell. P.0.195/129, no.24; P.O. May 7, 1837> 
Palmerston to Ponsonby. In July, 1836, Campbell 
reported that not a single Christian was conscripted. 
P.O. 78/383 no.5, Alexandria, July 10, 1836, Campbell 
to Palmerston.

29. ShidySq, pp. 588-9* Rustum, Calendar of State Papers,
IV, no.6307.

30. Qara’ll, Rurub IbrahimBashS, II, 12 al-Pakhuri, p.l.
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if necessary. The Druzes agreed but mutual mistrust with
the Maronites prevented agreement on a certain plan.

Meanwhile, Amir Bashir II, was calming the
mountaineers, and denying the truth of the rumours. In May,
1840, however, he received orders to disarm the Maronites.
His agents were sent to collect the arms of some parts of
the Mountain at first as a precaution to avoid alarming
the inhabitants, and to disguise the real range of the 

32measure. The people of Dayr al-Qamar were the first to
rz *2

resist. On May 23, 1840, the Maronites of the town were 
ordered to surrender their arms. The elders tried to 
persuade the Amir to intercede on their behalf, and allow 
them to retain their arms. He did not, or could not, comply 
with their wishes. The young men of the town, on the other 
hand, were determined to resist, and persuaded the people 
of the other districts to resist too. As the endeavours 
of the elders failed, the people of Dayr al-Qamar united 
to resist. A band was sent and recovered arms that" had 
been collected from a nearby village. The agent of the

31. F.O. 78/412, no.6. Beyrout, February 27, 1840, Moore
to Palmerston. Shidyaq, p.589.

32. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, no. 6307. Also
Fakhurl, p. 1. Shidy&q, p. 589.

33. Ibid, no. 6303. Rustum, Material for a corpus, V, 79*
Qara’ll, ljurub Ibrahim BashS II, 12-13.



34Arair was beaten and expelled. On May 27, 1840, the 
people of the town, Christians and Druzes, collected together 
and elected 12 representatives of their three sects, Maronite§ 
Catholics and Druzes, to direct their movement. All of 
these vowed to resist unitedly, both disarmament and

iconscription. They then sent pairs of messengers (a Druze
and a Christian) to call on the other districts to join

■ > v • ■ - ■.
in resistance. Their next step was their attacks on

/ ' A  ’- « .C •

Egyptian soldiers near Beirut and Sidon, and the mills in
35the neighbourhood of the two cities. ^

Amir Bashir was anxious to put the insurrection 
down. So also were the Egyptian authorities. The Amir 
then was authorized to yield to the insurgents on all points 
that they migj^t raise, to abandon disarmament, conscription

•2 r
and the levy of taxes. The people of Dayr al-Qamar were

34. Ibid, al-i^khurl, p. 1. Shidyaq, p. 589.
35* Shidyaq, pp. 589-90. Qara’ll, Ijurub Ibrahim Has h a . II,

35. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, nos. 6324* 
6303, 6307.

36. Ibid, p. 591. P.O. 78/412, no.11, Beyrout, June 24,
1840, Moore to Palmerston, enclosed, ferman from 
Ibrahim Pa?a to the Mountaineers. Rustum, Material 
for a Corpus, V, 84, 88, 105-6, 11, ferman in pp.97-99» 
Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, no.6318. 
al-FakhUrT, p.3 • Cunningham, The early correspondence 
of Richard Wood, p. 143.



37satisfied and retired on June 3, 1840. But meanwhile, 
the insurrection had spread to the other parts of the 
Mountain. The people of al-Matn, Maronites and Druzes,
joined together, met in An^ilySs on June 7, 1840, and vowed

3 8to unite and fight the Egyptian troops. They gradually
were joined by Maronites of Northern districts, and MatSwila
from near B a calbak. The Amirs of the Abul-Lamc family

39supported them secretly at first and later openly.  ̂ Some 
of the Khazin Shaykhs joined, and one of them, Francis al- 
Khazin was elected as their commander (called Serasker)

Neither Amir Bashir nor Ibrahim Pa^a could disavow 
their fears or frighten the insurgents. Their demands were

37. Ibid, p. 590. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV,
nos. 6324, 6318. Qara9II, gurub Ibrahim BaaUTT II > 30. 
Qara’ll, Futuhat Ibrahim Basha3 P » 77. Also” F.O. 
78/410, no.9, Damascus, June 23, 1840, Werry to 
Palmerston.

38. Qara’IT, Rurub Ibrahim Basha,II, 30-1. Rustum, Material
for a Corpus, V, 100. AntOn pahir al-^Aqlql, Thawra 
wa-fitna fi Lubnan. Ed. by Yftsuf Ibrahim Yazbak, 
(Beirut, 1936), pp. 30-1. al-Khazin, Muharrarat I, 2. 
al-Usul, I, 145-7•

39. Shidvaq, p. 591* Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IY,
no /  6373.

40. Ibid, p. 590. Qara’ll, Ijurub I brahim Bash a , II, p. 30.
al-Fakhurl, p. 2. Both Shidyaq and al-I^aichuri seem 
to be hostile to Francis al-Khazin.
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not any longer limited to the abandonment of conscription 
and disarmament, but also included the abolition of the 
compulsory work in the mines of the Mountain, the reduction

iof taxes; the electionrsix men to reside with the Amir,
/

to supervise his administration and act as a consultative
council (Dlwan Shura); and some personal demands of the
leaders of the movement. The insurgents demanded also that
these terms should be signed by Muhammad *A1I and the
foreign ambassadors as w e l l . ^  The Amir refused the terms.
He seemed to object mainly to the council, as the other
terms concerned the Egyptian authorities, and were already
granted. To further communications of the Amir, the
insurgents answered that they would not submit again to
Egyptian rule, because Egypt had opposed all the other 

42states. This statement was probably inspired by European 
and Ottoman agitators, who informed the mountaineers of 
developments in Europe concerning the Syrian question.
Consul Moore was reported to have been giving the insurgents

41. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, nos. 6338, 6340, 
6344, 63$4, 6360. ShidySq, pp. 591, 6595-6. Qara’II, 
Ijurub Ibrahim Basha»II, 25, 33. Abu' ‘■Izz al-DIn, 
pp. 263-4. Mashaqa, ' * _ pp. 143-4. Shidyaq
says that these demanas were taught to the insurgents 
by Amirs of the Abul-Lam* and ShihSb families. 
Shidyaq, p. 591.

42. Qara’lT, Hurub Ibrahim Basha.II, 31-2. Also al-Fakhurl, 
p. 5.



43.

4-3 -ammunition. So also were Hi^ma Tarrad, YUsuf al-ZananirT,
and Khalil al-Mudawwar, Dragomans of the British, Austrian

44and French consulates in Beirut, respectively. A certain
vicorate Onfroy, a Frenchman, was reported also to have been
making daily payments to insurgents, and distributing arms,

43ammunition and decorations.  ̂ The French Consul Bouree
was accused . cf suppor1>jthe insurgents, and *>S causingdifficult-

4 6ies for the Egyptian authorities. These Frenchmen were 
acting against the official policy of their government.
The Egyptians thought that France did so in order to obtain 
more influence with the Porte than the Russians.^ But it 
appears that these individuals had their personal reasons, 
or that they believed that the Haronites were more important 
for France than Muhammad CA1I. However, the Egyptian 
authorities claimed to have no convincing evidence against

48these agitators, and apparently took no steps against them.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
43. Rustum, Calendar of Etate Papers, IY, no. 6329- Consul 

Moore and other British agents were said to have 
endeavoured to gain over Sulayman Pa^a by promising him 
the governorship of Cyprus or even Eyria. Ibid, nos. 
6487, 6530; see also no. 6493.

44. Ibid, nca 6324, 6339-
45. Ibid,

Qara
nos
’li,

. 6338, 6339; also nos. 6321, 6322, 6329, 6340 
llurub Ibrahim §Ssha,U, 25, 33.

46. Ibid, nos . 6321, 6353, 6391.
47. Ibid, n o . 6321.'

00 • Ibid, n o . 6353.



The widening of the insurrection alarmed Ibrahim 
Pa^a and his father. Both of them were anxious to put an 
end to it, swiftly but with the minimum use of force. They 
were aware of the hostility of the Powers towards them, and 
that these Powers might interfere in Syria under cover of

AQthe insurrection. J Muhammad *A1I was about to come in
person to the Mountain, but instead he sent his son *Abb5s
Pa^a with troops from Egypt.

By the middle of June 1840, Amir Bashir began to
ask the Egyptian authorities to crush the insurgents by
force. Until then he hoped and tried to bring an end to
the insurrection by calming the insurgents through concess-

50ions as well as by separating Druzes from Christians.
Towards the end of the month, •’Abbas Pa^a left Beirut for

of
the Mountain. This step provoked the people/Dayr al-Qamar, 
who had given up resistance. The elders of the town remained 
quiet, and did not seem anxious to revolt. But the young 
men there told the agents of Amir Bashir that they would
remain quiet too unless the Egyptian troops entered the

51 —Mountain. ftAbbas Pa^a continued his advance, and they 
joined the insurgents. At this time, Isma*Il Junblat, the 
youngest son of Shaykh Bashir, began to write to the Druze

49. Ibid, nos. 6310, 6313.
50. Ibid, nos. 6318, 6340.
51. Qara’II, ILurilb Ibrahim Basha,II, 37-8.
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Chiefs in the Shuf district, calling on them to join the
insurrection. Amir Bashir summoned the Druze chiefs to him
and took hostages from them. The Amir also distributed arms
among the Druzes to join his sons and the Egyptians against

52the insurgents. The Druze chiefs declared that they would 
remain quiet and loyal to the Amir, but they would not deliver 
up their arms or conscripts, nor they would pay taxes.
They would oppose only irregulars coming to the Mountain,
and would fight against their countrymen only if these were

„ 53openly against the Amir himself.
The insurgents were ’incapable to stand before

the Egyptian troops. After some resistance, and by the
middle of July, 1840, the insurrection was put down. This
was done in a harsh manner that provoked the protest of the

54officer of the British Navy near Beirut. Some of the 
leaders of the insurrection were arrested and were sent
into exile to Egypt. Others fled to Cyprus, as Francis

55al-Khazin, or went into hiding in the Mountain. The only 
remaining trace of resistance was from near Tripoli. Next, 
the arms of the mountaineers were collected. Moore 
attributed the "sudden breaking of the insurrection to the 
want of leaders, and mainly to the bribery of the chiefs

52. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, nos. 6322, 6365*
6371, 6377.

53. Qara’li, gurtXb Ibrahim Bas-ha . II* 36.
54. Rustum, Material for a Corpus, I, 147.
55* Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, nos. 6396, 6407.

Shidyaq, p. bOl.
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5 6of the Mountain.
Outside the Mountain, the insurrection might

have sped the signing of the convention of July 15, 1840,
in London between Great Britain, Austria, Prussia, Russia

57and the Ottoman Empire. By this convention, the Powers
demanded that Muhammad •’All should evacuate Syria, except
Palestine south of Acre, within ten days. If he failed

into submit with/another ten days, he would retain Egypt 
alone. Failing to do this too, the Sultan then would be 
free to take the measure he wished. France was not informed 
of the convention until after it was signed by the Four 
Powers and the Porte, because she refused to agree to its 
conditions. The exclusion of France in such a manner left
her resentful and mistrustful of Palmerston as the promoter

58of the convention. Luring the next months, there were 
fears that war might break out between France and Great

56. F.O. 78/412, no. 12, Beyrout, July 20, 1840, Moore to
Palmerston, and no. 13, August 19, 1840, Moore to 
Colonel Hodges. Moore, however, added that the 
insurrection would be inflamed if helped as it was 
again growing.

57. Temperley, p. 115* Bulwer, II, 420-7. Arabic transl
ation of the convention was distributed among the 
mountaineers. C. Napier, The War in Syria, (London, 
1842), pp. 36-7* F.O. 78/4-12, n o . 13, August 19, 1840. 
Moore to Hodges, enclosure. F.O. 226/70, Beyrout, 
August 14, 1840, Napier to Moore, enclosure.

58. Bulwer, III, 96.



Britain. Relations between the two Powers remained strained 
for some time afterwards.

Muhammad ‘‘All refused to submit to the conditions 
of the convention of July 15, 1840. He apparently calculated 
on French assistance, and even hoped that war would break
out in Europe to leave him free to dictate his will to the 
Sultan. But here he was mislead. As Palmerston apprehended, 
France would assist Muhammad ‘•All by all means short of war. 
She would not risk a war with four Powers, who were more
powerful than she was, in order to secure Syria for

59Muhammad vAli. The four Powers, on the other hand, v/ere 
more resolute to execute their intentions.

When Muhammad tAlI refused to evacuate Syria,
the British Navy intervened to force him out of it. The
Syrian coast was put under blockade which, in spite of
Ponsonby's protests, was only partial and enabled the
Egyptians to ship 40 leading insurgents to their exile in 

60ligyP't • On July 21, 1840, preparations were made for the 
sending of British marines to Syria; and on July 23, 1840,

59* Ibid, II, 303, 309, 320. Correspondence relative to the 
affairs of the Levant (Parliamentary Papers, 1841) II,
4. F.O. 78/391, no. 214; F.O. October 27, 1840, 
Palmerston to Ponsonby. Minute of Palmerston, March 14, 
1840, Broadland Papers, MM/Tu 21, The letters of Queen 
Victoria; I, 311.

60. F.O. 78/397, no. 115, Therapia, September 22, 1840, 
Ponsonby to Palmerston.
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Sir Robert Stopford, the Admiral of the British Navy in the 
Mediterranean, was directed to look for a proper place on 
the Syrian Coast, first near Tyre, for the landing of troop!?'!' 
Ofders were also issued authorizing Stopford to take arras 
and munitions from the British stocks in Malta, to be

62distributed among the Syrians to fight the Egyptian forces. 
The Porte also was preparing to send troops to Syria to 
assist the insurgents and defeat the Egyptians.

Meanwhile, Ottoman and British agents were also 
sent to foment the insurrection. Among these was Richard
Wood. He arrived on July 13, 1840, but found the coast

. *occupied by Egyptian troops, and was unable to land or to 
communicate with the Mountaineers. Nevertheless, he reported 

0̂ ^ g r e a t  insurrection. But when on September 10, 1840, 1,500 
British and 200 Austrian marines, together with 5,000 
Ottoman troops, landed at JunI, the insurrection was 
virtually suppressed. They began to revive it anew. The 
mountaineers were given different and vague promises for 
their better government and future. They then came, slowly, 
however, and took arms distributed to them by the British 
and Ottoman troops and agents. Francis al-Khazin, who

61. F.O. 78/390 no. 110; F.O. July 23, 1840. Palmerston
to Ponsonby. See also, Rustum, Calendar of State 
Papers, IV, no. 6395.

62. F.O. 78/390 no. 105. F.O. July 17, 1840. Palmerston
to Ponsonby. On July 23, 1840, the Egyptian Governor 
of Beirut reported that Wood, "a British merchant from 
Izmir11 came to KisrawSn and tried to revive the 
insurrection, but could not succeed. Rustum, Calendar 
of State Papers, IV, no. 6395.



returned from Cyprus with the landing troops, was again 
named Serasker of the mountaineers1 force. Amir Bashir 
al-Qasim took the lead only afterwards, and not without 
hesitation.

The allied troops, British, Austrian and Ottoman, 
were cautious, and were not allowed to go into the interior 
of Syria. Amir Bashir II, refused to join their camp, and 
on October 8, 1840, Amir Bashir al-Qasim was appointed to 
his place as governor of the Mountain. After minor skir
mishes, Ibrahim Pa$a lost his first major battle in Syria, 
in Bhir?af, on October 10, 1840.° Prom then, the Egyptian 
forces were in continual retreat before the allied troops 
and the mountaineers and other irregulars, while the 
British Navy bombarded and captured the coastal cities 
of Syria. By February 18, 1841, the Egyptians completely 
evacuated Syria. Amir Bashir II himself surrendered on 
October 12, 1840, and was taken to Malta.

The British took the leading part in the expulsion 
of the Egyptians* from Syria. The other Powers gave chiefly 
verbal support. The Ottoman troops too were active but 
alone they would have been easily defeated by Ibrahim Pa^a.

63. Napier, p. 23. The battle is called also Qalfat 
al-MavdSn. See also, Broadland Papers, MM/Sy. 2,
(1846) "Secret Memorandum on the Syrian war of 1840- 
1841 by General Jochmus (written on March 22, 1846). 
Shidyaq., p. 609*
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As for the mountaineers, they provided an opportunity for 
the allied Powers to execute their intentions in Syria, 
and the active role they played made the Lebanon appear 
the most important strategic part of Syria. And as Beirut 
was becoming a better commercial centre than Aleppo, Sidon 
or Acre, the attention of the Powers would then be directed 
there.

The Maronites among the mountaineers, took the 
most active part. The Druzes and the MatSwila took only 
minor parts. The role of the Druzes appears to be in
consistent. Contemporary observers noted this fact and

64did not hesitate to condemn the Druzes. In fact, on
most occasions, they behaved in a similar manner to the 
Maronites living with them. Prom the beginning suspicion 
and mistrust played a significant role in separating 
Maronites from Druzes. The Maronites suspected the Druzes 
to be inciting them only to make them taste the bitter

65sufferings they themselves had tasted in previous years.
Amir Bashir II, used this argument in his endeavours to

66calm the Maronite insurgents. So, after initial

64. Qara’II, Putuhat Ibrahim gas ha , p. 83. Broadland Papers.
MM/Sy 2, (1846) *• S e c ret Memo rand urn" of JQchmus . But 
see to the contrary, Church Missionary Society (C.M.S.) 
CM/0 11, letter from the layagent Gr. R. Badger, Malta, 
December 28, 1840.

65. Ibid.
66. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, no. 6340.
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cooperation with- the Maronites of Southern Lebanon, the
Druzes in that area fell back. They had been prevailed
upon by Amir Bashir II, to give up resistance by concessions
similar to those given to the people of Dayr al-Qamar. The
Amir probably also promised them ascendancy over the
Mountain's affairs. After June 3, 1840, both Druzes and
Christians of southern Lebanon appear to have served with
the Egyptian forces under the command of the sons of Amir 

68Bashir II. It was only at the beginning of October 1840,
I

that Ibrahim Pa^a reported/to have reached an understanding
6qwith the Druzes to master the Mountain. He apparently

promised them the possession of the Kisrawan, the release
of the Druze conscripts in his army, and the exemption of 

70taxes. After June 3, 1840, the insurrection was confined

67. Ismail, Histoire, p. 67. Harik, Politics and Change,
p. 246.

68. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, IV, nos. 6322, 6354»
6360, 6 T n T W 7 . ----------------

69. Ibid, no. 6562. By the middle of the same month
(October 1840) , Muhammad **A1I sent the Druze chiefs in 
Egypt to retake the Mountain. Ibid, nos. 6582, 6589, 
6599- Achille Laurent, Relation historique des affairs 
de Svrie depuis 1840 .jusquen 1&42, (Paris, 1846) I,
p. 113.

70. Qara’ll, Hurub Ibrahim Bash^ II, 57.
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to the northern and more purely Maronite districts of the
Mountain for several reasons. The people there had little
obedience to their Mukataacis; they were also subjected
to more exactions than the other parts of the Mountain.
They were comparatively far from the seat of the Amir Bashir
who hesitated to call on the Egyptian army to suppress
the insurrection. They also had been agitated and supported
by Europeans with whom they had religious links as well.
The Kisrawan in general, was better field for the activities
of the European agents because of its position near the
coast. The peasants of the Kisrawan revolted in previous
years because of heavy taxation even against the local 

71governors. On the other hand, it is most probable that 
the Druzes desired to avenge themselves on the Maronites; 
but they also had little choice. Besides being situated 
in the immediate vicinity of Bayt al-DIn, many of the young 
Druzemen were serving in the Egyptian army. Many of these, 
however, deserted; but when •'Abbas Pa^a came to Bayt al-DIn 
in the middle of July 1840, with his victorious army, he 
ordered the Druzes to provide men in place of those who

71. Such were the risings in 1820. See A. Bbi Kha^tar al- 
cAyn~$urInI: "Kitab mukhtasar tarlkh jabal Lubnan" in 
al-Mashriq, (February 1952}, pp. 168-9. Harik, 
Politics and Change, pp. 208-9* 213-4. Also al-
ffuhayyarY p: 207.
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72had deserted. It is noteworthy that the Maronites too,
appear to have looked on the events of 1840 as their deeds
alone. They, therefore, expected the Druzes to he grateful

73to them, and accept their supremacy.
Nevertheless, the end of the Egyptian rule in

Syria was the end of an era during which, the Druzes suffered
much. But it seemed that a social and political change had
already taken place. Druze mukataacis had been deprived
of their rights and property. Their status was transferred
to their rivals, the Maronites, some of whom were their
tenants and subordinates. To recover their power, the
Druzes had to compel the Maronites to forgo their acquired

fortune* and status, and submit to them once more.
This did not seem very likely; new and different elements
had become involved in the affairs of the Mountain. The
Powers, who effected the expulsion of the Egyptians, as
well as those who supported them, took now interest in
the Mountain. The Ottoman Government, too, seemed to come
back with the hope of establishing direct rule in the
Mountain as it had never been before.

*

72. Qara1!!, ijurub IbrShim BSsha, II, 46. The case of the
Abu Nakads gives example to the difficult position of 
the Druzes. Amir Bashir II told the Egyptian Author
ities that the Abu Nakad Shaykhs, who were in the 
Mountain, felt strongly with the insurgents, so they 
helped them secretly, and apologized to them for their 
limited participation on basis of their fear on their 
Kin NasTf Abu Nakad, who was then in Egypt. Rustum, 
Calendar of State Papers, IV, no. 6397.

73. al-Fakhurl, pp. 18, 24.
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As they played an insignificant role in the events
that led to the expulsion of the Egyptians, the Druzes
seemed to deserve but little attention from the Ottoman
Government, or the Powers. Yet, the promises given by the
allies' agents were to apply also to the Druzes. This was
because neither the British nor the Ottoman agents appeared
to have a clear idea about the Druzes. They mistakenly
believed the mountaineers to be mainly Druzes. Even the
Ferman appointing Amir Bashir al-Qasim (known also as Amir
Bashir III) , was addressed to that Amir and to the chiefs
of the Druzes. The Amir was also appointed governor over

74the TDruze tribe^1. It was only through and after the war
that the British discovered that the majority of the

75mountaineers were in fact Maronites.  ̂ The effect of this 
revelation was soon to be felt when British agents in Syria 
began to flatter the Maronite Patriarch and his community.
It was hoped then that the Maronites would be taken under

74. Text in Rustum, I4aterial of a corpus, V, 171-3. A & P
1841 XXIX C.J2J p. 977, Laurent, I, 135-8.

75. A. B. Cunningham in his M.A. Thesis "Britain and the
pacification of the Lebanon, 1841-5" refers to this 
fact in a footnote (no. 1, p. 116). So also in his 
Ph.D. Thesis, "The early career and correspondence of 
Richard Wood, 1830-1841", pp. 524, 544. But he does 
not seem to attach to it any bearing on the British 
policy. It is to be noted with this connection that 
the name Bashir appear to have been understood in the 
British Foreign Office as a title of the Governor of 
the Mountain; F.O. 195/194, no. 9, Beyrout, February 
12, 1842, Rose to Bankhead, Hansard's Parliamentary 
Debates, LXXXII (1845), p. 1 5 ^



British influence; the temporary absence of Prance from
7 6the scene seemed helpful.

Wood was the champion of this policy towards the
Maronites, and at the beginning of 1841, he had a wide
authority throughout Syria. In his dual capacity as a
British and Ottoman agent, Wood was responsible for the
appointments of officials in different parts of Syria.
He could boast that the country was governed by the British.
He had already installed Amir Bashir al-Qasim as governor
of the Mountain, in October 8, 1841. In February 1841, he
gave the Amir directions to organize the administration

77of the Mountain. These directions included the formation 
of a council (Ar. Dlwan or Majlis), which would represent 
the mountaineers, and decide upon their disputes. The 
council would consist of eleven members, a Secretary and 
presided over by the Amir himself or a deputy whom he 
would name. Amir Bashir was also directed to appoint, 20 
sub-governors for the different districts of the Mountain; 
and four salaried judges, a Muslim Sunni, a Christian, a 
Druze and a Mitwall. The Amir would raise also a police

76. Ponsonby declared, in February 1840, that Great Britain
had no design or intention of taking anything for 
itself; he wanted Austria to replace France in its 
connection with the Maronites. Cunningham, The early 
Correspondence of Richard Wood, pp. 140-1.

77. Cunningham, The early Correspondence of Richard Wood,
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78force of 200 men. By these steps, and apart from providing
an efficient administration for the Mountain, Wood aimed at
the abolishing of its mukataaci system. Such an act, if
it succeeded, would result in the diminution of the political
power and authority of the mukataacis, and eventually the
Druze power. But it would strengthen the power of the
Maronite Church; since the authority of the Druze chiefs
was based on the ties existed between mukataacis and tenants,
while that of the Church was based on religious loyalty
and devotion. So the Druze chiefs, who began to return
from exile early in 1841, opposed the formation of the
Council as they opposed the nomination of Amir Bashir III
over them. The Council would deprive them of their rights

79and authority in their mukataas as mukataacis. For the 
same reason the Maronite mukataacis shared the feeling of

78. The eleven members of the council were said to be, 3 
members elected by the Patriarchs of the Maronites, 
Greek Catholics and Greek Orthodox, three members 
elected by the religious heads of the Druze, Muslim 
Sunni and MitwalT faiths; and five members "elected by 
the people of the Five Districts of Mt Lebanon each 
district will send one member". These five districts 
are not clear especially when Wood also speaks about
20 governors for the whole of the Mountain "according 
to the usages of the people and the natural Division 
of the Country”. Ibid, p. 223. But Rose stated that 
these five districts were, al-ohuf, al-Matn, Kisrawan, 
Jubayl, and Batrun. Only one, al-Shuf, could be 
represented by a Druze. F.O. 78/455 no. 30, May 3, 
1841. Rose to Palmerston.

79* al-Fakhurl, pp. 22-3.
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the Druzes, but apparently were less free to voice their 
opposition.

The conflicting interests of the Maronites, led 
mainly by their Church, and the Druzes were widely revealed 
in May 1841, when deputies of the mountaineers were summoned
with the Amir Bashir III to agree to a fixed annual tribute

/
and duty on exports from the Mountain. The annual tribute 
was put at 4,200 purses, and the duty up to 12% on all 
exports. These figures were unanimously rejected by the 
deputies of the Mountain. The deputies claimed that they 
were promised the same taxation as before the Egyptian 
occupation; and the people of Kisrawan claimed that they 
were promised exemption from taxes for three years after 
1840.80

In consideration of this attitude and demands, 
the amount of tribute was reduced to 3,500 purses; from 
which 2,100 purses were to be paid for the Amir Bashir III 
and his administration. This too was rejected. The AmTr 
himself accepted the amount, but he did not seem to have 
any control, and did not display any authority. The main 
speakers in the debates were Bishop ^ubya •'Awn, the 
representative of the Maronite Patriarch, and the Maronite 
Amir IJaydar Isma*Tl Abifl-Lam* from al-Matn. The Patriarch

80. P.O. 195/187 no. 29, Beyrout, May 27, 1841, Moore to
Palmerston; enclosed a petition from the mountaineers. 
P.O. 78/447 no. 14, Damascus, September 30, 1841, Wood 
to Palmerston. The duty was in accordance with the
British-Ottoman Commercial Treaty, of 1838.
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himself was active in inducing at least the Ilaronite deputies
to reject the proposals. He thought that the mountaineers
should pay only 1,000 - 1,200 purses to the Porte; and
that an arrangement should be made for them to pay the Amir

81and his administration without the Portefs interference.
The Druze deputies, after going with the Maronites 

in the same path to reject the proposals, took a different 
attitude and parted from them. They were motivated by 
their objection to the formation of the council which would 
have given better representation for the Roman Catholics, 
and by their hostility to the Amir Bashir al-Qasim himself.

- -V .*• • , : . •’ ,'jy . ■ V  .
So that by the middle of June 1841, the Druze deputies 
followed the policy of declaring their intention to accept 
all impositions of the Porte, provided they would be governed

O  O
by a Druze or a Muslim governor, but not a Maronite.

The Ottoman authorities in Beirut were unable to 
reconcile the two parties, or to bring them together to 
accept the proposed amounts of tribute and duty. Wood had 
already been recalled to Istanbul in April 1841, in order

81. P.O. 78/456 no. 78; Gazir, August 18, 1841, Rose to
Palmerston. P.O. 78/447 no. 19, Damascus, October 4, 
1841, Wood to Palmerston; also Shidyaq, p. 618* 
Dominique Chevallier, La Societe du Mont Liban a 
l'eooque de la revolution industrieiie enTburope,(Paris, 
1971), pp.'~1^0-l. Chevallier however stated the 
amount of 1,400 purses.

82. P.O. 195/187 no. 22, Beyrout, July 5, 1841, Moore to
Ponsonby. P.O. 78/456 no. 73, Gazir, July 24, 1841, 
Rose to Palmerston.



59

to clarify the nature of promises that were given to the 
mountaineers in 1840, during the War. Neither Consul Moore 
nor Colonel Rose, who remained to command the British 
detachments in Syria, were able to achieve a settlement 
of the question. This question of the tribute prevented 
the execution of other measures suggested by Wood for thei
Mountain's administration. It remained a source of agitation 
until Wood was sent back for the purpose. He arrived at 
Beirut on August 27, 1841. He was also invested with wide 
powers by the Porte; the Ottoman authorities on the spot 
were to take to his advice. He also brought with him a 
considerable amount of money to be paid to some of the 
chiefs of the Mountain in return for their services during 
the w a r . ^

Wood summoned the deputies of the mountaineers, 
who were assembled at *Aynab, to Beirut. Within a short 
time, on September 2, 1841, Wood was able to have the 
deputies accept the payment of 3,500 purses as an annual 
tribute to the Sultan. It was also agreed that from this 
amount about 2,100 purses were to be paid to cover the 
expenses of the Mountain's administration. The mukataacis 
were to collect the taxes from their districts in return 
for 5% for themselves, besides a small salary. The

83. P.O. 78/456 no. 84, Oazir, September 6, 1841, Rose to 
Palmerston. P.O. 195/187, no. 2, Beyrout, August 28, 
1841, Wood to Palmerston.
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formation of the council was also approved after long and
heated debates. It was to be composed of a president
appointed by Amir Bashir III; three Maronite members,
three Druzes and one member of each of the four smaller
sects, the Greek Orthodox, Greek Catholics, Matawila and
Sunnis. All these members were to be elected by and from

84their respective communities. ^ There were but very few 
differences between these arrangements and those formerly 
proposed. The amount of tribute remained the same as it 
was late in May 1841. In the Council, the number of 
representatives of each community were stated more clearly. 
The secretary was not changed, he remained Francis Misk, 
a Maronite merchant from Beirut. He was nominated by Wood 
for his loyalty to the British, but the fact that he was 
not from the Mountain aroused further dissatisfaction of 
the mountaineers.

The similarity between the new arrangements and 
those proposed in February and May 1841, could testify 
to the little enthusiasm with which the deputies agreed to 
them. The question of duty was left vague. Indeed the 
settlement came too late to satisfy the different elements. 
Moreover, the means by which the settlement was achieved

84. Ibid, F.O. 78/447 nos. 3 and 4. Beyrout, September 7, 
1841, Wood to Palmerston.



were superficial. Most of the chiefs and deputies received
85presents, swords and shawls, and consented.  ̂ The mukataacis

who continued to raise opposition were threatened with the
86rising of their peasants against them. No wonder then

that signs of opposition and reluctance to execute the
arrangements, began to emerge from the Druzes and Maronites
alike, immediately after the deputies had returned to their
homes, and before Wood left to take up his post as British
Consul in Damascus.

The question of the tribute brought to the surface
not only the conflict between Druzes and Maronites, but
also between British agents and the Maronites, and between
British and French as it also affected the reunion of the
French and the Maronites.

The British, as individuals were greatly esteemed
and honoured in Syria in general, but more among the Druzes

87and the Muslims, for their honesty and just dealing.
The Maronites also regarded them for these qualities, but
rejected them because of their faith, and had few dealings 
with them.88 as a political factor, the British were________
85. Indeed Rose, moore and Captain Pring together, advised

Selim Ba?a to cause division among the mountaineers in 
order to make them accept the tribute and duty proposed 
F.O• 78/455, no. 47, Beyrout, June 2, 1841, Rose,
Pring and Moore to Palmerston.

86. ibid.
87. Jessup, I, 49 (no.lj II, 465. P. Hitti, Lebanon in

history. (London 1957), p. 427. Churchill, Mount 
Lebanon, II, 275.

88. Ibid.



comparatively new in Syria, and had no special connection
with any particular community. Their interference against
the Egyptians in 1840, brought them into political contact
with the Syrian population as never before. As a result,
they had influence and a certain control over Syrian, and
particularly Lebanese affairs. The British agents then
interfered to settle questions in the Mountain because
they were a party to the promises given to the mountaineers
in 1840. On account of their help against the JSgyptians,
they claimed the right to force the Porte to provide a just

89government for the whole of Syria; and they expected 
the mountaineers to listen to their advice for the same 
reason. But in their dealings with the Ottoman officials 
and with the mountaineers, the British agents tended to
exploit the feeling of indebtedness of both parties, a

was
fesling which/dying by the passage of time. When they 
interfered to settle questions in the Mountain, these agents 
found themselves in the odd position of trying to satisfy 
both parties, the mountaineers and the Ottoman authorities. 
They urged the former party to submit to the demands of 
their sovereign, and at the same time, urged the latter to 
make some concessions. The result was that each party

89. Cunningham, The early correspondence of Richard Wood, 
p. 265; there ponsonby tells Wood (July 24, 1841), "that the Allies consider themselves to have the right 
to force the Porte to govern in Syria in a way as snail 
noi occasion revolt in Syria and that the Allies will 
exercise that right".



suspected the British to be on the side of the other, and ^
the British began to lose the confidence of both parties.
The insistence of the Maronite Patriarch in particular,
to reject the amounts of tribute and duty, put him at odds 

90with Rose. The Patriarch wanted the Mountain to be 
virtually independent, to which neither the British nor 
the Porte could agree. But on the other hand, the Porte 
wanted to place the Mountain under its direct rule, abolish
ing its tradition of having a native governor. To this 
also neither the British nor the Mountaineers could agree.

The British on the whole had but few advantages 
which would enable them to compete with other Powers for 
influence in the Mountain, xheir main advantage was of 
temporary nature, their assistance to expel the Egyptians, 
xhis gradually worked to their disadvantage and ceased to 
win them the support of the Maronites as well as the Ottoman 
officials, particularly those who had no actual part in 
the war itself. Besides, the British seemed less willing 
to take, decisively enough, the side of the people of any 
part of Syria taking in the first place the integrity of

90. In November, 1841, Rose still wrote "I do not forget
that in April, May and June last, His Eminence excited 
dissatisfaction amongst the Maronites ••• [and] 
against their legitimate masters the Turks on the 
subject of taxation". P.O. 78/458, no. 124, Beyrout, 
November 8, 1841, Rose to Aberdeen.



the Ottoman Empire and the sovereignty of the Sultan over 
his subjects.

Their chief competitors were the French. The 
latter could benefit from advantages they enjoyed as well 
as from disadvantages of the British themselves. France 
had neglected its traditional friends, the Maronites, during 
the insurrection of 1840 in the Mountain. But by doing so, 
and taking the side of Muhammad *A1I, she did not lose all 
credit. French individuals took an active part with the 
insurgents. After the restoration of Syria, the French 
agents came back, large sums of money were paid to the
Maronite Patriarch for his community in the shape of assist-

91ance and compensation for losses. In July, 1841, Bourse 
was sent back to be again French Consul in Syria. The 
French had also the advantage of not being a party to the 
promises given to the mountaineers in 1840, and they were 
not looked at as responsible for securing a just government 
for the Mountain. Besides, there was the strong and old 
religious link between the French and the Maronites.
Gradually, events began to present opportunities for the 
French to come back and recover their influence over the 
Maronites.

The reluctance of the Porte to fulfil the promises

91. Broadland Papers, GC/RO 10-19 (1841) copy of despatch,
no. 39, from Rose to Palmerston, Beyrout, May 22, 1841. 
The same despatch in F.O. 78/455. F.O. 195/187 Beyrout, 
March 22, 1841, Moore to Palmerston and no. 29, May 27, 
1841, same to same.
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given in 1840, exasperated the mountaineers and the British, 
as the pressure of the British to do so, alienated the 
Ottoman officials from them, and inclined them to the 
French. Moore could report that the very cool relations 
that existed between the French and the Ottoman officials 
at the beginning of 1841, had become warm and lively during
the summer of the same year. The opposite was the case

Q?with the British. Moreover, the maladministration of 
the Ottoman authorities in general, drew the Syrians away 
from the British. Moore again reported that if the 
Ottoman government was left to itself to govern Syria, 
the British would soon lose their influence in that country. 
So he advised that some British warships should be stationed 
along the Syrian coast; probably to induce the Ottoman 
officials to listen to the British advice. At this time, 
however, the British still had their military detachments 
in Syria, and Amir Bashir III, and his secretary among 
others, were British nominees.

The British then were losing influence with the 
mountaineers to the French. They then began to look for

92. F.O. 195/187, no. 54. Beyrout, July 26, 1841, Moore
to Palmerston.

93. F.O. 195/187. Beyrout, March 22, 1841, Moore to
Palmerston. The mountaineers complained about the 
behaviour of the Ottoman soldiery already in February 
1841. P.O. 195/187, no. 2, Beyrout, February 9» 1841, 
Moore to Palmerston; enclosed two petitions of the 
mountaineers on the subject.



means to counterbalance this loss, and they found it with 
the Druzes. The latter appeared to fit in the British 
policy. They raised but little difficulties for both the 
British and the Ottoman authorities. While the Maronites 
seemed to wish to free themselves from Ottoman control as 
much as they could, the Druzes seemed to agree to all 
impositions of the Porte on them. They also were desirous 
of replacing the Maronite governor by another Druze or 
Muslim, which was not altogether unfavourable to the Porte 
and probably to some British agents.

In May, 1841, a certain William Thompson, the 
head of the American missionary society in Syria, carried 
a message from Shaykh Mazyad al-Qamdan, then the most 
powerful Druze of the ^awran, to Rose. The Druzes of the 
^awran, expressed their need for protection, but not the 
kind of protection afforded by consuls, or one that would 
take them from under the government of the Sultan. They 
observed that the Maronites looked on Prance, and the 
Greek Orthodox on Russia, as their protectors, and they 
wished to be on the same footing with these two communities, 
by connecting themselves with Great Britain. Thompson 
asserted that all the Druze chiefs of the Mountain, except 
Shaykh Yusuf cAbd al-Malik, who shared a mercantile house 
with a French merchant, were of the same opinion. Indeed, 
similar requests had already been made by the Druzes of 
the Mountain, and has also been thought upon by Moore
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in June 1840, and after.^
Thompson told Rose, "that the Plan of this 

people [the Druzes] " was to build schools and manufactures^ 
in their villages, and a commercial link with Great Britain. 
"In short", Rose observed, "all their view seemfs] based 
in some way on a connection with England." But Rose was 
aware that there were other reasons, apart from education 
and commerce, behind the Druze desire for a connection 
with Great Britain. "I should imagine", he wrote, "that 
besides the objects which they have stated, they would 
seek the aid of her [Great Britain*s^ influence in other 
matters. Thus they acknowledge most unwillingly the author
ity of the Emir Beshir, and will never submit probably to 
the jurisdiction of the Divan, which was established by 
Mr. Wood".

Similarly, the Druzes could be useful for Great 
Britain as well. The British influence, Rose observed, 
was sinking, and the French were increasing theirs with 
the Maronites and the Ottoman authorities alike, and at 
the expense of the British. This defection could be 
counterbalanced by a connection with the Druzes. The latter

94* F.O. 78/412, no. 11, Beyrout, June 24, 1840, Moore to 
Palmerston. F.O. 78/449» no. 18, Beyrout, March 25, 
1841, Moore to Palmerston. F.O. 195/187, no. 37, 
Beyrout, June 2, 1841, Moore to Palmerston.

95* Rose uses the word manufacture in his reports, sometimes 
also Mercantile House.
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exercised great influence over the fate of Syria. They 
were the more important because of their political unison 
with the Greek Orthodox, the largest Christian community 
in Syria. Through these two communities, Druze and Greek 
Orthodox, Great Britain could exercise wide influence 
throughout Syria. Rose pointed out that Russia and Prance 
were attempting to take the Druzes under their protection, 
but until then, the Druzes had turned down the offers of 
the agents of these two Powers. However, these agents 
were not likely to give up their endeavours. On the other 
hand, the Druzes were inclined towards Great Britain.
They had a tradition that they and the English were one 
nation, and some of them tried to go to England, but could 
not, some for lack of funds.^

Rose seemed also willing to base the connection

96. Rose recorded in his diary, that a certain Druze, Shaykh 
Ibrahim Tal^uq, told him that the Druzes come origin
ally from England. The Shaykh also knew from his for- 
fathers that some 100 years before 1841, Druzes went 
to England and settled there. Rose Papers (LXIY, 
no. 4235), December, 18, 1841* In September 1841# 
Colonel Churchill wrote from Damascus, "There is a 
most interesting people in Syria too, who are devoted 
to the English - the Druses. Whether in the Mountain 
or in the Houran, they burn - literally burn, to be 
under English protection and to rally round the English* 
Aberdeen Papers, cc, 43238; letter from Major Churchill 
(in Damascus) to Sir George Murray. It is to be 
remarked, that Churchill too, hoped for employment in 
Syria by the Foreign Office.
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with the Druzes on religious motives, similar to those 
which existed between the French and the Maronites. It 
appears that he was led by Thompson to believe, that the 
Druzes were aware of the "Imperfection of their Religion," 
and that a prudent mode of proceeding could cause the 
Druzes to give up the "Shadow of a Religion" they had, 
and embrace Protestantism. The schools would serve to 
achieve this object. Rose, too, seemed to believe that 
the Druzes worshipped the calf, an idol (i.e. an image) 
of which he sent in December 1841 to Aberdeen, then Foreign 
Secretary; and that the Druzes were originally Jews.
This was at a time when a Protestant Bishopric was in 
construction in Jerusalem, and the British Government was

97considering taking the Jews in Syria under its protection.
It appears from these observations respecting 

Druze religion, that Rose was taken in by the American 
missionary; and that the latter had not despaired, after 
previous fruitless attempts, to convert the Druzes. Rose 
was either misled or misunderstood the real attachment of

97. F.O. 78/455, no. 39, Beyrout, May 22, 1841, Rose to 
Palmerston; also, F.O. 195/187, no. 34, Beyrout, 
November 29, 1841, Rose to Bankhead. Aberdeen.Papers, 
vol. CII, 43140, Beyrout, December 7, 1841, letter,
Rose to Aberdeen, in which the idol was sent. F.O. 
78/458, no. 141, Beyrout, December 4, 1841, Rose to 
Aberdeen. See also S.M.C. CJt/O, 11, where Badger 
claims also that the British Consul Abbot (until 1834), 
possessed also "a small golden calf" which had been 
taken from a Druze temple.



the Druzes to their religion. But he might have recorded 
these religious reasonings to give more force to his 
argument for the establishment of a link with the Druzes; 
while his main reason was political advantage. So was 
probably the emphasis given by Palmerston to the religious 
motive. Palmerston wrote to Aberdeen that "a Protestant
Government cannot expect to do much in the way of instruct-

and r -iing/civilizing a Catholic Tribe the MaronitesJ . But the
Druzes affor^d us a Field in which much may be done. They
are anxious for instructions and have no religion of their
own to stand in the way of any instruction may be willing
to give them; and it may be in our power, therefore, to
lift them on in civilization. It is needless to point out
the many good results of various kinds which would flow

98from our success in such an undertaking."^
Yet a few facts cannot escape notice. The 

communications with Bose was made by the Druzes of the 
IJawran, who had almost no direct contact with the Maronites. 
As the hostility of the Maronites seemed the main reason 
behind the request, this would indicate the intimate 
relation of the Druzes in the IJawran with those of the 
Mountain. This would also indicate that the overture for 
the construction of the connection was not exclusively

98. Broadland Papers, GC/AB, 315, a letter from Palmerston 
to Aberdeen, November 16, 1841.



on Druze initiative, the British agents were also desirous 
of it. Again the communication was made through the 
missionary Thompson, although with the involvement of a 
Greek Orthodox whom Rose did not name. Thompson*s aims 
and works were mainly directed to convert, or at least to 
educate to Protestantism. The communication too was made 
to Rose, who in May 1841, had no special political functions; 
yet he was able to dominate British moves in the Mountain 
rather than the actual Consul Moore. There is no clear 
evidence to suggest that Rose had special religious inclin
ations. But he was a Protestant, while Wood was a Catholic, 

soand/was Moore*s wife. This probably why Thompson conveyed 
the message to Rose and not to Moore or Wood.^ Yet on 
June 2, 1841, Moore reported that the Druze Shaykhs and

• '  ■. v . <  * ■ • ' *3

Amirs of the Lebanon had opened a communication with him 
with the purpose of being taken under British protection. 
Moore again pointed out the increasing French influence 
among the Maronite clergy through "bribery and intrigue." 
as the reason behind the Druze request. He also pointed 
out "the importance of securing the Druses as a counterpoise

99* Later Rose noted that the Druzes feared Wood, and did
not enter in confidential communication with him because 
he was a Catholic attached to the Maronites; while 
Na^mSn Junbiat declared himself brother of Rose. F.O. 
78/455, no. 57, Beyrout, June 22, 1841, Rose to 
Palmerston.
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to the wavering Maronite influence."100 It is probable 
that Moore wanted to bring himself to the fore, and 
consolidate his position.

In the middle of July 1841, Rose received sanction 
of Palmerston to establish a special connection with the 
Druzes, "as they desired". Palmerston emphasised that the 
basis for the connection was the strengthening of the link 
between the Druzes and their sovereign, the Sultan. The 
British Government in return, would use its influence in 
Istanbul in their favour, and would also establish schools 
and manufacture# in their villages.101

Rose recommended the establishment of a link 
with the Druzes because he was aware of the fact that 
British influence in Syria was fading away, while that of 
Prance was increasing. He probably had also an eye on the 
future, his future. Palmerston responded to the Druze 
request from similar motives. His relations with Prance

100. P.O. 195/187, no. 37, Beyrout, June 2, 1841, Moore to
Palmerston. Moore apparently wanted to be made Consul- 
General, but he lacked the zeal and the ability. In 
1836, Captain William Lyon of the British Navy told 
Wood, that Moore had but very little chance to be 
nominated in place of Parren ^unless he gets you LWoocu 
to write some Reports for him*"!' Cunningham, The early 
correspondence or Richard Wood, p. 75*

101. P.O. 78/454, no. 8; P.O. July 15, 1841, Palmerston to
Hose; and no. 11, F.O. July 26, 1841, same to same.
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were strained, and reports from Syria showed success of 
the French activities in that country. He certainly would
not agree to French ascendancy in Syria, after it had taken

102Algiers, and acquired some influence in Egypt. Besides,
the past nine years in which Syria was involved and (tew
much of his intention appear to have had their influence
on his attitude to that country. During this period too,
Palmerston was led by reports from Syria, to believe that
the Mountain was a central point, from which the
fate of Syria, and probably other parts of the Ottoman

103Empire, could be decided. J The result of the 1840 war
was but to strengthen this conviction.

Nevertheless, the establishment of the connection
was entrusted by Palmerston to the hands of political as
well as religious agents in Syria. The establishment of
the schools was to be mainly the work of the British
missionaries. Palmerston sent a certain Nicholayson, a
Protestant clergyman, and a missionary, to help Rose for
that purpose. Nicholayson wrote, through the Foreign Office,
to the Bishop of London, and requested him to send British
clergymen who would be qualified to work in the schools 
   ■ ■ ' ■ ■■■  — —    ... —
102. Broadland Papers, MM/Tu, 21, Palmerston's minute,

March 14, 1844.
103. F.O. 78/215 no. 3, April 20, 1832, Farren to Palmerston.

Cunningham, The early correspondence of Richard Wood, 
PP* 53, 58 (note) 77. The Egyptians too seemed to 
believe the same, see Rustum, Calendar of State Papers, 
IV, nos. 6478, 6503.
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in such a manner as to serve the Druze "Christianization 
104as a result". Rose himself worked out a plan for the

object, according to which, the teachers were to be members
of the Church of England, and would receive their salaries
from one of its societies. The English language would be
taught in the higher schools only. In this respect, Rose
was cautious like the Russians but less daring than the
French. He meant not to provoke the jealousies of the

10*5Ottoman authorities,  ̂ Rose also contemplated that some 
young Druzes would be sent to England for their education. 
By the end of 1841* he sent Shaykh Ismael Junbla*fc to be 
educated in England.^** Other Druze chiefs evinced their 
desire to send their sons too. Isma4Il, however, was not
successful, and Aberdeen directed Rose not to send more

107Shaykhs. After two years in England, Isma^Il fell ill

104. F.O. 78/456, no. 86, Oazir, September 7, 1841, Rose to
Palmerston; enclosure, a letter from Nicolayson to the 
Bishop of London.

105. Ibid.
106. Nacman Junbla$ asked to send his brother to England by

a letter to Palmerston through Rose. F.O. 78/455* 
no. 57* Beyrout, June 22, 1841, Rose to Palmerston, 
enclosure, letter from Natman.

107. Aberdeen Papers, vol. Cll, 43140; Private letter from
Aberdeen to Rose, dated November 30, 1840.
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with melancholy and was sent home. He never completely 
recovered and did not take any important role in the affairs 
of the Mountain.

reasons. Both men hoped that Wood would be made Consul- 
General in Syria. Obviously, Wood had some right to expect 
the nomination. His service during the war in 1840, and 
his intimate knowledge of the country and its people, could 
be of great advantage to his government. But there were 
other motives and considerations that made Palmerston decide 
against him. Wood was considered by Palmerston as a"big6tted 
Catholic" who was also a "Maronite Partisan", and took the 
Maronite cause against the Druzes. This was the chief 
reason that made him decide against the nomination of Wood 
to the consulate-general in Syria. Palmerston also thought 
that it was hopeless for the British Government to separate 
the Maronites and the French, "We may always have a useful

enable us to keep them quiet towards the Porte in spite of 
French Intrigues, but the religious connection will always 
give the French a great hold over them". Then the ggaoint- 
ment of a consul-general like Wood would cause the British 
entirely to lose the Druzes without entirely gaining the

108. See F.O. 78/456 (private and confid.) Beyrout, August 
28, 1841f Rose to Palmerston. Rose stated that the 
opinion of Wood was that of Ponsonby in all Syrian 
matters•

The connection with the Druzes was opposed from
108the beginning by Wood and Ponsonby, but more from personal

political influence over them which may
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Maronites. In this situation, Palmerston thought "Prance 
would still have heat us with the Maronites, Russia would 
have stepped in and taken up the Protection of the Druzes.1

Indeed, the Druzes in general were suspicious 
of Wood and his attitude towards them. The Druze chiefs 
first of all did not favour the appointment of the Amir 
Bashir al-Q5sim, who was the choice of Wood himself. They 
also were not happy to see the Amir and the Maronite 
Patriarch, each receive a Nishan Iftihar, and be represented 
by a Kahya at the Porte, again through the mediation of 
Wood. They had neither of these distinctions and privileges. 
It was reported that when the Druze chiefs showed opposition 
to the formation of the Council, on the grounds of its 
having too great a preponderance of Catholics, Wood 
suggested the arresting of twelve of them and the sending 
of them as prisoners to Istanbul.110 Moreover, Wood 
seemed to contemplate the maintenance of British influence 
among the Druzes by means of blackmail. Thus when he came 
to the Mountain in August 1841, he claimed to have been 
authorized to arrest NsSnan Ju&blat and Amir Amin ArslSn.

109. Broadland Papers GC/AB, 315» letter from Palmerston to
Aberdeen, dated November 16, 1841.

110. P.O. 78/456 (private and confid.) Beyrout, August 28,
1841, Rose to Palmerston. Rose added, that when in 
September the Druze chiefs were summoned to Beirut, 
they asked Rose to guarantee their safety because they 
feared Wood.



the former for the killing of his two cousins only a short 
time before Wood’s arrival, the latter because he remained 
loyal to the Amir Bashir II until his surrender, and 
because he was suspected to have caused the death of the 
mother of Amir Bashir III. But Wood forgave both these 
Druze chiefs on condition that they kept him informed of 
all that happened in the Mountain, and whatever measures 
they undertook.111 So by the end of 1841, Wood reported 
that the only persons who remained loyal to Great Britain
in Syria, were a few Druzes whose crimes obliged them
,_ , 112 to be so•

Rose, on the other hand, was a different man 
from Wood. In 1820, he had served successfully in Ireland, 
in dealing with circumstances similar to those of the 
Mountain. In 1836, while in Malta, he studied the Arabic 
language. He arrived in Syria in 1840, and took an active 
part in the fightings with the Egyptian army. He was a 
Protestant, and Palmerston thought that he understood the 
general state of affairs in the Mountain. His knowledge 
of Arabic would help him to perform his function, as his 
military rank would give him more weight compared with 
the background of Wood as a Dragoman. Furthermore, if 
Rose was appointed Consul-General, the British Government

111* F.O. 78/447 no. 6, Beyrout, September 7, 1841, Wood 
to Palmerston.

112. F.O. 78/447 no. 4, Damascus, October 11, 1841, Wood 
to Ponsonby.
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him

would have in/a good officer in Syria, even if the others
113who were there were recalled. Ponsonby did not share 

Palmerston’s views. He wanted Wood to become Consul-General 
in Syria. He also opposed a connection with the Druzes 
because he thought it would harm the British influence in 
that country by losing the Maronites completely to Prance.
He also thought, as this connection was carried out by

■tUat it
Hose, Should give a basis for Rose's political function in

V\v*>
Syria and consequently fmore suitable for the post of Consul- 
General. Thus Ponsonby*s opposition to the connection 
with the Druzes was one way to serure the Consulate-General 
for Wood; its abolition would mean that its promoter,
Rose, had no special merit to favour him for the post.
As this had failed, Ponsonby tried to get Rose out of Syria,

•to
causr^ the Porte^demand the withdrawal of the British 
detachments still under Rose in S y r i a H e  eventually 
succeeded in effecting their withdrawal in November 1841,

113. Broadland Papers, GC/AB, 315» letter from Palmerston
to Aberdeen, November 16, 1841.

114. Cunningham, The early correspondence of Richard Wood,
p. 268, Ponsonby also advised ftose not *to act upon his 
instructions from London respecting the connection 
with the Druzes, Ibid, p. 273, also P.O. 78/456 
(Private and Confid.), Beyrout, August 28, 1841, Rose 
to Palmerston. Rose, however, suggested not-to submit 
his despatches to the Poreign Office through Ponsonby.
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but meanwhile Rose had already become Consul-General in 
August 1841. Wood was appointed Consul in Damascus instead* 
Furthermore, Rose was directed to pay attention to political 
affairs only and leave commercial and consular affairs to 
the consuls*

At the end of 1841, the Government of the Whigs 
fell and the Tories took their place* Aberdeen succeeded 
Palmerston in the Foreign Office. The fall of the Whigs 
was due to domestic difficulties and was unexpected* In 
foreign affairs, they had achieved considerable gain*
Although Palmerston1s policy in Syria, and towards France 
fell under severe criticism*

As for Syria the change in the British Foreign 
Office had had some effect* Aberdeen appeared to have 
different ideas from Palmerston. He appeared less adverse 
to France and less interested in Syria* Although he did 
not comply with the plea of Ponsonby to appoint Wood in 
place of Rose, Aberdeen reduced Rose's authority and powers 
as Consul-General* Rose was now instructed to pay attention 
to commercial and consular as well as the political affairs

\ - * •' ' I
of Syria. He also instructed Rose not to meddle with the 
internal affairs of that country. The nomination of Aberdeen 
to the Foreign Office was then unlikely to promote relations 
between the British Government and the Druzes.

Nevertheless, at the start, Aberdeen seemed 
willing to continue the project of connection with the



Druses, and ordered Rose to continue its execution promising
his help. He cautioned Rose to be careful with his
proceedings with the Druzes, as "some of our jealous people
look to their liberation altogether from the Turkish
Government, but you must endeavour to show that all your
interference and the education which it is proposed to
introduce among them, will tend to make them obedient

115contented subjects of the Porte." Yet the plan was 
never executed, and all the connection was reduced to bear 
no special nature. Two factors brought to this change of 
attitude in the Foreign Office. The first was the civil 
war that broke out in the Mountain, in September and October 
1841, a short time after Aberdeen took office. Secondly, 
the impact this civil war had on Aberdeen, and his tendency 
to patch things up with France. Besides this, Syria began 
to be viewed, as before the Muhammad •'All affairf it would 
contribute little to British interests. After the events 
of 1840-1, the fears from Russia and France to overrun 
Syria and thus dismember the Ottoman Empire were very 
slight•

The Anglo-Druze connection, however, was not 
with the whole of the Druze community. Rose had little 
contact with the Druzes of the IJawran, or of the Anti- 
Lebanon. The Druzes of the Mountain themselves were divided

115. Aberdeen Papers, Cll, 43140 (Private) November 30,
1841, Aberdeen to Rose.



into two opposed factions the Junbla-fs and the Yazbaks.
Rose established the connection with the Junbla^s, whomfc 
Rose regarded as the most powerful and influential of the 
two* The Yazbaks, particularly the cAbd al-Malik family, 
on account of their rivalry with the Junbla^s, turned to 
the French. Rose, however, tried at times, but failed to 
unite the two factions.

Nevertheless, the Druzes on the whole were 
pleased at what they had achieved, and grew confident.
They understood the communication of Rose with them to 
be full protection, at least similar to the relation 
between the Maronites and France. They probably contemplated 
also that Great Britain would stand on their side in their 
conflict with the Maronites. So the connection as it 
was understood by the Druzes, added to the tension, and 
speeded collision between them and the Maronites. Rose, 
and consequently the Foreign Office, was aware of the 
political aims and aspiration of the Druzes behind seeking 
connection with Great Britain. It was their hostility 
to the Maronites, and their struggle for supremacy in 
the Mountain that drove them towards that Power, and look 
upon it as their friend and "back".^^ Rose had deemed 
it important that the British should have influence in 
Syria, particularly in the Mountain, which he and Palmerston

116. F.O. 195/187 no. 34, Beyrout, November 29, 1841. 
Rose to Bankhead. "Sack/ ;s inflation "-d
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considered as the key for Syria. The influence was also 
essential to counterbalance, but not to replace the French 
influence; simply because he, like Palmerston, did not
believe that the French and the Maronites could be separated.

tbHe was ready to leave the French exercise their influence 
over the Maronites, if the British could exercise similar 
influence over the Druzes. Rose, in fact, wished to split 
the Mountain into two spheres of influence, the one British, 
and the other French, but to maintain peaceful and orderly 
relations between the two divisions. But he wanted also 
the Druzes, the British party, to have a share in governing 
the Mountain. First Rose wished to achieve this by appoint
ing Na*man Junbla^ to govern the Druzes beside the Amir

117Bashir III. This proposal was rejected by Palmerston.
However, after he proposed the connection with the Druzes,
Rose proposed to appoint two lieutenants to the Amir, the
one Na*man Junbla$ over the Druzes, and the other, Amir

118IJaydar Abu’l-Lam1- over the Christians. Both Amirs and
Palmerston agreed but Ponsonby and Wood opposed to it; 
and as the Maronites rejected it, the proposal failed.

Since the restoration of Syria, and the return 
of the exiled Druze chiefs to the Mountain, the first

117. 1.0. 78/429, no. 175, F.O. July 15, 1841, Palmerston to
Ponsonby. Cunningham, The early correspondence of 
Richard Wood, p. 271, Wood attributed tnis proposal 
to the Mustasher who had to be dismissed.

118. F.O. 78/455, no. 55, Beyrout, June 22, 1841, Rose to
Palmerston. F.O. 78/454, no. 14, F.O. August 9, 1841, 
Palmerston to Rose.



thing these chiefs asked for was the recovery of their
properties which had been confiscated by Amir Bashir II.
They also demanded, and tried to exercise their right as
mukataaois over the tenants, Druze and Christian, in their
mukataas. Wood then directed both the Ottoman authorities
and Amir Bashir III to reject their demands. In particularly
he opposed their demand to exercise their right as
mukataacis. He stated that it was "impossible to grant
this right without undermining the authority of the Sultan 

119in Syria. The Druze chiefs then were poor and seemed 
powerless. Some of them did not find proper places to live 
in, and had to start repairing their old homes. On the 
other hand, the Christians in general had become rich and 
influential. They felt no obligation to continue and obey 
their previous landlords, and a new spirit had been planted 
in them to defy Druze authority over them. This was 
especially among the Maronites. The Maronite Church in 
its desire to achieve and uphold a Maronite principality 
was determined to reduce the Druze power to nothingness.
The Maronite Patriarchs Yusuf IJubaysh, by his timely support

120of the insurrection in 1840, had retained and increased

119# Cunningham, The garly correspondence of Richard Wood, 
pp. 223, 2477 in September 1^41, however, Wood 
realised that it was impossible to destroy "at once" 
the mukataacis1 rights. P.O. 78/447, no. 3, Beyrout, 
September 7, 1841f Wood to Palmerston.

120. Rustum, Calendar of State Papers. IV, nos. 6390, 6391, 
6395. Harik, p. 246. ¥he aate of the reversal of the 
Patriarch’s position is about the middle of July, 1840.



his prestige. He then demanded that the Mountain should
always be governed by a Maronite Shihab appointed by the
Porte, The Patriarch also encouraged his followers to
overthrow their allegiance to the Druze mukataacis, Bach
Maronite village in Druze ownership was directed to elect
representatives from its own people to take over the
functions and authority previously pertained to the Druze 

121mukataacis. On their return to their mukataas, the 
Druze chiefs found these Maronite tenants recognize the 
authority of their Patriarch alone. They were also 
determined to subdue these tenants even by the use of force,

aThe Maronite element had become^threat to their existence. 
They refused to submit to the Maronite Amir Bashir al-Qasim, 
partly because he represented the rival party,

Amir Bashir III was old and weak, and seemed to 
enjoy British support only, which he was gradually losing.
Yet he seemed to reckon that that support was all that he 
needed, and so did not try to gain the support of either 
the Maronites or the Druzes. The Maronite Patriarch 
supported him openly, for the sake of his being Maronite, 
but secretly he was trying to effect the return of Amir

121. P.O. 78/457, no. Ill, Beyrout, October 20, 1841. Rose 
to Aberdeen. P.O. 195/187, no. 142, Beyrout, December 
7, 1841f Rose to Aberdeen. These directions of the 
Maronite Patriarch were in a document that was circul
ated among the Christians of his faith. Rose called 
this document "Hedji" (i.e. IJujja). See also, Jessup,I, 
160. Churchill, The Druzes. p. 38.
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122Bashir II* The relations between Amir Bashir III and 
the Druzes were bad from the beginning* Already before
the end of the war in 1840-1, the Druzes demanded the

121deposit'ohof the Amir from his office* The Amir did not
show the respect the Druze chiefs deserved in accordance 
with the usages of the Mountain. He also tried to deprive
them of some of their property* So he took villages or

- 124lands from the Arslan and • Imad families* Furthermore,
Amir Bashir III, tended to carry out the directions of
Wood, and appointed sub-governors to some mukataas which
were under Druze mukataacis * In Dayr al-Qamar, he appointed
a certain Shaykh cId al-Khazin as its governor, while it

—  125was under the authority of the Abu Nakad family* These

122* In despatch, F.O. 78/544, no. 47* Beyrout, June 2,1841, 
Rose, Pring (Captain of British warship near Beirut), 
and Moore to Palmerston, these three agents enclosed 
translation of an intercepted letter, which had passed 
between the Maronite Patriarch and Amir Bashir II with 
the knowledge of the French, and which were also in 
opposition t> the Sultan’s authority* By June 1841, 
Ponsonby knew that the Patriarch had deserted the 
British, and that Amir Bashir III was an impotent 
person: Cunningham, The early correspondence of Rich
ard Wood. p. 263. Wood perhaps was not sure of that 
until October 1841. F.O. 78/447, no.20, Damascus, 
October 19, 1841, Wood to Palmerston.

123. Shidyaq, p. 124.
124* Ibid, pp. 620, 615-6* al-Fakhurl (p. 24) is the only 

source to claim that Amir Bashir III treated well and 
respected the Druze chiefs, even gave Na^mfin Junbla$ 
a present.

125. Ibid, p. 616.



measures only increased the hostility of the Druzes to 
himself and to his authority. So, early in 1841, the Druze 
chiefs attempted the life of the Amir.126 He, too, invited 
them to his palace with the intention of murdering them, 
a plot which the British Consul in Beirut was held to have 
planned, when the French Consul, by his timely warning 
saved the Druze chiefs’ lives.12^ The British Consul 
could be Moore, who took the side of Amir Bashir al-Qasim 
in his conflict with the Druze chiefs. On March 11, 1841, 
the Amir wrote to Moore that the Druze chiefs were coming 
to him in order to give their submission.128 On March 29, 
Moore reported that he had "for some time past been concerting

126. F.O. 78/455, no. 30, Beyrout, May 3, 1841, Rose to
Palmerston.

127. Ibid. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 110-1. Tarabein, p. 56,
al-Khurl, pp. 25-4. al-Khurl mentions that the Amir 
Beshir conspired against the Druze and Maronite chiefs 
as well. He also attributed this conspiracy to the 
British Consul in Beirut, but as he did not mention 
the name of Moore, this might have led Tarabein to 
attribute it to Rose. Moore, who was then, at the 
beginning of 1841, working with Wood and under his 
guidance, might have made the suggestion to the Amir. 
Rose later mentioned the event in May as it happened 
about seven weeks before May 3, 1841, when the Amir 
invited the "Leaders of his opponents to dine with him 
with the intention of seizing them, but he was dissuaded 
from doing so". F.O. 78/455, no. 30, Beyrout, May 3, 
1841, Rose to Palmerston. The Arabic contemporary 
sources do not seem to mention either plot.

128. F.O. 195/187, no. 6, Beyrout, March 13, 1841, Moore to
Ponsonby, enclosed Arabic letter from Amir Beshir al- 
Qasim, dated March 11, 1841*



with the Emir Beshir as to the best measure of checking 
the machination of a Druze faction in Lebanon, encouraged 
by French agents opposed to that prince} "I am in correspond
ence with Mr. Wood upon the subject" ^

By the end of March 1841, clashes between Maronite 
peasants and their Druze mukataacis began to occur. In 
consequence, three Druze chiefs were arrested on the request
of Amir Bashir III, and through Moore, who was guided by

130Wood's advice. The chiefs were, Amir Amin ArslSn, Ydsuf 
*Abd al-Malik, and IJusayn Talljdq. Amir Bashir alleged that 
these chiefs were inciting the Druzes to revolt, and they 
were adherents of Amir Bashir II until his surrender# He
was also careful to add, that the French were behind their

131 ^actions. J These chiefs, however, were released)short
time afterwards on their agreement to acknowledge the
authority of Amir Bashir III, which, until then, they
refused to do. Moore then reported, that "the Druse faction
••• has been entirely suppressed, the discontented Emirs
and Sheiks of the Shouf having made their submission to

132the Prince Beshir. Yet, even then, the Druzes were

129# F.O. 195/187, no# 10, Beyrout, March 29, 1841, Moore 
to Ponsonby.

130# F.O. 195/187, no. 11, Beyrout, April 3, 1841, Moore to 
Ponsonby. Yusuf ^Abd al-Malik escaped before he was 
arrested. F.O. 78/455, no.30, May 3, 1841, Rose to 
Palmerston.

131. Ibid.
132. F.O. 195/187, no.12, Beyrout, April 16, 1841, Moore

to Ponsonby. F.O. 78/455, no.30, Beyrout, May 3,
1841, Rose to Palmerston.
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repeatedly accused of attempting the life of the Amir.
Both the Amir and Druze chiefs arrived at the meetings in

_ 13*5vAynab to discuss the tribute, with large escorts. "  At 
the first of these meetings, the Druze chiefs proposed the 
replacement of Amir Bashir III, by a Muslim Amir of the 
Shihab family. The Maronite deputies rejected the proposal, 
and the Maronite Patriarch declared his intention to support 
the Amir even by arming his clergy in his defence. The 
Druze thereafter made the replacement of the Amir Bashir III, 
a condition for their payment taxes.

The Druzes, indeed, saw with jealousy, the 
distinctions granted to the Maronite Amir and Patriarch

a
by the British and the Porte, and desired'share of the 
powers to govern the Mountain as they used to have. In 
June 1841» the Druzes of the Mountain submitted a petition 
to the Porte, in which they claimed to be loyal Muslim 
subjects of the Sultan. They explained that until 1825, 
they were governed by chiefs of themselves, Shaykh Bashir 
Junbl5$, Shaykh rAlI al-Imad, and Sayyid Afrmad Abtt Nakad.
But these chiefs were killed by ‘Abdallah Pasa, at that

134.date.  ̂ The management of the Druze affairs was then 
handed over to the hands of the "head of the Christian sect,

133. P.O. 78/456, no.78, Gazir, August 18, 1841, Hose to
Palmerston.

134. In fact, among these three only Shaykh Bashir Junbl5$
was strangled by tAbdallaK Pa$a. The text then goes 
on to speak about two of these only as those who were 
the governors of the Druzes.



who is Amir Bashir ShihSb fill". But despite of his being 
Christian, Amir Bashir II, treated the Druzes with respect 
and dignity, probably even better than the Christians. The 
Amir Bashir III, however, treated the Druzes with contempt 
because of his being Christian. The Druzes claimed also 
that the Christians wanted to take them from under the 
sovereignty of the Sultan to place them under foreign states. 
But the Druzes would reject these endeavour^s because they 
were better off than the Christiansand would not agree to 
be governed by them. The Druzes then asked to be governed 
by a Druze as "it was used to be before during the time of 
Shaykh Bashir" . 155

Amir Bashir III remained Governor of the Mountain, 
and collisions in the Druze owned mukataas continued to

135* Text in Qara’II, Hurflb Ibrghlm Basha II. 66-8; al- 
Fakhtlrl, pp. 24-5, probably refers to this petition 
when he says that the Druzes pretented to be muslims 
and spread rumours that the Christians petitioned 
Prance to deliver them from the Ottoman rule and put 
the Mountain under her rule. That the Druzes did not 
want Amir Bashir III or any other Christian governor, 
but a Druze or a Muslim, and their aim to obtain 
supremacy in the Mountain and then govern it.
P.O. 195/171, no.12, Damascus, November 22, 1841, Wood 
to Bankhead, and enclosure; and no.28, November 4,
1841, Wood to Aberdeen. Wood stated also that the 
Maronites procured a PatwS proving the Druze as an 
"idolatrous race", and not Muslims. P.O. 78/457, no. 
120, Beyrout, October 31, 1841, Rose to Aberdeen.
Tayyib Gdkbilgin, "1840 tan 1861*e Kadar Cebel-i 
Lflbnan meselesi ve Ddrziler" Tttrk tarih kurumu, BelletmJ 
(X, 1946), p. 644.



occur* In August 1841, Druzes attacked Christians in 
IJa^bayya while they were in Church. The conflict was so 
accute that the latter attended the Church with arms on 
them, and so they were able to repulse the attackers.
Similar incidents occured in other parts of the Mountain, 
and in which people were killed from both parties. J

An incident which occured on September 13, 1841, 
was ’ of. more significance. It was between the Christians 
of Dayr al-Qamar (who were Maronites and Greek Catholics), 
and the Druzes of the nearby village of B caqlln. The 
incident sparked when two Christians of the former place

%went to shoot on a preserve belonged to the Druzes. The
trespassers were beaten and expelled, but only to return
with reinforcements and the quarrel became general. Bose
happened to be at the time in Dayr al-Qamar. He had come
to arrange with the Druze chiefs for the opening of schools
in their villages. Rose then intervened posing himself
between the rival parties, ended the fight and pacified the 

137combatants.
The importance of this incident was that Dayr al- 

Qamar was the centre of the Christian Maronites and Greek

136. P.O. 195/187, no. Beyrout, August 5, 1841, Moore to
Palmerston. P.O. 78/456, no.76, Gazir, August 10, 1841# 
Rose to Palmerston.

137* P.O. 195/171, no.3, Damascus, September 23, 1841, Wood 
to Ponsonby. P.O. 195/187, no.67, Beyrout, September 
22, 1841, Moore to Palmerston. P.O. 78/456, no.90, 
Beyrout, September 18, 1841, Rose to Palmerston. 
Churchill, The Druzes, pp. 44-5, Jessup, I, 161.



Catholics in Southern Lebanon. Only one sixth of its 
population were Druzes, but its landowners and mukataacis 
were the Druze Shaykhs of the Abll Nakad family. Shaykh 
Naslf, the head of this family, found on his return from 
exile in March 1841, that his family1s property in the town 
and near it, were in the possession of its Christian inhabit
ants. The latter had become rich, and Shaykh Na?Tf was
obliged to borrow money from them which they were not long

138willing to give him. Moreover, the Christians of the 
town had obtained great confidence and greatly esteemed 
themselves, and defied Shaykh Na§If. They were not willing 
to obey him any more, and he in return, seemed determined 
to recover his former powers and authority as mukataacis 
over them when opportunity presented itself.

At the time of the incident too,I was still 
passing through the Lebanon on his way to Damascus. He met 
the war cry from both Druzes and Christians. He then sent 
a messenger to the Bishop of Zahle to restrain his followers, 
and another to the Governor of IJa^bayyS to disperse the 
Druzes, who had collected for the fight. On his arrival 
at Damascus, Wood wrote to Ponsonby, a rather gloomy letter 
on the affairs of the Mountain and the rest of Syria. 
Ponsonby received Wood^ letter in Malta, while on his 
way to England at the termination of his office as Ambassador

138. P.O. 78/457, no.Ill, Beyrout, October 20, 1841, Rose 
to Aberdeen. AbH ShaqrS, p.33.
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at the Porte. The letter was then forwarded to Aberdeen 
In the hope Wood would replace Rose, and that the "Policy 
recommended by Col. Rose" which caused the loss of the 
British character and influence in Syria would be rehinder^S? 
Aberdeen showed the letter to Palmerston, who thought that
Wood exaggerated and was more like "a new gardener ... heout
representing things as being as much/of order as possible 
that he might afterwards to claim himself merit for having 
set them to Right". Besides, Wood was a disappointed man, 
and was thus disposed to take a gloomy view of things.1^  
Wood wrote that the British had lost their influence in 
Syria and all the respect "due to us turned into contempt*. 
Two things, Wood maintained, brought this result. First, 
in Damascus, that Colonel Churchill, a British officer of 
the detachments employed in Syria under Rose, had taken 
to himself a native mistress, to the annoyance of the 
Muslim and fanatical governor of the City, Necib Pa^a.
In fact, the opposition of 'Necib Pa?a to Colonel Churchill 
was on account of the latter*s meddling in political affairs, 
and of the Governor*s dislike of the British presence in 
Syria. The second matter was the connection established

139• Broadland Papers GC/AB 315» enclosure letter from 
Ponsonby to Aberdeen, Malta, October 17, 1841.

140. Ibid, letter from Palmerston to Aberdeen, November 16,
1841.

141. P.O. 78/447, no.17, Damascus, October 4, 1841, Wood to
Aberdeen; also, Ibid, enclosed letter from Wood to 
Ponsonby, Damascus, September 23, 1841.
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with the Druzes. Wood thought that this connection alien
ated the Maronite Patriarch from the British and turned him 
even against his government. In consequence, the Patriarch 
encouraged the conflict with the Druzes, in order to exploit 
the confusion for gaining more concessions for his community. 
Wood also noted that the connection encouraged the Druzes
to carry out their intentions against their rivals, the 

14.2Maronites.

conflict between Druzes and Maronites. The incident in 
September, in itself did not seem so dangerous as to warrant 
a change of policy towards the Druzes as a consequence.
On the other hand, the settlement that followed the incident

it. To make things more complicated, Amir Bashir III, 
removed his residence from B^abda to Dayr al-Qamar, and 
from there endeavoured to execute the arrangement of 
September 2, 1841. His efforts to raise a police force 
in Dayr al-Qamar met with the opposition of Shaykh N5§If 
AbH Nakad. Na§If disapproved of the Amir’s attempt to 
recruit men from the town directly ancf/through himself. 
Na§If, on the grounds of his being the mukataaci of the 
town, claimed that it was his right alone to recruit from

142. Broadland Papers GC/AB 315, enclosure, private letter 
from Wood to Ponsonby, Damascus, September 23, 1841.

Wood did not give practical advice to avert the

did not solve any of the disputed questions that
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the people of Dayr al-Qamar; and that the Amir had no
authority to interfere with the internal affairs of the 

14-3mukataacis.
Amir Bashir III, intended also to start collecting

the taxes, and for this purpose he invited the chiefs of
the Mountain to meet in Dayr al-Qamar on October 13, 1841.
The Druze chiefs who were eager to take revenge for the
last incident, and were guided by their animosity to the
Amir, prepared for an attack on the town. This attack
they actually carried out on the day of the meeting. The
Druzes besieged Dayr al-Qamar, and prevented all supplies
to it. The fight became general when the Druzes called
their coreligionists of the IJawrSn to join them, and the
Maronites and Greek Catholics came from all parts of the
Mountain to relieve the people of Dayr al-Qamar attacking

144the Druze villages on their way. The Greek Orthodox 
in general, were on the Druze side.

Among those who joined the Druzes of the Mountain, 
was Shibll al-fAryan, who was employed by the Governor of 
Damascus as head of irregulars. Shibll first disarmed the 
Christians of IJa§bayya and Rashayya in the Anti-Lebanon, 
and distributed their arms among the Druzes. He then

143. P.O. 78/457, no.lll, Beyrout, October 20, 1841, Rose to
Aberdeen; enclosure, no.II, Churchill, The Druzes, 
pp. 46-7.

144. Ibid, and enclosure, no. 1.
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proceeded towards Zahle and besieged it, but was unable to 
capture it. He was twice repulsed. Besides its own people, 
Zahle was assisted by Amir Khanjar al-ljarfdsh, a MitwSli 
head of irregulars in the employ of Neclb Pa^a , the 
governor of Damascus. He assisted Zahle on the orders of 
N ecfb Pa^.a . who was persuaded to issue the order by Wood.1*^ 

The fight that developed was between the Druzes
on the one hand, and the Maronites and Greek Catholics on
the other. Both were mainly from southern Lebanon, only 
few came from outside that area. Within ten days, the 
Druzes had subdued their rivals who were residing amongst
them; and all those who came from the Matn and Kisrawan
were driven back north of the Dog River. Dayr al-Qamar 
surrendered on October 3, 1841. Its Christian inhabitants 
were disarmed, and Amir Bashir III was allowed to leave 
for Beirut escorted by Ottoman s o l d i e r s . I n  spite of 
the presence of the soldiers, the Amir was subjected to 
humiliation, and the pledge of the Druzes not to harm the 
Christians of the town when surrendered, was violated.

145. P.O. 78/447, no.39, Damascus, December 2, 1841, Wood to
Aberdeen. Also P.O. 78/457, no.Ill, Beyrout, October 
20, 1841, Rose to Aberdeen. P.O. 195/187, no.33, 
Beyrout, November 20, 1841, Rose to Bankhead. Bazili, 
the Russian Consul left Damascus for Zahle, and 
attributed to himself the relief of the town. K. M. 
Bazili, Siriya i Palestina, ed. I. M. Similanskaia, 
(Moscow, 1^62), p. 269.

146. P.O. 195/187, no. 127, Beyrout, November 19, 1841,
Rose to Aberdeen.
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On the joint representation of the foreign Consuls, troops
were sent to Dayr al-Qamar, Zahle, and al-Matn, to take

147charge and maintain order. And on the representation 
of the foreign representatives in Istanbul, the Porte sent 
its Minister of War, Mustafa Pa^a, in a special mission 
to the Mountain.

In these events, the Ottoman authorities took 
a passive role in spite of the representations made by the 
foreign consuls in Beirut. These authorities were reluctant 
to act, although they had troops, but probably not in 
sufficient numbers. They also feared to be accused of 
taking one side of the conflict. Yet it was suspected, 
and evidently not without reason, that they inflamed the 
war between the two parties, and secretly encouraged the 
Druzes. This leaning towards the Druzes against the 
Christians might be attributed to what seemed the revival 
of Muslim fanaticism. This revival was more evident in 
Damascus, where Christians were compelled to submit to 
the restrictions which existed before the Egyptian occupation. 
It was alwo the Governor of Damascus, Necib Pa^a, who was 
accused of being behind the acts of Shibll al-tAryan, and 
secretly encouraged the Druzes of the Mountain. The 
petition which the Druzes submitted asking for a Muslim

147. P.O. 195/187, no.125, Beyrout, November 10, 1841, Rose 
to Aberdeen.



governor was submitted through Necib Papa, and he was
suspected of being its writer.1 "̂8 Furthermore, Nacib Papa,
like the Druze chiefs, who were in Egypt until 1841, was
suspected of being in connection with Muhammad *A1I, and
of being in an understanding with him to allow disorder
in Syria such as to require his return. Yet no proofs
were available for these allegations.

The British, themselves, however were accused
of helping the Druzes and providing them with ammunition.
Rose himself was described by the Ottoman authorities as

140a "strong partizan" of the Druzes. ^  Indeed, he showed 
sympathy with the Druzes and apparently was not dissatisfied 
with the outcome of the war, which in his opinion, had 
justified the opinion which has been entertained of them 
[the DruzesJ as to military qualifications".1'*0 In his 
opinion too, the Druzes were the aggressors only in the 
events after October 13, 1841, and if they had not
attacked, the Maronites would have attacked them. In his 
reports, Rose seemed to ignore the defeats of the Druzes, 
which were illustrated by Wood whose informants were

148. F.O. 195/171, no. 28, Damascus, November 4, 1841, Wood 
to Aberdeen.

149* P.O. 195/187 (private), Beyrout, December 26, 1841, Rose 
to Bankhead.

150. P.O. 78/457, no.122, Beyrout, October 31, 1841, Rose to 
Bankhead. P.O. 78/457, no.117, Beyrout, October 29, 
1841, Rose to Aberdeen, and enclosure.



151mostly Maronites,
Whether the accusations against the British were 

true or false, they were one consequence of the connection 
with the Druzes. Immediately after the cessation of 
hostilities, Rose wrote, "when I went to [the Druze village 
of] Showyfat with the Serasker and the other consuls, the 
Druze soldiers who were in front of the town cried out 
"God help the Sultan and the English" • 2

151• In August 1841, Palmerston refused to accept as true 
a letter sent by Wood, because it was "evidently 
written by some person in the Catholic and Maronite 
interest and opposed the Druzes". P.O. 78/429, no.215; 
P.O. August 19, 1841, Palmerston to Ponsonby.

152. P.O. 195/187, no.34, Beyrout, November 29, 1841, Rose 
to Bankhead. Rose noted in his diary that after this 
war, about 150 Druzes, who had changed to Christianity, 
returned to Druzism. Rose Papers, LXIV, no. 42835*

A
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C H A P T E R  I I  

OTTOMAN DIRECT RULE, OMER PASA

During the events of the last months of 184-1, 
the British, and other European agents in Beirut, ex
pressed their opinion that the Ottoman authorities in 
the Lebanon were involved in fomenting war between 
Druzes and Maronites. The authorities supported the 
Druzes, but at the same time they provided the Maronites 
with ammunition to continue the war. The Ottoman 
troops, on the whole, stood aloof, although it was pos
sible for them to end hostilities.^ With growing cer
tainty, the foreign agents claimed that the authorities 
acted in this manner on the Porte *s orders, with the 
eventual aim of supplanting Amir Bashir III by a Turkish,

pintroducing thus direct Ottoman rule.
The mission of the Ottoman Serasker, Mustafa 

Pa$a, late in December 184-1, was only to strengthen the 
suspicion of those agents. The declared purpose of the 
mission, however, was to enquire into, and report the

1. Aberdeen Papers (aid, no. 4-314-0) letters from Rose to 
Aberdeen dated Beyrout, Dec. 3* 184-1, Dec. 7» 184-1 and 
March 3> 184-2. Temperley, pp. 184— 5*

2. Ibid., letter of Rose dated March 3* 184-2. Temperley, 
p. 185; also Sasr al-Lithaae-, pp. 94— 6.

ir\



grievances of the Mountaineers, and to establish order
in the Mountains. But the measures that Mustafa Pa$a
took proved that purpose to be of different nature.

Before the end of a week from the arrival of
Mustafa Pa$a to Beirut, Rose reported that the policy

had not changed, 
of the Porte towards the Mountair/ Mustafa Pa$a,
however, could disguise this policy better than the 
governor of Sidon, but it remained the same. Rose 
felt that the mission was directed towards appointing a 
Turkish governor over the Mountain; and that the 
guilty were not going to be punished as they only served 
the aims of the Porte.^

Few hours after his landing, Mustafa Pa^a 
declared that the reports of the foreign agents exag
gerated, yet without himself making any proper enquiry. 
He also denied the right of the Maronites to have a
Maronite governor over the Mountains; although they

4 -rwere numerous, they were not influential. Shibll
al-*Aryan, too, was allowed to return to Damascus, where

5he was pardoned and paid his arrears.

3. F.O. 78/4-58, no. 150 Beyrout, Dec. 30, 1841, Rose 
to Aberdeen.

4. Ibid. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 175-6. According to 
Ismail, Mustafa Pa^a had orders to abolish the rule 
of the Shihab dynasty.

5. Ibid.
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Within this first week, too, Mustafa Pa^a

summoned the Druze and Maronite chiefs of the Mountain*
Firsthe met the Druze chiefs, who expressed their firm
resolution to reject every Maronite Shihab ruler, and
to them Mustafa Pa§a showed good disposition. Then
the Druze chiefs submitted a petition asking for a
Turkish governor over the Mountain. A delegation of
four Druzes was also sent to Istanbul to solicit that
object. Similar steps were taken by the Druzes of
Rishayya and ga^bayya. The delegation of the latter
brought a ferman for the removal of the Shihab Muslim
Amirs over them. Wood intervened, and on his request
the Amirs were retained, while some of the Druze chiefs
were given the revenue of some villagesin their neigh- 

7bourhood.r
The Maronite chiefs, however, told Mustafa 

Paqa that they were contented with the government of the 
Shihab Amirs, and their main concern was compensation

6. F.O. 78/4-75, no. 5 Constantinople, Jan. 24, 1842, 
Canning to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/494, no. 1 Beyrout, 
Jan. 5* 1842, Rose to Aberdeen. Rose Papers (LXIV, 
no. 42855) Feb. 1, 1842. F.O. 78/498, no. 20, 
Damascus, Jan. 12, 1842, Wood to Canning.. al- 
Fakhuri, pp. 44-5.

7. F.O. 78/498, no. 20, Damascus, Jan. 12, 1842, Wood 
to Canning.



Q
for their losses during the war. From these, Mustafa 
Pa$a was not pleased, and since then he was 
endeavouring to persuade them to ask for a Turkish 
governor.

On January 14-, 184-2, Amir Bashir III was 
informed officially of his dismissal from his office.
The next day he was sent away to Istanbul, The event 
was communicated to the Christian and Druze chiefs 
together with the appointment of a certain Omer Pa^a

Qas governor of the Mountain. Omer Pa$a was a Hungarian

8. F,0. 78/4-58, no. 150, Beyrout, Dec. 50, 184-1, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Shidyaq, p. 64-0.

9. F.O. 78/4-951 no. 5, Beyrout, Jan. 51 > 184-2, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Ismail, Histoire, p. 176. Shidyaq, 
pp. 64-0-1. Tarabein, p. 65. There is no clear 
evidence to support the claim that Rose supported
Omer Pasa during the first few months in 184-2 (as 

in Salibi, Modern History, p. 58 and Ismail, Histoire, 
PP., ,180-1). It was claimed in I mil al-Khuri and A_. 
Ismail, al-Siyasa al-duwaliyya fl al-Sharq al-*arabl 
1789-1855 (Beirut, 1961) III, p. 55, that Omer Paga, 
Mustafa £a$a and Rose laid a plan to abduct the 
Patriarch on June 16, 184-2, but the latter was warned 
by Bouree and escaped.
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refugee, who embraced Islam and entered the Ottoman 
army. The Druze chiefs received the news with apparent 
satisfaction. But nobody protested, or petitioned in 
favour of the Amir Bashir III.

The Ottoman authorities stated that they had 
removed Amir Bashir III because of his disobedience, 
and his inefficiency.^ The British agents denied 
the first charge; but they both in Syria and in 
Istanbul, deplored the Amir's incapacity soon after he 
took power in 184-1. The connection with the Druzes 
weakened further his position, but the British con
tinued to support him, at least nominally, until his 
banishment from Dayn al-Qamar. It was very difficult 
indeed for the British to abandon him while in power, 
without impairing their influence in .the Mountain.
Equally, it was very difficult to find a suitable Maronite 
Shihab in his stead, who would be loyal to their interests 
as the Amir was. Rose made no attempt to confirm him 
in his office, he only tried to prevent the Amir's 
banishment to Istanbul. When the Amir sought advice,
Rose told him to remain quietly in Beirut, because he

10. F.O. 78/4*98, no. 15, Damascus, Jan. 27, 184-2, Wood 
to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/575* no. 5* Constantinople, 
Jan. 24-, 184-2, Canning to Aberdeen. Ismail, 
Histoire, p. 176. Tarabein, p. 58.



felt it was inconsistent with his tfsense of duty” to
advise the Amir to demand active continuation of his
power. Rose believed that all the Druzes, and most of
the Christians opposed the Amir's government. The
Amir had no party of his own, but many enemies. Yet,
Rose did not advise the Amir to resign either. It
was a problem to choose another, confusion might arise,
and in consequence a Turkish1 would be appointed.

Aberdeen, too, did not seem to object to the
dismissal of the Amir Bashir III, although he, and
Canning in Istanbul, disapproved of the way in which he
was dismissed, and the consequent humiliation. Aberdeen
then instructed Canning to support the Amir's enjoyment
of the security of his freedom and property as long as

IPhe was a "faithful subject”.
Wood, and to a certain extent Rose too, main

tained that the Amir Bashir III was dismissed because
of his attachment to the British, and because he was

13appointed by a British agency.

11. F.O. 78/4-94-, no. 15, Beyrout, Feb. 25, 1842, Rose 
to Aberdeen; also Salibi, Modern history, p. 58; 
F.O. 195/194, no. 12, Beyrout, Feb. 25, 1842, Rose 
to Canning.

12. F.O. 195/191, no. 18, F.O*, Feb. 24, 1842, Aberdeen 
to Canning.

13. F.O. 78/498, no. 15, Damascus, Jan. 27, 1842, Wood 
to Aberdeen.



The British, for a while, had no candidate 
of their own to offer for the government of the Mountain. 
But clearly they were not in favour of an Ottoman governor 
other than a Mountaineer. The Druzes thus were against 
the British policy as they were asking for a Turkish 
governor, even without stating his qualifications. The 
Druze chiefs even declared their desire to he converted 
to I s l a m . ^  The *U1 ama* were delighted, and seizing 
the opportunity, they sent five of them to the Mountain 
to help converting the Druzes. These ^mama* demanded 
that the Druzes should burn their books, destroy their 
places of worship, and attend only the mosques. One 
Druze chief, Amir Amin Arslan, was reported to have been 
converted. This Amir also ordered the American mis
sionaries out of the two Druze villages of his family, 
cAyn *Ahub and Bframdun. Their schools, too, were shut. 
Some Druzes petitioned Omer Pa^a, the new governor of 
the Mountain, to open Muslim schools in their villages.^ 

The Druzes in general were not sincere. They

14. F.O. 78/494, no. 7i Beyrout, Feb. 6, 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen. According to Ismail, Histoire, p. 188, 
the initiative for the conversion came from the 
Ottoman officials.

15. Rose Papers (LXIV, no. 42835) Dec. 23, 1841 and Feb.
1, 1842. F.O. 195/194, no. 9, Beyrout, Feb. 12, 
1842, Rose to Bankhead.



declined to burn their books or attend only the mosques. 
They had not become converts to Islam, and they did not 
intend to. Their support of Omer Pafa proved to be the 
same. Some of the Druze chiefs supported secretly the 
return of the Shihabs, others were believed to follow 
their example, if they were promised the maintenance 
of their privileges in ruling their mukataas. While 
the Ottoman authorities were trying to gain supporters 
by appointing Druze chiefs as sub-governors in their 
mukataas, and by neglecting to demand the plunder of the 
war

The Maronites, on the whole, were opposed to 
the appointment of Omer Pafa, and desired the return of 
the Maronite ShihabI rule. But they were dJvided into 
three parties. The first supported Amir Bashir III.
It was not numerous, and after the Amir's departure to 
Istanbul, the party almost disappeared. The second party 
supported the return of Amir Bashir II, or his son Amir 
Amin, both of whom were then in Istanbul. This 
party was growing rapidly with the support of the foreign 
agents in general. The third party was mainly composed

16. Rose Papers (LXIV, no. 4283) Feb. 20, 1842.
F.O. 78/494, no. 5, Beyrout, Jan. 31, 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen.



107.

of mukataacis, who, together with the Druze mukataacis,
demanded to administer their mukataas under the governor 

17of Sidon. ( Many of these mukataacis were appointed
18sub-governors, and had become supporters of Omer Pa^a.

In Istanbul, the representatives of the five 
Powers agreed with the Porte, that the new arrangement 
in the Mountain should be treated as a temporary one, 
and should last until peace and order were restored to 
the country. The five powers seemed united in their 
support of the restoration of the Shihabs to the Moun
tain. Canning, the British Ambassador in Istanbul, 
was instructed to urge strongly the appointment of a 
Christian Shihab as governor, but while agreeing that 
Amir Amin Shihab might be a good choice, Canning was notiqauthorized to urge his appointment.

17 • F.O. 78/494, no. 2, Beyrout, Jan. 12, 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen. F.O. 78/498, no. 20, Damascus, Jan. 12, 
1842, Wood to Bankhead.

18. F.O. 78/494, no. 5* Beyrout, Jan. 31, 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Salibi, Modern history, p. 54. Shidyaq, 
p. 640. al-Aswad, p • 319• Ismail, Histoire, p. 177• 
Rose_Papers (LXIV, no. 42835) Feb. 2, 1542. 
al-Fakhurl, p. 46.

19« F.O. 195/191, no. 24, F.O. March 16, 1842, Aberdeen 
to Canning; also E. Poujade, Le Liban et la Syrie 
1845-1860 (Paris, 1860) p. 26. Fi'cT.""78/4537 no7"16, 
F.O. Dec. 31, 1841, Aberdeen to Rose.
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Rose, too, agreed that Amir Amin was a good
choice; hut he also remarked that the Amir was a
Maronite, and his father was deposed through British
agency, which might affect his attitude towards the 

20British. It was an opportunity for Rose to advance
his own ideas. He agreed with his superiors on the 
nomination of a Christian Shihab; but at the same time, 
he advocated the right of the Druzes to be governed by 
a Druze. As early as January 184-2, Rose was ready to 
advise the Maronites to urge their demands for a Christian 
Shihab, by the lawful methods as suggested by d'Adelbourg, 
the Austrian Consul-General in Beirut. At the same time 
he made it clear to d'Adelbourg, and to the Maronites, 
that it was unfair that those Maronites should enforce 
a Maronite governor over the other sects. The Druzes 
equally, he asserted, should be given the right to be

21governed by a Druze or even a Muslim, if they wished.
In order to give force to his ideas, Rose 

urged the Druzes to support the Maronites in their claim 
for a Shihab governor from their own sect. He also

20. F.O. 78/4-94-1 no. 2, Beyrout, Jan. 12, 184-2, Rose 
to Aberdeen.

21. F.O. 195/194-, no. 4-, Beyrout, Jan. 5* 184-2, Rose 
to Aberdeen.



urged them to cease asking for a Turkish governor for
the whole of the Mountain. Rose stated clearly to the
Druze chiefs, that he would not accept a Druze rule
over the Christians in any way. His conversation with
Shaykh gusayn TalljLuq in February 184-2, revealed clearly
his opinion on that matter:

"Sheik Hussein Talhook: fThe Turks will
never do for the Mountain; they do not know 
our language or our customs; they eat, 
take a great deal of money and pay for very 
little.1
Col. Rose: 1 But the Druses unanimously
asked for a Turkish Governor.1
Sheik Hussein Talhook: 'What could we do?
The Turks held us by the throat, and said: 
"Pay the Christians their demands of 70,000 
purses, which is what you have plundered 
and destroyed, or do our bidding, and ask 
for a Turkish ruler?" If we had sold 
everything we have, we could not have paid 
70,000 purses.* 22
Col. Rose: 'What then is your wish?'
Hussein Talhook: 'To have a common
Governor, a Mussulman of the house of 
Shehab•1
Col. Rose: 'But the Christians state
they will never willingly accept a Mussul
man, they entreat the Sultan to give them 
a Christian ...'
Hussein Talhook: 'But the Druzes are
masters of the soil, mount Lebanon was 
formerly Dgebel id Druze.1

22. In his diary Rose wrote: "Sheik H.T. told me that
the Turks have the D-S [Druzes] by the neck, Pasha 
[Mustafa] told them to come to Beyrout, to answer 
demand of Xes for 60,000 purses." Rose Papers
(LXIV, no. 52835) Feb. 20, 184-2.



"Col. Rose: 'That position is quite
untenable. Neither precedent nor justice 
give you any right to exercise authority 
over the Christians. If you are unwilling 
to be governed by a Maronite and yourwish 
in this respect has been acceded to, be 
assured, the Christians on the other hand 
are most reasonable in their desire to be 
under the rule of a Christian and their 
position is further strengthened by ancient 
usage, the promise of their Sovereign and 
the fact that so far from having asked for 
a Turkish, they have steadily petitioned 
their Sovereign for a Christian prince and 
should the Powers think it advisable to 
use their legitimate influence with the
Porte in this matter they certainly will
not use it to counsel the Porte to give to 
the Christians a governor of your choice ... 
justice and humanity make me feel that I 
can never wish to see the Christians taken 
from under Christian, to be placed under 
your rule.'. " 23
The Druzes, indeed, could not expect any of

the five Powers to support them in any demand but that
for a Maronite Shihab. The British were the most
favourable as they were ready to support the demand for
a Druze governor over them; and apparently the persuasion
of Rose were effective. gusayn Tal^uq, Na*man Juublat,
and others, follow his advice and disclosed to him
their readiness to support Amir Amin Shihab if he 

24returned. This however remained secret, and openly

23• F.O. 78/4-94, no. 151 Beyrout, Feb. 25, 1842,Rose 
to Aberdeen.

24. Ibid. F.O. 195/194, no. 12, Beyrout, Feb. 25, 1842, 
Rose to Bankhead. F.O. 78/495, no. 46, Beyrout,
June 25, 1842, Rose to Aberdeen.



the Druze Chiefs continued to support Omer Pa^a.
They told Rose that they signed petitions in favour of
Omer Pa^a, because they could have no other choice.
Na*man Juublat, it was reported, broke his seal in
order not to sign such petitions. In February 1842,
he handed over his family's affairs to his younger
brother, S a cid, became an c£qil (religious man), and
went to live near *Abay, devoting himself to worship 

25and prayer. '
After the nomination of Omer Pa^a, there was 

no reason to suppose that the Ottoman authorities 
wanted anything but order in the Mountain. Peace and 
order would demonstrate the utility of their direct rule. 
But the authorities were also anxious to prove to the 
Powers that this rule was desired by the Mountaineers 
as well. It was not easy to achieve this object as 
long as the demands of the Mountaineers were not res
ponded to, and were not given justice. The conflict 
between the different sects remained as before, and 
the foreign agents were ready to take almost every com
plaint of the Christians as true in order to prove the

25. F.O. 78/494, no. 7, Beyrout, Feb. 6, 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Rose Papers (LXIV, no. 42835) Feb. 2,
1842. Shidyaq!, p. 152.



futility of Ottoman direct rule in the Mountain• In 
these circumstances, the Druzes, who opposed the return 
of the Shihab and supported Omer Pa^a, were condemned 
by those agents. Even Rose began to accuse the Druze 
chiefs of tyrannizing over the Christians living in 
their mukataas. He reported that for several months, 
before March 1842, bells had not rung, and mass had 
not been said in the Churches of those Christians ; and 
in fact the Druzes were the masters of the country.

The Druze chiefs apparently were allowed to
©ppress their Christian tenants as a reward for their
support of Omer Pa^a. They were also encouraged to
prevent those tenants from signing petitions in favour
of the Shihabs, but to sign others in favour of Omer Pa^a.
The Chiefs of Dayr al-^amar, the Abu Nakads, issued an
order to the inhabitants of the town to submit their

27complaints and petitions to them alone. ‘ A conflict

26. F.O. 78/494, no. 16, Beyrout, March 21, 1842, Rose 
to Aberdeen. F.O. 195/194-> no. 21, Beyrout, March 
12, 1842, Rose to Canning. F.O. 78/500, no. 2, 
Beyrout, March 15, 1842, Moore to Canning; and no. 4, 
March 24, 1842, same to same. Salibi, Modern history, 
p. 59* Churchill, The Druzes, p. 72. ftose reported 
the Druzes as saying! '*What we have fought for the 
Turks and conquered, we have paid them moreover, 
given them a large share of spoil and are we now to 
be coerced by the power which we have created?"
F.O. 195/194-, no. 15, Beyrout, March 2, 1842, Rose 
to Canning.

27• F.O. 195/194, no. 15, Beyrout, March 2, 1842, Rose 
to Canning.



that took place in the town, in the middle of February, 
1842, between the Druze chiefs and Christian inhabitants 
of the town, caused differences between the Druze chiefs 
and the Ottoman authorities. Nagif Abu R’akad ordered 
some Christians of the town to sweep the playground for

po
the stick game (Jarid). Then his followers beat and
wounded several of these Christians and 500 Christians 
fled the town. Omar Pa^a demanded the surrender of 
the guilty persons, but he was told that he should have 
them when 8,000 armed Druzes were disposed of. He
withdrew his demand, and asked for enforcement from

29Beirut. But Selim Pa^a, the governor of Sidon con
demned him as an infidel and traitor who would interrupt 
the friendly relations which existed with the Druzes.
In his answer to the representation of Rose, Mustafa 
Pa$a referred to the event in Dayr al-Qamar as "little

Claitvtec/
affair" and "little quarrel", and Ithat Omer Pa^a put an
end to it by means of the Ottoman troops. Rose denied

30the truth of this statement of the Serasker.

28. The Jarid was a popular game in Syria, particularly 
among the Druzes of the Mountain. Two parties of 
horsemen take part in it, one against the other 
successively. For a lively description see Churchill, 
Mount Lebanon, II, 279-81.

29. F.O. 195/194, no. 15, Beyrout, March 2, 1842, Rose
to Canning. Rose Papers (LXIV, no. 42855) Feb. 18,1842.

50. Ibid. and enclosure. F.O. 195/194-, no. 21, Beyrout,
March 12, 1842, Rose to Canning. Hasr al-LijVIm, p.110.



This and similar affairs were, in fact, small 
in themselves, hut they provided further cause for the 
Maronites and the European agents to protest against, 
and condemn the administration of Omer Pa$a. They 
also provided a challenge to the authority of the latter, 
and embarrassment to the authorities. The Abu Nakads, 
as other Druze Chiefs were trying to recover fully their 
rights as mukataacis. They wanted to be once more the 
essential link between the governor and the people of
their mukataas; and were evidently encouraged by the

ofmild attitude/the authorities towards them. But the
fact that the Abu Nakads were trying to enforce that
right made it less acceptable. Na§If Abu Nakad and
his cousin, gammud, were condemned by all European
agents in Beirut for their part in the last war. They
were held responsible for the killing and pillage which
followed the surrender of Dayr al-<iamar, after they had

31promised not to do so.
In these circumstances, and to escape embarrass 

ment, the Ottoman authorities ordered the Druze chiefs 
to return the property which they had taken, to the 
Christians. The Chiefs refused, while the authorities

31. F.O. 78/4-94-* no. 15* Beyrout, Feb. 25* 1842, Rose 
to Aberdeen; also Shidyaq, pp. 635* 637*



hesitated to act. The government of Omer Pa^a became
more vulnerable. Indeed it was never accepted by the
Powers. The British had further reason to wish his
dismissal. He had been encouraging both Druzes and
Christians to expel the Protestant, although American,
missionaries. He also made the chiefs of the Mountain
sign a petition against the newly appointed British
Bishop in Jerusalem, Bishop Alexander, who was then in
the Mountain. The petition stated that the Bishop was
coming to establish schools which would be the source of

32revolutionary disunion and want of tranquillity.
*• mmm —Omer Pa^a had also induced Na*man Juubla$ to ask for the
return of his brother from England under the pretext
that he was going to be married. A Turkish petition
was submitted to Rose in the name of N a ’man, which was
believed to have been written by the interpreter of Omer
Pa$a. Nahnan, however, denied, verbally, any intention
to have his brother back before he had completed his 

33studies. ̂

32. F.O. 195/194-, no. 9 (conf.), Beyrout, Feb. 12, 1842, 
Rose to Bankhead, and no. 10, Feb. 12, 1842, same to 
same. Later, however, Rose attributed the petition 
to Mustafa Pa^a, F.O. 195/194-* no. 29* Beyrout,
April 17* 1842, Rose to Canning.

33* F.O. 195/191* no. 16, Beyrout, March 5* 1842, Rose to 
Canning. F.O. 78/495* private, Beyrout, May 7*
1842, Rose to Aberdeen, petition enclosed.



The effect of these acts of Omer Pa^a was to 
make the Mountaineers think that the Porte and the 
British were at odds. This added to that both Omer 
Paya and Mustafa Pa$a were inciting the Syrians against 
all Europeans, could seriously affect the British 
influence in Syria. Thus Rose asked for the dismissal
of Omer Pa^a, and for the order to be sent on a British

3̂ V * *steamer. Furthermore, Omer Pa$a worked in close co
operation with Bazili, the Russian Consul in Beirut.^ 
Unlike his colleagues, Bazili supported Ottoman direct 
rule over the Mountain. He had advised Amir Bashir III 
to resign, and supported the nomination of Omer Pa^a.
He also objected to both Druze or Maronite rule over
his coreligionists, the Greek Orthodox, and was des-

36cribed as a "violent anti-Maronite". Like the Maronites
and the French, Bazili also feared the Protestant 
religious activities, and advised the Ottoman authorities

34. F.O. 195/194* no. 10, Beyrout, Feb. 12, 1842, Rose 
to Bankhead. F.O. 78/476 (separate and conf.), 
Constantinople, March 16, 1842, Canning to Aberdeen. 
F.O. 195/191* no. 26, F.O.,March 24, 1842, Aberdeen 
to Canning; and no. 42, F.O., April 12, 1842, same 
to same•

35* Ismail, Histoire, p. 178.
36. F.O. 195/194, no. 4, Beyrout, Jan. 5* 1842,Rose to 

Bankhead, and no. 10, Beyrout, Feb. 12, 1842, same 
to same.
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and the Mountaineers against the British. It was only 
after Rose’s complaints that communication was held 
between London and Petersburg in April 184-2, which

mbrought the two Powers to agree upon the removal of Omer
Pa$a, the appointment of a Maronite Shihab, and the res-

57toration of the property taken by the Druzes.
The hostile attitude of the foreign consuls in 

Beirut, the pressure for the restoration of Christian 
property from the Druzes, and the disobedience of the 
latter induced Omer Pa$a on April 6, 1842, to arrest 
five of the Druze prominent chiefs. The chiefs were 
arrested by means of strategem, and they were: Na§If
Abu-Nakad, Sa*id Juublat, §usayn Talhuq, Khaffar al-

_ - 58*Imad, and Amir Aljjuad Arslan. The ostensible cause
for the arrest was the refusal of the Druze chiefs to 
obey their summons to Beirut in order to arrange for 
the return of the plunder. By doing so the authorities

37. P.O. 195/191, no. 42, P.O., April 12, 1842, Aberdeen 
to Canning. F.O. 78/4-73, no. 46, April 23, 1842, 
to Canning.

38. F.O. 78/494, no. 27, Beyrout, April 8, 1842, Rose 
to Aberdeen. Other sources added the names of 
Dawud cAbd al-Malik, and, incorrectly, the names of 
Amir Amin Arslan and Yusuf 'Abd al-Malik. See also 
Salibi, Modern history, p. 60. Ismail, Histoire,
p. 189* Churchill, The Druzes, pp. 7 3 - 4 ~  Shidyaq, 
p. 623•_ al-Aswad, p. 519* Basr al-Litham, p. 311. 
al-Fakhuri, pp. 49, 65. Moore reported the arrested 
was on April 5, 1842, F.O. 78/500, no. 11, Beyrout, 
7/8 April, 1842, Moore to Aberdeen.
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contemplated to remove the responsibility of the return 
of the Christian losses from their shoulders and lay it 
entirely on the Druzes'.

The Druzes, for their part, were alarmed by 
the treacherous and unexpected arrest of their chiefs, 
gammud Abu Nakad gathered his followers, attacked and 
seized the governmental post in Dayr al-Qamar, taking 
prisoners the 4-0 soldiers in it. He also sent the 
war-cry to the other Druze villages. Amir Amin 
Arslan, sub-governor of Shwayfat, collected his fol
lowers and prepared to repulse any attack of the troops. 
Omer Pa^a recalled N a cman Junblaj; to take over his 
family's affairs after the arrest of his brother; and 
when refused, he was arrested with his father-in-law Man 
al-D'O .39

The Druze forces then advanced to besiege 
Bayt al-Din, the seat of Omer Pa^a, in an attempt to 
release the prisoners. For a time the water was cut 
from Bayt al-Din, but their action was limited, Omer 
Pa^a threatened to kill the chiefs in prison. Thus when 
the chiefs were removed from Bayt al-Din£ to Sidon, and

59* F.O. 78/4-94-, no. 28, Beyrout, April 13> 184-2, Rose 
to Aberdeen.



then to Beirut, the Druzes did not venture to attempt
4-0their release.

The conflict between the Druzes and the Ottoman 
authorities provided an opportunity for some of the 
Maronites to show their loyalty to the authorities, and 
avenge themselves on the Druzes* They also contemplated 
the achievement of their aims as regards the govern
ment of the Mountain and the indemnities. Some of 
their chiefs, still in Beirut since the last war, sought 
the advice of Rose, whether to fight the Druzes on the
side of the Ottoman troops, or to remain aloof. Rose
told them to act as they wished, provided they were 
acting as faithful subjects of the Sultan. Others
among them, who claimed to have orders to join the

4-1troops, he advised obedience to their orders. It
was clear that Rose was seeking the embarrassment of 
the authorities, and endeavouring to prove the unfitness 
of Ottoman direct rule for the Mountain, even at the
expense of the Druzes.

By this time, April 184-2, the Christian Powers, 
as they preferred to call themselves, had all agreed on

4-0. Ibid.
4-1. F.O. 78/4-94-, no. 27> Beyrout, April 8, 184-2, Rose 

to Aberdeen.



the necessity of the restoration of ohihabi rule to
4-2the Mountain. But the Porte obstinately refused to 

agree with them. Each party relied upon its reports 
from Beirut to prove the justice of its claims.
Mustafa Pafa reported that tranquillity prevailed over 
the Lebanon. The Consuls in Beirut agreed, but attri
buted the serenity to the powerlessness of the Moun- 

4-5taineers. Mustafa Pa^a, and Omer Pa^a sent large
number of petitions signed by the Mountaineers in their
favour. The foreign agents claimed that these petitions
were obtained by illegal means. They supported their
views by the numerous petitions which the Christians sent
independently, or through the foreign Consuls in Beirut

— 44to the Porte, in favour of the Shihabs. The Maronites
even sent deputies for the purpose.^

4-2. P.O. 78/4-77* no. 72, Constantinople, April 7* 184-2, 
Canning to Aberdeen. Poujade, pp. 26-7*

4-3. P.O. 78/500, no. 2, Beyrout, March 15, 1842, Moore 
to Canning. F.O. 195/194, no. 26, Beyrout, March 
25* 1842, Rose to Canning. Rose quoted the Maronite 
Patriarch as saying the ’'Christian community is dead, 
there is no more breath in it”.

44. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 178, 180-2, 184-5. Shidyaq, 
p. 690. Rose reported that the Christians signed 
petitions in favour of Omer Pasa because of the 
"dread felt by all Arabs born and bred in slavish 
fear of the authorities”. F.O. 78/495* no. 33* 
Beyrout, May 9* 1842, Rose to Canning; and no. 32, 
May 2, 1842, Rose to Aberdeen, and enclosure.

45. F.O. 78/495* no. 33* Beyrout, May 9* 1842, Rose to 
Canning.



Again, under pressure from the representatives
of the Powers, the Porte decided to send another envoy,
a certain Selim Bey. He arrived in Beirut on April 24-,
184-2. Yet this was less than the Consuls desired, and
Rose predicted the failure of Selim Bey's mission as 

4-6well. He thought that Selim Bey would not be allowed
to act freely, but always under the authority of Mustafa 
Pa^a. He also thought the Porte to be only gaining 
time which would enable it to achieve its aims. The 
^ttoman authorities in Syria were spreading rumours 
against Europeans in general, and trying toconvince the 
Mountaineers that the Powers had deserted t h e m . ^

• ' ' ‘ , A JThus the delay the mission of Selim would provide might
be advantageous to the Porte.

Selim Bey, however, obtained further petitions 
** 4-8in favour of Omer Pa^a; but these were equally treated 

with suspicion by the foreign representatives in Istanbul.
It was clear then for the Porte, that the Powers would
not tolerate Ottoman direct rule in the Mountain. Yet

what
neither the Porte nor the Powers seemed to have a clear* idea/

4-6. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 182-5. F.O. 195/194-, no. 26,
Beyrout, March 25* 184-2, Rose to Canning.

4-7. Ibid.
4-8. Gokbilgin, p. 656.



form of government should be established. The Porte 
was strongly and obstinately against the restoration 
of a Christian Shihab. But it agreed in principle to 
dismiss Omer Pa$a as early as March 134-2.^  The Porte 
would favour the appointment of another Ottoman official, 
or to divide the Mountain among its mukataacis under 
the governor of S i d o n .^0 In September 1842, the Porte 
was ready to accept division of the Mountain into two 
parts, a Druze and a Christian. Each part should be 
governed by an Ottoman official, and each of the Druze 
and Maronite communities would have a representative 
residing at the court of the governor of S i d o n . ^  All 
of these plans were turned down by the Powers, as their 
aim was still to place the Mountain under Ottoman direct 
rule.

The Powers, on the other hand, were strongly 
against Ottoman direct rule, and no less against Omer 
Pa^a, its representative. They were in favour of a

49. P.O. 78/476 (separate and conf.), Constantinople, 
March 16A 1842, Canning to Aberdeen. Al-Khazin, 
Muharrarat, I, 84.

50. F.O. 78/4-94, no. 2, Beyrout, Jan. 12, 1842, Rose 
to Aberdeen.

51. F.O. 78/479> no. 190, Buyukdery, Sept. 16,_1842, 
Canning to Aberdeen. Al-Khazin, Muharrarat, I, 
106-8. Since 1840 the seat of the governor of 
Sidon was in Beirut.
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Christian Shihab. The British objected to Ottoman 
direct rule, partly because it was in contrast with the 
promises given to the Mountaineers in 1840; and because 
it was less favourable to British policy. Canning 
was, nevertheless, convinced that national rule in the 
Mountain would not be more humane than direct Ottoman 
rule.52

Following Hose's suggestion, Canning advised
the Porte on March 16, 1842, to appoint a Maronite
Shihab governor over the Mountain; and to appoint two
Druze representatives for the Druzes, one to reside
with the governor in Dayr al-Qamar, the other to stay
in Istanbul. ^ Hose entertained the idea that if a
Maronite governor was appointed, a Druze lieutenant
should be appointed to him. The most suitable for the
post would be Nacman Juublat, because of his disposition
to the British, so that he would 'Counterbalance the

54Roman Catholic interest".^
Thus, events looked favourable for the appoint

ment of a Shihab. An union between Druzes and Maronites

52. F.O. 78/4-78* no. 136, Constantinople, June 27* 1842, 
Canning to Aberdeen.

53» F.O. 78/476 (separate and conf.), Constantinople, 
March 16, 1842, Canning to Aberdeen, and enclosure.

54. F.O. 195/194-, no. 48, Beyrout, July 23> 1842, Hose 
to Canning.
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was in contemplation. It "became more expected when
late in April 1842, rumours spread about the intention
of the authorities to disarm the Mountaineers. The
Druzes feared also that conscription would follow.
They, therefore, began the overture and offered the
Maronites the return of their property and arms, and
also their support for a Maronite Shihab, in return for

55union to resist disarmament. ^
Rose was doubtful of the success of the over

ture. He maintained that the "faint-hearted” Christians 
were disunited amongst themselves, and "like all Arabs" 
they lacked the moral courage and were on the whole 
"spiritless and v e n a l " . ^  Rose himself could not help
much to effect the union because the Druzes were then 
led by Yusuf *Abd al-Malik, an adherent of the French.
The communication with the Maronites was made mainly

57through the French merchant Portalis. ' The Russian
58agent alone discouraged the Maronites.

55* F.O. 73/495» uo. 33, Beyrout, May 5» 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen; and no. 39? June 5» 1842, same to same. 
Ismail, Histoire, pp. 191-3• Churchill^ The Druzes,
pp. 75-6*1 Shidyaq, p. 641. a l - F a k h u n , p. 65,
claims that Yusuf cAbd al-Malik had spread false 
rumours about disarmament and conscription.

56. Ibid.
57. al-Ugul, III, 306, 311, 312-3. F.O. 78/498, no. 58,

Beyrout, Sept. 1, 1842, Rose to Aberdeen.
58. Ibid., p. 305.



At the beginning of October 1842, Yusuf 4Abd 
al-Malik and Amir Amin Arslan proposed to Amir Qays 
Shihab that he should lead them and the Maronites in 
resistance. But while the Amir agreed, the Abu* 1-Lam4, 
Amirs rejected the plan, although it provided the nomi
nation of a Maronite Shihab governor, a deputy of the
A b u 11-Lamc family, and two Druze, and two Christian

59assistants to that governor. J It appears that Amir
gaydar A b u 11-Lama desired the governorship of the Moun-

60tains to himself. The Druze chiefs then proposed the
same plan to Amir MulT^im Shihab. The latter demanded
a written statement that he could show to the authorities
if the Druzes betrayed him. The Druzes declined to
give one, and the negotiations failed for want of mutual

61trust between the two parties.

59* Shidyaq, pp. 644-5• al-Aswad, p. 519*
60. al-Ugul, III, 315.
61. Ibid., 306-7.. Shidyaq, pp. 644-5* al-Aswad, p.319* 

Basr al-fritham, p. 112. Salibi, Modern history,
pp. 66-1. CKurchill, The Druzes, pp. 75-6» F.O. 
78/496, no. 66 (conf.), Beyrout, Oct. 22, 1842,
Rose to Canning, and enclosure. F.O. 78/500, no. 6, 
Beyrout, May 17, 1842, Moore to Aberdeen. As late 
as August 1842, Moore was reporting that the Druze 
chiefs were persecuting the Christians under them; 
the inhabitants of Zahle feared an attack on them by 
the Druzes, and that Omer Paga distributed arms and 
ammunition to the Druzes, but did not allow the 
Chrstiansto buy powder. F.O. 78/500, no. 27, Beyrout, 
August 8, 1842, Moore to Aberdeen; and no. 28,
August 12/13, 1842, same to same.



Aims and motives differed, but both Druzes and
Maronites seemed irresolute and undecided. When in
September 1842, Selim Bey visited Mukhtara, the Druzes
there showed extreme loyalty and support of Omer Pa^a.
They even made the Christians amongst them to show the
same. It is true they were motivated by the desire to
have their arrested chiefs released.

To cajole the Druzes probably, at the beginning
of October 1842, the Druze chiefs in prison were informed
of their impending liberation. N a tman Junbla-f was
to return to Mukhtara and manage his family’s affairs.
His brother, S a 4Id, was to be sent to Istanbul to serve
in the Ottoman army. There is no evidence that this
was effected through British intercession. Rose heard

62about it from the chiefs themselves. However, he 
had tried to obtain the release of the two Junblat 
brothers, and of gusayn Taiguq.

Far from liberating the Druze chiefs, Omer 
Pa^a arrested his Druze lieutenant, K h a ^ a r  al-cImad 
and confiscated the whole property of the Junbla^ family.

62. F.O. 78/496, no. 70, Beyrout, Oct. 7> Rose_to
Aberdeen. Rose favoured the idea of Sa*Id Junbla-J; 
serving in the Ottoman army as this "would be bene
ficial to Sheik Said, the Lebanon, and the Turkish 
Military which would gain by this infusion of Druze 
courage ".



The apparent reason was the refusal of the Druzes to 
pay indemnities to the Christians, while the Powers 
continued to press the Porte on the subject. The 
Junblat brothers attributed their arrest, and the con
fiscation of their property to their attachment to the 
British.^

As the hopes for the release of the chiefs 
faded down, and the efforts to unite with the Maronites 
brought to nothing, the Druzes decided to act alone.
At the end of October 1842, they collected their forces 
in Btatir, the village of Yusuf cAbd al-Malik, and sent 
their womenfolk to safer places in the Shuf, in pre
paration to rise against Omer Paga. The governor of 
Damascus, Ahmet Paga, sent Shibll al-tAryan, who was 
head of irregulars and commandant of the gawran, to pacify 
his coreligionists in the Mountain. It appears that 
Shibli had been confined to Damascus, and was pleased
to leave it; probably it was his own idea to go to the 

64Lebanon. He took care to send away his family before

63. F.O. 78/4-96, no. 80, Beyrout, Nov. 5* 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Na'man told Rose that on Oct. 28, 1842, 
the day before his departure, Mustafa Pa^a wrote to 
urge N a lman to request the return of his brother 
from England: see also: F.O. 78/576, no. 49,
Beyrout, Dec. 10, 1843, Rose to Canning.

64. F.O. 78/499> no. 77» Damascus, Nov. 5> 1842, Wood 
to Aberdeen.
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leaving the city. On his arrival at Rashayya, Shibll 
sent letters to Ahmet Paga, the Serasker.Wood, and to 
notables and cUlama’ of Damascus. He detailed to them 
his services to the Sultan, the defects of the authorities, 
and the lack of personal security, notably of his own.
He demanded the release of the Druze chiefs in prison, 
the reinstatement of the Shihabs in the Mountain, the 
payment of the arrears due to him, and lastly, that he 
should have under his command 800 irregulars. Further
more, Shibll threatened to invite the chiefs of the 
gawran and the Bedouin on the road to Mecca, to rise 
against the Ottoman authorities.^

Ahmet Paga responded by ordering the Druzes 
of the gawran and the Bedouin, not to receive or help 
Shibll. The latter distributed arms among the people 
of Rashayya and gasgayya, and with 800-1000 men advanced 
towards Bayt al-Din. Other Druze forces, about 1200- 
1500 men, assembled in Btatir under Yusuf eAbd al-Malik. 
Both forces then cut the roads to Bayt al-Din, and from 
Beirut to Damascus.

65* Ibid. and no. 78, Nov. 6, 1842, same to same.
66. F.O. 78/496, no. 81, Beyrout, Nov. 9* 1842, Rose to 

Aberdeen; and no. 82, Nov. 9> 1842, same to same.



At this point, Rose, jointly with d 1Adelhourg, 
advised Esat Pa?a, the newly appointed governor of Sidon, 
to order Omer Pa^a to leave the Mountain.^7 The advice 
was calculated to effect the desired removal of Omer 
Pa^a. But Esat Pa^a thought that there was still a 
place for negotiations with the insurgents. Besides,
Omer Papa’s position was not as weak as Rose wanted to 
show. With him there were 2000-2400 infantry troops, 
about 150 cavalry, and two pieces of artillery, in 
addition to Druze and Christian irregulars under his 
command. The rest of the Christians remained neutral,

68because Esat Pa$a had more to offer them than the Druzes.
In the first skirmishes between Omer Pa^a and 

the insurgents, in November 1842, the latter were 
defeated. The Druzes complained that the troops burned
their holy places, robbed their valuables, and tempted

69their women. y Before the news of these events reached

67. F.O. 78/496, no. 83 (conf.), Beyrout, Nov. 9* 1842, 
Rose to Aberdeen, and enclosure.

68. F.O. 78/496, no. 82, Beyrout, Nov. 9* 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen; and no. 89, Dec. 7* 1842, same to same. 
F.O. 78/499» no. 85, Damascus, Dec. 10, 1842, Wood 
to Aberdeen.

69• F.O. 78/496, no. 84, Beyrout, Nov. 19* 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen. F.O. 78/499* no. 79* Damascus, Nov. 16, 
1842, Wood to Aberdeen; and enclosure; and no. 83, 
Dec. 5* 1842, same to same, and enclosure. Also, 
Ismail, Histoire, p. 197*
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Beirut, Esat Pa$a sent the governor of Beirut, S a cId
cAbd al-Fattaft, and his Khazlnedar with a sum of money
and conciliatory message to negotiate with the insurgents.
The latter set forward four demands: the liberation of
the Druze chiefs in prison; the dismissal of Omer
Pa?a; the restoration of the ancient customs of the
Mountaineers, including the Shihab rule; and lastly,
no disarmament or conscription should take p l a c e . ^
When he was told that the chiefs were imprisoned on
account of their refusal to pay indemnities to the
Christians, Shibll explicitly blamed the authorities for
the war in 1841, and of their receiving much of the
plunder from the Druzes.^

On November 17 > 1842, lAbd al-Fatta£ returned
to Beirut. The next day S a LId Junbla-f and two others
were released. They with lAbd al-Fatta^* the Khazlnedar,
and Mehmet Pa^a, an Ottoman officer, returned to the
Mountain to resume negotiations. Esat Pa^a was also

72prepared to dismiss Omer Pa^a. But the negotiations

70. F.O. 78/4-99* no. 79* Damascus, Nov. 16, 1842, Wood 
to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/496, no. 58, Beyrout, Nov.
24, Rose to Aberdeen. Salibi, Modern history, 
p. 62. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 196-7. Hasr al- 
Litham, p. 115.

71. Ibid. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 198-9. al-Ugul* III*
504. gasr al-Litham , pp. 109-110, 114.

72. F.O. 78/496, no. 85* Beyrout, Nov. 24, 1842, Rose
to Aberdeen. Ismail, Histoire, p. 199» al-Ugul,III* 509.



brought to no result. The insurgents even intended to 
retain some of the delegation as hostages until the 
chiefs were released.

While negotiating with the insurgents, Esat 
Pa^a was preparing also to attack them. So he sent 
on December 4, 1842, Albanian and regular troops to 
the Mountain. On the following day the insurgents were 
defeated, and retreated towards Hagbayya, while Omer 
Pasa made his way to Beirut and resigned.^

The defeat of the insurgents, however, was 
not decisive, and was not meant to be, as it was mainly 
to open the roads from Bayt al-Din to Beirut. The

m
defeat was attributed to the tactics of Omer Pa^a, the 
employment of cannons and Albanians, and the absence
of the Druzes* best military leaders who were still in

74 -rprison. It was also said that Shibll was betrayed
7Sby his Christian secretary. ^ It might be also added, 

that the Druzes were still undecided as regards the pro
priety of fighting. They probably contemplated

73* F.O. 78/4-96, no. 90,_Beyrout, Dec. 7* 1842, Rose 
to Aberdeen. al-Ugul, III, 314-.

74. Ibid. Churchill, The Druzes, p. 78. Salibi, 
Modern history, p. 62.

75. F.O. 78/535* no. 2, Beyrout, Jan. 7, 1843, Rose to 
Aberdeen; enclosure; no. 16, Damascus, Dec. 26, 
1842, Wood to Rose.



achieving their aims hy means of threats; they besieged 
•«Omer Pa^a, but never attacked him.

The victory of Omer Pa$a disappointed the 
hopes of the British and French agents. Since October 
1842, Rose had advised that the Consuls in Beirut 
ought not to give advice either to the authorities or 
to the Mountaineers; particularly not to advise the 
latter to submit unless the Porte changed its policy 
in the Lebanon.^

The insurgents, about 1600 men, retired to 
the Anti-Lebanon, some even to the g a w r a n . ^  Shibll
al-‘Aryan gave himself up and returned to Damascus.
He was pardoned by Ahmet Pa^a, and was given a shawl 
and robe of honour. But after a short time he was 
arrested under the pretext that the other leaders of 
the insurrection did not surrender.^ The followers
of Shibll, and other Druzes, sought refuge in the 
British Consulate in Damascus, and Wood was ready to

76. F.O. 78/4-96, no. 64, Beyrout, Oct. 24, 1842, Rose 
to Canning; and no. 78, Nov. 3* 1842, Rose to 
Aberdeen.

77* F.O. 78/499> no. 86, Damascus, Dec. 14, 1842, Wood 
to Aberdeen. The insurgents were_led by_72 Shaykhs, 
and one Maronite Amir, A sa‘d Q a M a n  Shihab. 

According to Churchill, The Druzes, p. 315 > there 
were 2000 Druze insurgents with one or two Christian 
Shihabs, who joined for their own ambitions.

78. Ibid.; and no. 87, Dec. 18, 1842, same to same.
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notake up their cause. J He persuaded Ahmet Pa^a to ask 

for full pardon from the Porte, for Shibll and his fol
lowers t»Ahmet Pa^a also prevented the Muslims of the City 
from molesting its Druze inhabitants. Wood, who was 
critical of the authorites1 conduct in general, and 
apparently felt sympathy with the insurgents, proposed 
to mediate between the two parties. He told Ahmet 
Pa^a that the authorities were to blame; the Druzes
were in fact defending themselves against the "unaccoun-

80table proceedings'1 of the Ottoman functionaries.
On the request of Ahmet Pa^a, Wood sent after 

the leaders of the insurgents, some of whom were already 
on their way to Baghdad through the desert. They 
returned with Wood's Dragoman, John Misk, to Damascus 
sind took residence in the British Consulate as guests 
of Wood while waiting for the Porte's sanction of the

81amnesty granted by Ahmet Pa$a, and guaranteed by Wood.
Very rarely had the Ottoman authorities in 

Syria kept their promises. Treachery and cunning were 
in their proceedings, and the inhabitants used not to

79» Ibid. Churchill, Mount Lebanon, II, 316; P.O. 
78/535> n o . 2, Beyrout, Jan. 7» 1843, Rose to 
Aberdeen, enclosure.

80. P.O. 78/4-99* n°* 88, Damascus, Dec. 26, 184-2, Wood 
to Aberdeen.

81. Ibid.



trust them. This was in part due to the fact that 
those who gave the promises were not in a position to 
fulfil them, even if they wanted to. Esat Pa^a, under 
whose jurisdiction the insurgents fell, did not sanction 
the amnesty. The Porte seemed not to he grateful to 
Wood for his interference. Orders were sent to execute 
the Druze leaders of the insurrection and send their

op
heads to Istanbul. But when Ahmet Pa^a threatened
to take the Druzes by force from the Consulate, Wood 
was ready to meet force by force, and Ahmet Pa^a retreated. 
On Canning's representation, the Porte agreed to ratify 
the amnesty which was granted to the Druze chiefs. In 
fact Wood's superiors were not pleased at what he had 
done. But the prestige of the British in Syria, and 
particularly among the Druzes, was at stake. ^ So 
Wood was backed by all his superiors. Rose even got 
himself involved as another guarantor for the safety 
of the insurgent leaders who had surrendered on Wood's 
promise. But at the same time Rose told Wood that it

82. P.O. 78/515* no. 14-, Constantinople, Jan. 17* 184-3* 
Canning to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/516, no. 26, Constan
tinople, Feb. 1, 184-3* Canning to Aberdeen.

83. P.O. 78/535* no. 15* Beyrout, February 8, 184-3, Rose 
to Aberdeen.



was hazardous of him, as foreign agent, to defend or 
palliate the insurgents on the grounds that the autho
rities had sinned against their subjects. Although he 
deplored the Ottoman policy in the Mountain^"having 
conveyed the information which proved it to Her
Majesty's Government, I discharged my duty as a sub-

84ordinate".
Esat Pa^a evinced great desire to punish the 

insurgents despite the guarantees. He even questioned 
the truth of Wood's statement about that guarantee 
before Rose. The latter answered that a British func
tionary was not capable of saying what was not fact.8^ 
Esat Pa$a also insisted on sending the insurgent leaders 
from Damascus to Beirut. Rose called Captain Wal^pole, 
who came with his ship to Beirut, and together persuaded 
Esat Pa$a to agree on retaining those insurgents in 
Damascus until further and clear instructions arrived 
from the Porte. The Porte, for its part, intended to 
banish them to /^dana or Cyprus. Rose and Wood objected. 
They proposed that only those insurgents who were con
sidered dangerous to the public order in the Mountain

84. P.O. 78/535* no. 2, Beyrout, Jan. 9, 1843* Rose to 
Aberdeen* enclosure no. 1, Beyrout, January 4, 1843, 
Rose to Wood.

85. F.O. 78/535* no. 10, Beyrout, February 4, 1843,
Rose to Aberdeen.
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might "be retained in Damascus under bail until order
or

was restored. Eventually Esat Pa^a was ready to
accept that solution, he also released, on bail, N a cman 
Junblaf and gusayn Tal^uq.^7

The eventual success of the British in saving 
the lives of the insurgents, and the hospitality pro
vided to their leaders by Wood for more than three 
months, were greatly appreciated by the Syrians in 
general. The British agents claimed wide influence 
in consequence, and great support. Yet the event had 
its disadvantages. The British agents in Syria were 
not to be allowed for the future to intervene on behalf 
of the natives, or to interfere in any way between the 
authorities and the inhabitants. They were to give 
their advice to the authorities only when they were asked.

The Druzes were particularly grateful for the 
British interference. All the insurgent leaders at 
Damascus, save one, Amir As*ad Shihab, were Druzes.

86. Ibid.
87. F.O. 78/536 (private and conf.), Beyrout, June 15> 

184-3, Rose to Canning.
88. F.O. 78/538, no. 1, F.O., Feb. 28, 184-5, to Wood; 

and no. 2, April 3» 1843, same to same. F.O. 78/
513> no. 33y F.O., Feb. 28, 1843, to Canning. It
is probable that the French knew of these restrictions 
on Rose’s activities. See Ismail, Histoire, p. 241.



But the British failed to liberate all the Druze Chiefs
imprisoned in Beirut. Sa*Id Junblaf, who joined the
insurrection after his release in November 1842, was
not among the Chiefs whose safety was guaranteed by
Wood. Sa'Id had stayed in the yawran and his pardon
was achieved in a different way, and by Rose. The
concern Rose took over S a cid*s pardon had connection
with other matters than the insurrection. Rose, when
he realized that it would be very difficult for him to
free the Junblat property confiscated by Omer Pa$a in
November 1842, intervened to force Isma1! ! ^  part only.
He claimed that I s m a e l  had been in England during the
1841 War, and could not be charged to indemnify the
Christian sufferers of that War. But in order to
achieve that purpose, it was necessary to divide the
JunblaJ property between the three brothers. Na'man
Junbla'J; did not agree, and relations between him and

8QRose became cool. y
The matter was aggravated when Isma^Il fell 

mentally ill, and it was necessary to send him back to 
the Mountain, where he arrived on April 23, 1843

89. F.O. 73/536, no . 31> Beyrout, April 6, 1843, Rose to 
Aberdeen.

90. F.O. 73/536, Separate, Beyrout, May 4, 1843, Rose 
to Aberdeen.



He recovered partially, but he never was able to be 
independent. Rose then wanted S a cId to act on behalf 
of Ismacil. He asked, and was authorized to obtain 
a written guarantee from . Esat. Pasa for the safety of 
S a cid. Rose also explained his interference on the
grounds that if he did not do so, other foreign agents

91 r_would. Rose apparently saw in Sa id the real
leader of the Druzes of the Mountain, who enjoyed wide
popularity among them., and was
the military man in his family. At the same time,
Rose did not feel happy about the peaceful way of life 
of N a tman, and saw in him the "cunning of the cunning 
people", and called him "the unfathomable". Moreover 
he thought that N a cman was at times "light in his h e a d " . ^  
However, N a ‘man's inclination to evade worldly affairs 
made it easy to pave the way for Sa*Id's leadership, and 
Rose secured his loyalty to the British.

91. F.O. 78/536, no. 31* Beyrout, April 6, 1843, Rose 
to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/534* no * 11» F.O., May 30,
1843 to Rose.

92. N a cman Junblaf did__not feel worried for the illness 
of his brother IsmacIl, he explained to Rose that he 
himself experienced the same malady when he was 
young and recovered. It was reported also that he 
pretended to be mad while in prison (in 1842) in 
order to be released. It is probable then that that 
was not a mere pretension. See Rose Papers (LXIV,
no. 42835) April 15* 1842. Hasr al-Litham, p. 119.



The dual Kaymakamate

In September 1842, Selim Bey returned to 
Istanbul. His mission was over. It was clear that 
as far as the Powers were concerned, the mission had 
failed. The Consuls in Beirut declined to cooperate 
with him. They considered his investigations illegal 
in their mode. Yet when Mustafa Pafa asked them to 
name anybody they wished to join the envoy throughout 
the Mountain, they declined, because they had no instruc 
tion for that object. ^

On October 29* 1842, Mustafa Pa^a left for
Istanbul. His mission, too, was over. Neither his,
nor Selim Bey's mission, could prevail on the minds of
the ambassadors in Istanbul to support Ottoman direct
rule. Yet, both the ambassadors and the Porte were
seeking compromise. At the beginning of May 1842,
Wood reported that the Porte intended to appoint a
Druze and a Christian governor over the Lebanon, if

94the mission of Selim Bey failed. In June, Canning

93. F.O. 78/495* no. 51* Beyrout, July 7* 1842, Rose 
to Aberdeen.

94. F.O. 78/498, no. 34, Damascus, May 4, 1842, Wood 
to Canning.



reported that the Austrian Ambassador had received 
instructions to support the nomination of a Shihab over 
the Christians, and a Druze over the Druzes.^5 In 
July, Aberdeen instructed Canning to urge the nomi
nation of Amir Amin Shihab governor of the Mountain.
At the same time he also suggested that the judicious 
course for the Porte to follow would be to appoint native 
chiefs over both Maronites and Druzes. These chiefs 
would be under the superintendence of the governor of 
Sidon, provided that the governor should have no imme
diate contact with the Mountaineers.^^ Aberdeen was 
aware, however, of the difficulties that the mixed 
population (i.e. the Christians and Druzes who shared 
the same villages or mukataas) might create, but he did 
not think them to become an obstacle. He revealed 
also that the newly appointed Ottoman Ambassador to 
London, lli Pa^a, favoured the idea; and that the
Austrian Cabinet had suggested a mode of settlement of

97the same description. ( Metternich apparently adopted 
the idea after he had met with Ali Pa^a, who was on his

95« F.O. 78/4-78* no. 124, Constantinople, June 9* 1842, 
Canning to Aberdeen. Gokbilgin, p. 657•

96. F.O. 78/4-74, no. 93, F.O., July 9, 1842 to Canning.
97• Ibid. Gokbilgin, p. 654.
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way to England. In September Canning informed Rose
that the Porte intended to appoint two Kaymakams
(lieutenant-governors) over the Lebanon, under the
superintendence of the governor of Sidon. The Maronites
and the Druzes would be represented by K a h ^ a t  the 

98Porte.y In October 1842, Aberdeen again wrote to 
Canning that the Mountaineers should be governed by 
governors from their own sects; apparently he was 
ready to accept a non-Shihab governor over the Christians.*^ 
He denied any British obligation to the Shihabs. His 
chief obligation was simply to seek the security of the 
Christian population, the preservation of their privi
leges, and the general improvement of the Mountain, as 
it was promised in 1 8 4 0 . The Porte eventually 
agreed to the nomination of two native Kaymakams, in a 
note which it presented to the ambassadors in Istanbul 
in December 7, 1 8 4 2 . Hence the new system became 
known as the government of 1842.

98. Rose Papers, 42798 (Private and conf.) Buyukdery, 
Sept. 27, 1842, Canning to Rose. Gokbelgin, pp.
657, 661.

99. F.O. 78/474, nos. 127, 128, P.O., Oct. 24, 1842 to 
Canning•

100. F.O. 78/474, no. 93, F.0.,July 21, 1842, to Canning; 
also F.O. 78/482, no. 248, Buyukdery, Dec. 7, 1842, 
Canning to Aberdeen, enclosure no. 5, Dec. 14, 1842, 
Canning to Rose.

101. F.O. 78/482, no. 248, Buyukdery, Dec. 7, 1842, 
Canning to Aberdeen and enclosures.



The note was submitted to the ambassadors two 
days after the victory of Omer Pa^a over the Druze in
surgents. But it had no connection with that victory. 
The Porte appeared to have been forced to accept the 
opinion of the Powers. Yet, the note made it clear 
that the Porte was convinced that peace could not be 
preserved under this mode of government. The porte 
also reserved two conditions. The Shihabs should be 
excluded from the government of the Mountain; and the 
new system was to be temporary and experimental.

The Powers received with satisfaction the 
Porte's note. As the system was to be temporary, they 
did not insist on the reinstatement of the Shihabs. 
Criticism, however, came from Syria. Already in May 
1842 Wood disapproved of the idea of dividing the 
Mountain into two separated parts. When in October 
1842, the Greek Catholic Patriarch proposed
similar division, Wood accused him of the intention to 
create a Christian state under French influence. He 
also asserted that such a division would add to the 
enmity between Maronites and Druzes, particularly in 
the mixed districts (i.e. the districts which were 
inhabited by both Christians and Druzes). The division 
would also deprive many mukataacis of their rights in 
some districts and over some parts of the inhabitants $
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102and it would increase public expenditure.

Rose, too, disapproved of the new system as 
it appeared in the note. He of course accepted the 
division, but he saw in the proviso of its being tem
porary an intention of the Porte to render it a
f a i l u r e . E a r l y  in 1843, the Porte tried, as in
1841, to separate from the Mountain the district of
Jubayl with its 25-30,000 Christians. It gave up

104that intention after the Powers had protested.
In compliance with his orders, Esat Pa^a

proceeded on January 1, 1843* to appoint the two
Kaymakams. He chose the Maronite Amir $aydar Abu*l- 
Lamc over the Christians, and the Druze Amir Atynad 
Arslan over the Druzes.^^^ Apparently this was 
an ill choice. Both Kaymakams were penniless, weak

102. P.O. 78/499> no. 75* Damascus, Oct. 26, 1842, Wood 
Aberdeen. P.O. 78/498* no. 34, May 4, 1842, same 
to same.

103. P.O. 78/496, no.. 80, Beyrout, Dec. 30, 1842, Rose 
to Canning. P.O. 78/535* no. 1, Beyrout, Jan. 1, 
1843, Rose to Aberdeen.

104. P.O. 78/513* no. 25* P.O. Peb. 15* 1843, to Canning. 
P.O. 78/596, no. 81, Beyrout,Dec. 31* 1842, Rose to 
Canning. P.O. 78/516, no. 27* Constantinople,
Peb. 1, 1843* Canning to Aberdeen. Ismail, Histoire,
p. 209. Shidyaq, p. 701.

105. P.O. 78/535* no. 1, Beyrout, Jan. 1, 1843* Rose to 
Aberdeen. It was stated that_an agreement was 
signed between Amir A^unad Arslan and the other Druze 
Chiefs that he would guarantee their privileges. 
Ismail, Histoire, pp. 212-5*



106and inefficient. They were chosen as a compromise
rather than for their qualities. Moreover, Amir 
A^mad Arslan was brought from prison to take over his 
post •

Neither the Porte's note, nor the instructions 
to Esat Pa$a, defined the extent of the jurisdiction of 
either Kaymakam, or the borders between the two 
Kaymakamates. These were referred to Istanbul. Mean
while Esat Pa$a followed closely his instruction, namely 
the Druzes under the Druze Kaymakam, and the Christians 
■under the Christian. Amir ^aydar sent orders to the 
Christians of the Mountain to obey his orders alone.
Amir A^unad objected, and apparently he ail so asked for 
the liberation of the Druze Chiefs still in prison, some 
money, and the recognition of the right of the Druze 
mukataacis over the mixed Christians (i.e. the Christians 
who lived in the Druze owned districts)*. But three days 
after his appointment Amir A^mad was deposed and again 
imprisoned. Esat Pa^a complained that the Amir was 
returning, voluntarily, every night to stay with the 
other Chief, and in the next morning he was coming with

106. F.O. 78/535* no. 1, Beyrout, Jan. 1, 1843* Rose 
to Aberdeen.

*. These were Roman Catholics.
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11 unreasonable11 demands • On January 14, 1842,
Amir Aljmad was reappointed, Na*man Junblaf com
plained that he was asked and accepted the post of 
Kaymakam, but he did not eventually obtain it because 
Bazili had intervened against him on account of his

1 AO
brother*s stay in England.

The question of the borders was left to be
decided on the spot. There were two possible kinds of
division, sectarian, i.e. all Christians under the
Christian Kaymakam, and all Druzes under the Druze; or
geographical, i.e. the Christian Kaymakam should govern
the territories owned by Christian mukataacis, and the
Druze those owned by Druzes, no matter whether Druzes
or Christians were the inhabitants. The Consuls of
the four Powers (the Austrian was absent) in Beirut met
with Esat Pa^a on January 10, 1845, and jointly accepted

n
the division of the Mountain on|geographical basis. 
Accordingly, about 800-1000 Druzes remained in the 
Christian Kaymakamate, those of al-Matn; and about 
8000-10000 Christians in the Druze Kaymakamate.

107. Ibid. and no. 5» Jan. 7, 1845, same to same.
Ismail, Histoire, pp. 210-1. Salibi, Modern 
history, p. 65.

108. P.O. 78/535, no. 1 (conf.), Jan. 14, 1845, Rose to 
Canning. Also, Ismail, Histoire, p. 211.

109. F.O. 78/535, no. 12, Beyrout, Feb. 5, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen.
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In Istanbul also it was agreed that the Porte 
should withdraw the Albanian troops, accept the geo
graphical division, restore the Christians* losses, 
and retain a limited number of regular troops in the 
Mountain. The Kaymakams should receive salaries of 
12,000 piastres per month each, and the Christian 
Kaymakam should reside in Dayr al-Qamar. Canning then
reported that as far as the Powers were concerned, the

110Lebanese question was settled.
Yet, apart from the withdrawal of the Albanians, 

and the appointment of the two Kaymakams, nothing was 
settled. The core of the whole question turned out to 
be the government over the mixed Christians. The 
authority of the two Kaymakams could be accepted and 
recognized by all parties over their coreligionists, 
Maronites and Druzes, in their respective mukataas.
But both Kaymakams claimed the government over the mixed 
Christians. The latter, for their part, preferred to 
overthrow the Druze authority altogether, and place 
themselves under the Christian Kaymakam. This was one 
possibility. They also wished to see the ohihabs back

110. P.O. 78/517, no. 51, Constantinople, March 16, 
1843, Canning to Aberdeen. Gokbilgin (p. 664) 
stated that the salary of each Kaymakam was 7500 
piastres; and both Kaymakams should have also 
irregular troops.
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in power• The Christian Kaymakam in fact enjoyed but 
little support, many of the Christians were his oppo
nents; in Jubbat BsharrI he was not even recognized.
The Homan Catholics on the whole, were not ready to 
abandon and forget the Shihabs. For them ShihabI 
rule had become a symbol of Catholic, particularly 
Maronite domination.

A device then had to be sought which would 
satisfy the mixed Christians but change as little as 
possible the geographical division. Esat Pa^a thought 
of four possibilities; the mixed population should be 
compelled to migrate to their respective areas. A 
Vekil (representative) should be appointed to represent 
his coreligionists under the Kaymakam of the district.
The removal of the authority of those mukataacis who had
ill-treated the inhabitants of their mukataas, and their

And finally
replacement by others from the same family, /to allow

112emigration and immigration.
The Christian Kaymakam disapproved of all the 

four possibilities. The Druze Kaymakam approved the 
first two only.^^^ Rose lamented the manner of Esat

111. F.O. 78/577> no. 29* Beyrout, Nay 5» 1844, Rose 
to Canning.

112. F.O. 78/536, no. 35 (conf.), Beyrout, April 10,
1843, Rose to Aberdeen. Gokbilgin, pp. 664-5.

113. Ibid. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 233> 235; also Gokbilgin, 
pp. 664-5*



Pa$a in asking the opinion of the people and turning
down what they rejected. He thought that the duty of
the subject was to obey and not to discuss, especially

114as they were motivated by hatred and jealousy. He
therefore accused the authorities of the intention to 
render the new form of government a failure. The 
authorities, however, excused themselves on the ground
that they were not allowed to use force, as the Powers
did not favour coercion.

Not long after the adoption of the plan of 
the new system, the British realized that there could 
be no unobjectionable solution for the mixed Christians 
question. Concessions were necessary to satisfy them, 
and the nomination of vekils was the first. The 
Christian inhabitants of each village under the Druze 
authority were to choose a vekil. The Druze Kaymakam 
should have the right of veto as to the chosen persons. 
In case of disagreement the matter should be referred 
to the governor of Sidon. The vekil should take no 
part in the administration of the mukataa; he was to 
watch over the interests of his coreligionists, and act

114. P.O. 78/536, no. 43, Beyrout, May 9, 1843, Rose 
to Aberdeen.



only when wrong was done to them,^^^
It was agreed also "between the Consuls and 

Esat Pa^a that Dayr al-Qamar should he treated as a 
special case. It was a town with an overwhelming 
Catholic majority, situated in the heart of the Druze 
area and considered as its capital. As a compromise, 
the mukataacis of the town, the Abu Nakads, were dep
rived for ever of any right over it, because of the 
cruelties attributed to them in the 1841 war. This 
was the first real concession for the mixed Christians, 
imposed on the Druzes. The French and the Maronites 
demanded the extension of this measure to include the
rest of the Druze mukataacis, but Rose did not wish to

—  116weaken the Druzes and agreed only on the Abu Nakads.
Dayr al-Qamar was then to be governed by two 

vekils, a Druze and a Christian Catholic, each over his 
coreligionists. They were under the Ottoman commandant 
of the regular troops in the town, but they could appeal 
to the governor of Sidon as the supreme authority.
The commandant and his troops were to remain in the 
Mountain as long as the state of affairs required.

115. F.O. 78/536, no. 24, Beyrout, April 30, 1843* Rose 
to Canning.

116. Ibid. Also Gokbilgin, p. 666.

117. Ibid.



Nevertheless, no real settlement could he 
reached over the mixed districts in 1843* All the 
mixed Christians refused to choose vekils. The Powers, 
too, were drawing apart from each other. Great Britain, 
Austria and Prussia followed one course in favour of 
imposing the new system on its geographical basis.
Russia wished to see Ottoman direct rule over the 
Lebanon, while the French tried to obtain more con
cessions for the mixed Christians, to take them out of

n  ftthe Druze authority and the British sphere of influence.
The French accused the British of leaning towards the 
Druzes; and they and the Austrians asserted that the 
government of 1842 was condemned to failure. In refu
tation of these allegations, Rose pointed out that the 
government of 1842 was agreed upon by the Powers as 
just and right; and it granted both Druzes and Christians 
the same rights. When Bourse complained against the 
geographical division, Rose added that, in fact the 
Druzes were the real owners of the land on which the 
mixed Christians lived; that not long before, these

118. F.O. 78/535, no. 21, Beyrout, Feb. 26, 1843, Rose 
to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/577, no. 30, Beyrout, July 
9, 1844, Rose to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/522, no. 206, 
Constantinople, Sept. 30, 1843, Canning to Aberdeen. 
Enclosure; no. 7, Aug. 29, 1843, Canning to Rose.



Christians had emigrated to the Druze owned districts, 
voluntarily, and placed themselves as labourers under 
the Druze mukataacis. Moreover, the Christians were 
given adequate guarantees for their security and safety. 
They could have their vekils, who could appeal to the 
supreme authority of the Mountain which was not Druze.
The Consuls also were always active and ready to inter
cede. In case of need, there were troops to prevent 
oppression; and besides these Christians would be given
every facility to emigrate from the mixed districts, if 

liqthey wished. y But the French Consul had already 
realised that it was better for his country's influence 
to support sectarian division. He even had as his

-  120ultimate goal the restoration of a sole Maronite Shihab.
The French shared the opinion of the mixed 

Christians, who were mainly iiaronites. Among the 
latter there was an active party calling for the resto
ration of the Shihabs, but the aim of all was firstly to 
overthrow the Druze rule over them. In February 1844, 
about 1000 men of these Maronites came near Beirut to

119* P.O. 78/576, no. 14, Beyrout, March 25, 1844, Rose 
to Canning.

120. F.O. 78/557, no. 110, Constantinople, May 31, 1844, 
Canning to Aberdeen.



protest against Druze rule of any sort over them.
The event was significant and alarming, hut this "first
long talk of demonstration against the new form of
government has gone peacably". The demonstrators
were persuaded to go back to their homes, and sent their

121deputies instead to produce their claims.
Thirteen deputies then came to Beirut, and

Esat Pa$a conveyed to them the orders he had received
from the Porte. But he did so in terms which made them
believe that they could disobey. They also were allowed
to remain in Beirut, to discuss and speak against the
new government, to the displeasure of Rose. The latter
advised Esat Pa^a, that he should say to these deputies
"The only thing to say to Arabs if they are to obey ,
'go home and obey my good people, I will be to you a
father, a very just, but a strict one, if you have any
grievance make it known in a legitimate manner, but
in the meantime obey or you will pay the penalty of dis- 

122obedience'." Rose himself had advised the deputies
to obey the orders of the Porte, and choose vekils.

121. F.O. 78/576, no. 14, Beyrout, March 23, 1844, Rose 
to Canning.

122. Ibid.



He also assured them that these Vekils would not be
placed under the Druze mukataacis, but under the governor
of Sidon; their privileges would be assured by a
ferman. Moreover, the vekils would collect the taxes
from their coreligionists preventing thus the Druzes
from even entering their homes; the three entirely
Christian villages of al-]Jadath, B cabda and Wadi ShajLrur,
in the plain of Beirut, would be annexed to the Christian 

123Kaymakamate. ^ But this advice was not acceded to,
Rose was even accused by some of the deputies of indif
ference to their interests, by others of hostility.
He claimed that his being put to death was discussed

124in one of their meetings.
Had the deputies accepted Rose's concessions, 

the Druze authority over the mixed Christians would have 
become nominal, but enough to retain them in the sphere 
of British influence. In fact the conduct of Rose was 
not the most judicious. While he was persuading Esat 
Pa^a to force the execution of his orders, he was pro
mising more and more concessions to the mixed Christians.

123. F.O. 78/576, no. 15, Beyrout, March 25, 1844,
Rose to Canning.

124. F.O. 78/576, no. 14, Beyrout, March 23, 1844, Rose 
to Canning; also 78/577> no. 31, Beyrout, July 10, 
1844, Rose to Aberdeen; and no. 34, July 10, 1844, 
Rose to Canning. F.O. 78/578, no. 43, Beyrout, 
Oct. 9, 1844, Rose to Aberdeen.



While Esat Pa^a apparently did not listen to his 
advice, the mixed Christians were encouraged to ask 
for more concessions.



155.
C H A P T E R  I I I  

THE REGULATIONS OF SEKIB EFENDI

More than a year elapsed since the adoption 
of the government of 1342, without its real implemen
tation. The Shihab party among the Roman Catholics was 
increasing, and Rose was growing impatient, “is it fitting 
that the great Powers should he occupied for two or three 
years, more perhaps in endeavouring to conciliate the 
jarring interests and the never ending hatred of a semi- 
barbarous peasantry of a foreign country given up to 
intrigue and uncharitable p a r t i s a n s h i p ? T h e  grave 
obstacle in the way of establishing the government of 
1342, were the demands of the Shihab party in the mixed 
districts, backed by French and, to a lesser degree, 
Austrian support. Rose impatiently launched his attacks 
on that party, pointing out the cruelties and misrule of 
the Shihab Amirs, who had governed the Mountain. He
stressed that the last of these Amirs only could be con-

2sidered a Maronite. In the same vehemence in which he

1. F.O. 78/536, no. 42, Beyrout, May 6, 1843, Rose to 
Aberdeen. F.O. 78/576, no. 15, Beyrout, March 25,
1844, Rose to Canning.

2. F.O. 78/552, no. 43, F.O. March 19, 1844 to Canning; 
and no. 68, F.O. April 30, 1844, to Canning. F.O. 
78/575? no. 4, F.O. April 30, 1344 to Rose. F.O.
78/558, no. 120, Constantinople, June 13, 1844, Canning 
to Aberdeen, enclosure, June 12, 1844, Canning to Alison.



had supported the Shihabs' cause in 1842, he now attacked 
their supporters. As the Shihabs had become the symbol 
of Maronite supremacy in the Mountain, their restoration 
would be a victory for France and French influence, at the 
expense of the British.

The activities of the Shihab party were not 
restricted to the Mountain. Deputies were sent to 
Istanbul, and the Maronite Archbishop Niqula Murad addres
sed, from Paris, a petition to Aberdeen in the name of 
his coreligionists. In this petition, the Archbishop 
claimed that the state of affairs in the Lebanon was 
very deplorable; a great want of security and order;
and that only a Maronite Shihab Amir could bring order

*and peace back to the country. In consequence, and in 
the middle of June 1844, Canning sent Alison (secretary 
of the British Embassy in Istanbul) to verify the truth 
of the Archbishopfs claims; and also to follow the 
proceedings of an Ottoman envoy the Porte was about to 
send to the Mountain. Rose felt indignant, and no doubt 
his position was affected. Indeed, in spite of his 
enormous activities, Rose was not favoured by Canning 
from the start.

The mission of Alison, however, did not refute,

3. Ibid. f
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convincingly, some of the claims of the Archbishop, but 
its result was enough to justify the anti-Shihabi policy 
of the British.^

The Porte, for its part, sent the Ottoman 
admiral, Kapudan Halil Pa^a, to settle the affairs of 
the Mountain; and introduce the government of 1842 into 
the mixed districts. Halil Pa^a arrived at Beirut on 
June 25, 1344, and stated that he had brought money, and 
would try to concile all parties. But soon it became 
known that he had no authority to use force against those 
who would disobey, and all hopes disappeared. Rose 
suspected that the French and Austrian Consuls conveyed 
this fact to the mixed Christians, who ’’like all Arabs 
they became very bold as long as they are certain of 
being very s a f e " S o  when the deputies were summoned 
by Halil Pa^a, they evinced an absolute rejection of any 
Druze rule, and refused to elect Vekils. The mission 
of Halil Pa^a was a gesture from the side of the Porte 
but nothing more.

In these circumstances, Rose advised Halil Pa^a

4. F.O. 78/561, no. 202, Buyukdery, Sept. 17> 1844, 
Canning to Aberdeen, enclosure, Alison’s memorandum 
on the Lebanon.

5* F.O. 78/577> no. 80, Beyrout, July 9* 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen.
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to use force in matters not connected with the government 
of the Mountain - such as quelling the insurrection which 
was then in Bsharrl . Further, to send the deputies to

£their homes, and reinforce the garrison in Dayr al-^amar. 
Rose hoped that these acts would convince the mixed 
Christians of the firm intention of Halil Pa$a to impose 
the government of 1642. But Halil Pa^a refused to act, 
stating that his mission had nothing to do with the insur
rection in Bsharrl, and Esat Pa$a had not sufficient troops 
for the object. Rose and Esat Pa^a agreed that without 
the use of force, no settlement could be achieved. All 
Arabs, wrote Rose, were in want of principle, clergy as 
well as laity, everyone had his price, money or anything 
else. An order from Istanbul to arrest a dozen or twenty
notorious agitators would bring the anticipated result,

7and establish the new government. But the fact was that 
differences of opinion in Istanbul, as in Beirut, preven
ted the Ottoman authorities even from punishing simple 
acts of civil crimes, much less of disobedience. The 
authorities in the Mountain claimed that dealing with 
such offences might involve them in wider disputes with 
the inhabitants, producing ■situation which they had no

6. Ibid.

7. F.O. 78/577* no. 35* Beyrout, Aug. 9* 1844, Rose to Aberdeen.



Q
authority to deal with.0 Moreover, Esat Pa^a claimed
that he did not know who was the governor of the mixed

qdistricts.y
This announcement of Esat Pa$a was not a mere 

statement, the mixed Christians felt it clearly and took 
the law into their hands. In Dayr al-^simar a committee 
was elected by its Christian inhabitants to govern them 
almost independently. This committee was also a sort 
of tribunal whose sentences were executed.*^ Similar 
tribunals were formed in other villages in the mixed dis
tricts; the main activities of them was to oppose Druze 
rule, and to restore the Shihabs. They had ordered the 
mixed Christians not to serve or to have friendly 
relations with Druzes, particulary with S a lId Junblaf. 
Those who were serving him were ordered to leave. A 
priest from Jazzln was killed for his disobedience.
The Amir £aydar claimed that the Shihab party had made 
two attempts on his life. He threatened to resign unless 
he was supported effectively by the authorities.'1'"

8. F.O. 78/577* no. 56, Beyrout, Aug. 10, 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen.

9. F.O. 78/578, no. 47, Beyrout, Sept. 16, 1544, Rose to 
Canning.

10. Ibid. F.O. 78/577* no. 37* Beyrout, Sept. 7> 1844,
Rose to Aberdeen. Churchill, The Druzes, pp. 85-6.

11. F.O. 78/577i no. 29> Beyrout, May 5> 1844, Rose to 
Canning; and no. 36, August 10, 1844, Rose to Aberdeen;

/Continued over
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As the Shihab party was increasing its aggression, 
Rose's hostility to the Shihab cause was increasing too.
He suggested that even if the government of 1542 failed, 
the Shihabs should not be allowed to return. Instead an 
Armenian, not a Catholic, should be appointed, who might 
be made Amir or Pa^a. He thought that in any case, a

— ipShihab would serve the interest of Prance only. More
over, Rose and Esat Pa§a were of opinion that the Amir 
Bashir II and his family should be taken away from 
Istanbul, as the best means to disperse the hopes of the 
Shihab p a r t y . ^

The British appeared as the most anxious to find 
an acceptable basis for the execution of the government 
of 1842. They believed that the question was European 
as well as local. The government of 1842 seemed the most 
acceptable for them, and they were compelled to look for 
devices to ensure its implementation. By September 1844,

Footnote 11 continued from p. 159•
and no. 57? Sept. 7? 1844,Rose to Aberdeen; also, 
P.O. 78/537? no. 75? Beyrout, Dec. 8, 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen. ffasr al-Litham, pp. 117-8.

12. F.O. 78/577? no. 42, Beyrout, August 27? 1844, Rose 
to Canning.

13* F.O. 78/577? no. 28, Beyrout, July 5? 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen.
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Rose began to advocate emigration as the only possible
14solution, unless the use of force was sanctioned.

Halil Pa^a, who apparently agreed with the suggestion, 
reckoned that the expenses for the emigration of the 
mixed population would be 30,000 p u r s e s . R o s e  and 
Canning, however, were aware that the execution of such 
plan would be a blow to the Druze mukataacis; it would 
deprive them oi energetic and skilful cultivators.
But Rose felt secure that not more than a sixth of those

16Christians would emigrate. The plan was rejected by
the Porte and the French. The Christian deputies would 
accept it if they were paid the value of their property, 
which the Porte declined to do.

In October 1844, further instructions were sent 
to Beirut. The deputies of the mixed Christians were 
sent to their homes to elect Vekils. Only one village 
openly rejected the orders, but no village chose its 
Vekils. The helplessness of Halil Pa$a reached such a 
point that he sent for the Druze mukataacis with the 
intention to make them force the Christians to elect

14. P.O. 78/577* no. 43, Beyrout, Sept. 2, 1844, Rose 
to Canning. Ismail, Histoire, p. 245.

15. Ibid.
16. P.O. 78/619* no. 65* Beyrout, July 29, 1845, Rose 

to Canning.



their Vekils. Rose opposed the idea on the ground 
that it would provide a source of complaints to France 
and Austria. Instead he suggested that Halil Pasa 
should confirm the deputies as the Vekils But
neither of the two plans was executed.

Gradually voices began to rise claiming that
the geographical partition was impracticable, and a
sectarian one should be tried. This was the opinion
of the French and the Austrians, while the British
claimed that the geographical partition did not receive
fair trial, and therefore could not be considered as
failed. All that it needed was a display of good faith
on the part of the Porte and its officers in the Lebanon,
the arrest of some notorious individuals, and a demon-

1Sstration of force. Besides the geographical partition
with its additional guarantees was very similar to the 
sectarian one. In fact each mode of partition would 
conduce'fostering the influence of one or more of the 
Powers. Halil Pa$a told Rose about reports that the 
British supported the Druze authority over the mixed

17* F.O. 78/578  ̂ no. 53* Beyrout, Nov. 11, 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen.

18. F.O. 78/577i no. 36, Beyrout, Aug. 10, 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen. F.O. 78/578, no. 56, Beyrout, Dec. 8, 
1844, Rose to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/560, Buyukdery, 
Aug. 10, 1844, Canning to Aberdeen.



Christians in order to convert those Christians to
*

Protestantism, by means of the Druzes. Rose had heard 
the same reports from Bazili, who was believed to have

IQbeen circulating these reports. J
Bazilifs fears were not without basis. In 

1844 some Greek Orthodox families in ga^bayya were con
verted to Protestantism through the American missionaries. 
The British, because of the ambiguity of the term "English",

I *were also held responsible, inspite of their denials.
The instructions of Aberdeen on this subject were clear. 
Although Rose was authorized to afford protection to all 
Christians against the oppression of the Muslim officials 
of the Porte, he should be careful not "to appear as 
giving official support" to the Americans or other mis
sionaries. And in spite of their desire to see the 
Anglican faith embraced by all, the British Government 
did not wish their officials to do that. It is because 
such activities would no doubt cause Russian religious 
interference in the Levant as the head of the Orthodox

20faith "an interference on every account to be deprecated".

19* P.O. 78/578? no. 57, Beyrout, Dec. 9? 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 245-6.

20. F.O. 78/575? no. 10, P.O., Sept. 19? 1844 to Rose; 
and no. 14, F.O., Nov. 16, 1844 to Rose.
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Indeed Rose had some contact with the American mission
aries, and he probably approved their aims but not their 

21methods. He denied having any connection with the
conversion in ga§bayya, but that he had advised Bazili 
of the best way of curbing the activities of the American 
missionaries among his coreligionists. Yet the acti
vities of Bazili, and his close relation with the Ottoman 
officials, worried Rose so much as to report that the
British interests suffered more from the Russian than

2?the French agents.
Apart from religious affairs, the foreign agents

meddled much in the internal affairs of the Kountain.
At one point, Esat Fa^a told Rose’s interpreter that
Rose had better ask for another governor-general in his 

23stead. Halil Pa^a also complained before Rose that
"if every time a Christian had sus
tained any petty aggression from a

21. F.O. 78/578? no. 45, Beyrout, Oct. 28, 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Rose stated that at the end of an American 
missionary education "the Syrian finds himself a bad 
Greek or Haronite and an indifferent Protestant".
He also accused the American missionaries of taking 
part in the politics of Syria. Rose refused to 
defend the conversions of IJa^bayya "because these 
matters do not concern me". F.O. 78/578, no. 55, 
Beyrout, Sept. 24, 1844, Rose to Canning.

22. Ibid.; also 78/555, no. 2, Beyrout, Jan. 7, 1843,
Rose to Aberdeen.

23. F.O. 78/578, no. 55, Beyrout, Bee. 7, 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen.
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Druze, if a fowl were taken, a 
complaint and reference were to be 
made to the Consular authorities, 
as if an infraction of the new 
form of government had been com
mitted, there would be no end to 
the embarrassment in which Turkish 
authorities would be placed."*

Rose agreed that this interference hindered settling
pziaffairs in the Mountain and that it should be curbed.^

The difficulty in settling the question of 
government in the mixed districts of the Mountain, was 
also due to the change that had begun in the 1330s and 
the first 1840s. This change was obvious most of all 
among the Christians in general, and among the Roman 
Catholics (the Maronites and Greek Catholics) in parti
cular. The Druze peasantry remained on the whole loyal 
to their chiefs and leaders, the mukataacis. The autho
rity of these mukataacis was not disputed by the religious 
leaders of the community, neither did the impact of the 
Vest divide the community either by creating a class of 
merchants or by other means. The Druze community, except 
for its division into Yazbaki and Junblaf factions remained 
united and solid in face of other threats and influences. 
This was not altogether a merit. They were deprived of

24. R.O. 78/573, no. 67> Beyrout, Nov. 13, 1844, Rose to 
Canning. R.O. 78/560, no. 174, Buyukdery, Aug. 10, 
1844, Canning to Aberdeen.



schools, and remained confined to their villages.
Their main occupation remained that of cultivating the 
land.

The Christian peasantry, however, were in 
different position. They were frequently described as 
disorderly and undisciplined subjects, who did not obey 
their leaders.^ But it should be first mentioned 
that the Greek Orthodox were a different case. They 
were fewer in numbers than the Homan Catholics, and had 
less weight on politics within the Mountain. In the 
mixed districts they were hostile to the Maronites, and 
were subordinate to, and sympathized with the Druzes. 
Since 1843 however, the Greek Orthodox began to raise 
objections to both Druze and Maronite rule over them. 
Instead they asked to be placed either under direct 
Ottoman rule, or under a Greek Orthodox kaymakam. In
this respect they were incited and backed by the Russians

26who considered them under Russian protection.

25- This is one of the causes given in explanation of the 
defeats sustained by the Maronites despite their 
superior numbers over the Druzes, F.O. 195/251* 
no. 50, Beyrout, June 3, 184-5* Rose to Canning.
F.O. 78/619, no. 37* Beyrout, June 8, 184-5* Bose to 
Aberdeen enclosure no. iv. Salibi, Modern history, 
pp. 51* 68. Harik, Politics and Change, pp. 262-3*

26. F.O. 78/578* no. 4-2, 3eyrout, Oct. 7* 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen.



The Maronites, however, were a majority in the 
Mountain, and in the northern parts of it, an over
whelming one. Yet the number of the Maronite mukataacis 
was very small; they were also weak, and since the 1820s 
they were not the only leaders of the Maronite community. 
The Maronite church competed with them for the leadership 
Thus the Maronite peasantry were encouraged to disobey 
their mukataacis, Christians and Druzes alike. In the 
north, the Church succeeded to a great degree to weaken 
the Maronite mukataacis. But the Maronite clergy were 
also active in the southern parts of the Mountain, and 
tried to supplant the Druze mukataacis as well. The 
vacuum created by the temporary exile of the Druze 
mukataacis during the 1830s, was favourable to the intro
duction of Christian authority instead. Thus when the 
Druze mukataacis returned and tried to resume their 
authority, their Catholic previous tenants incited by 
their clergy refused to submit.

In their resistance, the mixed Christians 
followed leaders drawn from leaders of the aristocracy of 
the north. The events however led to the defeat of the 
Roman Catholic forces in 1841, and the mixed Christian 
Catholics were forced to submit the Druze authority once 
again. The result of the war in 134-1 was disastrous to 
both authorities of the Maronites, the clergy and the



mukataacis. The latter were among the leaders of the
Catholic forces and the defeat was mainly theirs; it
was attributed to their inefficiency as well as to their

27personal interests. ( The clergy too were blamed.
The faith of the Catholic peasantry in their leaders 
suffered a hard blow. The Maronite patriarch remained 
to the end of his years almost silent as regards political 
affairs of the Mountain.

The remoteness of the main Catholic body of 
Christians, and the unwillingness of those Christians to 
help, made the mixed Christians tend to rely more upon 
themselves. They, as those in the north in crises, 
began to search for leadership from amongst themselves.
As they were all peasant commoners, and without artisto- 
cracy, the leaders were to be chosen. The merits of the 
chosen persons were their popularity, deeds and the 
backing power of their own families.

The idea of electing Vekils was inspiring, and 
that of electing deputies to negotiate with the Ottoman 
authorities gave the impetus and opportunity. The

po
committee set up in Dayr al-Qamar was the first example.

27. Shidyaq (p. 629) calls some of these “traitors".
28. P.O. 78/578, no. 4 71 Beyrout, Sept. 16, 1344, Rose 

to Canning.
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It originated from the fact that there were eight equally 
influential Roman Catholic families in the town. In 
order to evade strife as from whom the Vekil should be 
elected, the committee was formed, and was composed of 
members of the eight families. The committee super
vised the affairs of the town, and claimed authority over

2Qthe mixed Christians as well. y Similar organized bodies
were elected in the other villages of the mixed districts.
These were known as Shabab (young men), headed by a leader

- 50called Shaykh al-Shabab. These organizations benefited
from the disorder and the lack of effective government in 
their districts. They were illegal, and the Ottoman 
authorities were accused of having supported them in 
their efforts to prove the impracticability of the govern
ment of 1842.^

It is difficult to tell when first these organi
zations were created. The first time they were mentioned 
in the Lebanon was at the beginning of 1845. But towards 
the end of 1844, similar organizations were formed in the

29* F.O. 195/250, no. 5, Beyrout, Feb. 9, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen.

50. F.O. 78/618, no. 3, Beyrout, Jan. 9, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen, and enclosure. F.C. 195/250, no. 5> 
Beyrout, Feb. 9, 1845, Rose to Canning.

31. Ibid.
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Anti-Lebanon. The commoners of Qa§bayya had elected a* 'i
body called Iiash:/akha (adopting the title Shaykh which 
means "elder", but not as a rank). This organization was 
encouraged by the Russian agents, and was composed mainly 
of Greek Orthodox. Although the organization was 
directed against the Druze Shaykhs of the village, the 
Mashyakha included Lruze commoners even among its leaders. 
.The organizers declared that members were to be elected 
from all sects indiscriminately; but in reality Muslims,
Greek Catholics and Jews, who were in fewer numbers, were

32 1 •'excluded. The object of the Mashyakha was to make the
Druze Shaykhs relinquish most of their rights as mukataacis;
these included the reduction of taxes and the limitation
of judicial authority over their tenants, who were to be
given a voice in deciding the affairs of the mukataas.
It appears that the Mashyakha was so powerful that the Druze
Shaykhs of the village, with their followers (200-300
men) withdrew to the vicinity of Damascus and refused to

33return unless the Ottoman authorities supported them. ^

32. F.O. 195/226, no. 7? Damascus, March 26, 1345, Wood 
to Canning.

33. Ibid. F.O. 195/226, Damascus, April 16, 1345, Wood 
to Canning.
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The Shabab organizations in the Lebanon were 
the consequence of the lack of effective administration 
in the mixed districts, and of the non payment of the 
indemnities. ITaturally they were directed against the 
Druze mukataacis and their authority. But while there 
were no hopes for immediate settlement of the question of 
the administration of the mixed districts, the indemnity 
question was taking a favourable turn.

The first hint that the Ottoman authorities 
were to demand compensation from the Druzes for the

34Christians, came from Mustafa Pa$a in December 1841.
And from the beginning, the question of indemnities was 
a premier demand of the Christian Chiefs in their communi
cation with Mustafa Pasa. The British were not enthu
siastic at the beginning for that purpose. They were 
interested in the first place in the indemnification of 
Amir Bashir al-Qasim, whom the Druzes had robbed of most
of his properties. But when the British policy opposed 
»»Omer Pa$a, the British agents used the question as a lever 
to compel, indirectly however, the Druzes to abandon him 
and Ottoman direct rule, and to put the authorities in an 
embarrassing situation.

34. Rose Papers (LXIV, 42835) Pec. 19, 1841.



In order to settle the question a Diwan TakhmTn 
(an estimation council) was set up. It was composed of 
representatives of both the Druzes and Christians, as 
well as of the Ottoman authorities; in addition there 
were Muslim notables from Beirut. This Diwan commenced 
its sittings on February 20, 18 4 3 * ^  During the debates 
the Druzes tried to evade payment by different m e a n s . ^
In March 1843, the Druze Kaymakam, Amir Afcmad Arslan, 
declared himself to be a Muslim, in an attempt to take 
advantage of the fact that Christian evidence was not 
valid against Muslims as it was against Druzes in the 
Mountain. ' It was feared also that other Druzes would 
follow suit. The Consuls in Beirut then protested and 
the Ottoman authorities declared that the conversion 
would not be taken into consideration as regards the 
indemnities.

The Christian deputies in the Diwan Takhmln 
stated the value of their losses as high as 100,000 purses 
(estimated as about half a million sterling). To match

35* F.O. 78/535, no. 24, Beyrout, March 7, 1843, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Ismail, Histoire, p. 220.

36. F.O. 78/537, no. 41, Beyrout, Sept. 6, 1843, Rose to 
Canning.

37* F.O. 78/536, no. 14, Beyrout, March 31, 1843, Rose to 
Canning.
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them the Druzes stated their losses up to 126,000 purses.^0 
The sums were unreasonably high, and were made so on the 
assumption that the other party would pay as little as 
possible. Esat Pa^a, however, estimated the losses of 
the Christians as no more than 13,500 purses, and those 
of the Druzes as 3*500 purses only.^ Finally the 
Diwan decided that the Druzes should pay the Christians 
13*000 purses. On several occasions since May 184-3* 
the Druze Chiefs, when called upon, expressed their readi
ness to pay up to 3*000 purses only, and that on condition

4-0that the mixed Christians should accept their authority.
In spite of the reduction, the Ottoman 

authorities, as well as the foreign Consuls, were convinced

38. F.O. 78/537* no. 55* Beyrout, August 10, 1343, Rose 
to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/536, no. 19* Beyrout, March 31* 
1843, Rose to Canning. Ismail, Kistoire, p. 220. 
Ismail mentions that the amount demande"cTby the 
Christians was 90,000 purses. Rose mentions, how
ever, also the sum of 80,000 purses as the amount 
demanded by them. ^ Shidyaq (p. 700) stated that the 
Diwan was called Diwan tafrqiq and the common people 
called it Diwan takhmln I

39* The amounts stated here also vary. Ibid. F.O. 
78/576, no. 14, Beyrout, March 23* 1844, Rose to 
Canning. F.O. 78/537* no. 44, Beyrout, Oct. 5* 
1543,_Rose to Canning. Ismail, Histoire, pp_. 222-5* 
Shidyaq,_p. 700. Gokbilgin, p. 669* al-Khazin, 
Muharrarat, I, 162.

40. F.O. 78/577* no. 27* Beyrout, May 3* 1344, Rose to 
Canning. Ismail, Histoire, p. 223.
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that the Druzes would not be able to pay the whole sum 
demanded of them. Suggestions then were made to settle 
the question on an agreeable basis. The Austrian Consul 
General suggested that part of that sum should be paid 
from the miri (land tax) collected from the Druzes; 
while at the same time the Christians should be exempted 
from that tax until the indemnities were p a i d . ^  Rose 
suggested that the Porte should take a part in the pay
ment, on the assumption that the Druzes were not the only 
culprits: besides the blame laid on the Christians and
the government, the Druzes "at least can plead in excuse 
an irrational, if not idolatrous faith, their semi-barbarism,
their privation of the blessing of education and civili- 

42zation". Consequently, and in September 1344, apparently
on Esat Papa's suggestion the lorte agreed to pay 10,000

43purses from the total amount of the indemnities. ^
Notwithstanding the Porte's apparent goodwill, 

nothing had been paid. Moreover, the Ottoman authorities

41. Ibid. Ismail, Histoire, p. 224 states that the sug
gestion to exempt the Christians of the payment of 
the miri was made by the French consul.

42. Ibid.
43. F.O. 78/577* no. 46, Beyrout, Sept. 5* 1344, Rose to 

Canning; and no. 27* May 3* 1844, same to same. 
al-Khazin, Majjarrarat, I, 158 and 164. Gokbilgin,
p • 669•
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in Beirut declared that they were instructed not to pay
any sum whatever before the question of the administration 

44was settled. The authorities seemed not willing to
settle the indemnity question separately, and the little
hope that the Porte's promise gave, soon diminished.

Thus at the beginning of 1345, the two main
questions of the administration in the mixed districts,
and the indemnities, were still unsettled. Resentment
and frustration among the Mountaineers were increasing.
The organizations of the Shabab, the obstinacy and
challenge both to the Ottoman authorities and to the
Druze mukataacis, made by the mixed Christians; the ban
they enforced on their coreligionists to serve, or deal
with the Druzes; their desire to recover their losses,
as well as the desire of the Druze mukataacis to confirm
their authority in their mukataas, created great tension
between the two sects. So that towards the beginning of
February 1845, a visit made by some of the Druze Chiefs
to Sa*id Junblat in Mukhtara, was enough to give rise to
speculations and rumours that the Druzes were preparing to

43fall on the Christians. ^ The British asserted that the

44-. F.O. 76/578, no. 55* Beyrout, Dec. 7* 1844, Rose to 
Aberdeen.

45. F.O. 78/618, no. 10, Beyrout, Feb. 9* 1345* Rose to 
Aberdeen. Ismail, Histoire, p. 269* Churchill, 
The Druzes, pp. 87* 39.



visits to Mukhtara were of a personal and private character,
innocent of any intention to make war. They accused
the French agents of the tendency to cause civil strife
by circulating such rumours. They admitted however
that the rumours were based on information supplied to
the French by two Druses. But once the rumours were
spread, both sects began purchasing arms and ammunition.

In their first attempt to prevent hostilities,
the Ottoman authorities sent two emissaries to the
Mountain, the one a Christian Dragoman went to Dayr al-
v^amar, and the other, a Muslim, to Mukhtara. Both

46reported that the rumours were unfounded.
The reports of the emissaries were not reliable.

The Consuls in Beirut, accused the authorities of inciting
the two rival parties against each other. Esat Pa^a
proceeded then to Dayr al-^amar himself. He convoked
the Chiefs of the Mountain and warned them against vio-

47lating peace. f But his departure soon afterwards, 
induced the two parties to resume their preparations 
for war.

46. Ibid.
47. F.O. 195/250, no. 5> Beyrout, Feb. 9* 1845» Rose 

to Canning.
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On April 9, 1845, Bsat Pa$a was removed.
In his place came a certain VecT»hi Pa$a "with reputation 
of intelligence, tact and great c o r r u p t i o n " A s  a 
new governor, Vecihi Pa$a knew hut a little about affairs 
in the Lebanon, and was slow to act, while tension was 
increasing among Christians and Druzes. Murders and 
acts of lawlessness were not uncommon, which the Ottoman 
authorities did not curb. Since February 1845, these
acts increased, and inevitably led to more serious
clashes between the two sects. ,

The first serious collision took place at the
end of April 1845. Other incidents followed and all
were in the mixed districts. On the Consuls' represen-

50 -tations," Vecihi Pa^a went on May 4, 1345, to Khan al-
gusayn, on the Beirut-Damascus road, where he set his

48. According to Ismail, the removal of Esat Pa$a was in 
response to demands from Canning, because Esat Pa$a was 
partial against the Druzes. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 247, 
256. Salibi, Modern history, p. 68. Apparently this 
was not true. Alttiough_]Ssat Pa$a seemed to be popular 
with the Maronites (al-Eakhurl, p. 67), Rose also praised 
him as the best Ottoman governor to go to Siaon.
And Canning disapproved of the timing of Esat Papa's 
removal. P.O. 78/597, no. 118, Constantinople, May 17, 
1345, Canning to Aberdeen.

49. F.O. 195/250, no. 28, Beyrout, April 5, 1845, Rose to 
Canning. Esat Pa$a is said to have been sent as a 
sort of punishment to Brassa. Vecihi Pa?a came to 
Beirut from Aleppo.

50. F.O. 195/250, no. 38 (conf.), 3eyrout, May 4, 1845,
Rose to Canning, and enclosure.



headquarters. He summoned to him the Druze and Christian 
Chiefs, hut only a few Druze Chiefs c a m e . ^  His 
presence in the Mountain in itself did not prevent hos
tilities; and at the beginning he made but little effort 
to maintain peace.

Until May 9, 1845, the Catholic forces were
able to achieve a considerable success over the Druzes.
They had driven the mixed Druzes (the Druzes living in
the Maronite owned mukataas; they were in the Matn
district) out of the Matn, and south of it. Their
forces in the Shuf, led by Ahu Samra, advanced from Jazzin,
reached Mukhtara and were about to enter it when the
Ottoman troops responded to Sa^id Junblat;1 s plea for aid,

52and compelled them to retreat. Soon afterwards, the
Druze forces turned to the offensive. They beat the 
Catholic forces, both in the Shuf and north of it. In 
a short time the Catholic forces were completely crushed,
A considerable party of about 575 Christians, led by the 
ShihabI Amirs, was bes&iged in a castle in cAbay. Through 
the mediation of the American missionaries at the village,

51. F.O. 195/250, no. 43, Beyrout, May 11, 1845, Rose to 
Canning. Enclosure letter from Vecihi Pa^a.

52. F.O. 78/618, no. 28, Beyrout, May 8, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Churchill, The Druzes, p. 91. Salibi, 
Modern history, p . 69•



they agreed to surrender on condition that they were 
escorted to Sidon by an Ottoman detachment. Rose arrived 
then, again at the missionaries' request and escorted them 
to Beirut on May 12, 1 8 4 5 . ^  Not long afterwards Rose 
caused Vecihi Pa^a to bring about 300 Christians of 
Jazzln to Sidon and even gave them rations.

The success of the Druzes was decisive. By
the middle of May 1845, they had subdued all the mixed
districts, including the Mata, the seat of the Christian
Kaymakam; and they threatened the Kisrawan. Again the
Consuls intervened, and Vecihi Pa^a compelled the Druzes
to retreat, and then to disperse. On Vecihi Papa's
request, the Consuls summoned the Chiefs of both parties
to Beirut. A council of pacification was formed. It
was composed of the Chiefs of the two warring parties,
the authorities, and notables from Beirut. On May 30,
1845, the council commenced its sittings; and by June 1,

54the Chiefs signed a peace agreement of ten articles."

53* F.O. 78/618, no. 32, Beyrout, May 13, 1845, Rose to
Aberdeen. Chruchill, The Lebanon, I, 172. Churchill, 
The Druzes, p. 92. Shidyaq (p. /09) does not mention 
either ftose or the missionaries.

54. F.O. 78/619, no. 48, Beyrout, June 3, 1845, Rose to 
Canning; enclosed translation of the ten articles.
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The agreement included a pledge of the Chiefs to maintain 
peace and order; but also reflected the mistrust of the 
Mountaineers towards the authorities.

At the end of the war there were 10-11000
mixed Christian Catholics, who had fled or been driven

55out of their homes, ^ in Beirut, Sidon and other places 
out of the mixed districts. Besides, order and security 
in the mixed districts, remained so uncertain that the 
Consuls refused to advise those Christians to return to 
their homes, as they could not trust either the Druzes or 
the authorities for their safety. Even while signing 
the peace agreement, the Christian Chiefs hinted that 
they would ask for redress from the Ottoman government 
and the Druzes. The British, who believed the French 
incited the Christians to war, made clear their stand 
on the Druze side. The Maronites of the mixed districts 
had commenced the attacks;"^ they had prepared for the 
war, and organized themselves militarily, adopting titles 
and ranks similar to those in the Ottoman army.*^ It

55* F.O. 195/250, no. 47, Beyrout, June 1, 1845, Rose to 
Canning.

56. Churchill, The Druzes, p. 91* Salibi, Modern history, 
p. 69* F.O. 78/619, no. 48, Beyrout, June 3, 1845,
Rose to Aberdeen.

57* F.O. 78/619, no. 37, Beyrout, June 8, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen, enclosure no. IV. F.O. 195/250, no. 41, 
Beyrout, May 10, 1845, Rose to Canning.
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is true, however, that not all the mixed Christians 
wanted war, or took part in it. The main 

agitators amongst them were the Shihab party, who, 
seeing their hopes to restore Shihabi rule were dimi
nishing, had agitated and incited the mixed Christian 
Catholics to rise against the Druzes and overthrow their 
authority by means of war. On the other hand, the 
Druzes, with some exceptions, were not eager to take up 
arms; in open war they would achieve very little, 
although they were not completely satisfied with the way 
the question of administration was being settled. The
Druze Chiefs were the only party to ask that troops might

58be stationed in their villages.^
As in 1841, the Catholic clergy played a 

leading role in the civil war. They had distributed 
money to purchase arms, and in some instances, they 
appeared as military organizers. The Maronite Bishop 
Joseph Rizq al-Jazzini, was granted permission by the 
Maronite Patriarch, to leave his post as head of the cAyn

58. Ibid. Gokbilgin, p. 673. F.O. 195/250, no. 31, 
Beyrout, April 8, 1845, Rose to Aberdeen. Poujade 
claimed that the troops stationed only in the villages 
where the Christians were the majority. Poujade, 
p. 79* Churchill, The Druzes, p. 90. F.O. 195/250, 
no. 38 (conf.), May 4, 1845, Rose to Canning.
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WaraqaCollege, and proceed to Jazzln, in order to organize
the Catholics for war. His lieutenant was the Greek
Catholic Bishop fAbdallah al-Bustanl of Sidon. These
two Bishops worked in close cooperation with the French,
and particularly the French Vice-Consul in Sidon, Joseph 

59Conti.  ̂ The Greek Orthodox, the Muslims and the
Matawila of the Mountain, joined the Druzes in the war

60against the Catholics. The war took the feature of a
religious strife. Rose thought that if the Druzes con
tinued their advance into the Kisrawan to pillage and 
destroy its convents, "in the present dangerous and feverish 
state of feeling, an outbreak of religious fanaticism
might have followed at Damascus and amongst the other

61Mussulman population.11

59* F.O. 78/619» no. 37> Beyrout, June 8, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen; enclosure, copies of eight letters that 
were exchanged betv/een the Bishop, Conti and leader 
of the Catholic forces; also, F.O. 78/598, no. 142, 
Constantinople, June 3* 1845, Canning to Aberdeen; 
also Churchill, The Druzes, p. 91*

60. F.O. 195/250, no. 37> May 4, 1845,Rose to Canning, 
enclosure, letter from a certain Joseph Bennet to 
Rose, sent from Btatir. F.O. 195/250, no. 36,
Beyrout, no. 36, May 1, 1845, Rose to Canning.
Ismail, Histoire, p. 271. Poujade, p. 80. F.O. 
195/250, no. 47, Beyrout, June 1, 1845, Rose to Canning.

61. F.O. 195/250, no. 44, Beyrout, May 17 > 1845, Rose to 
Canning.



A great responsibility fell, no doubt, on the 
Ottoman authorities. They possessed the means of preven
ting the war, or at least curbing it. But the foreign 
Consuls tended to let them bear, perhaps, more respon
sibility than was their due. Rose tried to make common
cause with Poujade, by throwing the whole responsibility

62on the Ottoman authorities. They accused these
authorities of negligence, of inciting the Druzes and 
the Christians the one on the other, and of helping the 
Druzes. Canning in Istanbul, openly accused the Porte 
of bad faith and intention to establish its direct rule

65over the Mountain by creating disorder and civil strife. ^ 
Vecihi Pa$a presented excuses for his conduct, which 
seemed reasonable in the eyes of Rose, probably because 
they were unfavourable to the Christians. Vecihi Pa$a 
attributed his difficulties in curbing hostilities to the 
behaviour of the Catholic forces, and to some geographical 
obstacles that limited the movement of his troops. He 
stated that the Christian Kaymakam, refused to sign a bond 
to preserve peace; that the Catholic forces disobeyed his

62. F.O. 195/250, no. 38 (conf.), Beyrout, May 4, 1845, 
Rose to Canning.

63. F.O. 78/598, no. 142, Constantinople, June 3, 1845, 
Canning to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/597* no. 124, Constan
tinople, May 22, 1845,Canning to Aberdeen.
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CJ\orders, fired on, and killed some of his soldiers.
Again, as in 1841, the British were accused 

of taking the Druze side. Rumours spread that the 
British provided the Druzes with arms and ammunition.
This charge was made, openly, by the French Consul 
Poujade.6^ Rose however, only a short time before 
the outbreak of hostilities, wrote that it would in the 
interest of the British policy to prevent or, at least, 
delay the outbreak. Yet there is reason to assume
that the British helped or were about to help the Druzes 
in that manner. Rose himself then reported that in a 
conversation between Bishop Joseph Rizq and the British 
agent in Sidon, the Bishop spoke with enthusiasm of the 
success of the French arms in Morocco "but when the Agent 
adverted to what our forces had done in China, the Bishop 
was silent".^7 The British had also ascertained that the

64. F.O. 78/619? no. 50, Beyrout, June 5? 1845? Rose to 
Canning; enclosure, five letters from Vecihi Pa^a 
to the five Consuls in Beirut. F.O. 195/250, no. 44, 
Beyrout, May 1?, 1845, Hose to Canning. Gokbilgin,
p. 672.

65* F.O. 78/620, no. 48, Beyrout, Sept. 7? 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen. In the margin of this despatch, Aberdeen 
wrote that Poujade had reported the charges to his 
government. F.O. 78/619? no.38, June 12, 1845?
Rose to Aberdeen.

66. F.O. 195/250, no. 21, 3eyrout, March 21, 1845? Rose to 
Aberdeen.

67. F.O. 28/619? no. 37? Beyrout, June 8, 1845? Rose to 
Aberdeen.



185.

French provided the Maronites with arms, and French flags
were hoisted before the Catholic forces.

Nevertheless, it was clear that, while the
French sided with the Christian Catholics only, the
British defended the Druzes, but also helped, and tried
to appear just towards all parties. In his reports, as
well as in his communication with Vecihi Pa$a, Rose
accused the authorities of partiality in favour of the

68Druzes as they aided them. He boasted that while
acting in the interest of humanity and justice as regards 
the Christians, he made the Druzes "feel the weight of a 
just authority when they acted cruelly or unjustly. I 
act for their [the Druzes] real interest."^ Besides 
Rose endeavoured to conciliate the two rival parties.
By the end of the year 1845? he arranged a meeting bet
ween the Christian Kaymakam and Sa^Id Junblat in his house. 
On this meeting Rose reported,

"I wish that the foreign parties who, 
in opposition to all fact, have 
declared that I incited Druzes against 
Christians, I wish that they could

68. F.O. 78/618, no. 50, Beyrout, June 3? 1845? Rose to 
Canning. F.O. 195/250 (private and conf.), Beyrout, 
May 11, 1845? Rose to Canning. Poujade, p. 80. 
Salibi, Modern History, p. 69.

69. F.O. 78/619? no. 41, Beyrout, July 1, 1845? Rose to 
Aberdeen; and no. 70, Aug. 6, 1845? Rose to Canning.
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have heard, the leading Maronite and 
the leading Druze rivalling in their 
declarations that the great object 
of all my efforts has been to bind 
Christians and Druzes by the ties of 
peace and mutual goodwill."

He claimed too that he had aided materially members of the
— 70 —' Shihab family. On his advice, S a cId Junblaf accepted

in his service such Christian Catholics as Abu Samra,
leader of the Christian Catholic forces in Jazzln during

71the civil war.
It is true however, that it was easy and con

venient for Rose to take such a generous course, as long 
as the Druzes had the upper hand, and the British interests 
were preserved. Such conduct could, as it was, increase 
British influence; and there is much truth in Poujade's 
accusation that the help given by Rose to the Christians 
of cAbay, aimed also at political gain, and at the French 
expense. Rose was of the opinion that complete defeat 
of the Christians would bring French intervention, but
also Christian success would lead to the extermination of 

72the Druzes.1

70. F.O. 78/619* n o * 71* Beyrout, Dec. 20, 184-5* Rose to 
Aberdeen.

71• F.O. 78/619, no. 44, Beyrout, Aug. 10, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Shilyaq, p. 155*

72. F.O. 78/618, no. 54, Beyrout, May 17* 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen.



The French position was different. The defeat
of the Catholic forces was a blow to their prestige in
the Mountain. The French agents claimed that their King
was the protector of the Cross. ^ The French Consul then
was seeking means to regain his country's prestige.
His "victim" was the Druze Shaykh Hammud Abu Nakad.
The Shaykh was accused of the murder of Pere Charles de
Lorette, the Capuchin priest in ftAbay, during the war.
On Poujade's demand, backed by the French ambassador in
Istanbul, Shaykh gammud was arrested by the Ottoman
authorities. A tribunal, composed of the Christian
Kaymakam, Christian and Muslim notables, and Ottoman
officials under the presidency of §ekib Sfendi, the
Ottoman Foreign Minister, was set up in Beirut. The
tribunal was not to accept any Druze evidence. But
Poujade refused to attend its sitting, and insisted on

74the execution of the Shaykh. The tribunal tried

73. F.O. 195/250, no. 44, Beyrout, May 17, 1845, Rose to 
Canning. Rose said that the French called a Catholic 
fighter who was killed by the Druzes a martyr, and the 
Ottoman authorities called an Ottoman soldier killed 
by the Catholic soldiers a martyr too. The French, 
however, claimed that the authorities called a killed 
Druze fighter a martyr. F.O. 78/619, no. 50, Beyrout, 
June 3, 1845, Rose to Canning; enclosure, letter of 
Vecihi Pa^a to the five Consuls, dated Jamadi^t, 4, 1261. 
F.O. 78/619, no. 57, Beyrout, June 8, 1845, Rose toT 
Aberdeen, enclosure no. IX, letter from Conti to Amir 
gasan Shihab. Ismail, Histoire, p. 273- Also 
Gohbilgin, p. 674.

74. Poujade, pp. 83, 87-9- F.O. 78/20, no. 88, Beyrout,
Oct. 10,1845, Hose to Canning. See also Shidyaq, pp.713-4.



Shaykh. gammud and found him not guilty, hut he was
75released on bail o n l y . T h e  French Consul, who was 

delighted at the effect the arrest had made among the 
Christian Catholics, felt indignant. The French ambas
sador threatened to leave Istanbul. Unwilling to face 
the French threat without the support of the other Powers, 
the Porte gave way and ordered the Shaykh to be brought 
to Istanbul. Another spectacular show of strength, was 
when the French ship "Le Cerf" took on board the Amir 
Qays Shihab and his father, and then compelled Vecihi

mi
Pa^a to grant! full f9@Jnesty to all the Shihabs who took 
part in the civil war.^^

Yet, both the French and the British showed 
their generosity in helping the sufferers of the war.
The French and the Austrians however, helped the Christian 
Catholics only. The British, unlike in 1841, gave a 
helping hand also. Rose asked his government to make 
an allowance for the purpose, stating that although he was 
helping from his own money, he would not be able to keep 
pace with the French and the Austrians, who gave on

75- Ibid.
76. F.O. 78/619? no._55? Beyrout, July 1, 1845? Rose to 

Canning. Shidyaq, p. 715.
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77account of their governments.'' The British govern
ment then allotted £100 to be distributed among Druze 
and Ghristian distressed alike.̂

Nevertheless, the civil war did not solve 
either of the two pending major questions, the adminis
tration of the mixed districts, and the indemnities.
A different outcome, as a Druze defeat, would not have 
been likely to bring a decisive change to the Christian 
interest.

The war, indeed, might have resulted in either 
an overall consideration of the Government of 1842, or 
the immediate enforcement of that government. Eventually 
the second opinion prevailed owing to the determination 
of the British in favour of the Government of 1842. In 
that case, the Ottoman government seemed to choose the 
lesser of two evils. The only other potential alternative 
was the system maintained by the French and the Austrians, 
namely, a Catholic supremacy and a sole Catholic governor 
over the Lebanon. Ottoman direct rule would be accepted 
only by Russia.

Yet attempts had not ceased to bring this or

77* F.O. 78/619? private, Beyrout, Aug. 10, 1845, Rose to 
Aldington. F.O. 78/620, Beyrout, Dec. 10, 1845,
Rose to Aldington.

78. F.O. 78/657, F.O., Jan. 24, 1846 to Rose.
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that sort of administration to the Mountain. At the
beginning of 184-5, the French Consul, Poujade, suggested
to assimilate the form of administration, which was
resolved on for Dayr al-Qamar, to the rest of the mixed
districts. The suggestion was based on a petition of
the Maronite Patriarch submitted to the authorities in
the same sense; and it was also approved by the French 

79Government. ' The suggestion was opposed by Rose, who 
advocated that Dayr al-Qamar was a different and a special 
case• The removal of the Abu Nakad Shaykhs from the 
administration of that town, was an act of punishment, and 
the introduction of the same kind of administration to 
the mixed districts would be a punishment, and an unjust 
one inflicted on the rest of the mukataacis. No matter 
how democratic that administration would be, its extension 
would render the position of the Kaymakams very difficult. 
Apart from being mukataacis themselves, the Kaymakams 
would then endeavour to govern two different types of 
administration; the one based on the mukataaci system, 
and the other on a non-mukataaci system. Moreover, the

79* F.O. 78/618, no. 8, Beyrout, Feb. 7* 184-5* Rose to 
Aberdeen. F.O. 195/250, no. 4, Beyrout, Feb. 2,
1845* Rose to Canning. Ismail, Histoire, pp. 248-9* 
Poujade, p. 34.

%
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contrast that would be created between these two dif
ferent systems, and in such closely neighbouring areas, 
would cause a general confusion to the mukataaci system 
as a whole in the Mountain.3̂  Indeed the British feared 
that the French suggestion would subtract 25-30,000 
Christians from Druze rule or influence, and place them 
under a Christian Catholic one. As a result, the 
Catholic interest would benefit, and the French influence 
would increase, thus in the midst of the Druzes who were 
supposed to be the counterpoise of that same interest.

The French could claim that their suggestion 
was in accordance with the spirit of the government of 
184-2; Christians under Christian and Druzes under Druze. 
Rose too, would accept that principle, but not the way 
of implementation. In his opinion, Vekils and other 
special guarantees for their safety, would suffice for 
the mixed population to remain under their mukataacis. 
Rose advocated that concessions to the Christians should 
not usurp the ancient and just rights of the Druze 
mukataacis. Canning too, was of the opinion that the 
Christians' satisfaction must be second to the implemen- 
tat ion of the government of 184-2. v Four principles,

80. Ibid. F.O. 195/250, no. 6, Beyrout, Feb. 14-, 184-5, 
Rose to Canning.

81. F.O. 78/594-, no. 26, Constantinople, Feb. 12, 184-5, 
Canning to Aberdeen.



Rose asked his government to consider when reaching an 
agreement over the government of the Mountain: no
ShihabI rule; no direct Ottoman rule; Christian rule 
for the Christians, and Druze rule for the Druzes; and 
finally, the preservation of the rights of the mukataacis, 
both Druze and Christian.3̂

In February 184-5, Rose was able to draw 
together with d'Adelbourg, the Austrian Consul-General, 
a new plan for the Lebanon administration. The main 
points of the plan, called the "Idee11, were: the
Mountain should be divided into two parts, north of 
Beirut, and south of it, the first Christian and the 
latter Druze. The new terminology was intended to do 
away with words like "mixed Christians" which had become 
party words. The north of Beirut part would be under the 
Christian Raymakam, and the south under the Druze. In 
the villages each sect would have its Shaykh (elder 
commoner) as the immediate governor, from its own.
These Shaykhs would decide upon matters concerning their 
respective communities; in case of disagreement they

82. F.O. 78/618, no. 9, Beyrout, Feb. 8, 184-5, Rose to 
Aberdeen; enclosure, a statement from Moore in con
firmation that privileges of the mukataacis were also 
guaranteed in 184-0 by the Porte and Great Britain.
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would refer to the nukataaci of their village. Each
mukataaci would be dependent on his coreligionist Kay-
makam. But while the Druze mukataacis maintained their
rights, they were to be under the authority of the
Christian Kaymakam in all that concerned their Christian
subjects. The same applied to the Christian mukataacis.
The Kaymakams were to be dependent on the governor of
Sidon, and they might reside at Bayt al-Din. Irregulars
were to be under the command of the two Kaymakams.
Each of the two sects, Druzes and Maronites, would have
its own judge. Besides a mixed tribunal would be 

85instituted.
The new ideas here were the authority given to 

the Christian Kaymakam over the mixed Christians, although 
through the Druze mukataacis. Indeed the mixed Christians 
were to be governed accordingly in a similar way as under 
the Shihab Amirs, except that the authority of the Druze 
mukataacis was more limited by the appointment of Vekils 
(here called elders).

The Porte also was endeavouring to find an accep
table arrangement for the government of the mixed districts.

83. F.O. 78/618, Private, Beyrout, Feb. 10, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen; enclosure, The "Idee11 plan with notes by 
Rose.



The newly appointed foreign minister, £>ekib Efendi,
presented two memoranda to the ambassadors in Istanbul,
at the beginning of 1845. The first memorandum was
addressed on January 30, 1845, and the second on

84February 24, 1845. The general feature of the tv/o
was that they were both very vague.

According to the plan of the government of 
1842, three grades of authority were to be imposed on 
the mixed Christians: the Druze mukataaci, the Druze
Kaymakam, and the Ottoman governor of Sidon. Besides 
these three authorities, there were the Vekils, whose 
function was to watch over the interests of their own 
coreligionists, to complain of, and denounce any mis
conduct of the Druze authorities, but who had no authority 
to punish or administer. The same applied to the mixed 
Druzes under the Christian authorities.

In the first memorandum, it was not clear 
whether the Druze mukataaci or the Christian Vekil was 
the first grade of authority, namely whether the Vekil 
had or had not administrative authority. Moreover, the 
memorandum did not mention the authority of the Kaymakams

84. F.O. 78/594, no. 24, Constantinople, Feb. 4, 1845, 
Canning to Aberdeen; enclosure, the memorandum of 
Jan. 30, 1845. F.O. 78/595* no. 51> Constantinople, 
Feb. 26, 1845, Canning to Aberdeen; enclosure, the 
memorandum of Feb. 24, 1845.



over the mixed districts, their authority being trans
ferred, virtually, to the Governor of Sidon. An article 
published shortly afterwards in a French newspaper, in 
the pay of the Porte, stated clearly that the governor 
of Sidon would govern directly the mukataacis and Vekils 
in the mixed districts. The ambassadors in Istanbul 
did not approve the Porte’s intention to govern directly 
the mixed districts, and refused to answer the memorandum, 
fpekib Efendi then presented his second memorandum, in 
which he did mention the Kaymakams1 authority over the 
mixed population, but their function was simply to decide 
differences between Druzes and Christians which the 
mukataacis could not settle. They would thus be arbiters 

The ambassadors, except the Russians, remained 
dissatisfied, and demanded that in the mixed districts, 
more powers should be given to the Kaymakams, and less 
to the governoi' of Sidon. Thus a third memorandum was
then presented by the Ottoman foreign minister on March 15 

851845.  ̂ The measures appeared in it were considered 
satisfactory, if they were implemented. According to 
this memorandum, the Kaymakams would enjoy an exclusive

85. P.O. 7̂ /595> uo. 63, Constantinople, March 17, 1845, 
Canning to Aberdeen; enclosure, the memorandum of 
March 15, 1845-



internal administration in the mixed districts; with 
the exception of Dayr al-Qamar where an occasional appeal 
would be given to the Ottoman commandant of the town.
The mukataacis were to maintain their privileges, except 
judicial authority which would be shared by the Vekils.
The Vekils, however, were to be appointed by the Kaymakam 
of their own religion, chosen from a list of names selected 
by the Kaymakam of the district. The Vekils were to be 
subject to dismissal on account of any serious misconduct. 
Canning then was satisfied that there was nothing to be 
added to render the administration of the mixed districts 
more acceptable; and there could be no reason for 
objection as it would secure the Christians and maintain 
the privileges of the mukataacis, and exclude any "undue 
influence of foreing Power or clergy". He claimed also 
that the memorandum was based on his own suggestions to 
the Porte.^ Rose was instructed to abstain from inter
fering in the execution of those measures, unless he was
asked to, or there was an urgent necessity to preserve 

87peace. f
Orders then were sent to the Ottoman authorities 

in Beirut, it was believed, in accordance with the

86. Ibid.
87. Ibid., enclosure no. II, to Rose.



memorandum of March 15, 1845* On this Vecihi Pa$a 
summoned the Kaymakams and the Vekils of the mixed dis
tricts. The Druze Kaymakam and Chiefs came. The 
Christian Kaymakam, on account of illness, sent a 
deputy. The Christian Catholic deputies claimed that 
they could not leave their homes at a time when the 
Druzes around them prepared for war, and only a few of 
them came. Nevertheless, Vecihi Pa$a communicated in 
April 1845 the orders to those who were present. Again 
the orders were vague. Vecihi Pa$a thought that the 
orders took away from the mukataacis almost all their 
privileges; they would still receive presents from their 
former tenants on certain occasions, and possibly be able 
to collect the mxri from those tenants in their mukataas. 
The Prench and the Russian Consuls approved that inter
pretation, but not the British, who thought it contra
dicting to his own instructions. Besides, neither of 
the two concerned parties seemed to be satisfied. The 
Christians lamented the way the Vekils x̂ere to be chosen.■iihi.

Thus the orders and the way in which Vecihi Pa$a communi
cated them were a further cause to the outbreak of the 
civil war.

The civil war that followed, and the recall of
Halil Paipa on May 2, 1845? gave no opportunity to execute
the orders. But other events, favourable to the British 
policy had occurred. In March 1845, the Amir Amin Shihab



had been converted to Islam; and on May 30, the Amir 
Bashir II was removed with his family from Istanbul to 
Viran^ehir in Asia Minor, for his alleged part in agi-

Q O _tating the Christians in the Mountain.00 The Shihabi
cause thus received a blow, but did not vanish. The 
Amir Bashir II was still alive, and the Amir Qays Shihab, 
gradnson of Amir Bashir III, claimed to be the Shihabi 
choice. Even at the beginning of 1845, the Porte main
tained the idea of appointing the Amir Amin Shihab as 
governor of the Mountain in spite, or perhaps because of, 
his conversion to Islam.^

On the termination of the civil war, Rose again 
advised the adoption of the measure of migration, 
preferably a voluntary migration. He claimed also that 
many Catholic chiefs agreed with that it would
be a judicious step. Canning carried this suggestion 
over to the Porte, claiming at the same time, that he had 
the approval and consent of his colleagues to it. But 
the Porte rejected it; migration would increase estrange
ment between the two rival sects in the Mountain; injurious

88. F.O. 78/595, no. 141, Constantinople, Jan. 20, 1845, 
Canning to Aberdeen. Shidyaq, p. 713* Gokbilgin, 
pp. 671-2. The latter two mention the destination 
as Zafranbolu.

89. F.O. 78/637, no. 11, Constantinople, Jan. 20, 1846, 
Canning to Aberdeen.
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to the public revenue, and it would deprive the Druze 
mukataas of hands for cultivation, and would give an 
excess of unemployed labourers to the Christian districts•̂  

At the end of June 184-5? Vecihi Pa$a tried again 
to execute the orders sent to Beirut in April 184-5#
It became clear now that the instructions of the French 
consul were quite the opposite of those of the British.
The former asserted that the mukataacis should have no 
authority whatever over the population of the other creed 
in their mukataas; their previous authority should be 
transferred to the Vekils. Vecihi Pa$a stated that a 
strict interpretation of his orders would justify the 
French version, but considering them from another point 
of view they might justify the British version. Notwith
standing these contradictions, Vecihi Pa$a communicated 
the orders to the deputies of the mixed population, 
first in accordance with the French version, and then, 
on Rose's protest, in the other v e r s i o n . F i n a l l y ,  the 
matter was referred once again to the Porte.

90. F.O. 78/598, no. 147, Constantinople, June 17* 1845, 
Canning to Aberdeen. F.O. 78/599? no. 156, Constan
tinople, July 4, 1845, Canning to Aberdeen.

91. F.O. 195/250, no. 55, Beyrout, April 22, 1845,Rose 
to Canning. F.O. 78/619, no. 56, Beyrout, July 1, 
1845, Rose to Canning; and no. 64, July 18, 1845, 
same to same•



In these circumstances, the Porte decided, at 
the end of July 1845, to send its foreign minister,
§ekib Efendi, with full powers to settle affairs in 
the Mountain. On July 28, £ekib Efendi presented a 
memorandum to the ambassadors in Istanbul. Besides the 
details mentioned in his last memorandum, $ekib Efendi 
informed the ambassadors that the Ottoman troops would 
occupy the central places in the Mountain; he would 
disarm the Mountaineers, and would pay a part of the 
indemnities. He asked also that the Consuls in Beirut 
should refrain from meddling in the country's affairs. 
Again agreeable instructions were sent to Rose.̂  As 
for the British, the mission would be the last attempt to 
support the plan of the government of 1842; if it failed, 
a reconsideration of the whole question would be neces-

95sary. ^
Before $ekib Efendi1s departure, an energetic 

movement of the Ottoman troops was noticed in Syria. 
Reinforcements x̂ere sent to Dayr al-Qamar, and the 
Serasker of the Ottoman troops in Syria, Namik Pajsa, 
moved towards the Mountain. Pears were aroused that

92. P.O. 78/600, no. 178, Constantinople, Aug. 4, 1845, 
Canning to Aberdeen; enclosure, translation of the 
memorandum of July 28, 1845, and no. 19, Constantinople 
Aug. 1, 1845, Canning to Rose.

95* P.O. 78/600, no. 194: (conf.), Constantinople, Aug. 17 
1845, Canning to Aberdeen.



disarmament was to be carried out immediately. The
British considered the step unwise, and Canning claimed
that $ekib Efendi promised him not to carry out disarna-

94ment so soon.'' Moreover, Canning instructed Rose not 
to advise the Mountaineers to surrender their arms 
before the question of the administration was settled.^ 

On September 14, 1845, Sekib Efendi arrived 
at Beirut. But he did not contact the Consuls until a 
week later on September 22. He communicated to them the 
measures he intended to carry out, in the sense of his 
last memorandum. He also desired the Consuls that all 
residents under foreign protection should leave the Moun
tain while the measures were executed. In order to limit 
the Consuls' interference, he stated that he would accept 
only collective notes from t h e m . ^

Except the French, all Consuls were willing to 
comply to the demands of $ekib Efendi. Poujade refused

94. Ibid., enclosure to Rose, August 11, 1845. F.O.
78/601, no. 220, Constantinople, Sept. 16, 1845,
Canning to Aberdeen, enclosure to Rose, Sept. 16, 1845.

95* F.O. 78/601, no. 220, Constantinople, Sept. 16, 1845, 
Canning to Aberdeen; enclosure to Rose, Sept. 16, 1845*

96. F.O. 78/620, no. 64, Beyrout, Sept. 22, 1845, Rose to 
Canning; and no. 55? Oct. 7, 1845, Rose to Aberdeen. 
Ismail, Histoire, p. 279* Salibi, p. 71* Cokbilgin, 
pp. 675-5X



to order the French subjects to leave the Mountain, and 
asked for compensation for all those, who left. More
over, Poujade claimed that $ekib Efendi had promised de 
Bounquerey, the French ambassador in Istanbul, to alter 
some parts of his memorandum in favour of the mixed 
Christians, which Selcib Efendi denied. This coincided 
with the acquittal of Shaykh gammud Abu Nakad, and the 
non-payment of compensation agreed upon for titfo convents 
damaged during the civil war. Bounquerey threatened 
to leave Istanbul, and hinted at the possibility of war.
The endeavours of his colleagues to mitigate his stand 
were to no avail. In its embarrassment, the Porte 
decided to meet the French demands. The BiAtish tried 
to obviate the French success by advising the Porte to 
extend compensation to all foreigners in the Lebanon and 
not only the French.

On September 30, 1845? êkib Efendi proceeded 
to Dayr al-Qamar, to where he summoned the Druze and 
Christian Chiefs. Most of them came, and after he had
conveyed to them his plans, he ordered them to be arrested,

onincluding the two Kaymakams. y 1 They were twenty four

97* F.O. 78/620, no. 60, Beyrout, Nov. 7? 1845? Rose to 
Aberdeen. Ismail, Histoire, p. 251* Shidyaq, 
pp. 696-714. Salibi, Modern history, p. 71*



Christians, and twenty Druzes. The pretext for the
arrest was the disobedience of the Chiefs who had not
presented themselves; but in fact it was a calculated
measure to render his proceedings successful. On the
same day that the Chiefs were arrested, October 15, 184-5,
the Ottoman troops commenced a general disarmament,
starting from Dayr al-Qamar, with the exception of Jubayl
and Bsharrl. The reaction of the foreign agents, both
in Beirut and Istanbul, was extremely vigorous, except

98however, that of Russia.' Yet no resistance whatever
was offered by the Mountaineers themselves, but many
Druzes fled to the gawran. The Consuls in Beirut
protested that the disarmament was carried out with
great cruelty. It was the more objectionable because
neither the Muslim sunnis nor the Matawila were disarmed;
and the Druze mukataacis were ordered to disarm the

99Christians in their mukataas by themselves,yy a step 
which was calculated to prevent a possible union between 
Christians and Druzes against disarmament.

Rose was so much alarmed and opposed to

98. Ibid. F.O. 78/620, no. Beyrout, Nov. 1, 184-5, Rose 
to Canning. F.O. 78/602, no. 263, Constantinople, 
Nov. 16, 184-5, Canning to Aberdeen. Poujade,
pp. 101, 103.

99. Ibid.



disarmament, that he rode from Damascus to Beirut in 
twelve hours, a speed "the Arabs say never gone before 
in Arabistan". Notwithstanding his previous demands 
for the use of force, Rose now seemed to object to the 
idea and even lamented the sense of his instructions, 
"the Consuls, from a feeling of respect towards the 
Porte -had been ordered not to interfere. This despatch 
[on disarmament] shews the fruits of that concession.

The Prench reaction was not less fierce. The 
Prench frigate "Belle Poule" landed two officers, and 
took by force a certain Prench protege, Mudawwar, whom 
the Ottoman troops had arrested in Zuq because he had 
been carrying arms and inciting the people not to sur
render their arms. The man was taken from Zuq on board 
the frigate and brought to Beirut in a great pomp*̂ ^

A collective note was also delivered to Sekib 
Efendi by the Gonsuls in protest at the arrest of the 
Chiefs and the cruelties which accompanied the disarma
ment* Consequently, the Chiefs were released on 
November 11, 1845, but after they had petitioned for a 
Turkish governor for the mixed districts, and not only

100. P.O. 78/620, no. 60, Beyrout, Nov. 7, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen.

101. P.O. 78/620, no. 59, Beyrout, Nov. 7, 1845, Rose to 
Aberdeen. Poujade, pp. 103, 109, also Shidyaq,
P. 715.
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102because of the personal intervention of Rose.
Meanwhile a change, which was received with joy

by the British, was taking place in the Ottoman government.
By the end of October 1845, Rashid Pa^a was appointed
Ottoman Foreign Minister. $ekib Efendi was again appointed
ambassador to London, but he was ordered to carry on with
his mission. In Europe, the French government endeavoured
to persuade the British government to follow a common
policy towards the Lebanon. Bourse, the French Consul
in Beirut who was then on leave, was sent to England for
the purpose. Nothing had been communicated about these
negotiations to the British agents either in Istanbul or
in Beirut. When Bourse returned to Beirut in November
1845, he tried to persuade Rose to recommend a sole
Catholic Shihabi governor over the Mountain. In return
he promised to support the nomination of S a cId Junbla-J;
as Kahya to that governor. But Rose was still advocating
an anti-Shihabi policy and mistrusted both the French and

103Russian policies.
Disappointed, Bourse seemed then to have pur

sued Ottoman direct rule, during the first months of

102. F.O. 78/620, no. 62, Beyrout, Nov. 11, 1345, Rose to 
Aberdeen; and no. 99 (conf.), Nov. 25, 1845, Rose 
to Canning.

103. Ibid.



1041846. Ke obviously was trying by all means to
prevent the success of the government of 1842. When
at the same time the Christians began to petition for a
Turkish governor, Rose tried to prove the falseness of
their petitions by causing others to be made in the

105opposite sense.  ̂ Furthermore, Rose used to warn 
$ekib Efendi, who tended to favour direct rule, that 
failure of the government of 1842 would lead to Shihabi 
rule, and in consequence more French influence. To his 
government, Rose would add that such a failure might 
also lead to direct Ottoman rule, and in consequence, to 
more Russian influence, which was less dangerous to 
British interest~

Nevertheless, some progress had been made.
On December 3, 1845, £>ekib Efendi settled satisfactorily 
the question of electing Vekils for the mixed Christians. 
The Christian Kaymakam chose their names from a list 
presented to him by the Druse Kaymakam. Disagreement

104. F.O. 78/658, no. 1, Beyrout, Jan. 2, 1846, Rose to 
Aberdeen; and no. 2, Jan. 8, 1846, same to same; 
and no. 6, Feb. 11, 1S46, and no. 7* Feb. 12, 1846, 
sane to same.

105* F.O. 78/658, no. 3? Beyrout, Jan. 12, 1846,Rose to 
Aberdeen.

106. F.O. 78/653, no. 11 (most conf.), Beyrout, March 13* 
1846, Rose to Aberdeen.



over some Vekils was solved by drawing lots.̂  ̂ The 
Druze Kaymakam, who showed unjust disapproval of the 
result of the lot was replaced by his abler brother Amir 
Amin Arslan, At the beginning of January 184-6, Yeki Is 
for the mixed Druzes were also elected in the same 
maimer. By the end of that month Vecihi Pâ a was rep
laced by Kamil Pa$a as governor of Sidon.Besides, 
in March 184-6, the first part of the indemnities, 2000 
p noses, was paid to the Christian clergy to be distri
buted among their coreligionists.

In April 1846, however, the Greek Orthodox 
renewed their demand for a third Kaymakam for themselves.

■ i m  i iii iTi,iia■ ■■ ■■ ■.■■— >ipmny,n

It was believed that they were incited by the authorities 
and the Russians. >pekib Efendi himself evinced a ten
dency to meet this demand immediately after his arrival 
at Beirut. As in all similar cases, Pose felt that he 
"must obviate explosion by compromise11, and soiggested 
that the Greek sects should have each a judge and a Kahya 
in a mixed tribunal, which would act beside the Kaymakam.

107* P.O. 78/620, no. 67,̂ Beyrout, Dec. 9? 184-5, Rose 
to Aberdeen. Shidyaq, p. 716.

108. P.O. 78/658, uo. 4, Beyrout, Jan. 29, 1846, Rose
to Aberdeen. It appears that the recall of Vecihi 
Paifa had been decided upon by the Porte early in 
July 1845. P.O. 78/599, uo. 165, Constantinople, 
July 4, 1845, Canning to Aberdeen.
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In the same month the question of Dayr al-Qamar 

was also settled. Since the civil war, the town was 
under a Turkish civil governor, who acted under the 
immediate authority of the governor of Sidon. This 
government of Musa Aga was considered by the Consuls as 
temporary, although they admitted that the town was governed 
well. The British then suggested that Dayr al-Qamar 
should be governed by two Vekils, Druze and Christian, 
under a Syrian, non-Mountaineer, Muslim, who would be 
arbiter and police officer, and would refer cases he 
could not be able to settle to the two Kaymakams. The 
man chosen for that post was a certain §alilj. Aga , a 
Syrian Muslim.

By the middle of May 1846, the Lebanon question 
v/as settled to the satisfaction of all parties, and 
when Sekib Efendi left the Lebanon on May 17, 1846, the 
government of the Mountain was as follows:

The supreme authority over the Mountain was 
the governor of Sidon, who resided in Beirut. His 
authority was that of appeal. The Mountain v/as divided 
into two Kaymakamates, separated by the Beirut-Damascus

109. P.O. 78/658, no. 16, Beyrout, April 2, 1846, Rose 
to Canning.
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IA/*S
road. The northern Kaymakamate hinder the Christian 
Kaymakam, Amir gaydar Abu'l L am1; and the southern under 
the Druge Kaymakam Amir Amin Arslan. The Kaymakams were 
to be named by the governor of Sidon, and confirmed by 
the Porte. The Kaymakams were to be responsible for the 
majesterial and police duties, the collection of the niri, 
and to preside over the council (Ar Sing Majlis), in person 
or by deputy. They were liable to dismissal only by 
order of the Porte. Each Kaymakam received a salary of
12,000 Piastres a month.

The mukataacis enjoyed their previous privi
leges. But they were to be subject to some limitations 
as regards the mixed population. Under their respective 
Kaymakams, they were to enjoy magisterial and police 
authority over the inhabitants of their mukataas, and 
they were to collect the miri from them. As regards 
subjects of different creeds in their mukataas, they were 
to carry these functions through the Vekils of those 
subjects. The mukataacis were removable on account of 
misconduct, but they were to be replaced by a person from 
the same family. In districts which were not under 
hereditary mukataacis (these existed in the Christian 
Kaymakamate), governors called "Shaykhs" (not necessarily 
from the aristocracy), were to be appointed, and removed, 
by the Kaymakams. These "Shaykhs" would enjoy the same



authority as the mukataacis. The mukataacis and the 
"Shaykhs" were to receive 8 per cent on the miri they 
collected.

Vekils in the mixed districts would watch
over the interests of their coreligionists und«jthe

\
mukataacis of the different creedŝ  they carried the 
mukataaci1s authority as regards their coreligionists. 
Together with the mukataacis, they were to try cases 
involving persons from different creeds; if they 
disagreed, the case would be referred to the Kaymakams.

mukataacis were not allowed to punish a non-coreli
gionist without the consent of his Vekil. The Vekils 
were to collect the miri from their coreligionists by 
order of the mukataacis, and pay it to him. They were 
to be appointed, and removed, by the Kaymakams. The 
Vekils received payment between 250-400 piastres a month.

Two councils were instituted, one for each 
Kaymakamate. Each council was composed of a judge and an 
adviser from every sect in the Mountain, with the exception 
of the Muslim Sunnis and Matawila, who had a judge in 
common, and the Jews who were not represented on account 
of the fewness of their number. Besides, the council 
included a deîuty Kaymakam and a secretary. The governor 
of Sidon, the Kaymakams and the ecclesiastical heads of 

the different sects cooperated in the nomination of the



members of the councils, and the removal of any of them 
on account of misconduct. Europeans or protected persons 
were not allowed to be members of the Councils. Each
judge or adviser, would try to settle the suits and
affairs of their coreligionists; if the cases involved 
persons who belonged to different sects, the other judges 
and advisors joined. The Council could try cases only
when brought to it by the Kaymakam, who, or his deputy, 
provided it. The acts of the Councils were subject to 
the approval of the Kaymakams. The Councils also appor
tioned taxes in the Mountain. The deputy Kaymakam received
a 600 piastres salary, the secretary 4-50 piastres, and 
each member 500 piastres, a month.

Besides, the Maronites maintained a judge in 
Ghazlr, and the Druzes another of their own in E*aqlln.
Each of these judges (Ar«-Sing«*Qa<jI) received 500 piastres 
a month.

In order to help carry out the functions, each 
Kaymakam had under his command an irregular force. The 
Christian Kaymakam had 125 horsemen and 125 foot-soldiers; 
and the Druze 100 horsemen and 100 foot-soliders. A
horseman received 100 piastres and the foot-soldier 60
piastres a month. Each Kaymakam had 500 registered mus
kets, half of them were delivered to the mukataacis. But 
no one in the Mountain was allowed to carry arms without



permission of the authorities.
'The amount of taxes remained as "before: 5,500

purses, while the expenditure rose up to 2701^ purses.'1*'^
This new arrangement became known as Reglement 

êkih Efendi. The reglement was indeed very similar to 
the "Id&e", the plan suggested by Rose and d1 Adelboiirg.
The British suggestions had, no doubt, affected îekib 
Efendi1s proceedings, and it was no wonder that the British 
were the more satisfied with the new arrangement and con
sidered it the best that could be done for the Mountain.
It was a success for the British policy in the Lebanon.
With some concessions, they maintained the government of 
1842, which they considered the most agreeable to British 
policy. The Druze mukataacis retained their supremacy 
in the Druze Kaymakamate, and through it the British 
influence survived in the Mountain. The French main
tained their influence too in the Christian Kaymakamate, 
and could hope for more influence in the south of it.
Indeed the Druze Kaymak am a t e was not a solid base for 
influence, since it contained different sects and was 
subject to machination of different forces.

In part, the new regulations were a continuation

110. F.O. 78/659, no. 50, Beyrout, Aug. 10, 1846, Rose 
to Aberdeen; enclosure, detail of the government 
of the Mountain*



of the government of 1840 under Amir Bashir III, in 
that all employees, except mukataacis, were governmental 
officials who received their salaries, and thus were 
dependent on the Ottoman authorities. In spite of 
the limitations imposed on the mukataacis as regards their 
subjects of different creeds, in practice they retained 
much of their powers. A considerable change and an 
important one was the chanje of relations between the 
mukataacis and their tenants; each party sought a dif
ferent aim, which was the opposite of that of the other 
party.
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C H A P T E R  IV 
THE LEBANON UNDER THE REGULATIONS OF |>EKIB EFEHDI

In August 1846, the Tories completed a term of 
five years in power. During that period Lord Aberdeen 
was the British foreign secretary, he guided the British 
policy and attitude towards the Lebanon. Within these 
five years, the Lebanon suffered two civil wars, was 
subjected to wide foreign interference, and finally a 
settlement was imposed on it.

The imposition of the regulations of Sekib 
Efendi in 1846, on the whole, was considered as a triumph 
for the British policy. The settlement was in line with 
that advocated, and at times alone, by the British since 
1842. This triumph, however, could be attributed mainly 
to the energetic activities employed by Colonel Rose, 
his vigilance and even meddling. Rose was appointed 
to the Consulate-General in Syria by Palmerston in 1841, 
and was maintained by Aberdeen who meant to give Rose 
less authority to meddle in the Mountain*s affairs than 
he had before. Yet Rose did all he could to support his 
government*s views, as well as not to let the British 
influence suffer but rather increase. After he had 
achieved his first aim of dividing the Mountain into two 
separated administrations, he set forward to work zealously



even endangering his own life in order to maintain order 
and peace in the Mountain.1 Besides his influence over 
Druzes, Rose tried as a British agent, to maintain good 
relations with the Maronites; and at the same time not 
to allow the French influence to go "beyond the Maronites 
and Catholics, or that of Russia beyond the Greek 
Orthodox; and not to give the other consuls any pretext 
to claim an undue or unjust influence.

In his dealings with the Mountaineers, Rose
claimed to have been guided by his knowledge of their

2character and customs. He was probably the first 
European agent to speak about the Mountaineers as Arabs, 
clearly defined from Turks and Bedouin. But the image 
he bore of them was unfavourable. To his mind, the 
Mountaineers were tribes of ignorant barbarians or 
semi-barbarians, best convinced by force, and easily 
overwhelmed by a show of power and strength. They 
were also corrupt, immoral, and without principles, could 
be easily bought or sold in return for a negligible

1. F.O. 78/659i Private, Brummana, August 8, 1846, Rose 
to Palmerston.

2. For example, F.O. 78/712, no. 20, Beyrout, April 8,
1847, Rose to Palmerston; and no. 17, Beyrout, March 6, 
1847, Rose to Wellesley. F.O. 78/658, no. 18,
Beyrout, May 12, 1846, Rose to Aberdeen.



amount of money* The aristocracy were even more corrupt
than the peasants, and thus were disregarded by Rose.
But most of all he disregarded the Maronite clergy,
and 'hence the French and Maronites considered him to be

*anti-Christian in his feelings. Rose's conceptions 
of the morality of the Mountaineers were shared by 
other observers like Richard Wood and Colonel Churchill, 
and probably also by Moore and others. Rose had not, 
during his service in Lebanon, put his trust either in 
the chiefs in the Mountain or in the Ottoman officials 
there.

The way in which Rose executed his instructions 
brought against him the enmity, even the fierce enmity,
of some parties in the Mountain, especially that of the

— 4Shihabs, who threatened his life. He also aroused
the French, whom he never trusted, but, it appears that 
he limited their influence in the Mountain, and the 
French complained to Aberdeen.^ Accusations against 
Rose were also made in the French Chambers; he was 
said to have supported the Druzes in order to exterminate

3. F.O. 78/677* no. 14, Constantinople, Jan. 2, 1847* 
Wellesley to Palmerston*al-Khuri, III, 49*

4. F.O. 78/659* Private, Brummana, Aug. 8, 1846, Rose 
to Palmerston.

5. Temperley, p. 197- al-Khurl, III, 48-9•



the Maronites. These accusations were mentioned in 
the British Parliament, and Rose appeared to enjoy the 
confidence of his government as clean of such intentions. 
The occasion brought to further clarification of the 
policy of the Tory government in Syria. Since 1842, 
it was clear that the Tory government did not wish to 
interfere in the Syrian affairs. They were compelled 
to interfere because they were party to the promises 
which the Allied Powers gave to the Syrians in 1840*
The object of their interference was merely to procure 
the amelioration of the conditions of all the Syrian 
population, particularly the Christians. The Tory 
government also never seemed to recognise any special 
connection with the Druzes. Already at the beginning 
of 1842, Robert Peel, the Tory Prime Minister, referred 
to that relation as flan erroneous impression ... [that] 
the Druzes supposed themselves to have a particular 
claim upon Great Britain1' which the latter would not

7acknowledge. In August 1845, Aberdeen again stated 
that "it is generally supposed that England has espoused

6. Hansard's Parliamentary debates (111th Series)
Vol. LX (1842), p. 300 and vol. LXIII (1842), p. 1608.

7* Ibid., vol. LX,(1842), p. 300*
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the cause of the Druses, and France has taken the
Maronites under its protection”. But Aberdeen denied
the truth of this supposition in as far as the British
were concerned. He hailed the conduct of Hose with
the Christians who were besieged in *Abay as "the only
feeling upon which I should wish always to see English
agents act” ; and

"so far from the Druses being pro
tected by us, so far as I am aware 
of the motive that could influence 
our conduct, it would be most natural 
for us to protect the Maronites; 
they are Christians and Homan Catho
lics ; they are persons who have many 
claims upon us, and who acted zealous
ly in support of our measures in 
freeing the country from the Egyptians, 
whereas the Druses have no claim upon 
us whatever. Their religion is 
neither Christian nor Mahomedan; 
it is superstition which nobody knows 
about; some say it is the worship 
of the Golden Calf; but be that as 
it may, the others are certainly 
Christians, and deserving of our 
sympathy. But our object is to 
establish justice." 8
It is certain that Hose's presence in Cyria

V

maintained some kind of connection with the Druzes and 
led them to suppose their having a connection with Great 
Britain. Aberdeen, however, approved of almost all steps

8. Ibid., vol. LXXXII (1845), pp. 661-2.
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Qthat were taken by Rose, but disapproved of some of 

his conceptions and activities. He reproved Rose for 
his "sweeping accusations of venality and corruption 
which you are so much in the habit of referring against 
the Turkish authorities", and preferred that Rose would 
judge those authorities, as well as the natives, in 
accordance with their own, and not European, standards 
of morality.1^ Aberdeen thought that Rose was too 
active in supporting his government's policy; he 
accused Rose of a misconception as to his own position, 
and of the views of his government. It was not, Rose 
was told, the wish of the British G o v e r n m e n t  that he 
should place himself in a "state of active opposition, 
almost amounting to hostility" towards his colleagues 
and the Ottoman authorities, when these were intriguing 
against the government of 1842, only because that govern
ment was supported by the British. Rose also was told, 
that it was only the function of the British ambassador 
at the Porte to defend the policy of his government, 
but not his. His functions were simply to act in

9. Ibid., vol. LXXXII, (1845), p. 1532. P.O. 78/657, 
no. 7* P.O. July 5, 1846 to Rose. P.O. 78/473, 
no. 9, P.O., Jan. 22, 1842 to Rose. Rose was recom
mended by Aberdeen to be, and he became, a companion 
of the Order of the Bath, in 1842. P.O. 195/191, 
no. 1, P.O., Jan. 51, 1842, Aberdeen to Rose.

10. P.O. 78/617, no. 8, P.O., Aug. 5, 1845, Aberdeen 
to Rose.



subordination to his instructions from Istanbul or 
London. Further Rose was cautioned that, in executing 
these instructions, "it is not desired that you should 
put yourself too prominently forward, or exhibit too 
ostentatious a degree of activity". He was not allowed 
any more to enter into controversy or contention with 
either the Ottoman authorities or his colleagues."^

In general, Aberdeen viewed Rose's activities 
as "overzealous and meddling interference where no inter
ference is required". And as Rose was in the habit of 
sending voluminous reports beside copies of his reports 
to Istanbul, he was then instructed to send to London 
only "an abridged view of all important occurrences" in 
his consular jurisdiction; details were to be sent only 
to Istanbul. Aberdeen emphasised also that Rose should 
preserve harmony with his colleagues as far as possible, 
ostensibly with the aim of preventing the Porte or
others of taking advantage of dissension between the 

12Powers. This last instruction, presumably was a con
sequence of the talk held by Bourse in June 1846, and in

11. P.O. 78/657, no. 4, P.O., April 24, 1846 to Rose; 
and no. 7, P.O., July 3, 1846 to Rose.

12. Ibid.



which Bourse complained about the activities of Rose, 
and asked that he might be checked as a part of improving 
relations between the British and French policies in 
Syria.15

These instructions were apparently issued in
consequence of criticism from France as well as from
home. But behind them lay the main policy of Aberdeen
towards the Lebanon. To Aberdeen's mind the British
policy aimed simply at cooperating with the other Powers
in order to establish an administration agreeable to all
parties, including the Porte. He made it clear to Rose
that the British policy did not aim at establishing

14"British influence in Syria". Here Aberdeen differed 
from both Rose and Palmerston. Fortunately for Rose, 
the instructions were shortlived; Aberdeen, when he 
gave them, was about to be replaced by Palmerston in the 
Foreign Office, and the Lebanon question was already 
settled. Yet Rose defended himself before Aberdeen, 
and later before Palmerston. He dwelt in particular on 
his relations with his colleagues, denying any misunder
standing with them, and put the blame for such on the

13. Temperley, p. 197? also al-Khurl, p. 49•
14. F.O. 78/657* no. 4, F.O., April 24, 1846, to Rose.



French, agents, to whom he conceded much, and tried to
15he on better terms. ^

Indeed the activities of Rose had not changed 
since his appointment in 1841, but he could justify his 
activities in a very convincing manner. The reader 
of his reports could not but admire his sagacity and 
sense of justice. This is probably why Aberdeen did 
not send those instructions until criticism was voiced 
late in 1845 and why Palmerston felt proud to have appointed 
such an energetic agent. Immediately after the civil 
war of 1845 in the Mountain, Palmerston blamed the Tory 
Government that iheyhad not displayed the energy ihey 
had the right to display in order to prevent that war.
But he added !II exempt from blame one officer of the 
British Government. There is one officer of that Govern
ment who has shown great activity, energy and good sense, 
and has taken a just view of the state of things in the 
country where he is placed. I mean Colonel Rose ..."
But Rose was not sufficiently supported by his govern
ment although he apprised them of the dangerous situation 
in the Mountain he had received no suitable instructions 
for his guidance, but several despatches of approval of

15* F.O. 78/659> private, Brummana, Aug. 8, 1846, Rose 
to Palmerston.
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16his conduct.
The return of Palmerston to the Foreign 

Office in 1846, brought an outlook which was more 
suitable to Rose's views and activities. Thus soon 
after taking office, Palmerston instructed Rose to write 
full details to London, and not only abridged reports.
He also wrote to encourage and show his confidence in 
Rose's activities and judgement. Rose again was instruc 
ted to watch vigilantly the proceedings of the Ottoman 
authorities, and that his duty was to take charge of 
British interests within his jurisdiction."^ When 
later in 1846 Rose excused himself that his instructions, 
those given by Aberdeen, allowed him very limited

T Oauthority to deal with the Ottoman officials, ^ Palmer
ston told him that he misunderstood those instructions 
which only meant "to point out the inconvenience that
would result if such representations were to lead to

19personal altercations or irritating controversy". J

16. Hansard's Parliamentary debates (Illrd series), vol. 
LXXXII (1845), pp. 1532-4. Palmerston believed that 
the Ottoman authorities put Druzes and Maronites 
against each other in 1841, but not in 1845. Aber
deen believed that the authorities were not respon
sible in either occasion. Ibid., pp. 660, 1531.

17. F.O. 78/657* no. 3* F.O., Sept. 28, 1846, to Rose.
18. F.O. 78/659* no. 36, Brummana, Sept. 8, 1846, Rose 

to Palmerston.
19. F.O. 78/657* no. 4, F.O., Oct. 19* 1846, Palmerston

to Rose.
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That clearly was not only what Aberdeen meant, but 
rather what Palmerston wanted. Furthermore, Palmerston 
instructed Wellesley, the acting ambassador in Istanbul, 
to induce the Porte to instruct the governor of Sidon

POto accept the representations of Rose in good spirit.
Yet this change of attitude in the Foreign 

Office seemed to be of little significance. Matters 
in the Lebanon were settled and no material change was 
expected although when Sekib Efendi left Syria some par
ticulars of his regulations were still to be implemented. 
The British themselves were content with the result 
arrived at, but they were suspicious of the intentions 
of the Porte, the French, and the Shihab party in the 
Mountain, all of whom had supposedly accepted the 
arrangement unwillingly. The Shihab family in exile, 
however, ceased to be considered dangerous as almost 
all its members had become Muslims. On the request of
the French, and with the consent of the British, they

21were allowed to return from Viran sehir to Istanbul.
As for the Ottoman authorities, Rose believed 

that Kamil Pa^a, the new governor of Sidon, was working

20. F.O. 78/636, no. 63» F.O., Nov. 27> 1846, Palmerston 
to Wellesley.

21. F.O. 78/644, no. 83, Buyukdere, Oct. 14, 1846, 
Wellesley to Palmerston.
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PPsystematically to overthrow the Lebanon administration.
He tolerated cases that were to be tried by the local 
councils of the Mountain to be brought under the con
sideration of the council of Beirut.2^ Moreover, in 
July 1847, a ferman was sent to Kamil Paga adding six 
articles to the regulations of $ekib Efendi. The 
articles were sent without the Powers being consulted, 
and they aimed at increasing the authority of the governor 
at the expense of that of the Lebanon administration.
The change caused, however, was slight, and the little 
protest Rose made went unheeded. But at the head of 
the ferman conveying the articles, it was stated that 
the new system was temporary. Rose was contented when 
Kamil Paja agreed to disregard the word temporarily, 
but only to discover that the word was erased only from
the copy sent to him while it was maintained in those

24sent to the Kaymakams. Wellesley warned the Porte
against this conduct of the governor, but he refused to

22. F.O. 78/713> no. 35, Brummana, July 7, 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston; and no. 42, Aug. 2, 1847, same to 
same.

23. F.O. 78/659, no. 38 (conf.), Beyrout, Sept. 11, 
1846, Rose to Palmerston.

24. F.O. 78/713, no. 35, Brummana, July 7, 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston.
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join the Russian ambassador in his demand for the dis-
25missal of that governor. ^

The acts of Kamil Pa^a were the more objec
tionable because he appeared to lend himself too wil
lingly to French advice. Rose claimed that the regu
lations of $ekib Efendi brought down the already dec
lining French influence in the Mountain. The division 
of the country curtailed the ability of the French to 
perform their influence effectively, because there was 
no more a single Catholic governor over the Mountain. 
There were two Lebanons; in the one, where the Druzes 
dominated, the French could hope for no great influence. 
Even in the Christian Kaymakamate they could hope for 
greater influence than other Powers, but not exclusive,
mainly because they failed to obviate the British designs

26and produce their own instead. Thus, since 1845, the
declared French policy was to support direct Ottoman 
rule, while the real aim was to upset the new system.
Rose then would tend to attribute disorder in the Moun
tain, particularly within the Druze community, to the

25* F.O. 78/644, no. 84, Buyukdere, Oct. 15, 1846, 
Wellesley to Palmerston. .F.O. 78/659, no. 46, 
Beyrout, Nov. 12, 1846, Rose to Palmerston.

26. F.O. 78/659, no. 50, Beyrout, Dec. 9, 1846, Rose 
to Palmerston.



machination of the French and Ottoman authorities.
Such disorder was not lacking, and soon conflict 
erupted between the two brothers, Na*man and Sa*-Id 
Junblat which split the Druzes and alarmed Hose.

In 1842 Harman had become and went to
live in 'Abay. The property and the leadership of the
Junbla$ family passed over to his younger, but abler
brother Sa^Id. This change however was welcomed by
Rose, who considered Na*man as cunning, evasive, and

27even unstable at times. f During the next few years, 
Nahnan refused to return and take charge of that property 
when twice requested by the authorities while his 
brother was in flight or in prison. The consequence of 
the second time, in 1845, was that ^ekib Efendi appointed 
S a tId to the office of mukataaci over the mukataas 
belonging to the Junblaf family. But Sa*Id failed to 
support his brother; he refused Rose's advice to pay 
him a regular allowance, but demanded that Na'man should 
come and reside with him in Mukhtara.

Consequently, in Autumn 1846, N a 4man began to 
demand that both the property and its administration 
should be divided equally between himself and his 
brother. According to the new system, N a cman had to

27* F.O. 78/659, no. 39, Brummana, Oct. 2, 1846, Rose 
to Palmerston.



refer his complaints to the Druze council and Kaymakam. 
Instead he went to B caqlln, the village of his suppor
ters, the gamadl Druze family, themselves subordinates 
to the Junblajs. There Herman began to collect forces, 
rallying round him the Yazbak party. With the brothers, 
the Druze community split into opposite camps. On 
the one side N a tman was supported by Khattar al- tImad 
and Na§if Abu Nakad with their followers. Na§If even 
called on the Christians at D a ^  al-Qamar to join, and 
they sent representatives of their principal families 
to B caqlln. On the other side, Sa'Td gathered his fol
lowers to Mukhtara, and among his supporters was the 
Druze Kaymakam. The Kaymakam complained to, and asked 
Kamil Pa^a to disperse the gatherings in B caqlln. The
latter refused stating that opposition to the Kaymakam

PRwas a legal act. Rose, together with -^azili, protes
ted to Kamil Pafa demanding the suppression of the dis
order. The French Consul-general declined to join them
on the plea that his instructions did not allow him to

29do so. Consequent to the representations, Kamil
Pa^a sent his Huhurdar (secretary), and an officer to 
accompany the Druze Kaymakam to B caqlln and disperse the

28. Ibid. According to Ismail, Histoire, p. 313, Kamil 
Pa^a used the brothers one against the other.

29. Ibid.
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gathered forces. A bond was then signed between the
two brothers, according to which, S a cId had to pay his
brother's expenses or a monthly a l l o w a n c e . T h e  bond
was signed in the British consulate, and it appears that
S a cId agreed to pay his brother an annual allowance of
10,000 piastres.^

Rose believed that the French were behind
Na*man's move, especially when the supporters of the
latter were from the Yazbak party. The French Consul-
general showed sympathy to N a ‘■man's cause, but did not

32seem to have encouraged him too much, probably fearing 
a civil war, and intending that his aims might be 
achieved with less than a war in the mixed districts.

50. F.O. 78/659» no. 41, Brummana, Oct. 9> 1846, Rose 
to Palmerston. Also, Ismail, Histoire, p. 511; 
in p. 512, Ismail describes Sa^id Junblaf as an 
ambitious, intriguer, hard and firm in his character, 
his relations were very close with Rose; the 
Junblat Shaykhs pushed N a cman, his brother, to claim 
a share in the property and administration because 
they were in fear of S a cId.

51. See letter of N a cman Junblaf to Moore complaining 
of delay of the payment, F.O. 226/122, letter dated 
Sept. 4, 1858, and other dated Sept. 18, 1858.
Abu Sha$ra (p. 67) makes the allowance as of 75>000 
piastres; and he tells the quarrel as one between 
the gamadls and S a cId, but no mention of lTa€man, 
pp. 75-4.

52. Ismail, p. 512. Salibi, Modern history, p. 75*



The fear of war was also shared "by the British and French
zzambassadors in Istanbul* ^ Both advised the Porte, 

that if the two brothers refused to be conciliated, 
they should be sent out of Syria. This advice, if 
carried, could serve the French aims as well as those 
of the Ottoman Government, but injure the British 
influence•

Taking advantage of the proposal coming from
the British and French representatives, the Ottoman
authorities in the Lebanon proposed to send into exile
all chiefs of the Mountain whom they considered agi-

zzltators and dangerous to the public peace. The
British had already demanded the banishment of Na§Tf Abu 
Nakad, whom Rose called ’’Nero of the Druzes”. ^  Na§If 
had been deprived of his authority over Dayr al-Qamar 
since 184-3, lived a long period after the rising against 
Omer Pa^a in 184-2, in the §awran and other places out 
of the Mountain; he was sought by ^pekib Efendi, and

33« P.O. 73/644-, no. 64, Buyukdere, Oct. 15? 1846,
Wellesley to Palmerston, enclosure no. 5 (conf.),
Oct. 14, 1846, Wellesley to Rose.

34. F.O. 78/712, no. 9? Beyrout, Feb. 12, 1847, Rose to 
Palmerston.

35* F.O. 78/659? no. 39? Brummana, Oct. 2, 1846, Rose 
to Palmerston.



had lived illegally in the Mountain since 1845. But
since he belonged to the Yazbak party, he could be of
service in the hands of the French and the Ottoman
authorities, against S a LId JunblaJ; and the Druze
Kaymakam. Kamil Paja evaded the frequent demands of
Rose to arrest ^ a $ I f , ^  and Bourse was in contact with
him as early as 1845. Na^If joined the faction of
N a lman Junblat on the French advice, and by them he
was advised to give himself up; and then was accepted
by Kamil Pa^a as Dakhi1 (i.e. under his protection); in

37fact he was granted amnesty. (
The Ottoman authorities wanted in fact, to " 

banish several chiefs, who did seem to support the new 
administration of the Mountain. These chiefs included 
first of all S a lId Junbla'f and others who relied on the 
British. The British sensing the danger to their

36. F.O. 78/712, no. 8, Beyrout, Feb. 9* 1847, Rose to 
Palmerston. F.O. 78/713* no. 36, Brummana, July 9*
1847* Rose to Palmerston; and no. 70, Beyrout, Dec.
11, 1847* same to same. For the order of the arrest, 
F.O. 78/678, no. 45, Constantinople, Feb. 3* 1847* 
Wellesley to Palmerston, and enclosure no. II, a 
copy of the order to Kamil Pa§a dated Jan. 29* 1847. 
F.O. 78/680, no. 151* Constantinople, May 1, 1847* 
Wellesley to Palmerston. Palmerston told Wellesley 
that_the orders should be confined to the banishment 
of Na^if Abu Nakad only: F.O. 78/674, no. 102, F.O.,
April 3* 1847, Palmerston to Wellesley; and no. 166, 
June 4, 1847* to Cowley. F.O. 78/675* no. 184, F.O.,
July 7* 1847, to Cowley.

37* Ismail, Histoire, p. 313.



influence, did not agree to the banishment of any but 
Na§if and one or two chiefs of thegamadl family, who 
were wanted for murders, but also were opponents of 
S a cId Junbla-f. Rose, and Bazili as well, believed 
that if Sa Id was banished, the Mountainfs adminis- 
tration would collapse, and so would the British 
influence in Syria. He believed too, that that was 
the intention of the Ottoman authorities and the French. 
Bourse probably believing in the same effect, backed 
Na$If. The French and the Austrian agents advocated 
that, either all the chiefs be pardoned, including 
Na§If, or all be banished including S a ' I d . ^  The argu-

t iments of Rose and the proofs he submitted to show Sa Id s 
innocence of any illegal act, in contrast to the criminal 
conduct of ifla§If, were but of little h e l p . ^  A com
promise was finally reached and none was banished.

The controversy over this issue was only to 
strengthen Rose's conviction as to the real French policy

58* F.O. 78/712, no. 8, Beyrout, Feb. 9, 1847, Rose to 
Palmerston.

39. F.O. 78/712, no. 9, Beyrout, Feb. 12, 1847, Rose to 
Palmerston; also Ismail, pp. 305, 312.

40. F.O. 78/712, no. 15, Beyrout, March 12, 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston; also, 78/713, no. 70, Beyrout, Dec. 
11, 1847, Rose to Palmerston, enclosure.



as he saw it. The French and the Ottoman authorities 
seemed to have one and the same policy, that of liqui
dating the current administration in the Mountain.
Bourse would back every move Kamil Pa^a might take to 
that effect, intimating his implicit consent to the 
change of that administration in favour of Ottoman direct 
rule. Rose pointed out to Kamil Paja that the only
possible alternative to the present system was Christian 

41rule. Openly, Bourse declared, however that he accep
ted the regulations of §ekib Efendi. He even advised
Guizot to abstain from advocating Christian rule over

42the Mountain, at least for the time being.
Yet, Rose would not believe but that Bourse 

was deceiving both the Ottoman authorities and his col
leagues. Palmerston was of that opinion t o o , ^  but 
not Lord Cowley. Cowley, who filled Canning*s place 
while the latter was on leave, agreed as regards Bourse 
only, but he believed that Bounquerey, the French

41. F.O. 78/712, no. 14, Beyrout, March 10, 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston.

42. F.O. 78/712, no. 12, Beyrout, March 6, 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston; and no. 9, Feb. 12, 1847, same to 
same.

43. F.O. 78/674, no. 103, F.O., April 3, 1847, Palmerston 
to Wellesley; also Ismail, Histoire, p. 314 - as 
regards the mixed districts.



•ambassador in Istanbul, was sincere in his cooperation
with Cowley to preserve the new administration of the 

)\ /[Mountain. This opinion made Rose complain to Pal
merston in terms implying that Bounquerey was deceiving 
Cowley. In his reply, Cowley refuted the "proofs’1 on 
which Rose had built his assumptions and convictions 
regarding the French real policy. These proofs, he 
asserted, were based on information derived from Turkish 
functionaries, or natures, who were interested to tell 
the European agents what they thought they would like 
to hear, and who would like to sow the seeds of discord 
among those agents. Further, he asserted that the 
system could be changed from Istanbul, and not from 
Beirut; so that the intrigues of Bouree and Kamil 
Paja were in fact of little importance. Cowley seemed 
to have full confidence in the assurances and intentions 
of Bounquerey, as he wrote "I know that Colonel Rose 
thinks that M. Bounquerey is deceiving me on the affairs
of Syria, I leave it to time to show, but I must confess,

45if he is, I never shall have confidence in anyone again." ^

44-. F.O. 78/726, no. 2, Constantinople, Jan. 2, 1848, 
Cowley to Palmerston.

45. F.O. 78/726, Private, Therapia, Jan. 7> 1848, Cowley 
to Palmerston.



The difference of opinion between Rose and
Cowley was also due to the mission carried out by two
French functionaries in the Mountain. Bor£ and
Lallemande were sent by the French Government, at the
beginning of 1847, to investigate the truth of the
assertions that were spread in France, partly by
Christian Mountaineers, about oppression of the Christians

46m  the mixed districts. The report of this mission
concluded, however, that the assertions were exagger
ated; but at the same time suggested to modify, or 
rather to limit the authority of the Druze Kaymakam 
over the mixed C h r i s t i a n s . ^  Yet these were only sug
gestions. Rose again claimed that the sole aim of the
mission was to bring to a change in the administration

\of the Mountain. The French, who were believed by 
Cowley, claimed that the aim of the mission was mere 
investigation. The report, however, and its conse
quences, were to support the views of Cowley and that 
Rose, on the whole, exaggerated the danger of that 
mission.

46. F.O. 78/715, no. 43, Brummana, Aug. 3, 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston. Ismail also tells about a scheme 
of a French and some local Christians to encourage 
Maronite migration_to Algiers: Ismail, Histoire,
pp. 307-8. al-Khurl, pp. 63-5*

47. F.O. 78/726, no. 11, Constantinople, Jan. 4, 1848, 
Cowley to Palmerston. F.O. 78/727, private, Con
stantinople, Feb. 3, 184^, Cowley to Palmerston, enclosure: Alisonrs remarks on the report of Bor&.
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As a part of the new system of the Lebanon,
taxes were to be assessed on new bases. Previous
assessments like that made under Amir Bashir III, and
later under Esat Pa^a in 1843, were considered equally
unjust and unfair. Kamil Pa^a then summoned the two
councils of the Mountain to Beirut in 1847. They were
asked to submit to him proposals for the method of
assessment. The councils agreed finally on a plan of
measurement (Masaba) or cadastral survey, which was
called by Rose ’’the plan of Bishop Jubya”, indicating

48that the Bishop was its promoter. The plan was not
welcomed by Rose because under it the class most likely
to suffer was that of the chiefs and mukataacis, who
hitherto were able to evade much of the taxes at the

4 0expense of their tenants. y In February 1848, the
Porte sent some Prussian engineer officers to supervise

50the survey and map the estates of the Mountain. 
According to the plan, they were to be accompanied by 
72 native assessors to carry out the survey. But the

48. F.O. 78/713* no. 31, Beyrout, June 10, 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston.

49. F.O. 76/760, no. 10, Beyrout, Feb. 24, 1848, Rose 
to Palmerston. Ismail, Histoire, p. 304.

50. F.O. 78/760, no. 13, Beyrout, March 11, 1848, Rose 
to Palmerston. Ismail, Histoire, p. 305.
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officers rejected the plan as impracticable,-^ and the 
British asserted that there was no pressure on them to 
do so from the Prussian Consulate which was friendly 
to the British.

The plan thus was frozen until June 1849, when 
the Porte sent a certain Amin Efendi to supervise the 
execution of the s u r v e y . B u t  Amin Efendi did not 
start until the end of 1849, when he appointed 54 
assessors only, and with them began his work throughout 
the Mountain. During his mission, Amin Efendi was 
accused by the British of endeavouring to bring down 
the administration of the Mountain in favour of Ottoman 
direct rule. He was accused of encouraging the Moun
taineers to submit petitions asking for Turkish gover- 

53n o r s / y The protest of Hose caused a denial by the

51. F.O. 78/363, no. 16, Beyrout, April 30, 1850, Moore
to Canning. F.O. 78/836, no. 43, Bukfayya, Sept. 14, 
1850, Hose to Canning.

52. According to Shidyaq (p. 157), SacId Junblaf volun
tarily agreed that the survey should start in his 
mukataas; but Ismail (Histoire, p. 306), says that 
the bruzes protested and asked that it should start 
in the Christian mukataas.

53. It was reported that the British David Urquhart came 
to the Mountain under the name Dawud Bey, wore old 
Turkish dresses, and travelled throughout the Mountain 
with Amin Efendi and encouraged the people to petition 
for Turkish governor. F.O. 195/351, no. 50 (conf.), 
Beyrout, Dec. 31, 1849, Moore to Palmerston, and no. 5, 
Jan. 30, 1850, same to same, enclosure; and no. 18 
(conf.), April 30, 1850, Moore to Canning; and no. 27,
May 16, 1850, Moore to Palmerston.
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authorities of such intentions, and practically preven
ted their success• The survey, however, was never 
completed because of other problems, internal and 
external, which diverted the attention of the Porte from 
the Mountain. Yet the episode with Amin Efendi had its 
impact on the relations between the authorities and the
British agents in Syria. In Beirut the authorities

54-accused Rose of interference and meddling. In Damascus,
Wood observed that after a visit of Amin Efendi to
Damascus, he began to be treated with less courtesy 

55than before. ^ The governor of Damascus also began to 
encourage the French and Austrian consuls to establish 
a connection with the Druzes of §awran and replace 
British influence in that a r e a . ^

To a great extent, however, the British agents, 
particularly in the Lebanon, considered themselves 
guardians of the new administration of the Mountain.
They, with some justification, considered the preser
vation of that administration as a sign of the preservation

54-. Ismail, Histoire, p. 306.
55* F.O. 78/872, no. 24-, Damascus, Aug. 26, 1851 ?

Wood to Canning.
56. F.O. 78/872, no. 4-3, Damascus, Oct. 29? 1851? Wood 

to Palmerston.
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and consolidation of their own influence. Yet heside 
their endeavours to baffle attempts to upset the adminis
tration, they wanted the complete implementation of the 
regulations of §ekib Efendi. One condition of these 
regulations was not fulfilled. A Muslim governor 
(Muhagsil) was appointed to govern Dayr al-Qamar until 
two vekils, a Christian and a Druze, were elected to 
take over, acting under their respective Kaymakams.
But the authorities never ordered that election to be 
made. The protest of the British went unheeded, the 
other Consuls found no urgent need for vekils as §alit
Efendi, the governor of the town, took care to govern

57it to the satisfaction of its inhabitants. ( No one 
complained except the British who considered that there 
was no government in Dayr al-Qamar, and that the inha
bitants were let loose to their wishes, so that they 
would not ask for vekils. At the end of 184-9? the
governor of Sidon began to address §ali}jL Efendi as 

58Kaymakam. ̂  A ferman of the Porte from 1852, con-
59firmed the title, ' but was withdrawn after British

57* P.O. 78/799? no. 10, Beyrout, Feb. 5? 184-9? Moore 
to Palmerston, and enclosure. F.O. 78/636, no. 16, 
Beyrout, April 29? 1850, Moore to Canning.

58. Ibid.
59* F.O. 78/911? no. 7 (conf.), Beyrout, Feb. 2, 1852, 

Moore to Canning.



240

protest. Nevertheless, Dayr al-^amar remained a 
strange and peculiar body in the heart of the Druze 
Kaymakamate, to defy both the Druze and the British 
desires.

Except for the rift between the Junbla'f 
brothers, these events offered no immediate threat to 
the public peace. The attention of both the Moun
taineers and the foreign agents was diverted to other 
issues with less bearing on the current events of the 
Mountain.

During the few years after 1846, Rose noticed
that the French establishments for education and
charity were spreading rapidly throughout the Lebanon,
amongst them a ne\* charitable organization called

60"soeurs de Charitl"• The ostensible aim of these
establishments was merely to provide education and 
charity to the Mountaineers, but they were calculated 
to improve French political influence as well. The 
French were acting mainly through the Jesuit and the 
Lazarist missionaries. These had already schools and 
colleges all over the Lebanon and in Beirut. The

60. F.O. 78/713> no. 60, Beyrout, Nov. 5* 1847, Rose 
to Palmerston.
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Lazarists were intending also to establish a college 
in the Druze Kaymakamate. Rose feared that the French 
were looking forward to converting the Druzes, and that 
these establishments were to pave the way for that pur
pose. A young Druze had already been sent to Rome

61where he was made a priest.
The British had no such establishments what

ever. There were, however, a college and 7 or 8
schools of the American missionaries, attended by 150

6?to 130 Druze children, and some Greek Orthodox. The
education in these schools included Protestant teaching, 
but they would hardly serve the British because of the 
way they were operating. Yet Rose claimed in 1848, 
that these missionaries could only establish themselves 
and spread their activities, after being universally 
dreaded in the Lebanon, by the aid of Great Britain, 
and in consequence of the foreign intervention after the 
civil war of 1845•

Once again Rose began to advocate his con
viction that gradually it would be possible for the

61. Ibid.
62. F.O. 78/760, no. 5 (conf.), Beyrout, Jan. 16, 1848, 

Rose to Palmerston.
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British to convert the Druzes, and thus without causing 
civil troubles, or arousing the jealousies of the 
Christian communities in Syria. The Druzes, Rose 
argued, provided a field in which the seeds of conver
sion of Druzism "this barbarous and senseless faith, to 
Protestantism" could be sown through b e n e v o l e n c e . ^
He warned that if the British did not do so, the French 
or the American missionaries would. He thus recommen
ded the opening of schools on the plea that "We have, 
therefore, as much right as others to obey the call of
civilization and benevolence, and to work ina field

64which is left open to all." Rose remarked, however,
that the Druzes never said that they wanted to be con
verted as several Christian sects did; but they always 
asked to be educated, and that schools might be opened 
in their villages. The fact that the education that 
was provided by the American missionaries was Christian, 
did not appear to be a drawback. Thompson, the American 
missionary, complained to Rose of the "obduracy of the 
Druzes" in receiving religious impressions, but both 
men were convinced that once the Druzes received these

63. Ibid.
64. Ibid.
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impressions they would retain t h e m . ^
For these reasons, Rose suggested that schools 

should he opened for the education of the Mountaineers 
in general. There would be two kinds of schools. One 
was for the education of Christians of the Mountain.
The instruction in these schools would have no con
nection with conversion, but would presumably justify 
the opening of other schools among the Druzes. The 
other kind of schools would be established for the pur
pose of the eventual conversion of the Druzes and the 
Jews alike. Three or four schools of this kind were 
to be established in the Druze districts. The teachers 
were to be natives under the superintendence of a member 
of the Church of England. Rose advised the appointment 
of a certain Winbolt from the society for the Conversion 
of the Jews. The basis of education in these schools 
would be Arabic and common arithmetic for the first 
classes; Italian, Turkish, and higher arithmetic for 
the second classes. There would be separate classes 
for boys and girls. Neither the French nor the English 
language was to be taught as a part of the primary

65. Ibid.



schools, in order to avoid the suspicion of the Ottoman
66authorities and spare their hostilities.

Winbolt refused to take part in the scheme,
and Palmerston commented that although the scheme was
very good, there were no funds to carry it into exe- 

67cut ion. ' Again Hose had to abandon his intentions 
and look for other means to maintain British influence 
in Syria.

Yet this was not the end of the endeavours of 
the British agents in that field. Moore revived the 
question in 1854-5, after he had received a delegation 
of the Christian inhabitants of Dayr al-Qamar, who asked 
him to induce the American missionaries to open schools

Ofor higher education in their town. Moore wanted the
British to undertake that task, evincing his conviction 
that the request was sincere, and provided an oppor
tunity to introduce “pure Christian Doctrines" into Dayr 
al-^amar. For this purpose Moore wrote to his govern
ment, and also sought the aid of Bishop Gobat of

66. F.O. 78/760, no. 17 (conf.), Beyrout, March 24,
1848, Rose to Palmerston.

67* Ibid., in a paper attached dated 2.5*48. signed by 
Palmerston.

68. F.O. 78/1051, no. 56, Beyrout, Aug. 19> 1845, Moore 
to Clarendon.



Jerusalem from the London Jews Society. The Bishop
expressed his mistrust of the "vacillation of the Arab 

69character"• y He claimed that the Christians in Syria 
turned to Protestantism whenever they quarrelled with 
their priests, but once they had their way with them, 
they would go back. As regards the Druzes, Bishop 
Gobat told Moore that in 1841 he was sent to the Lebanon 
by the Church Missionary Society. His report about 
possible Protestant activities among the Druzes was 
favourable, but there were no adequate funds, and the 
matter was dropped. Later in 1849> he sent a certain 
Schwartz, who established a school in B*agjlin for Druze 
children. The Druzes responded positively, but the 
number of children gradually decreased. Although the 
attempt was not considered a failure, it was not encou
raging either, and Schwartz was recalled for more impor
tant matters. Gobat stressed however, that the Church 
Missionary Society would not take the work in the
Mountain, mainly because that country was considered the

70sphere of the American missionaries.
Lord Clarendon, the then Poreign Secretary,

69. P.O. 78/1116, no. 1, Beyrout, Jan. 2, 1855* Moore 
to Clarendon, and enclosure, letter from Bishop 
Gobat to Moore dated Nov. 27* 1854.

70. Ibid. A»so( 19?? 1P, ̂ 4,



had. already instructed Moore, in January 1854, to
abstain from interfering in questions of religious 

71nature. But now in answer to this appeal he was
ready to provide a small amount of money, provided

72that the school would be permanent. From previous
experiences this could not be secured. However, in a 
further despatch, Clarendon consented, in consequence 
of requests from within Great Britain, to provide up 
to £150 for the purpose of opening schools in the Lebanon. 
But Moore himself was directed not to excite the
Jealousy, or interfere with the American missionaries'

. . . 73activities.

Conscription in the Lebanon and the ffawran

During the 1840s and 1850s the Ottoman army 
in Syria was numerically small and weak; the soldiers 
were undisciplined, ill-trained, and ill-paid.^ A 
reform to reorganize the army in general began in 1843;

71. F.O. 78/1030, F.O., Jan. 25* 1854, to Moore.
72. F.O. 78/1031* F.O. , Sept. 30, 1854, to Moore.
73. F.O. 78/1116, Separate, F.O., Jan. 9* 1855* Clarendon 

to Moore. Also Tibawi, British interests, p. 105*
At the same time Clarendon was ready to give £200 
for the British missionary M. Lyde for missionary 
purposes among the Nusayrls. F.O. 78/1116, no. 19* 
F.O., Oct. 5* 1855* Clarendon to Moore.

74. Ma'oz, pp. 46-7.



in Syria it started in 1 8 4 4 - 5 . The reform aimed also
at the raising of conscripts from the Muslim peoples
of the Empire; an innovation which had already been
made by Muhammad ftAli in Syria, although it had cost
him a high price, and never was completed. As a
preparatory measure, the Porte ordered a census to be
made in the Mountain, and contemplated also disarm**^
the Mountaineers. The census was begun in 1849 and
was completed by July 1 8 5 0 . ^  The latter measure,
however, the Porte was obliged to relinquish, the
British opposed it as no reason had warranted its exe- 

77cution. Yet this measure, as well as the cadastral 
survey, led the Druzes of the Mountain to anticipate a

75- Ibid., p. 46.
76. Ibid., p. 81. P.O. 78/800, no. 54-, Beyrout, Oct.

30, 1849. According to this census the Mountain's 
male population was 98,810. Among these 60,412 
Christians, 2154 Druze and 4,933 Muslim males in the 
Christian Kaymakamate; and 19*454 Christian, and 
11,857 Druze and Muslim males in the Druze Kaymakamate. 
The census did not give the number of the Druze males 
in the Druze Kaymakamate separately. Moore esti
mated them to be about 9*000. P.O. 195/351* no. 37, 
Beyrout, August 5* 1850, Moore to Canning, enclosure. 
Shidyaq (p. 719) gives the following figures:
Christian males: 87727* and Druze Males: 6744.
Salibi, Modern history, p. 73* incorrectly states 
that the census was never completed.

77* P.O. 78/725* no. 29* P.O., Peb. 2, 1848, Palmerston 
to Cowley.



conscription would follow. Some of their chiefs asked 
for British protection, hut Rose refused stating that 
the Forte had a "most legitimate right to raise soldiers 
from any class of her subjects".^° Moore, however, 
saw in the conscription imposed on the Druzes an unpre
cedented innovation, hut Canning reminded him that they 
had already heen subjected to it under Ibrahim P a g a . ^  
The Druzes then decided to leave for the §awran if they 
were asked for conscripts.^

The opposition to conscription was general 
throughout Syria. To Rose's mind it was due to the 
Arab being homesick by nature; his dislike to all con
trol or discipline; his entertaining a "national jea
lousy of the Turks", and lastly to his lack of an ade
quate religious respect to the Sultan in as much as to

0 *1

make him accept conscription in good spirit.0
Nevertheless, at the middle of September 1850

78. F.O. 78/856, no. 4-6, Bekfeya, Sept. 30, 1850, Rose 
to Palmerston.

79* F.O. 226/102, no. 11, Therapia, Oct. 11, 184-9,
Canning to Moore.

80. F.O. 78/836, no. 4-7, Brummana, Oct. 4-, 1850, Rose 
to Palmerston.

81. Ibid. Rose added that there were then rumours about 
an organized conspiracy against the conscription 
throughout Syria.



instructions were sent by the Porte to recruit all the 
able-bodied Muslim and Druze males in Syria, aged bet
ween 20 and 25 years. These were estimated to amount

op
to up to 9000 men. When the authorities attempted
to carry out these instructions, rebellions broke out 
in Aleppo and in Nablus; but all were crushed. The 
revolt in Aleppo was accompanied with insults towards 
the Christians of the town, which drew^sharp reaction 
from both Rose and Palmerston in favour of all Christians 
in the Empire.

Faced with such opposition, the authorities 
turned then to execute the conscription gradually and 
region by region, leaving the Mountain and the Hawran 
last. The Druzes of the latter region presented peti
tions to the British Consulate in Damascus and through

Qh_it, to the authorities, asking for exemption. The
petitioners, who were the elders of the Druzes, stated 
that they had to pay taxes and agriculture needed much 
working hands; their lands, moreover, were poor, and

82. F.O. 78/3571 no. 22, Damascus, Sept. 26, 1850,
Calvert to Palmerston.

83• F*0. 78/816, no. 321, F.O., Dec. 18, 1850, Palmerston 
to Canning. F.O. 78/836, no. 60 (most conf.), 
Beyrout, Dec. 13> 1850, Rose to Palmerston. Also 
Ma'oz, p. 217; Temperley, p. 198.

84. F.O. 195/588, no. 23? Damascus, Aug. 26, 1851?
Wood to Canning, enclosures.



if pressed! would not feel sorry to leave and join ther>
Bedouin in the desert; and as they lived at the border 
between the populated area and the desert, they needed 
their young men for their defence, and by doing so they 
performed the function of the Imperial troops. The 
elders claimed also that even if they wished, they would 
not be able to deliver any of their young men as every 
man would rather die than give himself up. But to no

85avail; the authorities were enforcing the conscription. 
Thus, in Iiay 1852 Mehmet Pa^a, the Serasker, proceeded 
with his soldiers to draw lots for conscripts in Ajlun.
The people there fired on the soldiers, burnt some of

88their crops, and left their homes to join the Bedouin.
The Serasker then retreated, and moreover, assured the 
Druzes that they were not to be asked for conscripts 
until after they had collected their crops.^ It was
the gawran that supplied Damascus and the rest of Syria 
with its grain, and it was important that this supply 
should not be interrupted. Yet by doing so, the Druzes 
were given an opportunity to fill up their stores and

85. Ibid.; and no. 14, June 11, 1851* Wood to Canning.
86. P.O. 78/910, no. 15> Damascus, May 12, 1852, Wood 

to Malmesbury.

87. Ibid.
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be more resolute in resistance.
In these circumstances, Wood advised the 

authorities to exempt the Druzes of the gawran, on 
condition that they protected the region from the Bedouin,

ooand paid a fixed amount of money. The Druzes would
agree if they received an Imperial ferman confirming
their exemption, and if the British were guarantor for
it. But Wood was not authorized to get himself involved
in any kind of transaction between the Druzes and the 

89authorities. y Nevertheless, it appears that by June
1852 an agreement was achieved, and the Druzes and
Muslims of the gawran were promised seven years exemp-

90tion from conscription.y
As on previous occasions, the authorities 

proved to have been gaining time. The Forte also did 
not sanction the agreement with the Druzes. Thus in 
September 1852 the Serasker led an expedition against the 
Druzes and made his headquarters in the village of 
Qutayba in the Hawran. The Druzes, the Muslims and

88. F.O. 195/568, no. 18, Damascus, May 26, 1852, Wood 
to Canning.

89. F.O. 78/910, no. 4-, F.O., Dec. 21, 1852, Malmesbury 
to Wood.

90. F.O. 78/910, no. 57> Damascus, Nov. 17> 1852, Wood 
to Malmesbury. F.O. 195/568, no. 19> Damascus,
June 14-, 1852, Wood to Canning.



the people of Ajlun united, by oath to resist,*^ and
began to attack the Serasker* s headquarters. The Druzes
also called on their coreligionists near Damascus and
in the Anti-Lebanon to help and they cut the roads to 

92Damascus.^
The decisive battle then came when at dawn

of October 26, 1852, the Serasker left his entrenched
camp at Qutayba, and proceeded to dislodge the Druzes
who, under Isma*Il al-A-frash, were stationed in the
nearby village of Izra*. The Serasker failed, he was

qzdefeated and was driven away with great loss. Among
their booty, the Druzes had two cannons of the army.
To cover his defeat, the Serasker claimed that the 
Druzes amounted to 15?000, while his force did not 
exceed 500 men. But in reality, he had with him eight 
battalions of regulars, one regiment of cavalry, 16 
cannons and 1200 irregulars.^

91. F.O. 78/910, no. 27, Damascus, Sept. 28, 1852, Wood 
to Rose.

92. Ibid., and no. 53> Damascus, Oct. 26, 1852, Wood 
to Malmesbury; also Ismail, Histoire, p. 515*

93. F.O. 195/368, no. 50, Damascus, Nov. 1, 1852, Wood 
to Canning. F.O. 78/910, no. 54* Damascus, Nov. 1, 
1852, Wood to Malmesbury.

94. Ibid. The Druze and Muslim warriors in the §awran 
were reckoned to be about 4,000 men: F.O. 195/368, 
no. 25, Damascus, Aug. 26, 1851, Wood to Canning.
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The result of the battle convinced, the 
Serasker that he would not be able to enforce the con
scription. He then opened negotiations with the Druzes 
and asked them to deliver only substitutes. They 
refused and insisted on their previous offer, to pay a 
fixed amount of money with which the authorities would 
procure substitutes from other regions. The authorities 
rejected this offer, and the Druzes determined not to 
submit a single c o n s c r i p t ^

When the negotiation seemed thus to have 
reached deadlock, Wood offered his mediation. He 
posed as if he was putting right what the French and, 
in particular, the Austrian agents had disturbed.^
With the authorities' consent, he went in November 1852 
first to Rashayya, where he met the Druze chiefs of the 
Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon. He warned them not to be 
misled by the success of their coreligionists in the 
gawran, and forwarded their submission to the Serasker.^

95* F.O. 73/910, no. 35* Damascus, Nov. 3* 1352, Wood 
to Malmesbury. Ismail, Histoire, p. 316. Ismail 
mentions a truce of three months but no agreement.

96. F.O. 78/910, no. 38, Damascus, Dec. 7* 1352, Wood 
to Malmesbury.

97. Ibid.



Thence, accompanied, by S a cId Junblat* Wood, proceeded, 
to the gawran with the hope of achieving the same result. 
They met the chiefs of the Druzes with their partners 
in the insurrection, the Muslims, in Bu$ra al-garlr, 
a village in the gawran. To these chiefs Wood proposed 
a compromise; they should accept the principle of con
scription by allowing the lots to be drawn, but instead 
of tendering recruits, they should pay money, as they 
offered, and with the assistance of the authorities, 
they would procure substitutes.

While discussing the proposals of Wood, the
chiefs received letters of support from Khaf'far al-
cImad and notables from Damascus. The chiefs were
also pressed by their numerous adherents not to give way.
The latter threatened the lives of Wood and S a Bid Junblaf
and did not allow their chiefs to go to Damascus for
further negotiations, threatening to kill them or their 

98families.y The mission of Wood failed, yet he claimed 
some advantages. The Druzes assured him to prevent 
Muslim aggression on the Christians of the gawran; the 
loyalty of S a cId Junblaf to his government was proved;

98. Ibid.; also J.L. Porter, Five years in Damascus, 
(London, 1855)* ii* 4-*



and finally the mission proved to the Druzes as well 
as to the French and Austrian agents that the authorities 
had not replaced the British hy the two latter in Druze 
affairs.*^

On his return to Damascus, Wood advised the 
authorities to suspend negotiations and let time take 
its effect and the people of gawran weary out their 
intrigues. He viewedthe demands of the chiefs as 
extreme and humiliating to the Porte, and attributed 
their obstinacy to the meddling of the Prussian, French 
and Austrian agents.100 But the authorities accused 
Wood of trying to confirm the British connection with 
the Druzes, and to propagate Protestantism.101 The 
accusation was not entirely unfounded and Wood appeared 
to have been endeavouring to exercise British influence 
in Syria by means of the Druzes of the Hawran.

Besides the impotence of the authorities to 
deal with the insurgents, tension was increasing on the

99* F.O. 78/910, no. 36, Damascus, Nov. 8, 1852, Wood 
to Malmesbury.

100. F.O. 195/388, no. 37* Damascus, Oct. 29* 1851* 
Wood to Canning, enclosure; also, F.O. 78/959*

no. 6, Damascus, Jan. 25* 1853* Wood to Russell; 
and no. 15* March 14, 1853* same to same.

101. F.O. 195/368, no. 29* Damascus, Sept. 10, 1851* 
Wood to Canning.
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border with Russia and troops began to be withdrawn
from Syria. Moreover, at the beginning of 1853> the
Porte ordered the authorities to settle the gawran
question without the use of force, and not to insist

102on conscription. But the Druzes escalated their
demands. They now asked for complete exemption from
conscription in return for only 500 purses to be paid
annually in lieu of recruits; remission of taxes;
restitution of their losses and a ferman confirming

103these demands and a general amnesty. Although these
demands were rejected, negotiations were not suspended 
and continued until February 1854- when an agreement 
was reached. With Wood!s guarantee, several Druze 
chiefs, including the son of Ismacil al-Atrash, came to 
Damascus ’’bringing with them, at my [Wood’s] recommen
dation the two guns which they had captured from the ex- 
Seraskier". They paid their taxes, and promised to
pay their arrears and those of the Bedouin for three 

104years. The question of the conscription was

102. F.O. 78/959? no. 3? Damascus, Jan. 12, 1853? Wood 
to Rose.

103. F.O. 78/959? no. 20, Damascus, April 6, 1853,
Wood to Clarendon.

104. F.O. 78/1028, no. 10, Damascus, Feb. 24, 1854-, 
Wood to Clarendon. Shidyaq (]££• 158-9) attri
butes these achievements to Sa id Junbla't.
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allowed to be forgotten. Wood, who with S a cId Junbllt
took an active part in the negotiations, advised that
as long as they were not able to subdue the Druzes,
the authorities should not demand conscripts from them.^^

In the Lebanon events developed differently.
The levy of conscripts began in February 1852. The

108Druzes were to deliver 4-50 men chosen by lot.
First, and in February 1852, the Druzes submitted a
petition appealing for their exemption on the ground
of their being not numerous and surrounded with enemies;
or that, otherwise, they might be allowed to migrate

107to any other part of the Empire. 1 Another petition
was delivered in March 1852 to Wood, in which the author,
cUthman Abu cIlwan, asked on behalf of his coreligionists,

1 08that the Druzes might be taken under British protection.
But in his "guarded reply11 Wood "naturally endeavoured 
... to persuade them [i.e. the Druzes] to yield obedience 
to their legitimate Rulers". He also claimed that it

105. Ibid.
106. F.O. 78/911, no. 9* Beyrout, Feb. 3* 1852, Moore 

to Canning.
107- E.O. 78/911, no. 12, Beyrout, Feb. 18, 1852, Moore

to Canning; and no. 15, March 16, 1852, same to same.
108. F.O. 195/568, no. 9, Damascus, March 17, 1852,

Wood to Canning and enclosure.



was a general desire among all Syrians to subvert 
Ottoman authority and substitute British rule.*^^

As the petitions brought to nothing, about 
2000 young Druze men left the Lebanon for the Anti- 
Lebanon and the Hawran to join in the brigandage. In 
April 1852, however, some of these Druzes, whom the 
lot had not fallen on, began to return to their homes. 
The only party that submitted to the conscription was 
that of S a cId Junbla'f, who did so in complaince with the 
desire of the B r i t i s h . T h e  latter were trying to 
demonstrate the loyalty of the Junbla-fs in contrast to 
the disobedience of the Yezbaks. Thus notwithstanding 
that the British agents themselves accused the authori
ties of unwillingness to effect the conscription, they 
accused §alitL Efendi, the governor of Dayr al-Qamar, as 
the one who was behind the petition delivered in Feb
ruary 1854- and which was signed only by ilaglf Abu Nakad 
and the Yazbaks. ^alift Efendi was also accused of 
inducing the Druzes to flee the Mountain. And while

109. Ibid.
110. F.O. 78/911? no. 26 (conf.), Beyrout, April 26, 

1852, Moore to Canning.
111. F.O. 78/911? no. 17? Beyrout, March 29? 1852, 

Moore to Canning.



the authorities instructed the mukataacis to carry out
the conscription, orally they ordered them to the con- 

112trary. The British assumed that these acts were
calculated to provide a pretext under which the authori
ties would occupy the Druze Kaymakamate and rule it
directly. Anyway, the approaching war with Russia, 
and the failure of the troops in the gawran, were deci
sive in making the authorities virtually abandon con
scription.

In October 1853 the Porte sent orders to 
enlist volunteers from all parts of Syria, but parti
cularly from the Lebanon and the Kablus districts 
The Druze chiefs had already asked to volunteer, partly 
to avoid a renewed demand of conscripts. It was also 
their policy to deliver fighters whenever they were 
asked, but not to be subject to conscription. Accor
dingly the Druze Kay male am was charged with the raising 
of an infantry corps of 2000 men, and other two contin
gents of cavalry in all 1000 men. The Kaymakam himself

112. F.O. 78/911? no. 12, Beyrout, Feb. 18, 1852, Moore
to Canning; and no. 15? March 16, 1852, same to
same; and no. 26 (conf.), April 26, 1852, same to 
same.

113. F.O. 78/958, no. 4-8, Beyrout, Oct. 28, 1853? Calvert 
to Redcliffe. Calvert was vice-consul in Damascus, 
he replaced Moore who was on leave.



was to command over the infantry force, while K h a ^ a r  al- 
cImad and cAlI gamadi would each lead a contingent of 
c a v a l r y . F o r  this purpose, the Kaymakam was given 
two thousand purses from which each volunteer would 
receive pay for two months in advance.'1'1^

Amir Amin distributed the money among the 
mukataacis to be paid for the volunteers. But the two 
months for which they had received pay elapsed before 
the steamers could arrive to carry them to Turkey.
An additional amount of money was given, but the governor 
of Sidon was not ready to give much. Amir Amin claimed 
that he was paying from his own money to keep the volun
teers together, and he and Yamik Pa^a fell out over the 
issue. Calvert, the British acting consul in Beirut
drew the attention of Yamik Pa^a to the "strange conduct"

—  116 of the Amir and the Yazbaks. He pointed out their
insincere intentions, and their failure to enlist the
demanded quota of volunteers. This notxvithstanding
that only three out of the fourteen volunteered Shaykhs

114-. F.O. 78/958> no. 4-9, Beyrout, Dec. 29» 1855,
Calvert to Redcliffe.

115. Ibid.; and no. 4-8, Oct. 28, 1853* same to same. 
Ismail, Histoire, p. 317* Also, Gokbilgin, p. 685.

116. F.O. 78/1030, no. 11, Beyrout, Feb. 16, 1854-,
Calvert to Redcliffe.
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were from the Junbla£ party. The British now
opposed the Amir Amin for other reasons than the volun
teers. They had never relinquished their hope to 
appoint Sa*Id Junbla^ to the Kaymakamate, and demanded 
his appointment whenever opportunity presented itself. 
Since his appointment in 184-5, Amir Amin was aware of 
the British designs, and soon his relations with them 
began to cool down. To withstand the British oppo
sition, he sought the friendship of the Yazbaks and the 
Ottoman authorities. The British then saw in him more
a Muslim than a Druze, and at times refused to recognize

118him as Kaymakam.
The British then opposed Amir Amin for his 

leaning to the Yazbaks, and for his complete cooperation 
with the authorities, thus without be’tng guided by the 
British. This behaviour, Calvert believed, would lead 
to the failure of the Lebanon administration; while
with the supremacy of the Yazbaks, backed by the xvaymakam,

- 119the Junblajs "would be unremittingly persecuted" J and

117* F.O. 78/958, no. 51, Beyrout, Nov. 10, 1855, 
Calvert to Redcliffe.

118. F.O. 78/1030, no. 11, Beyrout, Feb. 16, 1854-, 
Calvert to Redcliffe.

119. F.O. 78/1030, no. 1, Beyrout, Jan. 7, 1854-, 
Calvert to Redcliffe.

1



British influence injured. It is noteworthy that, in 
1853, it was Calvert who, guided by Wood, executed the 
British policy in the Lebanon. These two tried to take 
advantage of the question of the volunteers in favour

- j o / * \

of S a cId JunblaJ. ^ They visited Amir Amin in an
cattempt to reconcile him with 3a Id. They also tried 

to persuade the Amir to appoint Sa'id as his locum- 
tenens while out of the Lebanon. But he refused, and 
they became vexed when the Amir insisted on appointing 
his son, Muframmad, sixteen years of age, as his locum- 
tenens, and the more when Shaykh £usayn Talftuq, a Yazbak,

1 Piwas to be left as the son's Kahya. The British
suggestion but confirmed the fears of the Amir as to the
intentions of the British, and their endeavours were in
vain. It appears also that their endeavours to make
Vamik Pa^a withdraw his support from the Kaymakam in
favour of S a cid were equally fruitless. Before leaving
the Lebanon, Calvert stated that Amir Amin was a dangerous

122man and should be dismissed. Moore also entertained

120. See in particular, F.O. 78/1028, no. 12, Damascus,
Feb. 25, 1854, Wood to Clarendon. Here Wood claimed 
also that the Amir AmTn was "a partizan of Russian 
policy and views'1. And F.O. 78/1050, no. 4, Beyrout, 
Feb. 16, 1845, Calvert to Redcliffe.

121. F.O. 78/1028, no. 2, Damascus, Jan. 14, 1854, Wood 
to Redcliffe.

122. F.O. 78/1030, no. 11, Beyrout, Feb. 16, 1854,
Calvert to Redcliffe.



the same opinion and recommended the replacement of the 
Amir, hut by another from his family.

In March 1S54 Moore returned from leave in 
the capacity of Consul-general in Syria. Amir Amin
was on the eve of his departure to Turkey. His re-

/

lations with Vamik Pa^a were disturbed over the payment
of money and the volunteers. To settle this matter,
he then was willing to reach a compromise with the
British, and agreed with them that while his son should
replace him, yusayn Talftuq and S a cid Junblaip would act

125as his son's counsellors. Before his departure,
Amir Amin visited Moore, accompanied by his son, to

124demonstrate his reliance on the British, thus leaving 
the Mountain with the minimum fear of his being sup
planted.

It was probably a suitable opportunity for the
British to effect the nomination of Sa'id Junbla£ to the
Druze Kaymakamate while Amir Amin was in Turkey, and while
he was at odds with Vamik Pa^a. But Moore decided

125that the time was not convenient. ^ He probably

123. F.O. 78/1030, no. 5? Beyrout, April 14, 1854, Moore
to Clarendon; and no. 12, March 7i 1854, Calvert
to Clarendon.

124. Ibid.
125. F.O. 78/1030, no. 4, Beyrout, April 12, 1854, Moore

to Clarendon. F.O. 78/1031, no. 48, Beyrout,
/Continued over
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contemplated the recovery of British influence over the 
Amir rather than the risk of a serious rift between the 
two Druze parties. The decision was a piece of realism, 
but proved also the shrewdness of Amir Amin, and his 
understanding of local politics and, probably, Moore's 
behaviour as well.

In December 1853> the two corps of cavalry
left the Mountain for Dijar Bakr by land. The number

126of both did not exceed 500 men, and they a mixture
of Druzes, Matawila, and even Christians from the mixed 

127districts. Again only one of these forces reached
its destination. After the other arrived at Aleppo,
its leader, Kha't'tar al-cImad, applied for more money to
continue, and when refused, dispersed his followers and

l Pftreturned to the Mountain.

Footnote 125 continued from page 263•
Oct. 12, 1854, same to same. Ismail (Histoire,
p. 314) states that it was the French representative 
in Istanbul who prevented S a cid's nomination to 
the Kaymakamate.

126. F.O. 78/1030, no. 1, Beyrout, Jan. 7> 1854, Calvert 
to Redcliffe.

127* Ibid. Shidyaq, p. 698. Gokbilgin, p. 685.
128. F.O. 78/1030, no. 23>_Beyrout, June 12, 1854, Moore 

to Redcliffe. Shidyaq, p. 144.



The Kaymakam, at the head of the infantry 
force, left only in the middle of April 1854, and by 
land since the steamers failed to arrive. He had 
already run out of money and his requests for further 
pay were refused. Thus on his arrival at Latakia, the 
Kaymakam dispersed his followers, and proceeded to 
Istanbul to lay his complaints against Vamik P a s a . ^ ^  
Both he and the governor blamed each other for the 
failure of sending the volunteers to Turkey.

In October 1854 Amir Amin was back again in
the Mountain. He retained his office, but his case
concerning the volunteers who did not arrive in Turkey
was to be examined in Damascus. A commission was set
up, and it resolved that the Amir should recover the
sum of six thousand purses which were paid to those 

151volunteers. ^

129. P.O. 78/1050, no. 14 (conf.), Beyrout, May 1, 1854, 
Moore to Redcliffe.

130. Ibid.; and no. 5? Beyrout, April 14, 1854, same 
to same, and enclosure; also no. 13? May 1, 1854, 
same to same and enclosure.

131* F.O. 195/458, no. 3? Damascus, Jan̂ , 4, 1855? Wood 
to_Redcliffe. According to Shidyaq (p. 698) the
Amir Amin was found to have paid the volunteers more 
than he had received from the authorities.
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C H A P T E R  V 
THE CHRISTIAN KAYMAKAMATE AND THE RISING IN KISRAWlN

At the beginning of 1850, the Veteran Consuls- 
general of Prance, Bourse, and of Austria, d'Adelbourg, 
were replaced in their posts in Beirut. At the end of 
the same year, the British Consulate-general in Syria 
was abolished, and Rose was appointed, in January 2,
1851, Secretary of the British Embassy in Istanbul.
Two years later, in 1853, Moore went on leave to London. 
He asked for the revival of the office of Consul-general 
in Syria, and of himself to be named to it. His request 
was granted, and in March 1854, he returned to Beirut as 
British Consul-general in Syria. There is no clear 
reason for this act, except, probably, the promotion of 
Moore, and the war with Russia.

The appointment of Moore as Consul-general, 
as it proved to be, was one of the less impressive, or 
successful acts of the British Foreign Office in Syria 
at that period. Moore had begun his career as a Foreign 
Office employee in Syria when, in 1834, he was appointed 
Consul to reside at Beirut. Farren was then the Consul- 
general and resided at Damascus. When Farren was 
recalled in 1857, the Consulate-General was abolished.
It was revived in 1841 for Colonel Rose. Moore remained



consul until 1853.
Prior to his appointment to the consulate- 

general, Moore appeared to he in good relations with 
both the Druzes and the Maronites. He owed his popu
larity with the latter partly because his wife, sister 
of Wood, was a Roman Catholic; a fact which had no 
effect on Moore's career in the Foreign Office as it had 
on Wood's career. Furthermore, in most of his tenure 
as consul in Beirut, Moore's activities were limited to 
commercial and consular affairs, while political affairs 
were the duty of the consul-general. The appeals of 
the Maronites in 1835, that Moore might not be trans
ferred to Aleppo; and again in 1853, that he might be 
retained in Beirut when received his promotion, had 
their effect on the decision of the Foreign Office. He 
was confirmed on both occasions in Beirut.

The support of the Maronites for Moore could 
also be attributed to the character of Moore himself.
He was less active than Rose, and meddled less than he, 
was less capable, and less successful. Moore thus was 
considered to be less dangerous to their interests and 
aims. He in fact did not seem to have any independent 
views, and was rather gloomy. When Wood was active in 
Syria in 1840-1, and although he was vice-consul for a 
while under Moore, Moore seemed to follow his advice and



act upon his guidance* Again Moore behaved in the same 
manner under Rose, even before the latter had become 
Consul-general. After Rose had left Syria in 1851, 
Moore tried to follow his steps, and display similar 
energy;'1' but without much success. On the contrary, 
he put himself in a situation from which he could not 
find a proper exit. Moreover, he incurred upon him
self the displeasure of the Ottoman authorities, and of 
his own superiors for his improper interference, and 
lack of tact in dealing with the problems arising in 
his consular juijsjijdiction. This was apparent from the 
fact that his frequent complaints against the governor 
of Sidon, and the Christian Kaymakam, between 1857-60, 
remained without redress. These complaints were partly 
of personal character, or involved British subjects.

Yet, however limited the abilities of Moore 
might have been, his inefficiency could partly be attri
buted to the remarkable change of attitude of his 
superiors, in Istanbul and London, and that of the Porte 
towards the Lebanon and Syria in general.

Since Charles Alison began to act as British

1. On one occasion Moore wrote that he acted "precisely 
as Her Majesty's Consul-General used to act in similar 
cases" P.O. 195/351, no. 2, Beyrout, April 50, 1851, 
Moore to Palmerston.



ambassador in Istanbul, and Stratford de Redcliffe was 
about to retire from that post in 1857, the change of 
the British attitude towards Syria began to be visible.
In fact, signs of the change were visible since Palmer
s t o n ^  resignation from the Foreign Office in 1851; 
but more when Malmesbury took charge of that office in 
1858. There was a growing tendency in London for cooper
ation with the other Powers in their policy towards the 
Ottoman Empire, and particularly for coordination with 
the French. The Crimean War strengthened this tendency 
and pushed it forward. Luring the first 1850s, and 
during the Crimean War, very little attention was given 
to the Lebanon, or to Syria in general, either by the 
Embassy or the Foreign Office. After the termination 
of the War, and the settlement of the question of the 
Principalities in the Balkans, more attention was then 
allotted to the Lebanon, and to the complaints arriving 
from Moore.

Alison and Henry Bulwer, who was appointed in 
August 1858 British ambassador at Istanbul, had a new 
conception respecting the role Britain should play in 
Syria, and indeed in the Ottoman Empire. A conception 
which recalls to mind the views previously entertained 
by Aberdeen. They, too, conveyed their views to the 

Foreign Secretary, Malmesbury, who appears to have



accepted them.
In a report, which was written in August 1858, 

Alison put forward his views on the Lebanon question.
He explained that in 1840 the Porte and its allies pro
mised the chiefs of the Mountain the privilege of inter
nal self administration. But this privilege was inter
preted by the Mountaineers as that of "plundering their 
neighbours with impunity, and of committing the most 
abominable atrocities on each other". Nevertheless, 
this right was insisted upon by the foreign represen
tatives at Istanbul. On the other hand, the Porte was 
reluctant to fulfil the promise, and showed eagerness 
to restore its sole and full authority over the Mountain. 
The appointment of the two Kaymakams was a compromise, 
which in fact was a "complete defeat" of the object of 
the foreign representatives. The control of the governor 
of Sidon over the two Kaymakams seemed too great. But 
Alison underestimated their position when he said, "if 
my recollection serves me right, Halil Pasha showed his 
appreciation of these puppets, elevated under the pressure
of foreign influence, by threatening to have one of them

2put into the stocks and publicly whipped".

2. F.O. 195/1359, no. 170, Constantinople, April 1858,
Alison to Malmesbury. It is correct that the person
in question was not the Kaymakam, but an Amir of the
Arslan family, and after trie occasion orders v*ere issued not to insult the chiefs of the Mountain.



The Porte, however, was still dissatisfied 
with the situation arrived at, and "commenced the game 
which lasted to this day". It aimed at sole and direct 
Ottoman rule over the Mountain by the humiliation 
inflicted on the Shihab Amirs, and sending them into 
exile, where some of them died in misery, and others 
changed their faith, before being allowed to return to 
their country. The Porte also oppressed the general 
Mountaineers, by depriving them of "their chief means 
of subsistence by partly usurping their corn-fields in 
Coele-Syria [Biqac] under the plea of rightful restor
ation"; and by fostering throughout the Mountain the 
elements of discord, strife and contention that led to 
bloodshed.

In this state of affairs, and in face of such 
policy of the Porte, the position of the British Consul- 
general in Syria had become one of antagonism to the 
local authority "and much of the valuable time of this 
Embassy has during the last twelve years been taken up 
in making bootless representations on abuses which are 
clear to the understanding, but incapable of proof".
The Consuls who had taken part in the events of 1840, 
had created a position which their successors felt obliged 
to maintain, and hence "the strife of what is called 
1 influence1", which was a vain pursuit.
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Alison lamented also the duplicity of the
Mountaineers, which complicated furthermore the relations
between the foreign representatives, and between them
and the Porte. He tells that he himself had presented
on one occasion to the Porte, a petition signed by a
great majority of the Mountaineers, only to receive as
an answer, a petition in the opposite sense, which was
signed by the same individuals as the first one.^

Bulwer took over and elevated the views of
Alison. He was against those consuls who wished to
apply Western methods of administration, which could
not suit the peoples of the Empire as they were of dif-

n.ferent habits, and at variant degrees of civilization.
In fact there was hardly a British agent in the Ottoman 
Empire, who did not try and regenerate its administration. 
But Bulwer was desirous that the British consuls should 
not interfere in internal affairs of the Empire; and 
he aimed to end what he called the "struggle for exclu
sive influence” among the foreign agents, especially in 
Syria. He pointed out that consular agents in Syria 
were "a little too apt to assume powers which more pro
perly belong to the local governments, and to deprecate

3. Ibid.
4-. P.O. 78/1367> no. 182, Therapia, Aug. 28, 1858, 

Bulmer to Malmesbury.



their means of performing the governing functions with
which they are trusted". ̂  Moreover, Bulwer stated that
throughout almost all the Empire, the endeavours of the
consular agents seemed to he directed to destroying the
authority of the Porte, which the policy of the British

£Government was, as a whole, to preserve. The house
of the British consul was in many parts of the Empire,
the rallying point of the disaffected. Alison had
already stated that in 1855? Moore received no less than
1124 letters of complaint from natives and foreigners
alike, which all related to ca'ses of an internal nature.
And Alison wondered what the result had been from Moore's
interference in those cases, and what freedom was left
to the local authorities to run the administration of 

7the country.
Bulwer observed that there existed a state of 

warfare between the governors-general and the Consuls; 
each wanted to assert his own opinion, and to establish 
his authority. The Consuls derived their boldness from

5« Ibid.
6. F.O. 78/1566, no. 143, Therapia, Aug. 18, 1858, 

Bulwer to Malmesbury.
7* F.O. 78/1362, no. 347? Therapia, June 10, 1858, 

Alison to Malmesbury.
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the support granted to them from their Embassy. So 
Bulwer wanted these consuls to know that a governor- 
general would not he deposed on their protests or com
plaints alone. Knowing this, the consuls then might

Qhe restrained, and their activities checked.u
The Consuls in Syria were not singular in 

their interference in internal affairs of the province 
they served in, hut that phenomenon was almost general 
among the consuls, British and others. In order to 
curh that interference, and to limit the struggle for 
influence, Bulwer issued, in January 1859> a circular 
to the British'Consuls-G-eneral in the Ottoman Empire 
with instructions as regards the subject.^ The consuls 
were instructed to endeavour to he on better terms with 
their colleagues, especially the French, because an 
agreement had been reached between the French and the 
British Governments. They were also to be on good terms 
with the Ottoman authorities. The Consuls were to 
refer all questions to the Embassy, and not to engage in

8. F.O. 78/1427y no. 48, Constantinople, Jan. 14, 1859> 
Bulwer to Malmesbury, enclosure dated Jan. 1, 1859*

9. Ibid.; also instructions to Moore, and Alison's 
instructions: F.O. 78/1560, no. 263> Constantinople,
May 17, 1858, Alison to Malmesbury, enclosure:
May 15» 1858, Alison to Her Majesty's Consuls.
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disputes over them with the authorities. They were
also not to assume "in language or bearing, a tone
towards the Ottoman functionaries or Ottoman subjects
incompatible with the independence of the Ottoman
Empire’1. Particularly they were not to use violent
language with the Ottoman Governors-general, but in
their dealing with them to be simple but firm.

The instructions go on in a peremptory style:
’’Refrain then from placing yourself 
at the head of any particular faction, 
class or party under the mistaken 
notion of acquiring influence I Lis
ten with circumspection and caution 
to stories that are told to you, and 
which have frequently for objects some 
personal interest.”

Furthermore, the Consuls should not neglect the Christian
Ottoman subjects, and should hold friendly conversations
with the Governors-general in their favour.

Both Bulwer and Alison asserted that the
British Government could not ask for the reformation of
the Ottoman Empire while at the same time intervening
in such a way as to leave no freedom for the Porte to
act independently for that goal, or as to disturb what
it tried to d o . ^

10. F.O. 78/1562, no. 54-7* Iherapia, June 10, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury. F.O. 78/1567* no. 188, 
Therapia, Sept. 1, 1858, Bulwer to Malmesbury.



The Porte also, by 1857> had become firm in
s~\its resistance to foreipg pressure as regards internal 

affairs. To complaints of the British Embassy about 
cases in Syria, the Porte was replying that "the country 
would be very well if left undisturbed by the agitation 
kept up by the different Consuls*'.11 And in a state
ment dictated to the interpreter of the British Embassy,
in an answer to a demand of Malmesbury fbr)reformation of

r
the Ottoman administration, 2.1 i Pa^a, the Grand Vezir, 
laid the blame for the insecurity in Syria on the inter
ference of the foreign agents. 2li Pa^a denied that 
this insecurity was caused by the "apathy, negligence, or 
fanaticism of the Mussulmans". He blamed in particular, 
the competition for influence between the British and 
French consuls, who, for their own purposes, each up
held the cause of one faction against its opponents.
Owing to this state of things, the local authorities

1 p
were not able to perform their functions. 2li Pasa
denied the existence of Muslim fanaticism, and claimed 
that it was the accusation of those who wished to bring

11. F.O. 78/1358, no. 121, Constantinople, April 7?
1858, Alison to Malmesbury.

12. F.O. 78/1362, no. 333 (conf.), Therapia, June 5»
1858, Alison to Malmesbury; also F.O. 78/1366,
no. 143, Therapia, Aug. 18, 1858, Bulwer to Malmes

bury.



the Empire to a catastrophe. Alison agreed that there 
was no real Mu\j>jim fanaticism on the part of the Ottoman 
Government to justify complaints.1^

‘̂he complaints of the Porte against foreign 
interference, and its wish to control directly and 
independently its dominions, were not new. Formerly, 
and especially in Syria, the complaints were voiced in 
a very limited degree. It was only in the late 1850s, 
for the first time that these complaints were appreciated, 
and met with a spirit of understanding by the British 
Foreign Secretary. Bulwer even tried, and to a cer
tain extent succeeded, to convince the French Ambassador

14-in Istanbul, Thouvenel, to follow suit. The non
intervention policy of Bulwer, however, was based on 
the appreciation of the importance of Syria to the 
British. He asserted that Syria and Egypt were impor
tant to the maintenance of the, British dominions in the 
East. These two countries should not be allowed to 
pass under the control or influence of any Power. In 
any conflict over them, the British could only hope to

15. Ibid.
14. F.O. 78/1366, no. 143, Therapia, Aug. 18, 1858, 

Bulwer to Malmesbury. F.O. 78/1367, no. 19, 
Therapia, Sept. 4, 1858, same to same; and no. 199, 
Sept. 8, 1858, same to same.
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have the Sultan's Government as an ally to their cause.
For this reason it was important to maintain good
relations with the Porte and the Ottoman functionaries,
as well as to help the regeneration and strengthening

15of the Empire. ^
It was in these circumstances that Moore found 

himself, as he understood it, obliged to preserve the 
"heritage" of British influence in Syria, left in his 
hands after the departure of Rose. Moreover, circum
stances in the Lebanon were not helpful, and Moore was 
thus involved in difficulties which illustrated the dif
ference between the British policy in the early 1840s 
and that in the late 1850s in Syria. The difficulties 
also illustrated the difference of abilities between 
Rose and Moore.

During the late 1850s, the centre of events in 
the Lebanon shifted from the mixed districts to the 
Christian Kaymakamate, while the Druze remained com
paratively quiet. The relations between the two 
Kaymakamates seem to have stabilized. Within the Druze 
Kaymakamate, the Druze chiefs resolved their differences

15. P.O. 78/1345, no. 177, ‘̂herapia, Sept. 27, 1859, 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure; same date Bulwer to 
Alison.



over the post of Kaymakam, and yielded to the Amir Amin 
Arslan and his family. They then turned to tend their 
businesses and to build themselves up after the long 
years of conflict and strife. Both the Druzes and the 
mixed Christians had suffered much from the civil war, 
and were exhausted. The mixed Christians evidently 
became convinced that they would not be able to bring 
to a material change of their conditions by the use of 
force. Much of this stability, however, could be 
attributed to the* Druze Kaymakam, Amir Amin Arslan, who, 
despite the severe criticism of the British agents o* 
him, was an able and successful Governor of his districts.I
He was able to uphold himself against the antagonism of 
foreign agents, and apparently against that of the 
Ottoman authorities as well. In 1854* when on his way 
with the Druze volunteers for the Crimea, and on bad 
terms with Vamik Pa^a, Amir Anln wrote to Moore stating 
that the governor of Sidon was, ever since his arrival 
at Beirut, endeavouring to upset the Lebanon adminis
tration. The Amir added that when the Governor failed
to affect him, he turned against Amir Haydar, the Christian 

18 —Kaymakam. Amir Amin however, did fully cooperate with

16. P.O. 195/4*37? no. 14 (conf.), Beyrout, May 1, 1854, 
Moore to Redcliffe, enclosure.
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the governors of Sidon to such an extent as to care 
hut little for support from the foreign consuls.

Yet the peace in the Druze Kaymakamate was
one in which the Druzes enjoyed clear supremacy over
their Christian tenants. Complaints of Christians
against Druzes who usurped their property, were of rare 

17occurrence. 1 These complaints, when raised, were 
supported with some prejudice by the French agents, 
while the Druzes were defended by the British, and sup
ported by the Ottoman authorities. Although it was 
clear that the Druze chiefs trespassed upon the rights 
of their Christian subjects, these wrongs were not of 
much gravity, and were easily submerged by the events 
in the Christian Kaymakamate.

The agitation in the Christian Kaymakamate in 
the 1850s, was about two main questions which were not 
completely separate. The first was the question of 
the Christian Kaymakam himself, and his relations with 
his dependents, as well as with the British agents.
The second question was the rising of the people of

17. P.O. 195/4-37? no. 41, Beyrout, Aug. 17, 1854, Moore
to Redcliffe. P.O. 195/519? no. 519? no. 47, Beyrout, 
Sept. 2, 1856, same to same. F.O. 78/1031? no. 33? 
Beyrout, Aug. 17? 1854, Moore to Clarendon. Churchill, 
The Druzes, p. 100. Also L. Bulaybil, "Tafcrir al- 
Na§ara minima nusiba ilayim fi ]j.awadith 1860" (al- 
Mashriq, Jan. 1928), p. 633.



the Kisrawan against their landlords, and consequently 
the cooperation and mutual support between them and 
their Kaymakam against the landlords.

In May 1854, the Christian Kaymakam, Amir 
gaydar, died. His death was significant for the British 
influence in the Lebanon. The Maronites were generally 
pro-French, and amongst them only the Amir gaydar could 
have been considered to be a friend of the British, from
whom he derived support. For this reason the Amir
looked obnoxious in the eyes of the local authorities, 
who did not conceal their displeasure at him. Already 
in 1849 the authorities had accused Amir gaydar of 
inefficiency and of sectarian partiality against the
Greek Orthodox community under him, with a view to

IS —depose him. A substitute for the Amir gaydar was
already in the hands of the authorities; he was Amir
Bashir Afcmad, a relative of Amir gaydar, and himself a
claimant to the post of Kaymakam. Amir Bashir was
encouraged by Vamik Pa^a to overthrow the Kaymakam and
take his place. The people of the Christian Kaymakamate
too, were encouraged by the authorities, and by the French
agents as well, to work for the removal of the Amir

18. F.O. 195/331? no. 35? Beyrout, Aug. 1, 1849? Moore 
to Canning.
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19gaydar. The British agents seemed unable to help
the Kaymakam. The appeals of Moore that Amir Bashir 
should be punished for his offences against the Amir 
gaydar were not complied v/ith. Moore was then obliged

POto advise Amir gaydar to conciliate with his opponents.
The hostility and disregard of the authorities increased
so that in 1851 Amir gaydar consulted Moore whether he
should ask the governor of Sidon if his functions were
suspended or not. Moore reported also that he was
receiving daily messages from the Kaymakam expressing

21his helplessness and asking for support.
In these last years of his tenure, and life, 

the position of Amir gaydar was similar to that of Amir 
Bashir III in 184-1. Like him, Amir gaydar enjoyed 
hardly any support except that of the British, to whom 
both were loyal. And again Moore continued to state 
that he knew no fitter person in the Christian Kaymakamate 
than him, and that no person could be so much devoted to 
the British as he was. Amir gaydar was also “mild,

19. F.O. 195/331 , no. 26, Beyrout, July 2, 184-9, Moore 
to Palmerston; and no. 35? Aug. 1, 184-9, Moore to 
Canning; and no. 44-, Aug. 20, 184-9, same to same and 
enclosure. F.O. 195/351, no. 1, Beyrout, April 2, 
1851, Moore to Palmerston.

20. F.O. 195/351? no. 2 (conf.), Beyrout, Jan. 12, 1850, 
Moore to Canning.

21. Ibid.
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22humane and personally just". Thus Moore was aware
of the inefficency of the Kaymakam, but did not voice it, 
and did not wish to blame him for his difficulties.
Calvert on the other hand, while acting Consul in Beirut 
in 1853? pointed out the causes of the weakness of Amir 
gaydar. These originated from his being old, and 
physically weak, from his want of mental energy and reso
lution, and from his being kind and conciliatory towards 
those who should be treated severely. Amir gaydar
was also under the influence of his wife, and his actions

23were dominated by her. The Haronite chiefs disregarded
his authority and took advantage of his weakness. He 
used to complain of them, but supported them unwillingly, 
and sometimes unjustly, against the peasants. In par
ticular the Shaykhs of the Khazin family tried to take
into their hands most of the posts in the Kaymakamate,

\
enlisting for their aid the Maronite Patriarch Yusuf al-

24Khazin, who was a member of their family.
At the end of 1853? when the war broke out

22. P.O. 195/331? no. 35? Beyrout, Aug. 1, 1849, Moore 
to Canning. F.O. 195/351? no. 1, Beyrout, April 2, 
1851? Moore to Palmerston. Also Churchill, The 
Druzes, p. 96.

23. F.O. 195/390, no. 35? Beyrout, Sept. 28, 1853? Calvert 
to Redcliffe. Also Churchillffilcebanon, i, 103-4.

24. F.O. 195/390, no. 3? Beyrout, May 3? 1853? Moore 
to Redcliffe.



between the Ottoman Empire and Russia, the Christian
Kaymakam, after consulting with Calvert, offered to
raise a force of Maronite volunteers to fight with the

25Ottoman troops.^ The advice of Calvert was calculated 
to help the Amir gaydar to recoverhis esteem and respect 
in the eyes of the Ottoman authorities. It meant 
also to set a precedent for the Christians to enter 
Ottoman military service, as well as to show a similar 
zeal to that of the Druzes. But when the answer of 
the Porte came, the Kaymakam was only praised for the 
offer, while the function of enlisting volunteers was 
given to Amir Bashir Agmad. The latter had made a 
similar offer previous to, and independently of the

26 -rKaymakam. Amir gaydar, advised again by Calvert, 
sought an explanation from ITamik Pa^a and was told that 
he did not act with zeal, and that the petitions of Amir 
Bashir had preceded his own by two months.^ The 
result thus turned to be another blow to the prestige 
of the Kaymakam, while Amir Bashir was raised to a rank

25. F.O. 195/390, no. 42, Beyrout, Oct. 14, 1853?
Calvert to Redcliffe and enclosure; and no. 50,
Nov. 10, 1353? same to same.

26. F.O. 195/457? no. 10, Beyrout, Feb. 4, 1854, Calvert 
to Redcliffe and enclosure.

27. F.O. 195/457? no. 10, Beyrout, Feb. 16, 1854, Calvert 
to Redcliffe.
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pQ
similar to that held by the two Kaymakams . ̂  It was
clear then that the authorities were building up the
Amir Bashirfs influence to become the next Kaymakam at—
the expense of the present one.

Nevertheless, no Christian volunteers left 
the Lebanon, and probably none were even raised. It 
was only in 1856 and then at the beginning of 1859 that 
the Ottoman authorities demanded from the Christian com
munities in the Mountain a sum of moneyin commutation 
of conscription at the rate of 5000 piastres for each
conscript; and it was retrospective for the past four 

2Qyears. y The Bishops of the Lebanese Christians pro
posed to pay according to a ballot. The British sup
ported this proposal, but the authorities turned it 

30down, probably because that would imply a right for 
those Christians to serve in the army.

After the death of Amir gaydar, and on August 
13, 1854, the Amir Bashir Agmad was appointed Christian

28. Ibid.
29* F.O. 78/1219, no. 37, Beyrout, Aug. 18, 1856, Moore 

to Clarendon. F.O. 195/587, no. 9, Beyrout, March 
14, 1859, Moore to Bulwer.

30. Bulwer1s remark on Moore’s despatch to him, F.O. 
195/587, no. 9, Beyrout, March 14, 1859*



Kaymakam for the Lebanon. His appointment was agreed
upon by both the French and the British consuls.
Before he was installed, Amir Bashir asked Moore for
support, promising to govern in compliance with justice
and for the public welfare; and also to rely upon the
advice of Moore in matters of administration and

31appointments of sub-governors. Notwithstanding the
British agents1 previous unfavourable opinion of Amir 
Bashir as unworthy and of bad character, and in spite 
of their opposition to his claims and activities in the 
last few years, Moore supported him. Moore, however, 
thought that Amir Bashir was the fittest in his family 
for the post. The other competitors were of less 
suitable qualities. Amir Bashir cAssaf A b u rl-Lamc, who 
was deputy of Amir gaydar in the council, and acting 
Kaymakam during the latter's illness was "universally 
allowed to be wanting in the requisite qualities he has 
neither sufficient qualities nor does he possess the 
personal endowment essential to the due maintenance of 
the dignity of the Office".^2 Amir Ismacil, and Amir

31. F.O. 195/437, no. 19, Beyrout, May 18, 1854, Moore 
to Redcliffe; and no. 39, August 17, 1854, same to 
same. F.O. 78/1362, no. 347, Therapia, June 10, 
1858, Alison to Malmesbury. In this last document 
Alison made a chronological survey of the complaints 
and relations of Moore with Amir Bashir Agmad, based 
on Moore's despatches up to its date.

32. F.O. 78/1030, no. 13, Beyrout, May 12, 1854, Moore 
to Clarendon.



Magmud, son and grandson, respectively, of Amir gaydar, 
were equally unfit as they were lacking in the mental 
ability to conduct the affairs of the Office.^ Yet 
Moore's agreement to the appointment of Amir Bashir Agmad 
was the acceptance of the fittest available candidate, 
but not necessarily the most reliable. Although 
Moore entertained the idea that the new Kaymakam owed 
him his appointment, it is doubtful if he could have 
effected the appointment of any other candidate. He 
was instructed by his superiors to seek unanimity with 
his colleagues in supporting Amir Bashir Agmad. As 
this Amir was for a long time supported by the French 
and the Ottoman authorities, his appointment could be 
considered their triumph, while his promises to Moore, 
just before the appointment, could hardly be relied upon.

During the first months of his tenure, Amir
Bashir Agmad proved cooperative and governed with jus-

34tice and circumspection. He gave Moore no reason
for complaints and Moore stood on his side when certain 
elements began to work against him. The first of these 
were the Khazin Shaykhs, who always looked with jealousy

33. Ibid.
34. cA$IqI, p. 38. Salibi, Modern history, p. 81.



towards the Abu11-Lamc Amirs, and evinced unwillingness 
to recognize them as their superiors. When the Amir 
gaydar died, the Shaykhs demanded through their relative 
the Maronite Patriarch, that either Amir IsmacIl Abu'l- 
Lamc be appointed Kaymakam, having a Kahya from their 
family to succeed in turn; or that one of their own 
family be appointed Kaymakam; or the mukataacis should 
be allowed to governor their mukataas under the direct 
authority of the Governor of Sidon, without a Kaymakam. 
Moore opposed these demands, and on his remonstrance, 
the Patriarch claimed that he did not sanction the 
demands of his relatives.^

Hoivever, a short time later, in November 1854, 
the Maronite Patriarch died, and the hopes of the Khazin 
Shaykhs dwindled away. Yet his death gave rise to a 
new problem, the election of a new patriarch. Moore 
again found himself obliged to interfere in order to 
secure the election of a person "of patriotic views and 
possessing qualifications equal to the exigencies of 
the time". He also interfered in order to secure speedy 
election that would prevent undue interference either

35* F.O. 78/1030, no. 16, Beyrout, May 19, 1854, Moore 
to Clarendon.
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from Rome or from France; and to prevent any cause of 
agitation in the Lebanon on the iss u e . ^  The two can
didates, who were considered to answer these requisites, 
were Bishop Tubya cAwn, the Bishop of Beirut, and Bishop 
Bulus Mascad, deputy of the last patriarch. Moore 
thought that both Bishops were agreeable to the British 
policy in the Lebanon. Bishop M a s cad was eventually 
elected for the post. There was, indeed, little to be 
expected from him as regards the increase of the British 
influence in the Mountain, partly because of his pat
riotic feelings which induced Moore to support him.
Both Bishops were of peasant origin, and were expected 
to oppose the muhataacis, not without the help of the 
French. Moreover, election of Bishop Jubya, who was 
from the mixed districts, could have brought the question 
of the mixed Christians to the fore.

The election of the patriarch had no immediate 
effect on affairs in the Mountain. Amir Bashir ATjmad, 
too, continued to cooperate with Moore, and apparently 
to abide with his advice. The only thing that began to 
disturb their "joint administration" was the activities 
displayed by the French acting Consul-General, de

56. F.O. 73/1051 > no. 52, Beyrout, Nov. 15> 1854-1 Moore 
to Redcliffe.
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37Lesseps. In these activities de Lesseps demon
strated his connection with the French Emperor, visited 
different parts of the Mountain with great pomp and 
triumphant hymns, and other spectacular shows that 
impressed the Mountaineers, and alarmed Moore. At the 
beginning these activities produced no effect, but they 
were increasing. By the middle of 1855, de Lesseps, 
took with him the Christian Kaymakam, on the pretext of 
pacifying a quarrel in a village in the Mountain.
Moore denounced this as interference in the internal 
affairs of the Lebanon. He declared that such inter
ference "has the effect of deprecating and bringing into 
contempt the already all but dominant authority of the 
Sultan", and "it must, if unchecked, soon exercise pre
ponderating influence and lead to a state of disorgani-

38zation of the country". The Kaymakam, however, 
excused himself on the score of intimidation and relations 
between him and Moore resumed their course.

The French activities continued to agitate

37* F.O. 195/4-37, no. 4*8, Beyrout, Sept. 25, 1854-, Moore 
to Redcliffe; and no. 52, Oct. 3, 1854-, same to 
same. F.O. 195/4-79, no. 7, Beyrout, Feb. 18, 1855, 
same to same.

38. F.O. 195/4-79, no. 47, Beyrout, July 18, 1855, Moore 
to Redcliffe.



Moore’s mind. In November 1856, he began to report
that all British Consuls in Syria agreed that the state
of affairs in all the country was at its worst. The
Ottoman authorities were very feeble and it was mainly
owing to the name and prestige of the foreign Powers,
that the country was not in a state of anarchyand law- 

59lessness. y Moore added, however, that the French 
interference was further weakening the effete adminis
tration of the country. Yet, and in the words of Alison, 
"Moore, strangely enough proposes to remedy this gloomy

Zl qstate of things by the very interference just denounced."
It was only at the beginning of 1857, that the 

activities of de Lesseps began to bear fruit. In Feb
ruary that year, the Christian Kaymakam visited de
Lesseps and received assurances of French support and

41help to . hold his position. Moore then realized
that the Kaymakam had passed under French influence, and 
for the first time, Moore denounced him as unworthy "who, 
since his appointment has given so much general dissatis
faction and who, by his duplicity, utter disregard of

39* F.C. 78/1362, no. 347? Therapia, June 10, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury.

40. Ibid.
41. Ibid. F.O. 195/557? no. 8 (conf.), Beyrout, Feb. 4, 

1857? Moore to Redcliffe.



truth, and unprincipled conduct has been the cause of
bloodshed in several localities in his districts. He

4?has even disgusted his superior the Mushir."
Nevertheless, matters remained quiet until 

October 1357• By then Moore had returned from a tour 
of "consolidating English influence in Southern Syria"; 
and de Lesseps was elevated to the rank of Consul- 
General, an event which was announced in a pompous manner. 
By this time too, the claims of the Greek Orthodox 
community against the Christian Kaymakam had reached an 
alarming degree. These claims began since the appoint
ment of Amir Bashir A^unad, who was accused of partiality 
against them. But the Greek Orthodox did not ask for 
justice, or even for the change of Amir Bashir, but for
a Kaymakam from amongst themselves, or even a Turkish 

43governor. Demands of this nature, however, had already
been voiced by the Greek Orthodox in the 1840s, because 
they wished to be independent of Maronite rule. On 
these bases, Moore did not support their claim, and took 
Amir Bashir's side. In November 1356, while the French

42. Ibid.
43. F.O. 195/519? no. 69? Beyrout, Dec. 3? 1856, Moore

to Redcliffe. F.O. 195/557? no. 8 (conf.), Beyrout, 
Feb. 4, 1857? same to same. Edwards, p. 120.



were gaining increased ground with the Kaymakams, Moore 
began to voice the claims of the Greek Orthodox community. 
He condemned the Amir Bashir led by a "party notorious 
for their intolerance, and assumption of supremacy par
ticularly in the North of Lebanon"; and asserted that 
he was tendering the influence of the Maronite clergy

_ i\ i\and the agents of France. But Moore was still . averse
to the Greek Orthodox claim for a separate Kaymakam.

The Greek Orthodox claims were escalated 
after the abduction of a girl from their community by a 
Maronite Shaykh on the plea of compulsory marriage.
The Greek Orthodox Patriarch saw the event as an assault 
cn his community's ecclesiastical privileges.^ The 
Kaymakam supported the Maronites, as did the French and 
the Austrian agents, while Moore sided with the Greek 
Orthodox. Moore advocated the claims on this question 
before Hur^it Pa^a, the governor of Sidon, who declined 
to listen or intervene in a question which he considered 
as of religious nature, and referred it to Istanbul.
It was also the opinion of Alison that the question was

44. Ibid.
45. F.O. 195/557? no. 11, Beyrout, Feb. 17? 1857? Moore 

to Redcliffe; and no. 15? March 7? 1857? same to 
same and enclosure.
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4 6of a religious nature, and Moore should have kept aloof,
$he visit of the Kaymakam to de Lesseps in 

February 1857> left Moore with no doubt that the former 
had become under French influence, De Lesseps assured 
Amir Fashlr of the French and the Russian support. The 
new Russian Consul-General, Moukhin, was ready to recon
cile the Greek Orthodox with the Kaymakam, rather than 
oppose him. Moore explained this conduct of Moukhin 
by the wish of the latter to recover the Russian in
fluence in the Lebanon through cooperation with the 

47French•
The quarrel between the Maronite and the Greek 

Orthodox communities took the shape of a conflict bet
ween the agents of France and Austria on the side of 
the former and the British siding with the latter.
Each community presented its claims in favour of, or 
against the Kaymakam, to the foreign embassies in Istanbul, 
and to the Forte. Moore accepted the petitions of the 
Greek Orthodox, and delivered them to the British Embassy. 
As Alison believed, Moore was cheated by the Greek Bishop

46. F.O. 78/1562, no. 34-7* Iherapia, June 10, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury.

47. F.O. 195/557* no. 8 (conf.), Beyrout, Feb. 4, 1857* 
Moore to Redcliffe.
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of Beirut, who stated to him that it was the wish of
the Ambassador that such petitions should be delivered

48through the Consulate-General at Beirut.' Nevertheless, 
the British Embassy "had prevailed upon the Porte, 
against its convictions, to dispatch a commissioner to 
Syria” to inquire into the grievances of the Greek 
Orthodox, and those of Moore against the Christian 
Kaymakam and the governor of Sidon.

The interference of the Consuls only fostered 
the enmity between the rival parties, and agitated the 
Christian Kaymakamate. The Consuls-General of Austria, 
France, Prussia and Russia, alarmed at the troubled con
ditions of the Kaymakamate, invited Moore to join in 
advising Hur^it Pa^a to calm the movement against the 
Kaymakam. But Moore had received information, through 
the Greek Bishop of Beirut, "who had already deceived 
him”, that Hur^it Pa^a was inducing the Provincial Coun
cil to support the petitions in favour of Amir Bashir 
A^unad, So he proposed to his colleagues that,, before 
considering their suggestion, they should enquire into 
the truth of the information he had received. The

48. F.O. 78/1362, no. 34-7* Therapia, June 10, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury.
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Consuls-General declined to do so, and each presented 
his own proposal to Hur^it Paga. Alison believed 
that the Consuls-General acted "with great propriety" 
when they declined to join Moore's "uncourteous pro
ceedings". And he was "not at all surprised at the 
answer which Moore received from the Governor-General, 
namely, that he had no right to put such a question". 
Alison also seemed to believe that the information of 
the Bishop was untrue.

As he had already reported that Amir Bashir 
Aljmad was the fittest within his family, Moore found it 
inconvenient to support any other, although he supported 
the movement against him. It seems that already by 
this time (1857)> the Kaymakams were chosen from the 
Abu'1-Lamc and Arslan families only. In June, 1S57 
Moore suggested to the Foreign Office the extension of 
the right to the office of Kaymkama also to the Shihab 
family, which since 1842 had been excluded from the 
administration of the Mountain. His apparent reason
was to give a wider choice to select the fit person for 

50the office.^ It was only in the previous year that
Moore himself condemned a French suggestion to appoint\

49. Ibid.
50. F.O. 78/1299i no. 22, Beyrout, June, 1857> Moore to 

Clarendon.



two grandsons of Amir Bashir II to replace the two
51current Kaymakams. ̂ Now Moore was an opponent of 

Amir Bashir A^unad, and wanted to see him out of office. 
Moore also probably thought of dividing the Christian 
Kaymakamate into two parts, when owing to the competition 
between them, one would be always under British influence. 
He would thus create a similar situation to that existing 
in the Druze Kaymakamate, although he stated that the 
competition would be to the ultimate advantage of the 
Mountain. This indeed is what Clarendon, the Foreign 
Secretary, thought Moore's intentions to be. He remarked 
that he did not understand what Moore meant or wanted, 
and that Moore had reported no clear reason for setting 
one party against the other. He also thought the sug
gestion impolitic, and that it would be unwise to com
pete with the French in the Lebanon, because the French
agents had a clear advantage over the British, and had

52plentiful money.
Indeed Moore was not able to obtain redress 

for complaints of more immediate bearing on his function.

51. F.O. 78/1219> no. 14, Beyrout, March 1, 1856, Moore 
to Redcliffe.

52. F.O. 78/12991 no. 22, Beyrout, June 4, 18571 Moore 
to Clarendon, on an attached paper which was not 
sent to Moore.



He complained that Hur^it Paga evaded all cases Moore
laid before him, and showed ill-will and unfriendly
feeling. The complaints concerned British subjects
who had claims against natives including the Amir Bashir
Aljmad. Moore then solicited Alison's instructions for
his guidance "in this humiliating state of things; or
that such prompt, vigorous andunmistakable intervention
be employed, as will effectually put a stop to the same".
But Alison had little appreciation for the solicitation
of Moore, and seemed reluctant to support his cause.^
Yet the Embassy while reproving Moore, appealed to the
Porte for the dismissal of Amir Bashir Aljanad on the ground
of his misconduct and partiality against the Greek
Orthodox. The Porte intimated that the Amir would be
dismissed if similar complaints came also from the

54Maro m t e s  under him. In October 1857 Maronite dele
gations began to arrive at Beirut, and to submit petitions

55against the Kaymakam. ^ Hurpit Paga received them

53. P.O. 78/1357> no. 37> Constantinople, March 16, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury, enclosure, no. 11, March 11, 
1858, Alison to Moore.

54-. P.O. 78/1273, no. 1028, Constantinople, Nov. 24, 1857> 
Redcliffe to Clarendon; and no. 1029? Nov. 24, 1857, 
same to same, and enclosure.

55* F.O. 195/557, no. 57? Beyrout, Oct. 30, 1857> Moore 
to Redcliffe, and enclosure; and no. 65, Nov. 27,
1857> same to same; and no. 69, Dec. 8, 1857, same 
to same. F.O. 195/557, no. 22, Beyrout, March 16, 
1858, Moore to Alison.



coolly, and only promised to forward their petitions to 
Istanbul. But the delivery of the petitions was 
delayed or even ignored, and they were submitted to the 
Porte by the British Embassy. The French Consul- 
General, among his colleagues, did not receive the com
plainants or accept their petitions.^

It is difficult to ascertain the causes of 
discontent of the Maronites or the Druzes of their 
Christian Kaymakam, but they seemed to be personal and 
factional. The causes given by Moore are few, and 
concerned individuals. The petitions of the complainants 
spoke only in broad and general terms of injustice and 
misconduct. The difficulty of pointing out particular 
instances of injustice on the part of the Kaymakam, 
seemed to disturb the British Ambassador in Istanbul, 
and render his protestations less effective. 'ihat is 
more, Moore tended in his reports to exaggerate the 
movement against the Kaymakam. Notwithstanding that 
this movement was only in the north of the Lebanon,
Moore stated that the "voice of the Mountain" was against 
the Amir Bashir Aljmad; or that the "people" were against 
him. In one case Moore spoke about an individual who

56. Ibid.
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was arrested by the Kaymakam because he was obnoxious
to him, "but the people ... assembled ... and liberated

57their comrade". Alison commented that the use of the
word "people" was calculated to mislead, and was untrue.^

i
Nevertheless, the opponents of the Kaymakam 

were increasing in number and in activity. They were
conducting meetings, and began to organize. On March
16, 1858, representatives of the different sects, inclu
ding the Druzes, assembled in the Kisrawan in order to 
discuss their actions against the Kaymakam. But Hur^it 
Paga reacted by ordering Amir Bashir cAssaf, who was one 
of the leaders of the opposition, to proceed to Beirut, 
an order which the latter refused to comply with.^v 
Even at this stage, Moore was claiming that his efforts 
prevented the complainants from attacking and expelling 
the Kaymakam from his seat. Yet the complainants did 
not do so also because the Porte was about to send a 
commissioner to investigate their complaints.

57* P.O. 195/587, no. 16, Beyrout, March 1, 1858, Moore 
to Alison.

58. F.O. 195/587, no. 4-7, Beyrout, June 24, 1858, Moore 
to Alison, Alison's comment on the back of the 
despatch.

59. F.O. 195/587, no. 22, Beyrout, March 16, 1858, Moore 
to Alison.
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The main opponents of the Kaymakam were from
his own family, claimants for the office he filled.
At their head was Amir Bashir cAssaf, and the two cousins
of the Kaymakam, Amir cAli and Amir Amin, the latter
being the president of the Council of the Kaymakamate.
It would appear that a great portion of the Abu'l-Lamc
family followed these Amirs. While religious allegiance
was then of importance, the opponents exploited the fact
that the Kaymakam was born a Druze, and threw doubt on

60his sincerity as a Maronite. To cover this defect,
Amir Bashir Aljmad had supported the Maronites in their
conflict with the Greek Orthodox, and thus won the
Maronite clergy to his side. Moore sided with the
opponent Amirs, but there seems no evidence to support
the allegation of the French, who protested to London,
thathe espoused the claims of Amir Bashir cAssaf to the 

61Kaymakamate.
At the beginning of May 1858, a party, led by 

Amir cAlI and Amir Amin attacked the Kaymakam and com
pelled him to shut himself up in his house. And on

60. F.O. 78/1358, no. 5> Beyrout, Jan. 28, 1858, Moore 
to Alison.

61. F.O. 78/1358, no. 4, F.O., May 13, 1858, to Moore. 
F.O. 78/1362, No. 34-7, Therapia, June 10, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury. For the allegation see 
Ismail, Histoire, p. 318. Salibi, Modern history,
p. 82.
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May 10, 1858 he found himself forced to flee to Beirut
when a great body of his opponents assembled in the

—  —  6?vicinity of Brummana, his own village. The imme
diate cause of the attack was aggression, committed on 
the orders of the Kaymakam, on the lands of his cousins 
in the Biqa*5. The Kaymakam1s advantage was still the 
support he derived from Hur^it Paga, the French and the 
Austrian agents. The latter even suggested to the 
Governor to reinstate the Kaymakam by force, an advice 
which Hur^it Pa^a turned d o w n . ^

The complainants then asked the authorities 
not to allow the Kaymakam to return until their complaints 
were enquired into, and they themselves blocked the 
raods from Beirut, in order to prevent communication 
from the Kaymakam that might stir them the one against 
the other. The Amir Bashir A^unad, it appears, was con
templating to return to his village with the help of a 
Druze party that was ready to do so. Moore urged Hur^it
Pa^a not to permit such a step as it might kindle a civil

64war between Druzes and Haronites. Hur^it Pa^a for his

62. F.O. 78/58?i no. 35? Beyrout, May 11, 1858, Moore 
to Alison.

63. F.O. 195/587? no. 21, Beyrout, May 12, 1858, Moore 
to Malmesbury.

64. F.O. 195/578, no. 40, Beyrout, May 27? 1858, Moore 
to Alison.
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part, tried, to conciliate the rival parties and so get 
the Amir Bashir A^imad hack to his office, but without 
success. On Nay 28, 1858, he decided to send the 
Kaymakam back supported byan irregular force composed of 
Druzes and Albanians, together with his Kahya, the Nufti 
of Beirut, and the Naronite member of the Provincial 
Council.^ Moore, who heard of this step beforehand, 
immediately sent to advise the opposing Amirs not to

66resist the return of the Kaymakam; and they did not. 
Whether that was in compl^a&nce with Moore's advice or 
not, is difficult to ascertain.

In the meantime, the Porte named a certain 
Ata Bey commissioner to investigate the complaints 
against the Kaymakam, as well as those of Moore against 
Hur^it Pa^a. But Moore believed that dismissal of the 
Kaymakam was preferable to an enquiry. He feared that 
Ata Bey would be partial as he was inferior in rank to 
Hur^it Pa^a. Besides, Moore believed that there was a 
trend towards Muslim fanaticism among the Ottoman

65* This Provincial Council or Meclisi eyalet was set
up to advise and assist the Governor-G-eneral to carry 
out his functions of administration, finance and 
justice. See N a coz, pp. 94, 95-8.

66. P.O. 195/587* no. 4, Beyrout, May 28, 1858, Moore 
to Alison.
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officials, which was directed against Europeans and 
Christians in general.6*'7 Alison, too, although he did 
not entertain the same ideas about Muslim fanaticism 
on the part of the Ottoman Government, did not think the 
mission would result in a satisfactory outcome• He 
maintained that, even if Ata Bey investigated and con
victed the Amir Bashir Aljinad, and consequently dismissed
him, the act would be only that of "simply changing

68one puppet for another".
After a long delay, and on June 9, 1858, Ata

Bey arrived at Beirut. But the way he conducted the
investigation satisfied neither Moore nor the opponents
of the Kaymakam. They believed that Ata Bey had made
common cause with Hur?it la^a against them. Moore was
still promising help for the complainants and asked

69Bulwer to support them as well. y But Bulwer remarked 
that Moore had resigned himself only unwillingly to his 
instructions for non-intervention in the affairs of

67* F.O. 195/587? no. 50, Beyrout, April 28, 1858, Moore 
to Alison; and no. 39? same date, same to same.

68. F.O. 78/1362, no. 347? Therapia, June 10, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury.

69. F.O. 195/587? uo. 65? Beyrout, Aug. 5? 1851? Moore 
to Bulwer.
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internal administration. He then ordered Moore "to 
do nothing, but report to Her Majesty's Embassy the 
opinion you entertain as to what is passing in the pro
vince in which your functions are exercised". Further
more, Bulwer denied that the Embassy had ever enter
tained any decided opinion whether to support any of 
the rival parties in the Mountain. The Embassy had 
only suggested the sending of a commissioner to enquire 
into a matter "upon which very different statements are 
made"; and could only wait the result of the enquiry.^0 

Meanwhile the complaints of Moore himself 
against Hur^it Pa^a were dealt with badly by Ata Bey. 
Alison's opinion, however, was that the best action was
the suppression of those complaints as they were of no

71real importance. Nevertheless, the Embassy con
tinued to urge the Porte to instruct Ata Bey to inves
tigate and report on the complaints. Finally in 
December 1858 Ata Bey informed Moore that he had termi
nated his mission by accepting and referring to Istanbul 
Hur^it Papa's explanation. This explanation, Moore

70. F.O. 78/1367* no. 188, Therapia, Sept. 1, 1858, 
Bulwer to Malmesbury. F.O. 78/1366, no. 143* 
Therapia, Aug. 18, 1858, same to same.

71. F.O. 195/587* no. 50, Beyrout, June 25* 1858, Moore 
to Alison, a comment added by Alison, dated July 10, 1858.



stated, was discourteous and offensive to himself, but 
he did not take notice of this in order to cause no 
further complications. The explanation as a whole was 
considered by him as unsatisfactory and untruthful.22

This result, and the arising of further cases 
involving British subjects, made Bulwer order his inter
preter

"to express seriously to Fuad Pasha 
[the Foreign Minister] the great 
difficulty which the Turkish Pasha 
causes and hint at the possibility 
of the British Government eventually 
determining on sending some ships to 
Beyrout to enforce Mr Moore1s remon
strances. This state of things 
should not be trifled with." 73
Bulwer thought that Ata Bey was not able to 

settle rightly the questions because of his want of con
fidence in dealing with acts of superior authority like 
Hur^it Pa^a. Thus, with the Porte's consent he sent as 
British commissioner to Syria Charles Calvert, who had 
been in 1853 acting consul in Beirut. Bulwer informed 
Calvert that he was to share the powers which originally 
were given to Ata Bey, with whom he should settle the

72. F.O. 195/587* no. 100, Beyrout, Dec. 7* 1858, Moore 
to Bulwer.

73* F.O. 195/537, no. 10, Beyrout, March 26, 1859* Moore 
to Bulwer, instruction added by Bulwer on the back 
of the despatch.
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questions between Moore and Hur^it Pa§a. He was 
instructed to be impartial, to act mainly as an arbiter, 
and to endeavour to leave Moore and Hur^it Pa^a on better 
terms than before. Bulwer himself thought that Moore 
was Mtoo positive and arbitrary", while Hur$it Pa^a was 
f,too indolent and evasive”. As for the Christian 
Kaymakam, Calvert was only to inform Moore that he should 
not interfere, and not ask or work for his removal, 
because such an act would start a new struggle of 
influence with the French in the Lebanon.^

The joint work of Ata Bey and Calvert went 
slowly, and it lasted until December 1859* when Calvert 
submitted a report on its termination.^ On the whole, 
the report blamed Moore but not the Ottoman authorities. 
Moore was reported to be partial, as in one case where 
he favoured the cause of Colonel Churchill because he 
was a British subject, and because his daughter was 
engaged to Moore’s son. For these two reasons only, 
Moore defended as under British protection a person who 
was employed by Churchill, not as a domestic servant,

74. F.O. 78/14-32, no. 399* Constantinople, June 1, 1859* 
Bulwer to Malmesbury; enclosure (private and conf.) 
May 18, 1859? Bulwer to Calvert.

75. F.O. 78/1507* no. 309* Constantinople, June 8, 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure (private), Dec. 29* 
1859* Calvert to Bulwer.



but as a kind of dependent having dependents of his own, 
an armed body guard, a messenger, and an agent for 
carrying out Churchill’s political views against the 
Christian Kaymakam and the Ottoman authorities.

When he was informed of the result of Calvert's 
investigation, Moore considered the report as approving 
all the acts of the Ottoman authorities, and implying 
that he was in the wrong. He blamed Calvert for not 
having a single condemnation of the authorities, and in 
his irritation Moore "broke out into a tirade against 
the race of Turks".^

The two questions, that of the Christian 
Kaymakam, and that of Moore and Hur^it Paja, occupied 
a great deal of the time and attention of the British 
Embassy in Istanbul. This made both Alison and Bulwer 
think seriously of the Lebanon question, and how to 
settle it. Each of these two men drew up a special 
report forwarding his opinion. The opinions were 
similar in their general outlines, as they were similar 
in deprecating the way Moore handled affairs in the 
Lebanon. Alison pointed out the course Moore followed 
in these affairs as "most unfavourable". He also 
seemed to agree with the Ottoman ministers that Moore's

76. Ibid.
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activities were motivated mainly by the object of ob
taining British influence, and so, the incidents

"mainly derived their importance, 
if not their birth, from the British 
Consulate-General in Syria. I do 
not mean to imply that they [the 

> Ministers] consider Mr Moore capable
of inventing such things himself, 
but that he lends himself too easily 
to be a ready instrument of unscru- 
pulous and discreditable intrigues."'*

Alison, however, blamed also the other foreign agents
for the agitation, particularly the French.

Bulwer, too, considered Moore's reports to be
mixed with exaggeration, and he instructed Moore to
report only the f a c t s . B u l w e r  was also ready to
accept, with little reserve, the accusation of the Austrian
Charge d'affaires in Istanbul, that Moore was the cause
of the unrest in the Lebanon. In his opinion, Moore
left almost no subject "even the dispute of the Caimakam
with his family", in which he did not meddle. Further,
Bulwer had little trust and reliance on the reports of
Moore, or even on those of the other British Consuls in
Syria. By the middle of 1859? the British Consuls

77* F.O. 78/1362, no. 34-7? Therapia, June 10, 1858, 
Alison to Malmesbury.

78. F.O. 78/1367? no. 188, Therapia, Sept. 1, 1858,
Bulwer to Malmesbury, and enclosure, Aug. 23, 1858, 
Bulwer to Moore. F.O. 78/14-34-, no. 121, Therapia, 
Aug. 25? 1859? 3ulwer to Russell.
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there were reporting that French influence was over
whelming, and that the Ottoman authorities were favouring 
the French interests and neglecting those of the 
British, The reports on this subject came mainly from 
Moore, from Skene in Aleppo, and from Brant in Damascus; 
all of them had complaints against the Ottoman authorities. 
Bulwer doubted the correctness of these reports and 
complaints, and thought them to be exaggerated, espe
cially when he was shown, by Thouvenel, reports from 
the French Consul-General in Beirut having the opposite 
sense against the British. He stated that there were 
many people who were thinking that the French and the 
British Consuls in Syria, had got into the habit of 
urging the support of their governments by saying that 
the other Consulate was better treated; and in this 
way they kept a state of excitement and ill-will between 
them on the spot and between their embassies in Istanbul, 
and thus often without justification. So it was 
expected that this feeling between the French and British 
agents would pass through to their respective commu
nities, and from them to their countries, which might
lead to a collision between their two governments without

79sufficient cause. y

79. Ibid
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Bulwer suggested remedying this state of
things by sending one or two warships to the Syrian
coast, and proposed to go to Syria himself or to send 

80Alison there• He was then authorized to send Alison,
who proceeded to Syria in October 1859* Alison was
given a briefing of Bulwerfs opinion on Moore, Shene and
Brant, and was instructed to give his own opinion, after
investigation on the spot, to the fitness or unfitness

0 * 1of these agents to the offices they occupied.
Bulwer thought that Moore was a man of excellent inten
tions, "of considerable vanity, and of moderate ability"; 
that his despatches "hardly ever prove what he asserts, 
and it is always apparent that he thinks that the only 
way to make things go better is to make Mr Moore a much 
greater man". Brant was of better ability than Moore; 
but he was old, and had spent most of his service in the 
Ottoman Empire at a time when everything in it looked 
gloomy, so that he did not believe in its regeneration, 
thus in contrast to the policy of the British Government. 
Bulwer thought Skene to be of talent, but he had no 
settled opinion on him. He clearly favoured Calvert,

80. F.O. 78/1366, no. 143, Therapia, Aug. 18, 1858, 
Bulwer to Malmesbury.

81. F.O. 78/1354, no. 177y Therapia, Sept. 27? 1859> 
Bulwer to Russell; enclosure: (conf.) Therapia,
Sept. 27, 1859* Bulwer to Alison.
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who was on a mission to the Lebanon, as a man of talent 
and of judgement.

In December 1859? Alison submitted his report. 
The claims of Brant against the Ottoman authorities 
were exaggerated; and there was no evidence to support 
his assertion that those authorities neglected, or

op
delayed settlement of pending cases."" Alison also 
implied mishandling of cases by Moore, and the exag
geration of his statements; but Alison did not go into
details as those questions were under investigation by 

83Calvert. The latter concluded that, in his zeal to
uphold British influence, Moore was too prone to attri
bute prepotence to the French, and to the Ottoman 
authorities a secret dread of the French. let, Calvert 
admitted that the authorities were making difficulties 
over all cases presented to them by the foreign agents, 
but more for Moore because of his tactlessness. Hur^it 
Pa^a told Calvert that Moore's temper rendered it 
"exceedingly difficult to transact business with him in 
person". The other Consuls-General were more successful 
because they were more moderate, and behaved in a more

82. F.O. 78/1504, no. 108, Constantinople, Feb. 21,1860,
Bulwer to Russel, enclosure, Damascus, Jan. 21, 1860,
Alison to Bulwer.

85. F.O. 78/1504, no. 109, Constantinople, Feb. 22, 1360,
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure, Beyrout, Nov. 11, 1860
[18593? Alison to Bulwer.
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conciliatory manner. The French, however, had greater 
influence over the authorities, because of the huge 
personnel of the French Consulate-General, their edu
cational institutions throughout Syria, and because of 
the support of the Maronites, and of their having the
same policy as the Ottoman authorities in support of

84-the Christian Kaymakam.
Both Alison and Bulwer had also formed opinions 

over the nature of the conflict in the Lebanon. Alison 
viewed the conflict mainly as a family feud over the 
post of Kaymakam. The conflict between the Maronites 
and the Greek Orthodox communities was in essence reli
gious, and was aggravated by the intervention of other 
foreign elements, while the involvement of Moore was 
because of his fears of the expansion of French 
influence.

Bulwer understood the conflict in the Lebanon 
was an expected result of the division of the Mountain 
into several different sects governed by an unsuitable 
type of administration. The conflict between the 
Maronites and the Greek Orthodox was thus expected under 
such conditions, and the stronger party, the Maronites,

84-. F.O. 78/1507? no. 309, Constantinople, June 8, 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure (private), Dec. 29? 1859? 
Calvert to Bulwer.



committed acts of injustice against the weaker party.
The interference of the French and the Austrian Consuls- 
General in support of the Maronites, could be also expec
ted as was also the interference of the Russian Consul- 
General on the side of the Greek Orthodox. But the 
involvement of Moore was imprudent as none of the 
parties in the conflict were his coreligionists. His 
involvement was only the consequence of the struggle for 
influence; ,!the weaker party go to Mr Moore and say, 
no doubt with truth, 'We are ill-treated, the French Consul 
sanctions this. But are you nobody?1 and Mr Moore is at 
once put upon his mettle" to take the cause of the Greek 
Orthodox. The Porte agreed to send a commissioner 
mainly because it did not wish to offend the British or 
the French Ambassador, and in order to gain time and 
wait for an opportunity to settle the question without 
inconvenience•

The Christian Kaymakam also, Bulwer believed, 
had not much choice in supporting his coreligionists 
against the Greek Orthodox. Although he was supposed to 
care only for just administration, the Kaymakam found 
himself obliged to satisfy the conflicting wishes of 
different parties; the two rival native sects, the 
foreign agents, and the Ottoman authorities; a task



which., Bulwer believed, was impossible
Again, both Alison and Bulwer were dis

satisfied with the type of administration of the Moun
tain, which made the questions so complicated. They 
were both aware of the jealousy of the Forte to rule, 
uncontrolled, the Mountain, "especially over such 
treacherous elements so dangerously placed and so dif
ficult of access". But they accepted this tendency 
as a natural one, and they did not oppose it. Only 
Bulwer, however, advised a remedy, and suggested the 
adoption of one of two plans of administration that 
would secure order and peace. The first plan was the 
establishment of a strong central power capable of 
dominating the various communities and sects in the 
Mountain; this was the Ottoman system. The other plan 
was to let each community or sect be as independent as 
possible, and to be self-governed; that would mean the 
nomination of a third Kaymakam for the Greek Orthodox 
community in the Mountain.^

During the same period, between 1857 and I860, 
the Christian Kaymakamate was the scene of a revolt in

85* F.O. 78/1566, no. 14-5, Therapia, Aug. 18, 1858, 
Bulwer to Malmesbury.

86. Ibid. F.O. 78/1559* no. 170, Constantinople,
April 10, 1858, Alison to Malmesbury.



which the peasants of the Kisrawan drove away their 
landlords, members of the Khazin family, and elected 
new chiefs from amongst themselves. This movement 
did not seem to occupy much of the attention of either 
Moore or his superiors. Even Moore*s attitude 
towards the movement, could be partly considered as dic
tated by the other question which involved the Christian 
Kaymakam on other issues. Moore took the side of the 
landlords against the peasants, mainly because the for
mer were opposed to Amir Bashir A^unad, and themselves 
opposed by the French.

The roots of the peasants1 movement in the 
Kisrawan were old, and had social, economic, and poli
tical characteristics. The increasing interest the 
European countries took in Syria since the 1850s, gave 
rise to a new class, that of the merchants in the 
Mountain. These merchants were mainly in the coastal 
cities and towns of Syria. The Kisrawan was almost 
the only part of the Mountain with coastal towns.
The close connection between the Maronites and the 
Catholic European countries made the contact easier, and 
the Kisrawan better field for commerce. It was observed 
that by the first 1850s, the merchants were replacing 
the Mukataacis in wealth and influence. Two merchants, 
Mikha*Il fubya and Ilyas Bughu§, seemed to dominate the
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transactions of the Dagdag and gubaysh families res
pectively.^7 It was clear that the mukataacis were 
becoming poor and weak. Already in 1851 it was observed 
that the people of the town of Ghazlr in the Kisrawan 
were thriving, while their Chiefs of the gubaysh family 
were numerous and needy. The members of the Khazin 
family were also divided and their share in the villages

OQ
in their districts was decreasing rapidly.

The Khawazin, as other Maronite mukataacis, 
were also losing power to the Maronite Church. The 
Khawazin, however, enjoyed for a long time a prominent 
position in the Church. Members of their family were 
frequently priests, Bishops, and even Patriarchs. As 
long as the Church was dominated by one or the other of 
the mukataaci families, there was no real fear that these 
families would lose influence in the Church, or that 
the Church would undermine their authority as mukataacis. 
Indeed, Patriarchs of the Khazin family occasionally 
endeavoured to forward the interests of their own family. 
But in the early 1840s, Bishops of peasant origin began 
to compete for the post of Patriarch; and when one 
of them conceded to a member of the Khazin family in 1845,

87. Churchill, Mount Lebanon, I, 72-5*
88. al-Ugul, III, 447-8.
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he, and the other Bishops, who took part in the election,
were attacked and beaten by the mob. This class of
Bishops took also an active part in the local politics
of the Mountain. They usually stood on the side of
the peasants against the aristocracy. So, in 1847*
when the Ottoman authorities decided to carry out a
cadastral survey, the Mountaineers divided into two
factions: the aristocracy or landowners, led mainly by
the Druze mukataacis, and the peasants, led mainly by 

_ _ _ 89Bishop Jubya cAwn. The election of the Patriarch 
Bulus M ascad was not to serve the interests of the 
mukataacis, although the clergy did not seem to help 
actively the peasants in their movement in 1858-9•

The regulations of $ekib Efendi were also 
another cause to the deteriorating position of the 
mukataacis in the Kisrawan. The mukataacis had become 
officials of the administration under the Christian 
Kaymakam. Much of their authority passed over to the 
Council of the Kaymakamate. The endeavours of the 
Khawazin to appoint one of themselves to the post of 
Kaymakam, or to the important posts under him, were

89* P.O. 78/712, no. 17> Beyrout, March 6, 1847* Rose 
to Wellesley; and no. 20, April 8, 1847, Rose to 
Palmerston.
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■unsuccessful. Their failure left them resentful hut 
not united. They then resorted to persecuting the 
peasants in their mukataas, in an attempt to recover 
some of their revenue and authority. The Khawazin 
tried also to take advantage from the quarrel over the 
post of Kaymakam within the A bu11-Lamc family itself.
As they were not united, the Khawazin divided into two 
factions, supporters and opponents of the Amir Bashir 
Aljmad. Both factions sought the support of the peasants 
in their mukataas. The peasants were encouraged to 
hold assemblies and to write petitions in favour, or*s
against Amir Bashir A^mad, according to the party they 
belonged to •

The first of these meetings took place in 
March 1858, and was attended also by Shaykhs of the 
Khazin family. Vekils were elected from amongst the 
peasants themselves, and were given seals to stamp the 
petitions. The peasants, divided with this faction or 
that, began to think of themselves as instruments in 
the hands of the Shaykhs, or rather began to feel 
their importance to the rival parties. Gatherings and 
discussions on this subject began to be secretly held in

90. %jlql, p. 42.



some of the villages of the Kisrawan; and seizing 
the opportunity, they began to advance their own 
demands upon the Shaykhs.

The contrast of aims was revealed in a
meeting which took place in September 1858, in the
villa e of cAjaltun, between the Shaykhs and the 

91peasants. Some of the Shaykhs then reacted by
threatening to punish the peasants, while the latter 
began to form Shabab organizations in opposition to the 
Shaykhs. The Khawazin, too, organized themselves, and 
asked for help from the Christians and Druze mukataacis. 
Although the latter watched the peasants* movement with 
anxiety, they made no real move to help.

The movement spread to include many of the 
villages of the Kisrawan. The Vekils of the Shabab 
organizations united under one of them called first 
Vekil. The demands of peasants upon the Khawazin were 
increasing, and aimed at the limitation of their rights 
as mukataacis. The latter refused the demands and 
complained to the governor of Sidon. But the peasants 
aggravated their attacks on the Shaykhs, particularly 
after Janyus Shahln, the Vekil of Hayfun, and ex-black- 
smith, was elected first Vekil. Some of the Shaykhs

91. Ibid., p. 44. Salibi, Modern history, p. 84.



were attacked in person, their property was confiscated,
and finally they were compelled to leave completely the
Kisrawan. Shahln assumed power in the name of the
peasants, making what was called the "popular govern- 

q pment". He spread the movement to the other parts of
the Christian Kaymakamate, on the plea of giving freedom
and equality to the Christians in the Mountain, and
claimed to have the support of the Powers for that.

Amir Bashir ATjmad tried to gain advantage from
the peasants’ movement. The peasants, too, were ready
to make common cause with him against their common enemy.
The Khawazin thus were opposed by these two elements,
and by the French, while the Ottoman authorities appeared
also to oppose them. The British suspected the
authorities to have been desirous to destroy the
position of the Shaykhs and to create disorder in the
Kisrawan for their own purposes. Calvert understood
that Ata Bey favoured the separation of the Kisrawan
from the administration of the Mountain as the best

95measure to subdue the disorder in it* ^ With his

92.cA<lIqI, p. 87* This name however was given bycAc^qI, 
and most probably was not used by Shahin or during 
the rising.

95* F.O. 78/1435? no. 181, Therapia, Sept. 28, 1859? 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure: (private), Beyrout,
Sept. 10, 1859? Calvert to Bulwer.
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limited powers, Moore drew the attention of the
authorities, in friendly messages, to the disorder in
the Kisrawan. But Hur^it Pa^a displayed ignorance,
and only at the beginning of 1859 that he sent forces

94to restore the peace. Yet no redress was given to
the Shaykhs. The events that followed, overshadowed 
the movement in the Kisrawan and made it of secondary 
importance•

94. P.O. 195/537? no. 5? Beyrout, Feb. 7, 1859? Moore 
to Bulwer.
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C H A P T E R  V I  

THE CIVIL WAR, 1860-1

The events that upset the Christian Kay- 
makamate were hound to have their effect on the rest 
of the Mountain. It was an innovation and a new 
experience that the peasants were governed by one of 
themselves while the traditional mukataacis were per
secuted and deprived of all authority and property. 
Moreover, the Kisrawan under the peasants' rule was 
described by some contemporary observers^- as the only 
part of the Lebanon where the peasants were free of 
oppression and of misrule. There is no evidence, how
ever, to show that the spirit of the peasants' movement 
passed over to the Druzes. Yet tranqillity in the Druze 
Kaymakamate was shaken, and symptoms of similar ten
dencies that brought to some unrest were felt among its 
Christian peasants. Janyus Shahln was endeavouring to 
spread the movement as to embrace all Christians in the 
Lebanon. There is no evidence that he wanted the move
ment to be a mere peasants' movement and emancipate all

1. P.O. 78/1507? no. 309, Constantinople, June S, 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell.



peasants from the misrule of the landlords. He wanted
it to he a movement to emancipate the Christians, and

2probably only the Maronites, from unwanted rule. His 
movement out of the Kisrawan bore a religious character, , 
probably because of the influence of the Maronite clergy 
and the French. Even as regards the mixed Christians, 
there is no clear evidence that Shahin had directly 
incited or stirred them against the Druze chiefs, at 
least not until after the events at the end of 1859•

Some of the sources,^ which assume that the 
peasants' movement spread to the Druzes, claim also 
that the Druze chiefs were alarmed and their fear 
caused a war between Druzes and Christians. Moreover, 
they claim that the war was of a religious nature as the 
Druze cUqqal were actively involved. These allegations 
have no real evidence to support them. It is true, 
however, that the Druze chiefs watched with anxiety the 
events in the Kisrawan, and wished for the failure of 
the peasants' movement, but apparently they did not 
interfere. It is also right to suppose that the mixed 
Christians would have been inspired with daring and

2. Yazbak, p. 59.
5. Salibi, Modern history, p. 87* cAqIqI, p. 55. 

Ismail, I-iistoire, p. 553.
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courage from the success of their coreligionists in the 
north. They had little faith in the Maronite aris
tocracy whose fall would revive the hopes of their 
emancipation from the Druze rule. These mixed Christians 
had submitted to the Druze rule out of necessity and 
out of inability to free themselves. Since 1846 their 
position had improved; they had become wealthy and 
consequently more defiant, particularly in central towns 
like Dayr al-Qamar and Zahle. In the late 1850s these 
two towns reached a sort of alliance for mutual assistance

4against the Druzes, which was also an indication of the 
deteriorating relations between the two communities.

On August 14, 1859 the first clash between 
Druzes and Maronites unexpectedly occurred in the mixed 
village of Bayt Mirl in the Matn, near; to the Kisrawan.
It started in an affray between a Druze and a Maronite 
boy, and developed to involve the neighbouring villages

5as well. Thirty men were killed, mostly Druzes, but 
the fight was not allowed to develop . Hur?it Pa^a went

4. Ibid., p. 98. Scheltema^-F* The lebanon in turmoil.New Haven, p.
195.

5. F.O. 195/587* no. 46, Beyrout, Aug. 19* 1859* Moore 
to Bulwer? and no. 47, Aug. 25* 1859* same to same.
Other sources give the date of the event as August 50, 
1859: Jessup, I, pp. 158, 166. Churchill, The
Druzes, p.. 1^2. Salibi, Modern history, p. S57 
feasr al-litham* p. 155* Abu-Shaqra , p • 100.
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to the Mountain, arrested 37 culprits and brought the
&  it r

rival parties to agree on'cessflon of hostilities. The
approaching winter also, made the renewal of the fight 

7unlikely.f
It would appear that the incident was not insig

nificant. The European residents of Bayt Miri left it
o

as soon as the fight began.0 The Consuls in Beirut 
demanded assurances for the safety of all Europeans then 
in the Mountain. And shortly after the fighting took 
place the French and Russian Consuls-G-eneral sent officers 
of their consulates to follow the proceedings of Hur^it 
Pa^a. Moore refused to join considering this an inter
vention in the internal affairs which he was instructed 

9to avoid.'
The incident alarmed also the Maronites and 

Druzes in general. Each party began its preparation 
for war. The Druzes did so in concealment, while the 
Maronites did it openly. A Maronite dominated Committee

6. Ibid. P.O. 78/519, Separate, Beyrout, Dec. 31, 1859, 
Moore to Bulwer.

7. F.O. 195/587, h o . 54? Beyrout, Oct. 15, 1859, Moore
to Bulwer. F.O. 78/519.1 Separate, Beyrout, Dec. 31,
1859, same to same. Abu Shaqra, p. 101.

8. F.O. 195/587, no. 46, Beyrout, August 19, 1859, Moore
to Bulwer. 

9. F.O. 195/587, no. 47, Beyrout, Aug. 25, 1859, Moore 
to Bulwer. Jessup, I, 181.



of clergy and businessmen was formed in Beirut on the 
initiative of Bishop Jubya cAwn. Its members included 
European and native Catholics under foreign protection, 
and was backed by the French.10 This Committee en
couraged the formation of similar bodies in the Mountain 
under its guidance, and provided the Maronites with 
money and arms. The Shabab were also formed anew, and 
their men adopted uniform and were trained by an Egyptian 
army officer.11

With the preparations for war sporadic murders 
began to be committed by both parties in the mixed dis
tricts. The Ottoman authorities did but little to main
tain the peace, and the small force they sent to the

IPMountain was believed to have been aiding the Druzes.
In fact the authorities were almost powerless as troops
from Syria were withdrawn to meet troubles in the Balkans.
Thus unchecked, the murders increased, and in May 1860

13they became of daily occurrence. Besides, on May 20,

10. F.O. 78/1519? no. 20, Beyrout, May 23, 1860, Moore
to Bulwer. Jessup, I, 165. Aqlql, p. 62. Salibi, 
Modern history, p . 89•

11. Abu Shaqra, p. 103* Salibi, Modern history, p. 88.
12. F.O. 78/1519? no. 18, Beyrout, May 18, 1860, Moore 

to Bulwer; and no. 16, May 9? 1860, same to same. 
F.O. 78/1520, no. 15? Damascus, May 30, 1860, Brant 
to Bulwer.

13. Ibid.
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1860, the mixed Christians presented a petition to Hur^it 
Pa^a complaining of oppression on the part of the Druze 
mukataacis. They asked for help and relief, and stated 
that if the Druze chiefs were not punished, they would 
rely on themselves alone for their protection.^ The 
Maronites asked also for help from their coreligionists 
in the Kisrawan and Shahin promised to send up to 50000 
men.^

In these circumstances little was needed to
involve the Lebanon in another civil war. Yet this
civil war which started on May 27? 1860, was kindled not
by the activities in the mixed districts but by the
infiltration of about 300 men from the Kisrawan to the
Matn, menacing and putting to flight the Druzes from

16their villages. During the following days the war
spread to involve all the mixed districts. It seemed 
another encounter as in 184-1 and 184-5; the Druzes 
overwhelmed their rivals and brought’to submission
in the mixed districts. The Maronites in the north 
failed once more to provide the necessary help for the

14-. F.O. 78/15191 no. 20, May 23> 1860, Moore to Bulwer, 
and enclosure.

15. %-qiqI, p. 56.
16. F.O. 78/15199 no. 23? Beyrout, May 30, 1860, Moore 

to Bulwer; and no. 24-, May 31? 1860, same to same.
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mixed Christians, and the Kisrawan itself was threatened 
to he invaded. Again the Druze victory was decisive.
But this encounter was characterized with its ferocity 
and cruelty. There were massacres and there were 
refugees. On June 2, 1860 Dayr al-Qamar surrendered 
to the Druzes and was left in peace. The next day the 
fight started between the Druzes and Christians of 
^a^bayya. The latter were mainly Greek Orthodox and 
few Protestants, and were supported by the local Amirs 
of the Muslim Shihab family who governed the town.
During the fighting a Druze force arrived from the ^awran 
under IsmaeIl al-A^rash, one of the most powerful Druze
chiefs of that area. These Druzes had come in response

- - 17to the appeals of Khatfar al-cImad to attack Zahle.
The Christians then were defeated and forced to seek 
refuge in the Castle with the Ottoman troops. Osman 
Bey, the Commander of the troops, agreed to let them in 
after they had surrendered their arms. But far from 
protecting them, Osman Bey allowed the Druzes on June 10, 
1860 to enter the Castle and kill almost all the male 
Christians and Muslims in it while the troops watched. 
Only a few hundred escaped by early flight from the town,

17* Abu Shacjra, p. 120. F.O. 78/1519* no. 11, Beyrout, 
June 7* 1860, Moore to Kussell.



or by taking refuge in the house of Nay fa Junblaf, 
sister of S a eId Junbla-f and resident of the town.
Sitt Nayfa (as she was known) saved the lives of about 
500 Christians and escorted them to Mukhtara from where

TOthey proceeded safely to Beirut. The same fate also
befel Rashayya, the nearby town in the Anti-Lebanon.

The Druze from the gawran continued then on
their way to join the attack on Zahle. This town with

iqits 12000 people, y apprehended the danger and its pre
lates beseeched the Consuls-General and Hur^it Paga to

20send troops for its protection.~ The governor of 
Sidon, who had declined to stop the Druzes from the 
IJawran on their way to the Lebanon on the plea that they 
were under the jurisdiction of his colleague in Damascus, 
agreed now to send a force to protect Zahle. On June 
14- and 15, 1860 the people of Zahle tried to meet the 
Druzes out of the town, but the forces they sent were 
both defeated and on June 18, I860, the Druzes captured 
the town; its people fled to the Christian Kaymakamate

18. F.O. 78/1557, Separate, Damascus, June 30, 1860,
Brant to Bulwer. F.O. 78/1520, no. 5* Damascus,
June 18, 1860, Brant to Russell.

19* Churchill, The Druzes, p. 185, gave the number of 
fighters as 4-OOt) men. ffasr al-Iitham, p. 126,
states them to amount to 50OO men.

20. F.O. 78/151S, no. 34-, Beyrout, June 11, 1860, lioore 
to Bulwer, and enclosures.



PIeven before the battle was decided.
There are different versions respecting how 

Zahle had been taken. According to one version the
town was taken by tactics similar to those displayed by

22Joshua on Ai." A Druze force drew the Christian
fighters out of the town while another force entered
it from the other direction and captured it. The
people were allowed to flee through one side of the town
which was purposely left unsurrounded. A similar
version makes the Druze force that entered the town
do so by disguising themselves Christian fighters

25from the north. ^ Zahle was expecting the arrival of
Yusuf Karam who promised to come to their succour.
According to a third version the Christian fighters
went out of the town to engulf the Druze force; but
they were too slow, so that while they were still on

24their way, the Druzes had already entered the town.
It is difficult however, to ascertain from the reports

21. F.O. 78/1519> no. 59» Beyrout, June 21,_1860, Moore 
to Bulwer. _Abu Shaqra, p. 128. cAqIqi, p. 62. 
gasr al-litham, p. 214.

22. Jessup, I, 185. *
23* SLqlql, p. 62^ Sheltema, pp. 95-7* According to

Hasr al-Litham, Nuri Bey, the Ottoman officer, was
the one who advised the Druzes to disguise themselves 
into Christians, and the date was July 4, 1860.

24. F.O. 226/141, letter from KhatJar Thabit to Mashaqa_-
interpreter of the British Consulate, dated Baskanta, 
June 19, 1860.



of Moore the correct version. In his first report
of June 20, 1860 Moore reported fierce fighting on
June 18 between the Christian and Druze forces within
the walls of the town. But he seemed to reject the
Druze claim of taking it over, and accepted that the
Christians had repulsed them. He believed also that
the Druzes of the gawran would not be able to capture
Zahle unless they were helped by those from the Lebanon,
assuming that only the former carried the attack. He
also reported that the troops sent to aid the town had

25encamped two hours' march from it. ^ In his report of
the following day, Moore corrected the information and
reported on the fall of the town. He also added that
the troops had reached the town but joined the Druze

*
force, and that about 30 wounded soldiers had arrived

26at Beirut from the Mountain.
The fight for Zahle was watched with anxiety. 

Moore stated that the fall of the town would probably 
be followed by an outrage on the Christians of Damascus, 
and perhaps other towns in Syria. Besides, the first

25. F.O. 78/15195 no. 37* Beyrout, June 20, 1860, 
Moore to Bulwer.

26. F.O. 78/15195 no. 399 Beyrout, June 21, 1860, 
Moore to Bulwer.
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version c& the fall of Zahle is of interest since it 
was attributed to the planning of Colonel Churchill.22 
According to Jessup, an American missionary who wit
nessed the war, Churchill was a military adviser and

po
counsellor to the Druze chiefs.^ He also stated that
Churchill actually planned the attack on Zahle. There
is no other source to confirm this allegation. But
it is clear that Churchill did not refrain from talcing
part in the local politics of the Lebanon. Where
Churchill's political sentiments lay is possible to detect
from his two books on the Lebanon. The first book, a
general history of the Lebanon, was published in 1855.2^

50The second was published in 1862^ with the purpose to 
call on the European states for the severe punishment of 
the Druzes and the Muslims of Damascus, and also to 
modify their attitude towards the unworthy Ottoman 
Empire. In the first of his books, Churchill clearly 
preferred the Druzes, but showed less esteem to the

27* Jessup, I, 175* Churchill (The Druzes, p. 125) 
said that the town was attacked "with tactical 
skill and decision".

28. Ibid., I, I74-.
29. Colonel Churchill, Mount Lebanon, a ten years' resi

dence from 1842 to 1852, London, 1855.
50. Colonel Churchill, The Druzes and the Maronites under 

the Turkish rule from 1640 to I860, London, I860.



Maronites and clearly detested their clergy. Within
the space between the publication of the two books,
Churchill had become connected by marriage with the
Shihab Amirs. Both his second wife and the husband
of one of his daughters were of that family; and in
the late 1850s he was involved in a quarrel over lands
claimed by his new kin in the Christian Kaymakamate.
When the war broke out in 1860 he probably thought,

31as Jessup believed he did, that it was another round
of burning and plundering of some villages on either
side; so he supported and aided the Druzes. Churchill
also appears to have been in contact with the Druze
chiefs during the war, and learned from the develop-

32ment of events. Yet his turning against the Druzes,
as it appeared from his second book, was because of the 
massacres. It is noteworthy that the massacres of 
Hagbayyi and Rashayya were about June 10, 1860, while 
the fall of Zahle came only on June 18. Yet it is not 
improbable that Churchill was kept in the dark for a 
long time as to these massacres because the Druzes domi
nated the roads in the mixed districts where he resided.

51. Jessup, I, 174-5.
32. F.O. 226/150, an unsigned Arabic paper, on the back

written from gusayn Talhuq to Colonel Churchill,
no date. Jessup, I, l§7-9.



The fall of Zahle was a great success for the 
Druzes which probably induced them to turn once more 
against Dayr al-Qamar and attack it notwithstanding its 
earlier surrender. The Druzes abstained also from 
attacking the town, probably because of the presence of 
Tahir Pa^a, the commander of the troops who arrived on 
June 3i 1860. Tahir Pasa1s •departure on June 18 was 
a sign for the Druzes to attack as they did on the 
following day, June 19* The Druzes besieged the town 
and began to plunder its houses. The Christians 
offered no resistance, and when the danger was more 
imminent, they sought refuge in the Castle with the 
Ottoman garrison. They were again disarmed by the 
troops and were left defenceless to be killed by the 
Druzes on June 20.

The war was virtually terminated by the fall 
of Dayr al-Qamar. Those who came from the ^awran 
left to their homes shortly after the fall of Zahle.
The Druzes came out victorious but both they and their 
opponents had suffered great losses. The Christian 
villages and towns within the mixed districts and the 
Anti-Lebanon were devastated. On June 30, 1860, Moore

33- F.O. 78/1519> no. 40, Beyrout, June 23, 1860, Moore
to Bulwer.



estimated the losses of the Christians up to 150
villages destp)ryed, 6000 people were killed, from
these 5,500 in massacres, and only 500 in warfare. As
to the Druzes' losses Moore did not state numbers but

34that they were "comparatively insignificant". The
war also turned out, after all, to be religious in its 
essence, whether the Druzes wanted it to be so, or 
the Maronites. The involvement of the Roman Catholic 
clergy was clear. The Maronite Patriarch, who had 
condemned the incident in 1859, in 1860 encouraged his 
followers, suspended the religious activities, and paid 
those who were willing to fight and their families. ^
But if the Maronites had declared it to be a war of 
extermination against the Druzes, the latter almost 
executed the idea against the Christians, and apparently^ 
they wanted it to be a decisive war. Besides those 
who were massacred, about 20000Christian refugees 
arrived at Beirut and Sidon. Yet there were several 
Christian villages whose people were left unmolested 
and were protected by their Druze mukataacis who did so

34. F.O. 78/1557, no. 45, Beyrout, June 30, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer.

35* F.O. 78/1519, no. 31, Beyrout, June 3, I860, Moore
to Bulwer; and no. 32, June 6, 1860, same to same.



because they were loyal to him.
During these events little was done to 

prevent the war. Hur^it Pa^a, however, arrived him
self at the Mountain in the early stages of the conflict, 
but was suspected to have been aiding the Druzes and
preventing only the Maronites from carrying on the 

36war. His presence in the Mountain d i d ’not stop the
war. So, on the eve of June 1, 1860 the French and 
Austrian Consuls-General asked Moore to join them and 
the other Consuls to proceed to the Mountain and offfcr 
their cooperation to end the war. Moore accepted the 
invitation but with the proviso that he was only to
offer friendly advice to Hur$it Pa^a. The latter
told the Consuls-General that the events were originated
in the Committee of Beirut, Bishop Jubya and the machi-

- 37 -nations of the Shihab party. ‘ The Shihab party sup
ported the claims of Amir Majid Shihab, grandson of Amir
Bashir II, who had, a few months before the outbreak
of the war, returned from Islam to Maronite Christianity, 
divorced his Muslim wife and married a Maronite instead.

36. F.O. 78/1519, no. 23, Beyrout, May 30, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer. Salibi, Modern history, p. 90. 
Sheltema, p. 66.

37- F.O. 78/1519, no. 28, Beyrout, June 1, 1860, Moore
to Bulwer.
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Before leaving the Mountain, Hur$it Pa^a warned the
Shihab Amirs in Beirut to remain quiet, and hinted at
their part in causing the war. Now Hur^it Pa^a
asked the Consuls-General to persuade the Committee of
Beirut and Bishop 'fubya to refrain from agitating the
Christians and cease their activities for disorder.
He took upon himself to calm the Druzes and induce them
to preserve peace. y Moore, for his part, met with
Bishop fubya and a member of the Committee whom he did
not name. But both these men demonstrated their inno-

4-0cence and denied all responsibility. The other Consuls-
General met with no more success than Moore. This 
left Hur$it Pa$a free from raising demands from the 
Druzes. And indeed the acceptance by the Consuls- 
General of that kind of mediation left Hur^it Pa^a with 
less responsibility to check the belligerent parties.

Apart from representations, the Consuls-General tad 
no real effort to stop hostilities. By the end of 

June 1860, however, they decided to communicate themselves

38. F.O. 78/15191 no. 26, Beyrout, May 31, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer.

39* Ibid. Salibi, Modern history, p. 93* Churchill, 
The Druzes, p . 147.

40. F.O. 78/1519> no. 28, Beyrout, June 1, 1860, Moore
to Bulwer.



with the Druze chiefs for the purpose of restoring order
and tranquillity. First Moore proposed to proceed by
himself to meet the Druze chiefs at Mukhtara, and use
his influence with them. But his colleagues did not
agree, so he proposed that a certain Cyril Graham, a
British subject who had travelled throughout Syria, and
was acquainted with the local language and manners,
should be the bearer of a collective letter from the
Consuls-General to the Druze chiefs. This was accepted,
and Moore gave Graham letters of introduction to Sa*Id
Junbla£ and Bashir Abu Nakad. He warned Graham against
giving any pledge or guarantee that the British might

41not be able to fulfil. Moore himself had already
sent, on June 20, 1860, letters to S a cid Junbla-f,
Bashir Abu Nakad and Isma'il al-A-frash entreating them
to help in restoring peace and to protect the Christians

42 -who were still in the Mountain. Ismaeil had already
completed the occupation of Zahle and was ready to 
return to the gawran. After stating the cause of his

41. F.O. 78/1557? no. 43 (conf.), Beyrout, June 28, 1860, 
Moore to Bulwer. Also Jessup, I, 194. Churchill, 
The Druzes, pp. 200-2.

42. F.O. 195/655? no. 44, Beyrout, June 30, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer, enclosures. Also F.O. 78/1519? no. 39? 
Beyrout, June 21, 1860, Moore to Bulwer.
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presence in the Lebanon, IsnacIl concluded "now on the 
receipt of your order I immediately communicated with 
the Sheiks and on the same day all our people have

ZL*returned to their houses submitting to orders’1. ^ A 
reply that might give the impression that he and the 
other Druze chiefs were willing to submit to Moore's 
wishes and consider them orders.

On June 27* 1860 Graham left Beirut, and on 
his arrival at Mukhtara he found S a cId Junblaf dressed 
in the uniform of an Ottoman colonel. He demanded that 
S & cId should summon the Druze chiefs to meet him. But 
S a cId refused stating that he had no authority over those 
chiefs and leven on bad terms with some of them; and

4-

consented only to provide messengers to carry Graham's 
letters to them. Graham then proceeded to persuade 
S a cid to restrain the Druzes and prevent their attacks 
on the Christians. He tried to do so by threats as well 
as by inducement. . First he assured S a cId that he had 
not come to convey the British support to the Druzes; 
but that he had come on the part of all the Consuls- 
General in Beirut who were united in their opinion as 
regards the war. The five Powers would demand from the

43. Ibid., enclosure letter from IsmacIl, received on 
June 23> 1860.



Porte to turn against the Druzes, expel them to the 
§awran, and render their chiefs as poor as their com
moners. Russia and France, who had already taken 
strongly the cause of the Christians, would now take a 
step that would result in the expulsion of the Druzes. 
They would probably take over Syria, but this Great 
Britain would not allow although she was against the 
Druzes because of their misbehaviour. The Druzes, 
Graham explained, had forfeited the British regard and 
all right to their support, thus they had lost BritainTs 
friendship; and if the Druzes wanted the renewal of 
that friendship, SaeId Junbla£ should make peace imme
diately. "I recalled to him [to SaeId Junblaf],M 
Graham continued, Mhow deeply the Druzes were indebted 
to England, that they owed their very existence to us.M 
But these arguments did not seem to impress SacId, who 
answered with "such oriental expressions11 as "we are 
the slaves of your Queen; let her do as she pleases**; 
and that his only hope was to obey the British in all 
things. Graham then demanded that he should show his 
obedience by giving a solemn promise that there would 
be no single aggression against the Christians. The 
demand was unreasonable, and Sacid replied that he had 
no power over the rest of the Druzes, "I am a man of



peace and I have laboured day and night throughout this 
war to keep my people back.11 To show his powerless
ness, Sa^Id caused what Graham considered a pantomime 
to be demonstrated; a ragged Druze refused Sa^Id's 
order to return a horse claimed by a Christian, and when 
3aftTd raised his voice, the Druze cursed him. But 
Graham was not impressed either. ”1 could not help 
laughing and I told him that he must think us remarkably 
foolish if he expected us to believe him to be so weak.’* 
Graham observed also that the Druzes seemed to trust 
the Ottoman authorities, and to worry about nothing.
He also observed that there were many Christians in 
Mukhtara, mainly women and children, who were protected

i\i\-and well treated.
It is noteworthy that Graham seemed to be ill- 

disposed to the Druzes. He appeared to be much under 
the impression of the late events, and to lay the blame 
for them mainly on the Druzes as it was clear from a 
letter he wrote on June 20, 1860, to Lord Dufferin, who 
was to proceed to Beirut as British delegate.^

4-4. F.O. 78/1557  ̂ no. 48, Beyrout, July 11, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer, enclosure no. II# F.O. 78/1557* Admiralty, 
July 20, 1860, to Hammond, enclosure.

45. F.O. 195/656, no. 22, Paris, Aug. 5* I860, Dufferin 
to Russell, enclosure; Graham to Dufferin, Beyrout, 
July 11, 1860.



According to this letter, Graham believed, at least at 
that time, that the Druzes were the aggressors and the 
party that commenced the war.

On June 30, 1860 the Druze chiefs replied by
sending a collective letter to the Consuls-General,
which was signed by SacId JunblaJ;, K h a ^ a r  al-QImad,

- 46Bashir Abu Nakad,, and ]Jusayn Tallj.uq. The chiefs
claimed that the Maronites had started the war in res
ponse to the incitements of the Committee of Beirut and 
of Bishop Tubya. On their side, the chiefs claimed 
that they always tried to check aggression. The Druzes 
were now quiet, but they feared an attack from the 
Maronite forces on their people in the Matn . There 
were three bodies of Maronite fighters in the Kisrawan, 
the nearest was only one hour's distance from the Druze 
villages. The chiefs again declared that they had no 
power or authority except over their household servants. 
But that nevertheless, they themselves would be blamed 
for any general excitement, while the case should be 
that the repression and maintenance of peace should be 
the responsibility of the authorities and not theirs.

The Druzes had already realized that they had

46. F.O. 78/1557* no. 43, Beyrout, July 11, 1860, Moore
to Bulwer, enclosure no. I.
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done a grave thing. The Druze Kaymakam, Muhammad 
Arslan, told Moore that they had gone a long way in the 
error, that without complete mercy and forgiveness, 
they would not allow it to he p e a c e T h e  authori
ties also were desirous to end the question without 
further complications. Thus, on July 10, 1860 Hurfit 
Pa§a summoned the chiefs of the Druzes and Christians 
and made them sign an agreement on the basis of
‘'oblivion of the past". No party would claim anything,

48either in the present or in the future.
The reports about the massacres in the Lebanon 

evoked a strong reaction in Istanbul and in Europe alike. 
The Sultan sent letters to the European heads of states 
expressing his sorrow and regret, and promising to 
punish the culprits. The Porte deputed its Foreign 
Minister, Fuat Paja, to Syria in order to restore order 
and peace. But while on his way, Fuat Pa^a heard that 
the Muslims of Damascus fell, on July 9? 1860, on their

47. F.O. 78/15571 no. 43 (conf.), Beyrout, June 28, 1860, 
Moore to Bulwer.

48. F.O. 78/1557? no. 48, Beyrout, July 11, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer; and enclosure. F.O. 195/855? no. 50? 
Beyrout, July 14, 1860, Moore to Bulwer, and enclosure. 
Jessup,_I, 194. Ismail, Histoire, p. 343. ffasr
a1-Litham, p. 241. Sa1ibi, Modern history, pi 106.
Sallbi gives the date of the treaty as July 6, 1860, 
as Ismail.



Christian fellow citizens, killed many of them and 
pillaged their houses. The immediate cause for this 
massacre was that the governor of Damascus , Ahmat Pa^a, 
arrested some young Muslims of the city who had trampled 
on the cross, chained them and made them sweep the 
streets of the Christian quarter. This ill-conceived 
punishment evoked the anger of the Muslims who had 
resented the improvements made in the situation of the 
Christians, and commenced the massacre. y The Muslims 
attacked also Europeans who were in the city including 
the Consuls, excepting the British. There is, however, 
no evidence to show that the civil war in the Mountain 
had any connection with this massacre apart from 
encouraging and providing the right opportunity and 
atmosphere to it.

The Consuls in Beirut could do little to 
protect the Christians and asked the help of their 
governments. On hearing ahout the war, Bulwer wrote 
to Moore on June 6, 1860, instructing him to forgo all 
differences with his colleagues, and to induce them to

50join him in an endeavour to restore peace to the Mountain.

49. F.O. 78/1520, no. 8, Damascus, July 16, 1860, Brantv 
to Russell. F.O. 195/601, no. 15, Damascus, July 10, 
1860, Brant to Moore. F.O. 78/1557? no. 49, Beyrout, 
July 11, 1860, Moore to Bulwer.

50. F.O. 78/1507, no. 510, Constantinople, June 8, 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure to Moore, June 6, 1860.



546

At the same time he wrote to London requesting that
British vessels might he sent to the Syrian coast to

51help ending the war. In his early reports, Bulwer
stated that the Maronites had started the war, and that 
the war was a religious one, provoked by their spiritual 
heads, and by the Committee of Beirut and Bishop Jubya. 
Bulwer blamed only the Ottoman authorities for the war. 
the Forte and its ministers did not heed the represen
tations made by him for the improvement of the conditions

52of Syria which were deplorable.-^ During 1859 and at 
the beginning of 1860, Bulwer paid considerable attention 
to Syria in general and to the Lebanon in particular.
Not being able to rely on the consuls there, he sent 
special envoys and was ready to go himself if he was 
given permission. The reports of Alison, who was sent 
to Syria at the end of 1859> showed that that country 
could not be in a worse condition. The cultivated 
plains of it were exposed to the inroads of predatory 
bands. The Ottoman authorities were without a suf
ficient force to maintain order and were generally cor
rupt and afraid to introduce innovations that might be 
misunderstood in Istanbul and turn against them. As

51. Ibid.
52. F.O. 78/1508, no. 418, Therapia, July 17, I860, 

Bulwer to Russell.
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the irregular troops received little pay, th^ymenaced 
and robbed the inhabitants, and pretended victories 
against the Bedouin that they never gained. The regu
lar troops hardly amounted to 12,000 men in all Syria, 
very asldom left their barracks, and when they did so, 
they committed atrocities against the people. The 
financial state of the provinces of Aleppo, Damascus 
and Sidon was deplorable mainly because of the corruption 
in the administration. ^

As to the Lebanon, Alison reported that it
was in a state of ferment. In his report from March 14,

54I860, Alison confirmed Moore's statements that the 
Ottoman authorities tolerated misgovernment in the 
Mountain, and that this misgovernment was even provoked 
by those authorities themselves and supported by the 
Porte. But again Alison found the excuse of this be
haviour in the weakness of the authorities in face of 
the alarming active consular interference in all party 
quarrels, and in the natural difficulties of the Mountain 
itself. Indeed Alison stated that there was no local 
authority in the Mountain, and in its absence, it was

53. F.O. 78/1504, no. 109? Constantinople, Feb. 22, 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosures. F.O. 78/1507? n o . 309? 
Constantinople, June 9? I860, same to same.

54. Ibid.



very easy to throw the hostile parties into a collision 
"at any moment by the most trivial c^iuse". The event 
of Bayt Mirl proved that these parties neither could, 
nor were they willing to live at peace with each other.
To avoid further conflicts, Alison believed that it was 
necessary to establish a new kind of administration in 
the Lebanon, and since the Porte was eager to restore 
its direct rule, and would cause conflicts to do so,
Alison suggested the placing of the Mountain under its 
direct rule. He justified this suggestion by stating 
that there could be no general security as long as the 
Lebanon, the gawran, and the area between remained under 
the control of a warlike people, hostile to its supre
macy and independent of its control. A general dis
armament of the Christians and Druzes would be a good 
measure, but Alison did not believe that the authorities 
possessed adequate means to carry it out.

Bulwer had made these facts known to the Porte, 
but they were not acted upon. On July 24, 1860 Bulwer 
visited the Sultan and had an audience with him. The 
latter seemed very alarmed, and Bulwer was told that he 
had not slept for some nights. Bulwer told the Sultan 
that the conduct of the authorities in Syria was peculiar, 
they were suspected to have had taken part in the massacres, 
and read to him a part from Graham's report on his visit



to the Druze chiefs. The Sultan expressed his sorrow 
at what had happened, and said that they were Muslims 
hut not barbarians. "Do you suspect me?" asked the 
Sultan. "Can anyone think me barbarian? ... can any
body suppose that my government is so stupid as to bring 
these great calamities, this great and terrible stain 
upon our name?" But the Sultan did not defend the 
authorities in Syria. He did not know what they had 
done, but that they would be severely punished. He 
appeared to have been uninformed and not well in control. 
Bulwer took his leave

"pitying very much the Imperial 
occupant of the Ottoman throne, 
good, kind hearted and with 
natural intelligence, but weak, 
excitable, imperfectly informed, 
and without anyone by his side who 
can venture to speak a disagreeable 
word to him." 55
On July 9, 1860 the British Government issued 

an order to the British Naval forces in the Mediterranean 
to proceed to the Syrian coast, to act in cooperation 
with Moore in providing protection to the Christians, 
and if necessary to land a marine force for that object.^ 
In the middle of July Major A.J. Fraser, who had travelled

55* F.O. 78/1509* no» 44-9* Therapia, July 25* 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell.

56. F.O. 78/1^97* no. 505* F.O., July 10, 1860, to Bulwer.
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'through Syria on a previous occasion, was sent hy the 
Foreign Office. He was directed to report on the 
events and to provide the Foreign Office with more accu
rate information than Moore was apparently able to

57give.̂ (
By the middle of July, too, the British Govern

ment agreed to a French proposal to send to Syria a 
commission composed of delegates of the Five Powers.
The Commission would investigate the circumstances that 
led to the civil war and the massacres, determine the 
responsibility of each concerned party, and submit to
the Sultan measures calculated to prevent further such 

58occurrences/ The other Powers and the Porte agreed 
to this proposal too, and also to another French pro
posal, that of sending an expedition to Syria. The 
French themselves volunteered to furnish the troops or 
a great part of them. The British were not eager to 
support the second proposal, but seemed to have little 
choice in consideration of the public opinion of Europe, 
and their desire for cooperation with the other Powers.^

57* F.O. 78/1497* separate and secret, F.O., July 12,
1860, to Bulwer.

58. F.O. 78/1497* no. 525* F.O., July 17* 1860 to Bulwer.
59* The Late Correspondence of Lord John Russell, 1840-1878,

ed. by G.P. Gooch (London, 1^25), I, 266.
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Thus, on August 3, 1860 a protocol sanctioning^ the
sending of a French expedition to Syria was signed in
Paris by representatives of the Five Powers and the 

60Porte* It stated that 6,000 French troops were to
be sent to Syria, and if necessary, another 6,000 would
be sent also by a Power which would be agreed upon with
the Porte. The commander of the expedition would work
in coordination with the commander of the Ottoman troops
on the spot. The other Powers would give naval assistance.
The term of occupation was limited to six months; and the
Porte would facilitate the provisioning of the foreign
troops. Besides, a treaty was attached to the protocol,
in which the Powers agreed not to endeavour to seek for
territorial or commercial advantages, or for an exclusive
influence in the Ottoman Empire. However, still in
August 1860, the British Government was hoping that the
French expedition would not, after all, be needed, but
if it continued a British force would then be sent to the

61Syrian coast.
The British agents in Syria and in Istanbul 

were averse to the French expedition, and urged the

60. F.O. 78/14-98, no. 354-, F.O., July 24-, 1860, to Bulwer.
61. F.O. 78/1498, no. 398, F.O., Aug. 4, 1860, to Bulwer.
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expediency of sending British troops as well. Brant
advised that British troops should precede the landing
of the French, as the people of Syria believed in the
good wishes of the British towards the Sultan hut they
did not trust the French. And Moore reported later
that the relief felt by the Europeans and native Christians
in Syria was accompanied with disappointment at the
absence of British troops. ^ Bulwer, too, entertained
similar opinion. In August 8, 1860 he stated that the
Maronites, excited by the idea of conquest and French
protection, had commenced the war, while the meddling of
the French was another factor that brought to the war.
The Maronites were ”in point of feeling French”, a fact
that would influence the conduct and policy of the French
in Syria. Besides, Bulwer had received information,
derived from intelligence and intercepted letters and
pamphlets, about a system of exciting Christians and
Muslims against each other; and that foreigners had a

64hand in this. He had already reported, on June 8, 1860 
that the French arms were found with the Maronites during

62. F.O. 78/1520, no. 11, Damascus, July 28, 1860, Brant 
to Russell.

65. F.O. 78/1519* n o * 34* Beyrout, Aug. 16, 1860, Moore 
to Russell.

64. F.O. 78/1508, no. 418, Therapia, July 17* I860, Bulwer 
to Russell; and no. 455* July 23* 1860, same to same. 
F.O. 78/1510, no. 491 (conf.),Therapia, Aug. 8, 1860, 
same to same.



the war; the visit of the Viceroy of Egypt to Syria 
in 1859* and the emissaries he had sent to Syria in 
consequence; the visit of Bontivoglio, the French 
Consul-General in Beirut, to Egypt just before the war 
started; and the French proposal to employ an Egyptian 
force to restore peace in the Lebanon, were all connected 
and indicated the French aims. Yet, then in June he 
advised that no attention should be paid to them. But 
when the French troops were about to be sent, he con
nected these facts with a serious plan of the French to 
occupy Syria. Bulwer already had, like Moore, observed 
for some years that there was coordination between the 
French and Russian policies to protect the Christians in 
the Ottoman Empire.^ He observed that in the middle of

OvtWe«lc<
July 1860 the Armenian|^in Istanbul had assumed a
hostile attitude towards the Muslims, which was met by 
tolerance on the part of the latter. Reports then said 
that Russia was behind these activities with the intention 
of military intervention. This seemed to Bulwer a Russian
plan to exploit the intervention in Syria by similar

66action in Turkey itself. He also asserted that the

65. Ibid.
66. F.O. 78/1508, no. 4-30,Therapia, July 21, 1860,

Bulwer to Russell; and no. 4-35* July 23» 1860, same 
to same; and no. 4-37» July 23* 1860, same to same.
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feeling in Syria was not against the Christians in 
general, but against Maronites, Greeks, France and Russia. 
The Muslims in Syria believed that there was a plan of 
France and Russia to place them under Christian rule; 
and believed that they wished to divide the Empire.
Bulwer stated that such a plot would make France master 
in Syria and Egypt, and Russia master in Turkey; and 
Great Britain should not allow that to happen.^ He 
then suggested that British force might calm the fears 
of the Syrians, and even exercise a certain control over 
the conduct of the French agents. He also reported that 
the Porte was of the same opinion.

Nevertheless, on August 16, 1860 General 
Beaufort .iPHautpoul, the commander of the French expe
dition, arrived in Syria with two battalions* The rest 
of the force followed shortly afterwards, amounting up 
to 6,000 men. They were stationed near Beirut, and 
their arrival was preceded by a proclamation to the 
effect that the landing was in accordance with the Sultan's 
consent

67. Ibid. F.O. 78/1510, no. 4-91 (conf.), Therapia, 
Aug. 8, 1860, Bulwer to Russell.

68. Ibid.
69. F.O. 78/1519* no. 27* Beyrout, Aug. 4-, 1860, Moore 

to Russell; enclosure no. I.



Meanwhile, Fuat Pa^a had arrived in Syria on 
July 17* 1860 with about 3000 troops. He arrested 
Hur?it Paja, his Kahya, Vesfi Efendi, Tahir Pa^a and
the other officer who had commanded the troops in the

70Mountain. He also abolished the Druze Kaymakamate
putting it under military occupation. On July 27, he 
left for Damascus, and within a short time he executed 
there about 110 irregular troops, and 57 native Muslims 
of the city. He also sentenced 139 imprisonment for 
life, 145 for exile and 186 for hard labour for y e a r s . ^  
On September 8, Fuat Pa^a executed Ahmet Pa^a, the ex-
g o v e m o r  of Damascus, together with the commanders of
- - - - 72Rashayya and ga^bayya. Besides these measures, which

were calculated to make unnecessary the retention of a 
European occupying force, Fuat Paja tried to assist the 
Christians. So he sent in August Graham to the Anti- 
Lebanon with 2000 piastres for its Christian inhabitants. 
Graham found that the Druzes of Rashayya were convinced

70. F.O. 78/1519* no. 24, Beyrout, July 20, 1860, Moore 
to Russell. Jessup, I, 205* Churchill, The Druzes, 
pp.228-30. ffasr al-Litham, p. 245.

71. F.O. 195/656, no. 3* Damascus, Sept. 8, 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer. F.O. 78/1520, no. 36, Damascus, Aug. 20, 
I860, Brant to Bulwer. Ismail, Histoire, p. 355*

72. F.O. 78/1519* no. 70, Beyrout, Sept. 11, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer.
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that they had done a service to the British as they 
diminished the number of the Christians and thus weakened 
the French influence• One of their chiefs, Muframmad al- 
Na§§ar, threatened to kill all Christians if the French 
acted against the Druzes. He also threatened to kill 
Graham because of his bad intentions towards the Druzes.

government, that the Druzes were a free people and would

Graham then advised Fuat Pafa to check this chief by en
trusting the maintenance of order in the Anti-Lebanon to 
the kind and merciful Druze chief KhuzacI al-cAryan,

first as British commissioner to the European Commission 
to be set up in Beirut. His colleagues followed during 
the same month. These were L. Bfeclard for France, de
Weckbecker for Austria, de B|ifues for Prussia, and 
Novikow for Russia. Fuat Pa^a was to preside over the 
sittings of the Commission. The commissioners met on

73. F.O. 78/1520, no. 31y Damascus, Aug. 13» 1860, Brant 
to Bulwer, enclosure.

74. Ibid. F.O. 195/601, no. 33, Damascus, Aug. 15, I860, 
Brant to Bulwer and enclosure.

75. F.O. 195/656, no. 17, Beirut, Sept. 28, 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.

Al-Na§§ar stated that he despised the S

73defy any force that might be sent against them.'^

74-advice which Fuat Pa$a accepted.r
On September 8, 1860 Lord Dufferin arrived

75September 26, 1860 to notify Fuat Pa^a of their arrival. ^



Already before meeting his colleagues, Dufferin
began to plan the line of conduct he should follow. He
reckoned that there would be two extreme and opposed
opinions during the debates within the Commission. On
the one hand Fuat Paga would endeavour to support the
Druzes to maintain their supremacy over the Maronites;
while on the other hand Beclard would probably demand the
expulsion of the Druzes to the $awran. Dufferin thought
that the best course for him to follow would be to try
to find a compromise between these two opinions.^ This
decision was mainly political as he admitted later, that
by this time he was still under the impact of the
massacres but at the same time ignorant of their causes 

77and nature.rr By then the accounts that he received were 
mainly from Graham, a rather anti-Druze version of the 
story. It was after enquiries and after guidance from 
Bulwer that Dufferin could say openly that his conduct was 
based on justified facts and truthfulness.

In his directions from October 15, 1860, Bulwer 
pointed out to Dufferin that the Maronites and the Druzes

76. F.O. 195/656, no. 9, Beirut, Sept. 15, 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.

77* P*0. 195/658, no. 122, Beyrout, Feb. 24, 1801, Dufferin
to Bulwer.



were both guilty, and that the spirit shown by the 
distinguished them but little from the "infidel” (i.e. 
the Druzes). But neither of them was the main guilty 
party; the Ottoman officials who were in the Mountain bore 
the greatest responsibility, and should be duly punished. 
The Druzes should be looked upon as defending themselves. 
They also should not be judged according to the laws and 
customs of European civilization. He thought that for 
political reasons, the British should not allow the 
French to have a predominant position in Syria through the 
Maronites and by humiliating other communities.^ So 
the guilty should be tried and punished according to their

n qcrimes and not to their faith.(' Bulwer then advised
Dufferin to "keep your mind as free as possible - in the
peculiar circumstances in which you are placed - from any
other thought than that of doing what, taking all things
into consideration, seems to you fair and right: and which

80when first impressions die away, will be esteemed." It
was, nevertheless, a difficult decision to take, because

78. F.O. 78/1512, no. 681, Therapia, Oct. 17* 1860, Bulwer 
to Russell, enclosure: Oct. 15* 1860, Bulwer to
Dufferin.

79* F.O. 78/1514-* no. 845* Constantinople, Dec. 17* 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure: Dec. 11, 1860, Bulwer
to Dufferin.

80. F.O. 78/1512, no. 681, Therapia, Oct. 17* 1860, Bulwer
to Russell, enclosure.



no matter what the reason or the participation of the
Druzes in the massacres were , these crimes had aroused
the indignation of the European nations which could not
he ignored. It was the more difficult since the Druzes,
as Bulwer pointed out,

"were formally considered under British 
protection, as the Maronites were under 
French. It would have been disgraceful 
to England to have made this protection 
a shield against the consequences of 
murder and rapine, but I think it would 
also be an humiliation to England if 
she so far abandoned such protection as 
not to interpose it against the extremes 
of cruelty and injustice." 81
Following these guiding lines, and acquainted

with more and accurate facts, Dufferin adopted a policy
which was on the whole beneficial to the Druzes. He
opposed to Beaufort*s intentions to visit the "bulk of
the Druze people with fire and sword". He indicated
that, owing to their social system (which he called
feudalism), the ordinary Druzes were mere instruments in
the hands of their chiefs. Besides, the crimes of the
Druzes were not exceptional in their nature, but similar
to those committed by the Maronites as well, although

Qp
they were of a higher degree. Dufferin also protested

81. F.O. 78/1565* iio. 19* Constantinople, Jan. 8, I860, 
Bulwer to Russell.

82. F.O. 195/857* no. 46, Beirut, Nov. 15* 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, and enclosure. F.O. 195/856, no. 16, 
Beirut, Sept. 24, 1860, Dufferin to Bulwer, enclosure: 
letter from Dufferin to Beaufort.
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to Fuat Pa^a against the murder of Druzes by Maronites 
who were encouraged by the presence of the French troops 
in Syria.85

Dufferin had no trust in the French, and no
illusions about their aims and what might result from
their presence in the Mountain. He was convinced that
both Beaufort and B&clard were desirous to have the Druzes
expelled from the Lebanon, either by force or by creating
circumstances that would lead to the same result, as by
placing them under Maronite rule. Both men expressed
such views before him. Bulwer also stated that the
French Ambassador in Istanbul declared his wish to have

84the Druze chiefs executed without trial. Beaufort told
Dufferin that if the punishment were further delayed, he 
would himself chastise the Druzes. But while believing 
that these were the intentions of the French, Dufferin 
thought that it was necessary to employ conciliatory 
methods and find some kind of compromise. He advocated 
that a general amnesty should be granted to all Druzes, 
except the most notorious offenders amongst them who

83. Ibid., enclosure, letter to Fuat Pasa, Sept. 29* 1860. 
Churchill, The Druzes, p. 247.

84. F.O. 78/1511* no. 636, Therapia, Sept. 26, 1860,
Bulwer to Russell.
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should he mentioned by name. A statement in this sense 
Dufferin also submitted to Fuat Paga adding that the 
punishment of some of the Druze offenders would facili
tate the work of the Commission. He was aware, too, 
that until November 1860 not one of the most notorious 
Druzes was executed. But he also cautioned Fuat Paga
against committing excesses, and against taking measures

85against the Druzes as a whole.
What kind of punishment Dufferin thought the 

Druzes deserved was not difficult to detect. Both he 
and Bulwer believed that the offenders fell under three 
categories. The first, which deserved the severest 
punishment, was that of the Ottoman officials in Syria.
It was these officials who, by their "apathy or connivance” 
and negligence of their duties added in a great measure 
to the horrors of the war. They, too, lulled the 
Christians and let the Druzes kill them. It is note
worthy that the massacres happened only in the towns where 
an Ottoman garrison was stationed, and the Christians on 
all occasions were disarmed by the Ottoman troops. The 
second were the Muslims of Damascus, who rose against 
their fellow citizens and massacred them without provocation.

85* F.O. 195/657* no. 46, Beirut, Nov. 13* 1860, Dufferin
to Bulwer, and enclosure.
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The Druze offenders came only third, as the excesses they 
had committed were the result of a civil war which was 
provoked by the Maronites themselves. Dufferin again 
stated that the Druzes had only carried out the policy of 
extermination which the Maronites threatened to execute 
against them; the Druzes were in fact defending them
selves; and their acts could be justified on the bases 
of the usages and customs of the country, because even "In 
some of the most civilized countries of Europe customs 
alike hateful to Philosophy and Religion remained unpun- 
ished by law and unsentenced by society."

Dufferin stated these ideas again in the 10th 
sitting of the Commission held on November 14, 1860.
His colleagues seemed to agree to grant the Druzes an 
amnesty as he suggested, excepting the most notorious 
amongst them. But B&clard demanded that the Druzes 
should also suffer by the reduction of their political 
privileges. Dufferin objected and insisted that the 
Druzes, after the punishment of the guilty, should remain 
unmolested in their social and civil existence.^
Although he had consented to the abolition of the Druze

86. Ibid.
87. Ibid.; and no. 54* Beirut, Nov. 17* 1860, Dufferin 

to Bulwer.
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Kaymakamate and of the Druze rule over the mixed Christians,
he believed that the Druzes were more capable of self-
government than any other community in Syria. But the
conduct of the Druzes through the war seemed to limit his
action in their favour. Dufferin wrote that a refusal
on his part to the abolition of the Druze Kaymakamate
would arouse his colleagues against him, embarrass his
future action, and would compromise his reputation for

88strict impartiality.
In the meantime, and by the end of December

1860, the special court in Beirut completed the trial of
the imprisoned Druze chiefs and Ottoman officials. The
Druze chiefs, 13 in all, gave themselves up in obedience
to Fuat Paga*s orders in September 1860. Safid Junblafc
had asked for guarantees from the British, but Dufferin
and Moore decided not even to communicate with him on
the subject. Now the court recommended the sentence of
death for all the Druze chiefs, those in prison as well
as those who had fled to the ^awran. The Ottoman
officials, however, were sentenced to various periods of

89imprisonment, but none to death. The decision of the

88. F.O. 195/657* no. 54* Beirut, Nov. 17* 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.

89. F.O. 195/657* no. 90 (secret and conf.), Beirut,
Dec. 30, 1860, Dufferin to Bulwer, and enclosure.
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court thus came in contrast with the principles laid down
by Dufferin, The Officials belonged to the first
category while the Druzes to the third. The case of
S a cid Junblaf in particular aroused the anger of the
British. Dufferin was convinced that Sa*id was guilty
only in a degree that did not deserve capital punishment.
He accused the court of being partial, and asserted that
S a Lid was not given the chance to defend himself properly;
and that some of his answers in the court were not recor- 

90ded.y He also hinted at the possibility that the French
Cv Q "1intervened against Sa id and the other Druze chiefs.

Unhappy at the court*s verdicts, Dufferin then 
set forward to defend the conduct of the Druzes in general. 
His arguments centred around two main points. First, 
the circumstances under which the Druzes acted. Secondly, 
their responsibility for the war and the massacres com
pared with that of the Maronites and the Ottoman officials. 
He explained that when he first arrived in Syria he was 
under the impression of indignation of the massacres.
But that he soon realized that there were "two sides of 
the story", and that he should modify his opinion accor
dingly. Consequently he came to the conviction that

90. Ibid.
91. F.O. 195/656, no. 59> Beirut, Nov. 20, 1860, Dufferin

to Bulwer.
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however criminal were the excesses of the Druzes, tfit was
an admitted fact11 that the original provocation came from

opthe Maronites. Dufferin recalled that while he
himself was in the Lebanon in 1859, after the incident 
in Bayt Mirl, he was witness to the purchase of arms 
made especially by the Maronites. He noticed also that 
the Maronites held martial assemblies; their religious 
leaders circulated throughout the Mountain; a central 
Committee "of a very questionable character" was set up 
in Beirut; and that the Maronites called for a Holy war 
and calculated on the assistance of France and Russia.^
The Maronites from the Kisrawan and Zahle then began to 
attack the Druzes in their neighbourhood. "What course 
was left open to the leaders of the Druzes?" asked 
Dufferin, "to remain quietly in their houses while the 

villages of their kindred were being burned and plun
dered? It would have been the act of mad men and cowards 
if they had done so*" And when at the same time the 
authorities did not attempt to protect the Druzes,

94"nothing was left to them but to rise in their own defence".7

92. F.O. 195/658, no. 122, Beirut, Feb. 24, 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, and enclosure.

95. F.O. 195/1519, no. 18, Beyrout, May 18, 1860, Moore 
to Bulwer.

94. F.O. 195/658, no. 122, Beirut, Feb. 24, 1861, Dufferin
to Bulwer, and enclosure.



Under these cirumstances, Dufferin asserted 
that it would be unjust to condemn as an assassin every 
chief who had led his followers into a defensive war 
"according to the barbarous usages practised from time 
immemorial in the Mountain"; or even to hold him res
ponsible for the excesses of his followers. The main 
responsibility of the massacres should be laid on the 
Ottoman officials who caused them, and who should deserve 
the severest punishment.

As to the proceedings of the Court, Dufferin 
observed that the cause of the Druze chiefs had been 
adjudicated on Christian testimony alone. The trial 
took place at a time of political excitement, and all 
the advantages were on the side of the prosecution and 
against these chiefs. But notwithstanding, there was
no convincing evidence to justify capital punishment

■r — 95against them, particularly against S a cId Junblaf. 7
The main charges brought against S a cId Junblafc 

in the Court were five. First, that he as a mukataaci 
of Jazzln, sent to the Maronites of that district an 
assuring letter for their safety. But notwithstanding, 
the Druzes then, with his knowledge, fell on those 
Maronites and drove them away. Secondly, that after

95. Ibid.
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giving Tahir Pa^a his word for the safety of Dayr al- 
Qamar, the Druzes nevertheless attacked the town.
Thirdly, that IsmacIl al-A$rash informed 3 a cid of his 
coming to attack Zahle, and sifter the capture of the 
town, he was received by S a cId with distinction and he 
invested him and his followers with robes of honour. 
Fourthly, that Sa'Id deputed his Kahya, cAlI Ha^madl, 
to ga§bayya, where he allowed the massacre to happen. 
Fifthly, that Sa*Id commissioned a certain Salman Zayn al- 
Dln to kill the Amir S a cd al-Din Shihab, governor of 
JjJagbayya; and on bringing the Amir's head, he was 
rewarded by being appointed a land agent in Sa'Td's 
service. Indeed, S a lId was accused of organizing 
and taking part in all events in the Mountain.^

As for the letter to the people of Jazzln, 
Dufferin admitted its being written to them. But he 
claimed that it was written in an effort to preserve 
peace, and that the letter lost its significance since 
the people of Jazzln were the party that started the 
attack, and not the Druzes. With regard to the accu
sation of S a cId's giving his word to Tahir Pafa, Dufferin 
observed that the nature and meaning of this accusation

96. Ibid. F.O. 195/657> no. 90 (secret and conf.), 
Beirut, Dec. 30, 1860, Dufferin to Bulwer.
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was the tendency of the Court to shift the responsibility 
from the Ottoman officials to the Druze chiefs.
Besides, S a cId had proposed, even before the war, to 
put himself and his family under the protection of the 
troops in Bayt al-Dln.

S a cId admitted receiving Isma'Il al-A$rash to 
his house. But Dufferin argued that it would be wrong 
to conclude that by doing so SacId had approved of IsmacIl*s 
actions. S a cId did not invite Isma*!!, but received him 
at his house because of the usages of the country.
Besides, Isma*Il arrived when the Druzes of the Lebanon 
were in great danger, "he is naturally looked upon as a 
deliverer and a hero". And under this circumstance, it 
was almost impossible for S a cId to deny him the rites of 
hospitality which were "so sacred in the East". Dufferin 
denied also the charge connected with cAlI gamadl as 
unfounded. He thought that none of the massacres in 
the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon bore a deliberate character 
such as attributed to them, and that the Druzes probably 
never contemplated the outrages "until hounded by the 
Turkish garrison"; and that the massacre of ga^bayya 
had been done not after the arrival of cAli HamadI, but 
rather after the arrival of an emissary from the governor 
of Damascus. Morover, cAlI was not Sa'Id's agent, he was 
an independent mukataaci and even in open hostility with 
him.
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As to the last charge, there was no proof 
against S a tId sending Zayn al-Din to ga§bayya. The 
Court even could not prove that the latter was the man 
who killed the Amir Sa*d al-Din. Dufferin denied also 
that S a cTd, as the supreme head of the Druzes, was the 
moral organizer and author of all events in the Mountain.
He argued that it was incorrect to describe S a cId as the 
supreme head of the Druzes, because the Druzes were 
composed of a "federal association of independent feudal 
chiefs often at enmity". Dufferin concluded that the 
evidence pointed out that S a eId Junblaf was the represen
tative of the moderate party among the Druzes "at a moment 
when the danger which threatened his nation rendered 
moderation a questionable virtue, and evidently com
promised his popularity". Because of this moderation
Sa'id had acquired the nickname of ganna Bey, which is

97a Christian name. '
If the arguments of Dufferin did not convince 

all his colleagues, they did draw the backing of his 
government in favour of Sa cId Junblaf. On March 2, 1861, 
Lord John Russell, the British Foreign Secretary, instructed

97* F.O. 195/657* no. 90 (secret and conf.), Beirut,
Dec. 30, I860, Dufferin to Bulwer._ Similar advocacy 
in Abu ^haqra, p. 133* Abu Shaqra however, states^ 
that Sa Td deputed both Kanj al-Imad and *Aii gamadi 
to gasbayya; Abu Shaqra, p. 119*
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him and Bulwer to insist that S a cId should not be exe-
98cuted. Russell had already told Bulwer, in February

8, 1861, that he and Thouvenel, the French Foreign
Minister, were of the opinion that the execution of one
or two of the most criminal of the Druzes "would be
sufficient to inspire a wholesome fear amongst the rest,
and satisfy the ends of j u s t i c e " B u t  it would appear
that the French were slow to inform their agents of this
opinion, and they were desirous that S a cId should be the
one executed. On March 28, Russell again agreed with
the French Ambassador in London on the execution of
only four or five Druzes in all.100 In Istanbul, Ali
Pa^a had promised Bulwer as early as February 1861, that
Sa'id would not be executed and that instructions i© that
sense were sent to Fuat Pa^a.101 But Ali Pa$a was in an
uneasy position before the pressure from the French and
seemed to waver. So in April 3* 1861 Russell instructed
Bulwer that if S a cId was executed he should break off

10?relations with the Porte and wait for instructions.

98. F.O. 78/1560, nos. 131, 132, F.O., March 2, 1861 to 
Bulwer; and no. 72, F.O., March 2, 1861, to Dufferin.

99. F.O. 78/1559* no. 76, F.O., Feb. 8, 1861, Russell to
Bulwer. Churchill, The Druzes, p. 280.

100. F.O. 78/1560, no. 190, F.O., March 28, 1861 to Bulwer.
101. F.O. 78/1560, no. 200, F.O., April 3* 1861 to Bulwer.

F.O. 78/1567* no. 164, Constantinople, March 5* 1861,
Bulwer to Russell.

.̂02. F.O. 78/1560, no. 205* F.O., April 3* 1861, to Bulwer.



Russell, however, would accept a sentence of perpetual 
imprisonment on Sa'id.10^ The French finally retreated 
and Russell instructed Bulwer, on May 4, 1861, to with
draw his threat to break off relations as the French 
Ambassador had disavowed his threat, and the life of 
S a cId was safe.10**-

So it seemed that the life of S a cId Junbla'f 
was spared, despite that the European delegates, the 
Turks, the Christians and even a party of the Druzes 
themselves were desirous of his ruin and destruction.
Yet his life was approaching its end. Already on April 
20, 1861 Dufferin sent to Istanbul a medical certificate 
of a fatal disease from which S a cid was suffering.
As soon as Russell heard of this illness, he instructed 
Bulwer to urge the Porte for the immediate release of 
Sa id. The latter was then removed to better accommo
dation and was given the treatment he needed. But the 
disease was fatal, and Sa*Id died on May 13, 1861.^^

103. F.O. 78/1560, no. 217, F.O., April 8, 1861 to Bulwer.
104. F.O. 78/1561, no. 283, F.O., May 4, 1861 to Bulwer.
105* F.O. 195/658, no. 122, Beirut, Feb. 24, 1861, Dufferin

to Bulwer.
106. F.O. 195/659, no. 162, Beirut, April 20, 1861,

Dufferin to Bulwer.
107. F.O. 195/659, Tel. Dufferin to Russell, May 14, 1861. 

Abu Shaqra, p. 142.
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A few days before his death, S a Cid was visited by 
Dufferin and Fraser. He complained of the improper 
manner in which his trial was conducted, and claimed 
that the war emanated from the intrigues of the Maronites 
and the Yazbaks. He seemed to be acquainted with no 
document that might prove the complicity of the Ottoman
authorities, but he implied that the Yazbaks probably

^ 108 were acquainted with such'document.r
Besides S a cid JunblaJ;, there were 12 Druze 

chiefs in prison at Beirut, and 35 in the gawran. All 
of them were sentenced to death, the latter in their 
absence. Fuat Pafa seemed willing to ratify the ver
dict of the Court, and even to have another 20 Druzes 
sentenced to death. The latter would come from amongst 
the Druzes arrested and detained in Mukhtara, where an 
Ottoman Court martial was set up in January 1861.
Fuat Pa^a had requested the Christian prelates to submit 
to him the names of the chief culprits among the Druzes. 
They then submitted a list of 4946 names, and demanded 
their execution. From this number 4310 were Druzes from

108. F.O. 195/659, no. 195, Beirut, May 10, 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, enclosure.

109. F.O. 195/658, no. 98, Beirut, Jan. 12, 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.
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the Mountain, 632 were Muslims and only 4 were from the
gawran.11^ Dufferin told Fuat Pafa that that was
another proof of the Christianfs desire to exterminate
the Druzes, He also considered as absurd the claim of
the prelates that they were only expressing the opinion
of their temporal leaders.111 As a guard against the
intentions of the prelates, and against partiality of
the Ottoman ^ourt and officials, Dufferin made several
suggestions to Fuat Pafa and to the Commission. He
proposed that no Druze should be tried for a capital
offence except on the charge of having massacred in cold
blood an unarmed man, a woman, or a child. And that
the evidence on oath of two eye-witnesses should be
necessary to secure a capital conviction. Dufferin also
deputed Fraser to Mukhtara to follow and report on the

112proceedings of the Court martial.
Nevertheless, when the trial began, the prelates 

refused to provide witnesses to prove the guilt of the

110. F.O. 195/659, no. 92, Beirut, Dec. 30, 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer; and no. 103, Jan. 17, 1861, same to same; 
and no. 110, Jan. 27, 1861, same to same, enclosures; 
and no. 83, March 23, 1861, Dufferin to Russell.
Ismail, Histoire, p. 366.

111. F.O. 195/658, no. 83, Beirut, March 23, 1861, Dufferin 
to Russell.

112. F.O. 195/658, no. 98, Beirut, Jan. 12, 1861,
Dufferin to Bulwer.
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Druzes. They were reported to say that "the whole 12000
[the number of Druze males in the Mountain] are worthy
of death and it is not necessary we should descend to

115particulars". ' Fuat Paga then formed an extraordinary 
commission to point out the most guilty among the 800 
Druzes who were then detained in Mukhtara. These were 
to be listed according to the criteria that the most 
guilty were those who had been engaged as authors or 
exciters in connection with the massacres; then those 
who acted as chiefs of bands engaged in murdering, plun
dering or burning; thirdly those guilty with cold blood

114murder with their own hands. The Commission then
submitted a list of about 300 names. But since it was
difficult to ascertain the guilt of these persons, because
the Christians declined to testify against individuals,
and considering that about 176 Druzes, men, women and
children, had been murdered, and 85 wounded since the
Mountain was occupied by the French troops; and since
the Druzes had lost 1300 killed in the war, Fuat Pa^a
considered it more just to execute only a smaller number

115than that on the list. Dufferin also thought the

113. Ibid.
114. F.O. 195/658* no. 110, Beirut, Jan. 27* 1861, 

Dufferin to Bulwer, and enclosure.
115. Ibid.



number to be high, and the criteria to be severe. He 
advised Fuat Paja not to try to destroy the Druzes, nor 
to make haste in fear of public opinion to end the ques
tion too quickly. He asked ^uat Pa^a to be satisfied 
with those who had been condemned to death in Beirut, 
and besides to retain in prison about 100 of the most 
compromised Druzes as hostages for the good conduct of 
those in the gawran. Fuat Pa^a then announced before
the commissioners that, from those in Mukhtara, he would

116execute 20, and retain 57* bhe rest would be released.
The declaration of Fuat Pa^a brought a warm 

discussion among the commissioners. Only Dufferin and 
Weckbeker were ready to accept it. Beclard stated that 
from a political point of view the number of condemned 
should be increased, and put it above 200. Rehfues 
demanded the execution of at least 150 Druzes. The 
debate, however, was terminated by agreeing that no more 
than 50 Druzes should be executed, and that all prisoners 
against whom there was no immediate testimony should be 
released. This result was a clear gain for the, British: 
Dufferin seemed bewildered at the lack of knowledge of 
his colleagues as to the legal proceedings; they did not

116. F.O. 195/658, no. 113* Beirut, Feb. 1, 1861,
Dufferin to Bulwer and enclosure.
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seem to understand even "the elemental rules of the
117administration of justice".

Yet the question was not yet terminated. The 
commissioners disagreed over the fate of the Druze chiefs 
detained in Beirut. It appeared that the French con
ceded over the Druzes in Mukhtara in order to secure the 
execution of those in Beirut. Dufferin was ready to 
agree to the execution of only two Druze chiefs of those

-j “1 Q
in Beirut, Mu^yl al-Din Shibll and Bashir MirlI Nakad.
Yet at the beginning of March 1861 the Commissioners were
still differing on "many vital points" respecting the
Druze chiefs. So Fuat Pafa wanted to refer the question
to Istanbul; and Dufferin suggested to transfer the
tribunal from Beirut to a European capital where it would

119find a more tranquil atmosphere. Some 68 cases were
referred to Istanbul, and it would appear that the Porte 
thought to terminate the question by banishing the Druze 
convicts. So that by the middle of March 1861 Fuat Pafa 
declared his intention to banish 150-200 Druzes to Tripoli

117. Ibid.
118. F.O. 195/658, no. 128, Beirut, March 1, 1861, 

Dufferin to Bulwer.
119. F.O. 195/658, no. 132, Beirut, March 7, 1861, 

Dufferin to Bulwer.



in North Africa. He first intended to send them to 
the neighbourhood of Istanbul, but agreed to comply 
with the request of Dufferin and send them to an Arabic 
speaking country. As there was no convincing evidence 
against these exiles, Fuat Pafa assured Dufferin that 
they would not be treated as prisoners, and that pro
visions would be made for their families; and they
would be returned to their homes whenever circumstances

120allowed that. The decision to exile these Druzes
appears thus to be political and a compromise. But when
the Ottoman authorities began to deport the Druzes, they
banished on March 16, 1861 245 Druzes to Tripoli, and
for variant terms. 69 other Druzes were also exiled to

l PiBelgrade later on July 9* 1861 and for life.
The death of Sa*Id Junbla£ and the exile of 

other Druze prisoners relieved the Commissioners from 
deciding the fate of the guilty in the war. The British 
then began to labour to effect the evacuation of the 
French troops from Syria. Indeed, the British never 
ceased to demand their evacuation. The French General

120. Ibid.
121. F.O. 195/658, no. 141, Beirut, March 23* 1861,

Dufferin to Bulwer. F.O. 195/660, no. 3* Beyrout,
July 9* 1861, Fraser to Bulwer. Abu Shaqra, pp. 143-5*
Ismail, Histoire, p. 369*
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Beaufort expressed his sorrow that the Druzes did not
resist his troops in the Mountain, denying him thus the

122opportunity to punish them himself. He and his
troops helped persecuting the D r u z e s . T h e  exten-

to e»\4
sion of the French occupation, which was due\at the 
beginning of March 1860, until June 5* 1861, was against 
the British wishes, and after the Porte was obliged to 
meet the French request in order to obtain from them a 
loan which it greatly needed.

Yet, when at the beginning of June 1861, the 
French troops began to evacuate Syria, excitement and 
agitation grew up among the Christians. Those of Dayr 
al-Qamar in particular began to leave their town for
Beirut, not heeding the assurances of Fraser for their

124- - — —safety. Bishop Jubya and Bishop Bu-frus al-Bustanl
were inciting their flocks to leave for Beirut, while at
the same time they were publicly advising the opposite
course. The two Bishops also advised the Catholics to
submit a petition to state that they would consent to

122. F.O. 195/657* no • 69* Beirut, Nov. 28, 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, enclosure.

125. P.O. 195/657* no. 61, Beirut, Nov. 22, 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, and enclosure; and no. 68, Nov. 28, 1860, 
same to same and enclosure.

124-. F.O. 195/660, no. 10, Beyrout, June 2, 1861, Fraser
to Bulwer.
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remain in their homes if the Porte appointed Amir M .a j Id
Shihab as governor of the Mountain. The Maronites were
believed to have gone so far as to intimate that the
Lebanon could be either theirs or the Turks1; and in

125the latter case they would leave it . ^
On June 2, 1861 Fraser and Fuat Pafa went to

Dayr al-Qamar# The people of the town made three con
ditions for their stay in their homes: first the punish
ment of the Druzes; secondly, the payment of their 
losses; and thirdly, protection for the future. In 
his answer Fuat Pafa blamed the Powers for the failure 
to punish the Druzes. He said that money would soon 
reach him, and he would pay them; and that he would
protect them with his force. The Christians then con-

126sented to remain and wait. ~ By June 10, 1861 the 
French troops completely evacuated Syria.

125. Ibid.
126. F.O. 195/660, no. 11 (conf.), June 7* 1861, Fraser 

to Bulwer.
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C H A P T E R  V I I  

THE RECLEMENT ORGANIQUE

It was one of the main objectives of the 
European Commission to find and recommend to the Porte 
new measures for the future better administration of 
the Mountain, It was thus assumed from the start that 
the previous type of administration had contributed in 
no small degree to the war in 1860. When the regu
lations of Sekib Efendi were implemented in 1846, the 
British alone were apparently satisfied with them. 
Nevertheless, the regulations had provided the Lebanon 
with about 15 years of comparative stability and tran
quillity. The Christians had also benefited and their 
position was improved. They could hold property and 
exercise trade on equal terms with the Muslims. Christian 
evidence was admitted in the mixed tribunals which were 
composed of Muslim and Christian members, but not in 
the purely Muslim court called mahkama or in the provin
cial court in Beirut when it was presided over by a Qafll. 
The Christians were generally better off than the other 
communities of the Mountain. Yet they were not admitted 
to the superior public offices or to military service.
The main abuses that they seemed to complain of were those 
of the Ottoman authorities.-1-

1. F.O. 78/1519* no. 69* Beyrout, Sept. 10, 1860, Mooreto Bulwer.
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During the late 1850s mis government in the 
Mountain began to be evident. It was observed that mur-

pderers werp not punished, and offenders could escape
*throughout the Mountain. The authority of each 

mukataaci was limited over his mukataa, and the Kaymakams 
were unable to exercise their authority over those 
mukataacis as they were not supported by the governor of 
Sidon. The authority of the Amir Bashir A^unad was clearly 
set at naught in many parts of his Kaymakamate, notably 
in the Kisrawan and Zahle. Amir Amin Arslan, however,

/icould restrain the Druze chiefs as long as he was alive.
He died in May 1859? and was succeeded by his young and 
mild son Muhammad,^ and the Druze chiefs then felt free 
of control. It was also observed that the administration 
consisted of"a federal association of independent feudal 
chiefs". Indeed it appeared that there was no authority

7at all in the Mountain.'

2. F.O. 195/658, no. 122, Beirut, Feb. 24-, 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.

3* F.O. 78/1507? no. 3099 Constantinople, June 8, 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell. Jessup, I, 165.

4-. Ismail, Histoire, p. 328.
5. F.O. 78/1454-, no. 36, Beyrout, July 14, 1859? Moore to 

Bulwer.
6. F.O. 195/658, no. 122, Beirut, Feb. 24, 1861, Dufferin 

to Bulwer.
7. F.O. 78/1507? no. 309? Constantinople, June 8, 1860,

/Continued over
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Moore attributed these defects to the bad 
intentions of the Ottoman authorities, and to the Porte’s 
desire to rule directly over the Mountain. Alison and 
Bulwer were also aware of the fact that the authorities 
tolerated and even evoked misgovernment; and the Porte

Qwould not allow the existing administration to continue. 
But neither of these two men wished to blame solely the 
authorities, far less the Porte. They instead showed 
inclination to meet the Porte's wishes and blamed mainly 
the type of administration and the people of the Mountain. 
Alison returned from his mission to Syria, early in 1860, 
to advise that the Mountain should be placed under the 
direct control of the Porte; the privileges of the 
Mountaineers should be abolished and they should be dis
armed for their complete submission.^

This was also the opinion of the British

Footnote 7 continued from page 381.
Bulwer to Russell. F.O. 78/1504, no. 109? Constantinople, 
Feb. 22, 1860, same to same, enclosures: reports of
Alison to Bulwer from Aleppo, Dec. 20, 1859? and from 
Beirut, Nov. 11, 1860 [1859]. F.O. 195/548, no. 169? 
Constantinople, March 14, 1860, Alison to Bulwer.

8. For example: F.O. 195/657? no. 40, Beirut, Nov. 4,
1860, Dufferin to Bulwer. F.O. 195/658, no. 94,
Beirut, Jan. 1, 1861, same to same; and no. 104,
Jan. 16, 1861, same to same.

9. F.O. 195/548, no. 169? Constantinople, March 14, 1860 
Alison to Bulwer.



383.

merchants who conducted business with the Mountaineers, 
and whose interests were injured by the misgovernment.
It was the complaints of these merchants and of Moore 
that drew the attention of the British Embassy to the 
Mountain. The main aim of both Alison and Bulwer then 
wfes . the protection of these merchants and their interests, 
but without injuring those of the Porte. Bulwer believed 
that what was needed was a strong central authority in 
Syria. So he urged the Porte, in April 1860, to 
increase its strength, and send an able man to that 
country. It would appear that when the war broke out, 
the Porte was about to send a special envoy to S y r i a . ^
It should be noted, however, that the British policy in 
the Lebanon was not motivated by commercial interests 
as these were insignificant. The British merchants were 
taken care of because they were British subjects.

Yet when Dufferin aftervrards began to enquire 
into the causes of the war, he found that the Mountain's 
administration . "only in part and in minor degree" ^
had contributed to it. The main causes originated in 
the policy of the Ottoman authorities, the meddling of

10. F.O. 78/1507? no. 307? Constantinople, June 8, 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell, enclosure; and no. 309? June 8, 
1860, same to same.

11. F.O. 195/659? no. 169? Beirut, April 25? 1861, 
Dufferin to Bulwer, enclosure.



the foreign agents, and the enmity and hatred between 
Druzes and Maronites. The regulations of $ekib Efendi 
did not uproot the enmity and satisfied almost no party. 
The fact that Druzes and Maronites continued to rule 
over each other, kept always a potential cause for 
further strife and war. So change in the administration 
was needed.

Shortly after his arrival at the Lebanon, 
Dufferin began to work out schemes for the administration 
of Syria as a whole, not only for the Lebanon. But soon 
he was to realize that the task was not easy, and he 
reported that "the situation of affairs is sufficiently 
complicated to baffle the most subtle ingenuity, and that 
it will be impossible to reconcile all the conflicting 
interests at stake. If therefore the plan I propose be 
liable to many just objections, I would ask Your Excel
lency to remember that at best we have before us but a 
choice of evils". Syria, he explained, was inhabited by 
ten "distinct and uncivilized races", who were split up 
into 17 factional sects; yet "submission to superior 
authority is the natural instinct of all this people ... 
the Druzes alone possess anything approaching to a spirit 
of independence. The Maronites are arrogant to the weak, 
but as servile as the rest of their countrymen to those 
they fear." In contrast, the previous administration
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was feeble and this was a real reason for the confusion
and disorder that led to the war. The causes of this
weakness lay partly in the infirmity of the Muslim
institutions, as in every other part of the Empire;
and partly in the manner in which the govemors-general
in Syria were appointed. The latter were appointed in return

for certain amount of money and for one year only. They
had insufficient military forces, and were ignorant of
the language, habits and mode of thought of those they
were sent to govern: ,fThis position in Syria is ana-

12logous with our own in India.”
Considering these facts, Dufferin thought that 

in order to secure public tranquillity, it was necessary 
to establish an administration with sufficient strength 
to make itself respected. This could be attained, as he 
suggested in November 1860, by appointing governors- 
general for a term long enough to make them feel secure 
in their post and tend the welfare of the country. Besides, 
troops should be raised from Syria itself to serve in it 
and not be removed to other parts of the Empire. Dufferin

12. F.O. 195/657v 110• 4-0, Beirut, Nov. 4, 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer. Both Bulwer and Dufferin compared the 
situation in the Lebanon to that of Scotland in their 
days or before. F.O. 78/134-5* no. 117* Therapia, 
Sept. 27* 1859* Bulwer to Russell, enclosure.
F.O. 195/658, no. 104-, Beirut, Jan. 17* 1861, Dufferin
to Bulwer, enclosure.
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stated that at the time he could suggest Fuat Pafa for
13the office of governor-general in Syria.

As for the Lebanon, Dufferin suggested that
it would be better to assimilate it to the rest of the
province of Syria. But within this frame, the northern
part of the Mountain could be allowed to remain under its
Kaymakam, while the rest of it should be governed by a
Turkish sub-governor. Both the Kaymakam and the sub-
governor should be appointed by the governor-general of
Syria. The mukataaci system should be abolished, and
the mukataacis made officers appointed to hold office
during good behaviour. Yet, Dufferin thought that in
any case the Mountain would be subject to foreign and
internal intrigues. He attributed these intrigues to
the fact that the Christians were governed by Muslims.
In his opinion f,it is undoubtedly much to be lamented
that any Christian community should be subject to Moham-

14-medan rule but it is a principle accepted by Europe".
Throughout his work, Dufferin found that the

French were the main party whom he had to win over. The
latter seemed to him to look upon the Druzes as a stumbling-

15block in the way of the settlement they desired. ^

13. Ibid.
14-. Ibid.
15* F.O. 195/6571 no. 4-6, Beirut, Nov. 13* 1860, Dufferinto Bulwer.



B&clard was desirous to expel the Druzes from the Moun-
16tain leaving it to the Christians alone. But Dufferin

told him that fusion and not separation was what was 
necessary to do; that religious belief should not be 
converted into geographical expressions. Dufferin fur
ther explained that the expulsion of the Druzes could 
be effected only by force, a measure that would result 
in the concentration of a hostile and rebellious warlike 
tribe in the Hawran. From there they would cut the 
supply of corn from Damascus and from the Mountain. The 
Porte also would object to this measure as it was not 
within the rights of the Commission to do. On the other 
hand, if the separation was confined to the Lebanon north 
and south, within several years they would mix again. 
Dufferin pointed out that the disposition between Druzes 
and Christians was far less than that between Mu|isim and 
Christians in Syria in general. The feuds between the 
Druzes and Maronites were tribal and not religious wars; 
and under tolerable government with undue foreign in
fluence, both sects would be able to live in perfect
harmony. Dufferin was satisfied then that his arguments

17had made a considerable impression on B&clard's mind. (

16. Ibid., and no. 4-2, Nov. 3» 1860, same to same.
17. F.O. 195/657» no. 4-8, Beirut, Nov. 14-, 1860, Dufferin 

to Bulwer.
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Beclard, nevertheless, was not much impressed,
and he proposed to his colleagues, by the middle of
November 1860, a scheme for the establishment of a
Christian Principality which would include the Mountain
and the coastal towns of Tripoli, Beirut and Sidon.
He also contemplated that in the course of time, the
non-Christian elements would leave this new Principality
as an asylum for the Christians from other parts of
Syria. The scheme also provided the presence of a
foreign force of 10-12,000 men in the Lebanon which
might be composed of contingents from different European 

18states. Dufferin had already heard on November 8,
1860, about a similar scheme from General Beaufort.
Both B&clard and Beaufort however seemed indifferent
as to the rest of Syria, and confined themselves to the 

19Mountain. y
Dufferin rejected the French scheme. He 

thought that the cession of the harbours of Sidon,
Beirut and Tripoli would place Damascus and the whole of 
Syria completely under the mercy of the Power dominant 
in the Lebanon which would be France. He also could

18. F.O. 195/657? no. 50, Beirut, Nov. 15> 1860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer; also Ibid.

19- F.O. 195/057i no. 45, Beirut, Nov. 9* 1860,Dufferin
to Bulwer.



not consent to the presence ofEuropean troops in the
Lebanon, Besides, the Maronites were

"a savage barbarous tribe quite 
incapable of governing themselves.
The priesthood and the aristocracy 
are at this moment at daggers 
drawn. The peasants of the pure 
Maronite districts [Bsharri and 
Batrun] are in actual revolt 
against their feudal chiefs, and 
the Kisrawan itself has been the 
serene of continual crime, mur
der and outrage,'1

It would also be difficult to induce the Greek Orthodox
to live under Maronite domination; and the Ottoman
authorities would endeavour to upset the arrangement by

20inciting the Greek Orthodox as they did the Druzes.
In opposition to the French scheme, the 

Russians, suggested that the Greek Orthodox community
21should enjoy a separate and independent jurisdiction. 

They even suggested to convert the f^piner Druze Kay- 
makamate into a Greek Orthodox one. Dufferin again 
objected stating that every scheme attempting to con
stitute a separate religious jurisdiction was doomed to 
failure. He believed that no native Christian of the 
Mountain was suitable to govern any part of Syria: "not

20. F.O. 195/657* no» 50, Beirut, Nov. 15, 1860, 
Dufferin to Bulwer.

21. F.O. 195/657, no. 51, Beirut, Nov. 15, 1860, 
Dufferin to Bulwer.



a single individual exists who is fit to be trusted
22with the government of a village". As a proof of

this opinion he pointed out that Fuat Pafa was not able 
even to find a fit person to appoint provisionally as 
a Christian Kaymakam.

It was by this time, the middle of November 
1860, that Fuat Pafa proceeded to appoint a Christian 
Kaymakam after it was resolved to maintain the Christian 
Kaymakamate as before. The man that Fuat Pafa even
tually chose was a certain Yusuf Karam. Dufferin 
agreed to the appointment because he thought it was 
impossible to find any other person who could "compete 
even with this man's modest qualifications". Karam 
was, on the whole, not welcomed by the British as he
was considered to be pro-French, appointed at their in-

- 25stance, and was under the influence of Bishop fubya. 
Later, in January 1861, Karam fell into disfavour of 
the French who tried to replace him by Amir Man§ur 
Shihab, who had been educated in France. Karam then 
sought the help of Dufferin. The latter only assured 
him that he would not be removed from his post except

22. Ibid.
25. Ibid., and no. 52, Nov. 15, 1860, same to same; 

and no. 58, Nov. 20, 1860, same to same.
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24under honourable circumstances.
The nomination of the Christian Kaymakam 

was only a provisional arrangement and not a part of 
any scheme. Dufferin was trying to gain the support 
of his colleagues to the scheme he proposed. In order 
to make this scheme acceptable and appear as a compro
mise, he encouraged both the French and the Russian com
missioners to urge their proposals. He hoped as a 
result to bring these two into a confrontation the out
come of which would be the adoption of his own scheme
which he thought was, "with its drawbacks the least

25objectionable solution of the difficulty". ^ In a 
similar method he tried also to win the Prussian com
missioner. He told Rehfues that he had received 
instructions to say that it was the desire of their 
respective governments that the commissioners should 
communicate with each other without reserve. Rehfues 
then explained that he was very favourable to the idea 
of an independent Christian Principality. Dufferin 
first said that the idea deserved consideration, then 
he began to point out its weak points and gradually led

24. F.O. 195/658, no. 99, Beirut, Jan. 15, 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.

25. F.O. 195/657,no. 52, Beirut, Nov. 15, I860, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.
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PfLRehfues to support his own scheme.
In the meantime, Dufferin was also endea

vouring to improve his scheme to make it as acceptable 
as possible to all parties. For this purpose, Graham, 
whom Dufferin used to consult, submitted to him eight 
schemes which represented the opinions of the different 
parties. The first was the making of Syria an inde
pendent province under a foreign prince. The second, 
the annexation of Syria by some second-rate European 
Power. The third, the making of Syria a vice-royalty 
under a native Christian prince, who would pay a fixed 
yearly tribute to the Porte; or, the fourth, under a 
Muslim prince. The fifth, a reannexation to Egypt.
The sixth, Syria to remain as it was before under the 
direct control of the Porte, the Lebanon with the ports 
of Tripoli, Beirut and Sidon to be erected into a Prin
cipality under a Maronite Kaymakam; or, the seventh,, 
the Maronites would have within the new enlarged province 
of Syria one Kaymakam and the Greek Orthodox another.
The eighth, the Christian Kaymakamate would continue to 
exist, but the Druze one to be transferred to the charge 
of a Muslim Kaymakam under the direct control of the

26. F.O. 195/657, no. 53, Beirut, Nov. 16, 1860,
Dufferin to Bulwer.
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Porte.2?
In December 1860, Dufferin suggested th© 

making of the Lebanon a single province under a Christian 
governor-general. This concession was calculated to 
satisfy the French demands by extending the Christian 
control over the entire Mountain. At the same time 
an effectual control would be achieved by the appointment 
of non-Maronite officials under the governor-general; 
there would be a Druze and a Greek Orthodox magistrate, 
and a mixed council. Dufferin claimed that Fuat Pa^a 
was in favour of this suggestion; and that it would 
be a "golden bridge" over which the French would with-

pQ
draw their troops from the country.

Dufferin then exposed the new scheme, made 
in 15 articles, before Bfeclard."^ The latter approved 
of it after introducing an additional article, and sub
mitted it to the Commission in December 1860, as a

30proposal of both Dufferin and himself. The scheme

27. F.O. 195/657* no. 56, Beirut, Nov. 18, 1860, 
Dufferin to Bulwer, and enclosure.

28. F.O. 195/657> no. 78* Beirut, Dec. 12, I860, 
. Dufferin to Bulwer.

29. F.O. 195/657* no. 79* Beirut, Dec. 15* I860, 
Dufferin to Bulwer, enclosure.

30. F.O. 195/657* no. 83, Beirut, Dec. 21, 1860, 
Dufferin to Bulwer.
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provided that Syria should compose one province under 
one governor-general appointed by the Porte, agreed 
upon by the Powers, and assisted by political agents of 
the five Powers. Each community would have its own 
self-government by a municipal administration; in the 
mixed districts this administration should reflect the 
proportion in which the different elements existed.
The mukataaci system should be abolished; and the 
Mountain would form a unit under a Christian governor.

The British Foreign Office agreed to these
proposals, and to that Fuat Pafa be appointed governor

31general of Syria. But Bulwer provided that the
revenue of Syria should serve its demands and only the 
reserve should be paid to the Porte. If a Maronite 
Principality existed, a Druze one should exist too; 
but he demanded that the Kaymakamate system should either 
be suspended or maintained on both sides, with a fair 
arrangement for the mixed districts. Any arrangement 
should be temporary to be tested for six months before 
it could be taken as permanent. About 1200 European 
troops should be left in or near Beirut for a certain 
period and they could be employed by the Porte under

31. F.O. 78/1502, no. 74-3* F.O., Dec. 26, 1860, to Bulwer.
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3 2Ottoman guidance and pay.
Nevertheless, the scheme had to he put off.

The Porte objected to the Commission discussing any 
arrangement other than that concerned with the Lebanon 
alone.^ It is probable that the Porte feared to 
lose the whole of Syria to Europe, especially when 
each of the proposed arrangements contained the pro
vision of maintaining a foreign force in the province.
The French in particular were aiming at the making of 
Syria as independent as possible; but there is little 
evidence to show that they were aiming to take it under 
their direct rule. Dufferin found Beaufort interested 
only in the Mountain, the coastal towns opposite to it, 
and probably the Anti-Lebanon, but indifferent as to 
the rest of Syria. B&clard was even uninterested in
the Anti-Lebanon, though he demanded some protection for

34-the Christians in Damascus. Apart from their argu
ments against the French expedition during the fall of

52. F.O. 78/1514-, no. 825* Constantinople, Dec. 7* 1860, 
Bulwer to Russell; and no. 839, Dec. 11, 1860, same 
to same•

33. F.O. 78/1559, no. 70, F.O., Feb. 2, 1861, to Bulwer. 
F.O. 78/1565* n o • 19* Constantinople, Jan. 18, 1861, 
Bulwer to Russell. F.O. 78/1560, no. 14-9* F.O., 
March 13, 1861, to Bulwer. F.O. 195/658, no. 72, 
Beirut, Feb. 24-, 1861, Dufferin to Russell.
Scheltema, p. 167•

34-. F.O. 195/657* no. 50, Beirut, Nov. 15* 1860, Dufferinto Bulwer; and no. 48, Nov. 9* I860, same to same.
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1860, the British did not seem to suspect an overall 
occupation of Syria. They only feared a French 
domination over the Mountain which would give them 
great advantage in Syria as a who l e . ^

Russell accepted the reservation made by 
the Porte, but Bulwer argued that "Reform must begin 
somewhere [in the Empire], let it begin in Syria", and 
that it would be also suitable to the other provinces.
But the Porte feared and disliked all foreign inter
ference. On this occasion the British Foreign Office 
was on its side, as it was desirous to settle the 
question as quickly as possible and so speed the evacu
ation of the French troops.

The commissioners turned then, at the begin
ning of 1861, to deal with the Lebanon alone. Dufferin 
would prefer one of two solutions, either the nomi
nation of a Turkish governor for the whole of the Moun- 

37tain, ' or its division into three Kaymakamates, Maronite,
38Greek Orthodox;and Druze. The appointment of a

35. Ibid.
36. F.O. 78/1565* no. 19? Constantinople, Jan. 8, 1861, 

Bulwer to Russell.
37* F.O. 195/658, no. 94-? Beirut, Jan. 1, 1861, Dufferin 

to Bulwer; and no. 104-, Jan. 16, 1861, same to same. 
F.O. 195/657? no. 4-0, Beirut, Nov. 4-, 1860, same to 
same.

38. F.O. 195/658, no. 72, Beirut, Feb. 24-, 1861, Dufferin
to Bulwer.
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Turkish governor would put an end to the intrigues dis
played by the Porte over 20 years, which resulted in 
great bloodshed. Dufferin was also willing to agree 
to a Christian governor in order to satisfy Catholic 
Christendom, provided that the non-Christians be pro
tected. This could be achieved if the governor was 
a man of sufficient education to elevate him above the 
local animosities and make him impartial in his dealings 
with the people. Such an official could be found 
among the European or Armenian subjects of the Sultan. 
Dufferin named as a suitable person General Kmety
(Ismail Paf a), a Hungarian refugee in the Ottoman ser-

39vice, and then with Fuat Pa^a in Syria.
B^clard, for his part, suggested, in January 

1861, the unification of the Lebanon under a Maronite 
ShihabI Amir. In support of his proposal, he stated 
that one of the main purposes of the Commission was to 
render as complete as possible the triumph of the 
Christian element in the Lebanon. He also recalled to 
mind what he called the golden era of Amir Bashir II.
The proposal was immediately supported by Weckbecker, 
but it startled Dufferin as it was at variance with

39. F.O. 195/658, no. 94*, Beirut, Jan. 1, 1861, Dufferin
to Bulwer.



what he and B&clard had agreed upon, and he rejected
should

it. Dufferin stated that no sect/rule over the other 
’’even though the power has to pass from the hands of

40pagans [i.e. Druzes] into that of self-called Christians".
And against the French tendencies to expel the Druzes,
he asserted that

’’the right of the Druze nation to 
the maintenance of an undisturbed 
existence in the Lebanon, on the 
slopes of the Hermon, in Wadi et 
Teim, and amid the other ancient 
habitations of their race, is as 
indefeasible as that of the 
Christians to occupy the Kes- 
rawan.”

Their privileges were immemorial, and the British Govern
ment would never be a party to any arrangement that

4-1would put them into jeopardy.
It was not until March 20, 1861 that the com

missioners were able to submit to Fuat Pa$a a project
42for the administration of the Mountain. It consisted

of 47 articles and resembled the 16 articles that Dufferin 
had proposed in February 11, 14 and 24, 1 8 6 1 . ^  The

40. F.O. 195/658* no. 100, Beirut, Jan. 13* 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer.

41. F.O. 195/658, no. 104, Beirut, Jan. 17* 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, enclosure: a letter from Dufferin to 
Fraser, Jan. 16, 1861.

42. F.O. 195/658, no. 140, Beirut, March 23* 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, and enclosure; and no. 136, March 14, 1861, 
same to same, enclosure; and no. 139* March 19* 1861,

/Continued over
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French also had approved of those 16 articles except 
the first, which provided that the governor for the 
Lebanon should be a non-native Christian.

The project followed two main principles: a
physical separation of the Druzes and the Maronites, 
and the granting of each community in the Mountain as 
much municipal independence as possible. The project 
assured equality for all before the law, the abolition 
of the mukataaci system, and the erection of a Maronite, 
a Druze and a Greek Orthodox Kaymakamate , each with 
defined boundaries. The governor of Sidon would be 
the central authority over the Mountain. The project 
provided also the establishment of several judicial 
councils (majlis), and one administrative council in 
each Kaymakamate. It is noteworthy that the 47th 
article referred to the regulations of Sekib Efendi 
stating that they would remain valid as there was no

Footnote 42 continued from page 398. 
same to same, enclosure.

43. F.O. 195/658, no. 118, Beirut, Feb. 11, 1861, Dufferin 
to Bulwer, enclosure; and no. 120, Feb. 15? 1861, 
same to same, and enclosure; and no. 126, Feb. 24, 
1861, same to same, enclosure. All the articles 
together with the remarks of Fuat Pa§a in F.O. 78/
1571 * no. 370, Constantinople, May 29* 1861, Bulwer 
to Russell, enclosure.



contradiction between them and the principles of this 
project.

Dufferin then was satisfied that by this 
project the Druzes could retain their administrative 
autonomy, and also the smaller communities. But his 
proposal to exchange the Christians of Dayr al-Qamar 
and al-Mana^if for Muslims from Iqllm al-Kharrub was 
rejected.

The project was forwarded to Istanbul, but 
the commissioners did not cease their activities. The 
British continued to propose measure to fostering the
Porte's authority in the Mountain, while the French

—  44continued to enlist support for a Shihab restoration.
The British claimed that the French merchant Portalis, 
together with some French officers, urged the Christians 
to unite with the Druzes and together drive the Turks 
out of the country. ^ Dufferin evidently was trying 
also to reach an arrangement with Beclard "I have left

4-4-. F.O. 195/659* no* !59* Beyrout, April 20, 1861, 
Dufferin to Bulwer and enclosures; and no. 165* 
April 26, 1861, same to same and enclosure; and 
no. 73 (conf.), April 26, 1861, same to same, 
enclosure. F.O* 195/658, no. 14-3, Beirut, March 
24-, 1861, same to same, enclosure - a petition from 
the Druzes.

4-5* Ibid., enclosures and on the back of the despatch.
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no stone unturned, to arrive at a solution which might 
he acceptable to the Emperors representative", but 
without success, Dufferin himself would, not agree to 
a Maronite governor over the Mountain, and preferred a 
Turkish one; but he noticed that his colleagues had 
instructions to object to the extension of the authority 
of the governor of Sidon to the Mountain, For this 
reason he advised to persuade the Sultan to appoint a 
Christian governor to the province of Sidon including 
the Lebanon,

In May 1861 the Commission was transferred 
from Beirut to Istanbul, and the commissioners were 
replaced with the ambassadors. The latter held their 
first meeting on May 21, 1861, in which Bulwer proposed 
to accept a sole Christian governor for the Mountain, 
in accordance with the proposals of the commissioners in 
their last project* The French desired a native 
Christian who would be named for life, a Shihab Amir 
with a native army. The Austrian Internuncio sup
ported the French, while the Russian and the British 
opposed, and the Prussian was still awaiting instructions.

4-6, F,0, 195/6591 no, 169, Beirut, April 25* 1861, 
Dufferin to Bulwer and enclosure.



Bulwer seemed to prefer most of all a separation bet
ween the communities of the Mountain, who would have 
local autonomy but gradually would be put under the 
governor of Sidon, Further, there would be a 
Christian functionary on the side of the governor to 
superintend the preservation of the Christian privi
leges, and act as an intermediator between the Christians 
and the governor. This functionary would have also 
the right to sanction or reject the intervention of 
the Ottoman troops in the Christian districts,^

h QIn the meeting held later, on May 30, 1861,
the Russian and Prussian representatives turned to
favour the nomination of a native Christian over the 

*Lebanon, Ali Papa, the Ottoman Foreign Minister, who 
presided over the meetings, seemed to favour the 
division of the Mountain into Kaymakamates connected 
with the governor of Sidon, Nevertheless, he would 
agree with the representatives on the appointment of a 
Christian governor, but not a native. The French then, 
feeling their strong position, pressed to adopt the

4-7* F.O, 78/1571> no. 354-> Constantinople, May 21, 1861,
Bulwer to Russell; and no. 355* Way 22, 1861; and
no. 379* May 29> 1861, same to same.

4-8. F.O. 78/1571 * no. 4-12, Constantinople, June 12, 1861,
Bulwer to Russell.



opinion of the majority in the meeting. Bulwer 
refused to accept the idea as he was instructed not to 
consent to majority vote as long as this vote was in 
favour of a native Christian. He threatened to leave 
the meeting if the French representative continued to 
press his opinion. The latter then retreated, and 
the meeting ended by adopting a compromise; the rep
resentatives would suggest to their respective govern
ments the propriety of appointing a Christian governor, 
not a native, for three years after which it would be 
considered whether to appoint a native Christian or not.

During the next two meetings on June 9 and 11, 
1861, the representatives agreed upon a plan for the 
administration of the Lebanon.^ Its regulations were 
similar to those expressed in the 16 articles of Dufferin, 
and in the 47 articles project, with additional pro-

out
vision, the carrying of a census and cadastral survey 
of land.

The new plan provided that the Lebanon would 
be governed by a Christian governor nominated by the 
Porte and subordinate to it. He would be invested with 
full executive powers that would enable him to maintain

49. Ibid. F.O. 78/1572, no. 416, Constantinople, June 14,
1861, Bulwer to Russell, enclosure.



order and public security, the collection of taxes, 
and the nomination of the judges. He would convoke 
and preside over the central administrative council; 
and would procure the execution of all the legal sen
tences of the tribunals.

Each community of the Mountain would be 
represented by a vekil at the governor's seat, who 
would be nominated by the chiefs of each community.
The institution of a central administrative council 
(in the text "medjlis administratif centrale"), for the 
whole of the Mountain, composed of 12 members, two from 
each of the Maronite, Druze, Greek Orthodox and Catholic, 
Muslim Sunni and Mitwall communities. The council 
would distribute the taxes, inspect the management of 
the revenues, and give its consultative advice to the 
governor.

The Mountain would be divided into six adminis
trative districts ("arrondissements administratifs") 
or Cazas (Ar. Qa<Jaf): The Kura and its neighbouring
territories inhabited mainly by Greek Orthodox. The 
northern part of the Mountain as far as Nahr al-Kalb 
(the Dog River) to the south, excepting the Kura. Zahle 
and its neighbourhood. The Matu with the Christian 
Sa^il (plain), al-Qa^i* and §ullma. The territories 
situated to the south of Damascus-Beirut road, as far as



Jazzln in the south. And lastly Jazzin and Iqllm 
al-Tuffalj..

In each of these six districts the governor 
would nominate an administrative agent, chosen from 
the dominant rite, either by the number of its members, 
or by the importance of its properties.

In each district there would be a local 
administrative council "medjlis administratif locale11), 
composed of 3 to 6 members representing the different 
elements of the population, or the interests of the 
owners of real estates in the district. The council 
would be annually convoked and presided over by the 
head of the district. Its function would be to settle 
all affairs of the legal administration, to listen to 
the complaints of the inhabitants, to provide statis
tical information necessary to the distribution of the 
taxes, and to give its consultative advice on all 
questions of local interest.

The districts, in their turn, would be divided 
into cantons (Ar. sing. Nadiya) nearly to replace the 
ancient Iqllms. The cantons would be divided into 
communes (i.e. villages) each composed of as much homo
geneous population as possible, and numbered not less 
than 500 souls. At the head of each canton there would 

be an agent nominated by the governor and proposed by



the chiefs of the district. At the head of each 
commune there would he a Shaykh nominated by the governor 
and chosen by the inhabitants. In the mixed communes, 
each element would have its Shaykh♦

The people of the Mountain would be equal 
before the law. All privileges of the mukataacis 
would be abolished.

In each canton there would be a "juge de paix” 
for each rite. In each district a judicial council 
("medjlis judiciare de premiere instance w) composed 
of 3 to 6 members representing the different communities. 
At the seat of the government there would be a high 
judicial council ("medjlis judiciaire supfcricur*) com
posed of 12 members, 2 from each of the six communities 
of the Mountain. A representative of the Protestant 
or the Jewish communities would join whenever their 
interests were concerned.

In ordinary times, the maintenance of order 
would be done by the governor and by means of the mixed 
police force which would be raised by recruiting volun
teers, and would be composed of the ratio of 7 to every 
1000 inhabitants. In extraordinary times, the governor 
would call for his assistance the regular troops in Syria.

Taxes would remain 3*500 purses, but with the 
possibility of raising them up to 7*000 purses, and they



40? •

would be spent on the local administration, and only 
the surplus would be sent to the Porte. Census and 
cadastral survey of all properties would be carried out 
at the earliest opportunity.

Besides these, there were some conditions 
which were not mentioned in the protocol of the regu
lations, but were understood and implicitly agreed upon. 
The tenure of the governor was understood to be for 
three years. He could be removed as the result of a 
sentence passed on him for misconduct. The plan also 
did not specify whether the governor should be a native 
Christian, or only a Christian. Bulwer reported that 
it was known and understood that he would not be a 
native. It was also understood that the governor would 
be a Catholic.

On July 18, 1861, a certain Davit Pa^a was 
ceremonially declared governor of the Mountain.^ He 
was an Armenian Catholic and formerly Director of Posts 
and Telegraph in Istanbul. Bulwer stated that the 
nomination was not dictated or even suggested by any of 
the Powers. Davit Papa's selection was made due to his

50. F.O. 195/060, no. 31 *_Beyrout, July 18, 1861, Fraser 
to Bulwer. _S. al-Khazin, al-ffarb fl sabll al- 
cistiqlal (Juni 1957)* P» 65^ J.P. Spagnolo "Con
stitutional change in Mount Lebanon, 1861-186411,
Middle Eastern Studies (no. 1, vol. 7* Jan. 1971)• 
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51capacity, and the only objection was his ignorance of 
the Arabic language. ̂

51. F.O. 78/1572, no. 427> Constantinople, June 18, 1861, 
Bulwer to Russell; and no. 446 (conf.), June 25, 
1861, same to same. But see Spagnolo, p. 51 that 
Davit Pa^a was a French proposition.

52. Ibid.



EPILOGUE

In September 1864, at the end of the three 
experimental years, the R£glement Organique for the 
Lebanon wa£ reaffirmed. The central administrative 
council became composed of 4 Maronites, 5 Druzes, 2 
Greek Orthodox, one Greek Catholic, one Mulsim Sunni 
and one Mitwall. An article also was added to secure 
a certain autonomy to the Christian religious institu
tions in the Mountain. The Lebanon under the new 
regulations was called mutagarrifate, and its governor 
mutagarrif. From 1864, the titles of Kaymakam and 
Kaymakamate replaced those of mudlr and mudlrate for 
each of the six districts. The latter titles were 
applied to the lower division, the canton. These regu
lations, with minor modifications on different occasions 
continued to serve the Mountain until the first World 
War when Ottoman rule was swept away altogether from 
all over Syria.

Except in the northern parts of it, and there 
only until 1867» the Mountain enjoyed a stable govern
ment and more tranquil conditions than any part of Syria 
Progress and prosperity were shared by all its commu
nities. Neighbouring areas demanded to be annexed to



2it, or to have similar administration. Yet there 
were indications that the new administration, at the 
beginning at least, best suited the Maronites. The 
Druzes tended to cooperate with the central authorities, 
but they had also some complaints over what seemed a 
Catholic domination over the Mountain. In a petition 
submitted to the British Ambassador in Istanbul, the 
Druzes demanded to be treated on proper footing with 
the Maronites. They complained that the mutagarrif, 
his assistants, his secretaries, the head of the police 
force, and the president of the high councils were all 
Catholics, and so they could hope for no justice.
The Catholics had already striven to drive them out of 
the Mountain. The Druzes were not given a proper share 
in the administration because the properties were not 
taken into account when the mudlrs were appointed. In 
several places Druzes were not given Druze mudlrs even 
when their numbers justified having one. On the other 
hand, facilities were provided for the Maronites to rule 
over Druzes, as was evident in Jazzln. To obtain

1. F.O. 7^/2848, no. 5^, Alieh, July 10, 1878, Eldridge 
to Salisbury, enclosure. F.O. 78/2989* no. 59* 
Alieh, July 22, 1879* Eldridge to Layard, enclosure.

2. F.O. 195/1868, no. 2, Beyrout, Jan. 14, 1881, Dickson 
to St. John. Zeine N. Zeine, The emergence of Arab 
nationalism (Beirut, 1966), pp. 60-5*



justice, the Druzes raised a demand that "all civilized 
people" would accept, namely, the appointment of a 
Druze lieutenant to the mutagarrif, who, like the 
latter, would have direct recourse to the Porte.^

Nevertheless, the main discomfort for the 
Druzes in the Mountain after 1861 came from amongst 
themselves. The old division into Junblafs and Yazbaks 
was replaced by the division into Junblafs and Arslans. 
The main issue was the rivalry over the office of 
Kaymakam in the Druze district. The Junblats, sup
ported by the British agents, again claimed that office. 
To retain it, the Arslans sought and obtained the sup
port of the French agents; and the office swung fre
quently between the two parties within the Junbla^ 
and Arslan families. During the greater part of the 
second half of the 19th century, the office was held by 
the Arslans, particularly by Amir Mu^fafa Arslan.

During the second half of the 19th century the 
Druzes continued to consider themselves under British 
protection. They had retained vivid memories of the 
efforts made by the British Government and its represen
tatives on their behalf. This was particularly so in

5. F.O. 226/175* Beyrout, Jan. 8, 1873* Eldridge to 
Elliot, enclosure.



1860-1 when the lives of hundreds, if not thousands, 
of Druzes were saved, mainly thanks to the personal 
efforts of Lord Dufferin "whose name" it was reported 
in 1890, "is constantly on the lips and he is almost

hworshipped as a household God". Yet the interest of 
the British Government in the Druzes was in a state of 
decline. The instructions to the British agents in 
Syria were those of non-intervention into internal 
affairs. By 1883 some of the Druzes began to accuse 
the British representatives in Syria of being indif-

5ferent to their problems and needs. The latter did 
not deny the accusations and excused themselves by fol
lowing their instructions. The then Consul-General 
George J. Eldridge, argued that if the British Govern
ment wished to gain political influence in Syria, it 
should have established schools among the Druzes. He 
added that despite the attempts made by the Protestant 
missionaries to convert them, the Druzes had but little 
faith in the French schools. Although the latter were 
admittedly far more liberal concerning beliefs, during 
the course of three years only three Druze children

4. F.O. 195/1683, no. 39, Beirut, July 10, 1890, 
Trotton to White.

5. F.O. 78/^011, Exeter, April 17, 1887, Eldridge to 
Salisbury.
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attended French schools.
Nevertheless, stability and tranquillity 

became the feature of the Mountain. The Druzes, in 
virtue of the new regulations, seemed to have no reason 
for confrontation with the Porte's Government, parti
cularly as they were exempted from conscription. Not 
thus were the conditions of the other Druze communities 
in Syria. The largest Druze community out of the 
Lebanon was that of the gawran, to where the centre of 
Druze agitation was shifted since 1861. The area 
which they inhabited in the §awran became known as 
Jabal al-Duruz, the name formerly applied to Mount 
Lebanon. The Druzes of the gawran came then to bear 
the pressures and measures applied by the Ottoman autho
rities. The most important of these was the conscrip
tion, which they managed, during the 1850s to evade

a
though not without [struggle. On occasions afterwards, 
these Druzes were even paid large sums of money in 
order to defend the ]Jawran against the raids of the

7desert Bedouin.1 The only Druzes to suffer conscription 
were those living in northern Palestine, near Acre and

6. Ibid.
7. F.O. 195/2024, no. 30, Damascus, June 11, 1893, 

Richards to de Bunsen.



Safad. Their appeals for help from the British rep
resentatives in the manner that "we Druzes have, after 
God, no other protector hut the British Government",

o
were to no avail. And their numbers were too little
to allow them to offer any effective resistance, but
many of them fled to the gawran to seek refuge with

qtheir coreligionists.
As the Druzes of the ^awran were virtually 

independent, the Ottoman authorities occasionally endea
voured to bring to their submission. To achieve this 
end, the authorities exploited the frequent quarrels 
between the Druzes and the neighbouring Muslim popu
lation. In these quarrels the authorities almost 
invariably supported the latter. Such a quarrel broke 
out in 1877 and, true to form, the authorities came to 
the support of the Muslims and demanded that the Druze 
surrender. They refused and proposed instead to pay, 
according to custom, 1000 piastres for every Muslim 
killed over and above the number of Druze slain in the 
incident. But neither the authorities nor the Muslims

8. F.O. 78/2494, no. 6, Damascus, Dec. 17, 1876, Jago 
to Elliot. F.O. 78/2616, no. 5, Beyrout, Jan. 17,
1877, Eldridge to Elliot, and enclosure.

9. Ibid. L. Oliphant, Haifa, or life in Modern Palestine, 
edited with introduction by Charles A. Dana (London,
1886), pp. 91-2.



agreed to the proposal• Troops were then sent to 
the 5 awran> hut were not successful. When in 1879 
Midhat Paga was appointed governor-general of Syria, 
the Druzes were still in revolt. At this point Eldridge 
offered his mediation provided that the authorities 
agreed to treat both parties, Druzes and Muslims, alike, 
and to accord identical justice. Midhat Pa^a refused 
to give such an undertaking, perhaps because his 
authority was restricted, but more, because he had no 
control over the army in view of the strict separation 
of civil and military authorities.'1''1'

The Ottoman Government, however, was in a 
state of near exhaustion following the promulgation of 
the 1876 constitution and its suspension shortly after
wards; while the war with Russia occupied its full 
attention and diverted its efforts and forces from Syria. 
What is more, the British occupation of Cyprus and the 
loss of other territories at this time had affected the

12Governments stature in the eyes of the Syrian population.

10. F.O. 78/2985> no. 51> Damascus, Nov. 22, 1879» Jago 
to Layard; and no. 28, Nov. 9> 1879> same to same, 
enclosure. Ali Havdar Midhat, The Life of Midhat 
Pasha (London, 1903) * P. 186. Kurd-*Ali, iJhitai 
al-gh&n, III, 105.

11. F.O. 78/3130, no. 4-2, Beyrout, May 31» 1880, Dickson 
to Layard.

12. F.O. 78/284-8, no. 74-, Aleih, Aug. 2, 1878, EL&ridge 
to Layard. F.O. 78/3130, no. 35 (conf.), Beyrout,

/Continued over
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Rumours also began to gain currency concerning an
imminent British occupation of Syria, a not entirely

15unfavourable prospect to the Syrians. In fact the
first 5 or 6 years of Abdul Hamid I I 's reign were years 
of anxiety and uncertainty in Syria. It was also at 
this juncture that Abdul Hamid adopted his Pan Islamic 
policy.

Owing to the above circumstances, the Porte
ordered a peaceful settlement of the Druze question in
the ^awran. This was done through the British Vice-
Consul in Damascus and Shaykh Sa'id Talfcuq from the
Lebanon. The latter was made governor over his co-

14religionists but resigned shortly afterwards. In a
later arrangement Ibrahim al-A£rash, the head of the 
most powerful family in Jabal al-Duruz, was made governor

Footnote 12 continued from page 415.
July 5, 1880, Dickson to Goschen; and no. 44,
July 5* 1880, Dickson to Layard.

15* F.O. 78/2846, no. 4, Aleppo, July 29* 1878, Henderson 
to Salisbury. F.O. 78/2847, no. 24, Beyrout,
March 26, 1878, Eldridge to Salisbury; and no. 33*
April 10, 1878, Eldridge to Derby.

14. F.O. 78/2985* no. 27* Damascus, Nov. 3* 1879* Jago 
to Layard; and no. 31* Nov. 22, 1879* same to same. 
This result was probably attained owing to British 
interference in the Porte, Midhat, pp. 184-5.
Kurd ‘All, III, 106.



15of the Jabal. x Whether the purpose of this appoint
ment was to divide the Druzes or to gain their faith is 
not clear, but in the event it had the former result.
The Druzes split into two factions, the one supporting 
the governor, and the other his brother Shibll. The 
latter entered into correspondence with the French Con
sulate in Damascus, claiming that the British were no

16longer helping the Druzes as they did in the past.
No serious rift with the authorities took

place until the end of 1895* ^ut during the few
years before that date, Druze bands cut the roads to
Damascus and attacked travellers including British.
This induced the British agents and the authorities to

17agree that the Druzes should be brought to task. '
Taking opportunity of a quarrel between the Druzes and 
their Muslim neighbours in the JJawran, the troops 
attacked the former in October 1895• But the troops
were not able to attain a "single solid success11, although

1 18 they were in proportion of 2-̂  to one against the Druzes.

15. F.O. 195/144-8* no. 16, Damascus, June 17, 1883,
Black to Wyndham.

16. Ibid.
17. F.O. 1886, no. 72, Beirut, Nov. 20, 1895, Hay to 

Currie.
18. F.O. 195/194-0, no. 2 (conf.), Damascus, Jan. 9,

1896, Eyres to Currie.



The Druzes, too, were not resolute. Their governor
and leader Shibli al-A^rash did not take either side
decisively. The British Vice-Consul in Damascus,
Eyres, described him as traitor to his coreligionists

19and government alike. y
As circumstances were unfavourable to both

20sides, an agreement was concluded which was in reality 
a submission of the Druzes. Yet this agreement was 
followed with all kinds of atrocities on the part of 
the Ottoman army and police forces against the Druzes
in both the JJawran and Anti-Lebanon. Shibli and other

21 22 chiefs were banished, others were enrolled in the army.
The atrocities resulted in a revolt which broke

out in June 1896. It came "like a thunderclap and
27)has taken everyone by surprise", ^ stated Eyres; the 

Druzes "must have been driven to desperation before they

19. F.O. 195/1940, No. 8, Damascus, Feb. 8, 1896, Eyres 
to Currie; and no. 11, March 19, 1896, same to same.

20. F.O. 195/1940, no. 5i Damascus, Jan. 27* 1896, Eyres 
to Currie; and no. 9> Feb. 24, 1896, same to same.

21. F.O. 195/1940, no. 8, Damascus, Feb. 9» 1896^ Eyres 
to Currie. The actual deportation of Shibli was 
made in June, shortly before the renewal of the 
fighting: Ibid., no. 22, June 30, 1896, Eyres to 
Herbert.

22. Ibid., and no. 9* June 191 1896, Eyres to Currie.
23* F.O. 195/1940, no. 19* Damascus, June 19, 1896,

Eyres to Herbert.



decided to rise at this time of the year when all 
crops are ready for harvest". But, nevertheless, 
the Druzes were again unwilling to fight "to the hitter 
end"; although they were fighting "with the most des
perate courage, both men and women, they in fact were 
fighting for existence". Eyres then pleaded to his 
government that it would be an act of humanity if the 
Powers were to intervene and put an end to the war:
"I say this with the more confidence as I strongly dep
recated intervention in the Winter when the Druzes des
erved a lesson at the hands of the government. Now
they are fighting for existence and were driven to this

24-course by continued outrage." The Druze position 
was worsening, and were described to be in "utter des
pair". They would probably have surrendered if they 
had but little faith in the authorities. Eyres thought 
it was a war of extermination the authorities were 
waging against the Druzes. He thus again pleaded for 
help from his superiors stating that the Druzes had 
always considered themselves to be under British pro
tection and, "if it is still considered desirable to 
extend to them a helping hand now, if ever, is the

24. F.O. 195/1940 (private), Damascus, July 28, 1896, 
Eyres to Herbert.



moment to my mind". He suggested that the Porte he
prevailed upon to send a certain §usayn Fayzi Pa§a,
the only man completely trusted by the Druzes, whose

25presence would render a solution much easier. ^
Philip Currie, the Charg£ d'affaires in Istanbul, 

made an effort to help, but apparently without success. 
Fighting renewed, and the Druzes were compelled to sur
render. They also were tempted by the few concessions 
made by the authorities on the Porte's orders. These 
orders were probably sent as a result of the Armenian 
massacres that happened the same year. Nevertheless, 
the Druzes who surrendered were banished by the hundred, 
men, women and children, to Tripoli in North Africa,
Cyprus, or Anatolia. Others were enlisted in the ser- 

27vice. f Only about 600 men in the rocky al-Laja region
refused to lay down their arms even after the general

28amnesty was proclaimed in March 1897•

25* F.O. 195/1940, no. 35* Damascus, Aug. 8, 1896,
Eyres to Herbert; and no. 34, Aug. 12, 1896, same 
to same; and no. 36 (conf.), Sept. 3* 1896, same 
to same.

26. Ibid., on the back of the despatch.
27. F.O. 195/1940, no. 47, Damascus, Nov. 14, 1896,

Eyres to Herbert; and no. 48, Dec. 1, 1896; and 
no. 52, Dec. 28, 1896, same to same. F.O. 195/1960, 
no. 55* Beirut, Jan. 22, 18971 Hay to Currie, stating 
the number of exiles to be up to 2000 Druzes.

28. F.O. 195/1984, Decypher, Damascus, March 17, 1897* 
Richards to Currie; and no. 14, March 17* 1897* same 
to same.



The events of 1896 were significant in that 
they showed how the connection established between the 
British and the Druzes in 1841, had reached its high 
point in 1860-1, and then went into a state of decline. 
Thus in 1896, when the Druzes were more desperately in 
need of help than they had been probably in 1860, no 
help was provided. They were imprisoned and banished 
by the hundred; that they were not put to death was 
only because Abdul Hamid, as a matter of policy, pre
ferred to banish his enemies rather than have them 
executed. It was also because of the Pan-Islamic 
policy and the Armenian massacres and its consequences 
as to the attitude of the European states towards the 
Ottoman Empire. Moreover, British influence at the end 
of the 19th century was generally in a state of decline 
in the Ottoman Empire, with the Sultan entering into 
his honeymoon with Germany.

In 1909, a booklet entitled "The Druzes, by 
one of themselves", concluded with the words:

"What is to be the future of this 
people [Druze] no one can tell.
Iheir career as an independent 
nation is probably over, and the 
only friends left to them are the 
English. Have they been thrown 
together simply for political 
reason? Or has God in His great 
mercy done this for their spiri
tual as well as for their temporal 
Salvation? We believe it to be 
so. May He who has seen it fit



to take away their national inde
pendence cause them to enter into 
the liberty of His Son." 29
This indicates that the Druzes ceased to be 

of political value for the British. They were impor
tant for the missionaries as possible converts. Since 
1869* when the Suez Canal was opened to navigation, 
the centre of the British interests in the Middle East 
shifted southwards, to countries in the immediate vicinity 
of the Canal. Thus Egypt and Palestine had become more 
important for the guardian of British interests in the 
East. The main body of the Druze community was situated 
out of these two countries. They were in Syria and 
the Lebanon. Besides, the Druzes were too small a 
community to serve as a base for substantial influence 
in the Middle East, or the Ottoman Empire. In the 
Lebanon they had become a minority in number and influence 
owing to the R^glement Organique of 1861. Even 
before 1861 the British were convinced of their dis
ability and unwillingness to compete with the French in 
the Lebanon. Now when they had less interest in Syria, 
and the Lebanon, they would not hesitate to concede 
both in return for French concessions in other countries 
as indeed it happened on the eve of the first World War.

29* The Druzes, By one of themselves (London, 1909)*
p. 11.
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Population of Mount Lebanon
a) Wood*s estimation of the male population of the Lebanon in 1842. 

(F.O. 73/499).

Muslims
Family Mukataa Druze Christians Sunnis Matawia Jews

1.Abu’l-Lacf 
(Amirs)

2.Arslan 
(Amirs)

3.Junl?lat
(Shaykhs)

4^Imad 
_(Shaykhs)

5.Abu Nakad 
(Shaykhs)

6.Talhuq
(Shaykhs)

7.cAbd al- 
Malik
(Shaykhs)

3.al-Khazin
(Shaykhs)

Matn, part 700
of Biskanta 
& Zahle.
Gharb al- 1.000
Tahtani.

•

The two 1.200
Shufs,
Jazzin,Tuffah.
al-Kharrub,
Biqa*
al-Urqub 700

al-Manasif, 700
al-Shahhar 200t t
Gharb al- 
fuqani • 800
al-Jurd. 1.000

11.300

Kisrawan

1.000

700

1.500
1.600
1.800

800

1.100
1.300!

400
1.000

4.000

1.200
300
200
200

50

Total 6.300 26.500 1.200 700 50
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