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Absent Spheres, Silent Voices

Amy Singer, Christoph K. Neumann, Selçuk Akşin Somel
All history writing chooses to give voice to certain people, ideas, facts, events and places, while consciously or unconsciously silencing others.  This is perhaps unavoidable, since the historians’ craft is predicated on investigation and selection of what to record and report, as a preliminary step toward analysis and explanation.  The study of history is a collection of exercises in how to retrieve and represent the past, which is absent, and how to give voice to silent people, ideas, events, emotions, beliefs, the connections between them and the changes they experienced.  It is all about retrieving absences and silences.  
Like all history writing, Middle East history has consciously and unconsciously ignored particular individuals or peoples, institutions, places, events, and sources.  Additionally, it has glossed over specific discourses, narratives, and practices.  While scholarly investigation generally concentrates on topics previously unexplored – that, after all, is the point of research – research projects are often offshoots of well-rehearsed subjects or attempts to apply existing methodologies to new materials.  Leaps into the great unknown are rarer, the motivations for them less obvious. 
Terms such as silence or silencing have a wide range of usage, from inter-personal and inter-family relations to the more public level of societies, states and regimes.  At the public level, these terms are in general associated with political and cultural repression and censorship in authoritarian regimes targeting oppositional views or with communal control in pre-modern societies concerning those violating communal norms.  In this general context they seem to imply physical measures of regulatory or communal control over dissenting individuals or social groups.  These forms of silencing and the emergence of silence remain above the surface, visible to a public that is often aware of these acts of silencing. Despite repressive measures, the civil population preserves its own non-official versions of truth in its collective consciousness and memories.

However, the physical and repressive silencing of political ideas and views may acquire permanence and depth among the population to the extent that the official versions of truth do not receive political or intellectual challenges. They may furthermore be solidified through the promotion at the level of public education. Sources supporting alternative truths may have been physically destroyed.  Even more, an important part of the population may feel emotionally and psychologically that it is more convenient and reassuring to accept the official version of truth rather than alternative, less comfortable versions of the past.  There may be social taboos which effectively prevent the remembering of certain historical facts.  In fact, the silencing becomes fully effective if realized quietly and with the tacit agreement of public opinion.
 Or, issues to be silenced might be integrated into a more acceptable discourse.  The most efficient form of silencing is the one where the issue and even the process itself are effectively silenced.
 Thus, with the passing of time the official truth may become the only historical reality.

The abovementioned arguments are to a major extent valid also for silencing certain types of historical writing.  Despite the fact that silence and silencing are associated mainly with power relations, one should also underline that it is not altogether clear that all silences in historiography are purposeful or planned phenomenon.  For example, some issues and facts have never reached the attention of historians because the relevant historical questions have not been asked. There is also a basic problem that we cannot reconstruct the past wie es eigentlich gewesen.  The documents that reach us, even in the most well preserved condition, orderly and accessible collections, are far from being able to represent the past in a complete way.  Historians face the problem of an intentional or unintentional, selective preservation of archival documents.  This selection is again closely related to power relations within the society or community in question.  

Another problem stems from the preserved documents themselves. Most documentation cannot be considered as politically neutral, since documents (either written or material) are the products of communities and societies which record themselves, intentionally or otherwise, through structures of power. This condition itself is an important aspect of silencing those parts of the community on the weaker or more passive side of power relations.

A further issue concerns the course of history. Looking from the present-day to the past, we may be able to reconstruct a series of  plausible causalities and deterministic developments. Indeed, the construction of plausible narratives about the past is very much what one calls "writing history". However, those historical actors on whom we build up causal relations, have at times themselves faced different and equally valid possibilities of action. The preservation or the silencing of the voices of these historical agents has depended greatly on the socio-political success of one of these possibilities. Those that led to a dead end became discredited and the relevant actors were silenced by historiography.
In fact, history and silencing cannot be really separated from each other. If there were a lack of silence in the absolute sense, there would perhaps be no history at all. What is probably crucial is to create alternative, competing historiographical voices, or at least to strive for academic and cultural conditions which allow for a pluralism of voices. To the extent that a universally valid re-construction of the past is impracticable, a plurality of narratives is required in order to reach what used to be called “historical truth” by those generations of historians who regarded their work with more confidence and optimism than appears possible today.   

From the earliest periods of written history, there have been various acts of silencing alternative voices of history. For our purposes it would be meaningful to go back to the age of the Enlightenment, where the Enlightenment thinkers and philosophers promoted the notion of universal reason. This universalism, which on the one hand promoted critical thinking and scientific rationalization, on the other hand excluded any institution or society which failed to conform to the standards of universal reason. The French philosophers, with the political purpose of attacking the then-prevalent social and political institutions in France, including the church, came to the point of condemning the medieval past as the “dark ages”. In this intellectual atmosphere of the Enlightenment, not only did past European history became discredited, but also all contemporary and historical non-European societies, which remained outside the realms of enlightened West Europe and therefore presumably did not measure sufficiently conform to the scale of universal reason.
 According to Hegel, with the exception of China none of the non-European cultures had the quality of being historical.
 Otherwise, an exception was made only for those cultures that were somehow integrated into the Western tradition, such as ancient Egyptian, Jewish, and later Northern American history.

 It should also be remembered that the Atlantic-based trade relations of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries created a world economy, with Western Europe at its center. As a consequence of these factors the age of the Enlightenment included the emergence of a cultural eurocentrism which affected intellectual trends in most world societies. This eurocentrism remained undisputed and succeeded in silencing the histories of most of the world's societies until the second half of the twentieth century.

Romanticism was the earliest movement in Europe that succeeded in breaking this Enlightenment silencing of past voices. From the final decades of the eighteenth century, Romanticism began to express itself in architectural and artistic forms inspired by human emotions and individual experiences with nature as well as by the ancient and medieval past. Previously despised social customs and folk art were elevated as witnesses of a primordial, essential human truth.
 In this intellectual atmosphere of the early- to mid-nineteenth century, history as a scientific and academic discipline was formulated for the first time. It was Leopold von Ranke who underlined the necessity of using primary sources to research the past. The main aim of historical research was to understand the past “as it actually was”.
 Thus when academic historiography came into being it involved an attempt to break the silence imposed by the Enlightenment upon the past and in particular on the “dark ages” of Europe.
Not surprisingly, von Ranke’s formulation of scientific history itself worked to silence certain kinds of past voices. Von Ranke was a political conservative, an ardent supporter of the Prussian monarchy who detested liberal and socialist movements in the German states. In harmony with this political conviction, his view of history remained mainly state-centered.
 Von Ranke put major emphasis on objectivity in historical narration and one of his measures of objectivity was the use of archival sources for establishing historical data.
 In his time, however, archives belonged either to the state or to the church. Therefore, though Ranke’s position was, without any doubt, a departure from the post-Enlightenment Western master narrative, his emphasis on archival documents reinforced an already existing bias in favor of political, military and diplomatic subjects as the only legitimate subjects of historical research. Because overall literacy was largely confined to the aristocracy, the clergy, and the urban upper strata prior to the late nineteenth century, the existing written documentation was primarily a record of the ruling elite, leaving the remaining society devoid of its own historical voice.

This hegemony of state-centered historiography effectively silenced the past voices of the peasantry and urban lower classes in the nineteenth century. The industrial revolution in Western Europe and the emergence of an industrial working class encouraged the development of socialist ideologies. Among them, Marxism stressed the essential role of class struggle between the owners of the means of production (slave owners, land-holding nobility, owners of capitalist ventures) and labourers (slaves, peasants, workers) as the primary dynamic of historical developments. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels not only wrote political and theoretical works, but also undertook historical studies to confirm their political claims.
 These studies were noteworthy in breaking the historiographical silence of the popular masses and showing that the lower classes actually played crucial roles in historical developments. Marxism in fact played a pioneering role in the emergence of two new kinds of historiographies, i.e. social history and economic history.
                       

While a historiography of the working classes was emerging in Europe, another struggle took place in the United States to challenge the established form of history. Even while slavery remained in force, there emerged a group of African-American intellectuals who developed an alternative historiography, voicing the past and the culture of the African-American people.
 Yet this phenomenon was only a precursor to the historiography that emerged in postcolonial Asian and African countries in the later twentieth century.

World War I and World War II, together with international and social developments closely related to these wars, effectively destroyed multiethnic empires and shattered cultural Eurocentrism at the global level. World War I led to the disintegration of some empires such as the Austro-Hungarian and the Ottoman, as well as to the profound transformation of others such as Germany and Russia. The October Revolution and the emergence of the USSR signified a powerful reaction to the then predominantly European world order. Numerous anti-colonial movements in Asia of the 1920s and 1930s took their inspiration from the new Bolshevik regime in Russia. The dissolution of Austria-Hungary created new nation states in Central and Eastern Europe, which created space for new voices to emerge from the past. As for the Ottoman Empire, the long-term process of its disintegration spurred the creation of new nation states in the Balkans, followed by the Turkish nation state in Anatolia. For the Arabic-speaking parts of the empire, however, World War I did not mean a national settlement, but rather a colonial partition between British and French spheres of influence. While all of these developments permitted the emergence of some new national historical voices, the violent nature of the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, combined with colonial interference, led to the silencing of other voices from the past.
        

The disintegration of the British and French colonial empires and the foundation of new independent states in Asia and Africa following World War II meant that the great majority of the world’s sovereign countries were non-European and non-white. This new situation weakened the Eurocentrism of academic history writing and spurred the writing of alternative world histories. The anti-colonial thinker Frantz Fanon discussed for the first time the cultural impact of colonial rule over non-European populations in terms of the alienation of the latter from their own cultures to the extent that they adopted the mentality and culture of the dominant power.
 Edward Said’s Orientalism stressed that British and French studies of Oriental cultures engineered a discourse of Western civilizational superiority over the supposedly primitive and fanatical Arab-Islamic world, and offered theoretical tools for the criticism of the Eurocentric cultural hegemony over the non-Western world.
 This criticism has since then developed into an academic field, namely postcolonial studies. 

This new discipline, studying the cultural characteristics of colonized populations and discussing their ordeals in terms of the cultural impact of the metropole nations over the local societies, also became an indispensable theoretical tool-maker for burgeoning research fields like gender and minority studies.
 As a consequence, the effort of former colonized populations to retrieve their silenced histories created new ways to reevaluate European and North American histories and to amplify voices from the European and American past.
Looking at the national historiographies of the Eastern Mediterranean basin and the Middle East, on which this volume concentrates, one may discern at least two common points related to their emergence. First, the West maintained economic, cultural and political dominance over the region beginning from the late eighteenth century. The British and French colonial presence lasted effectively until 1956 when the Suez Crisis discredited these powers and legitimized secular Arab nationalism among the populations of most Arab countries and populations. The European intellectual influence and the socio-cultural manifestations of this influence, had to be silenced at the historiographical level under the new conditions of nationalist upsurge.
 Second, with the exception of Iran and Morocco, all of the regional historiographies, directly or indirectly, had to face the challenge of dealing with the Ottoman imperial past. These historiographies, for the most part, were organized to legitimize the process of nation building and therefore were not inclined to include the Ottoman heritage as part of a national past. Those past voices which did not conform to the imagined form of the national community were effectively silenced. Thus what we observe is the manifestation of separate historical traditions alienated from the recent past of most Eastern Mediterranean and Middle Eastern societies and the emergence of new absent spheres and silenced voices. It is ironic that despite the rise of a new and qualitatively impressive historiography of Middle Eastern origin, most of the research and publication about the region has emerged from the academic environment of North American and Western European universities.
        

ReSounding Silences: Untold Histories of the Middle East

The articles in the present volume were presented for discussion at the workshop entitled “Absent Spheres, Silent Voices: Recovering Untold Histories”, organized in Istanbul by the Department of Middle Eastern and African History of Tel Aviv University,  the Department of History of İstanbul Bilgi University, and the History Program of Sabancı University between 27-31 May 2007. This workshop was the third in an ongoing project to re-examine the writing of Middle East history at the turn of the twenty-first century. The first workshop (1999) explored new approachestheories and methods in the study of the Ottoman and Arab societies and cultures. The second workshop (2002) examined twentieth-century historians and historiographies of the modern Middle East. These workshops resulted in three publications: Histories of the Modern Middle East:  New Directions (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publications, 2002); the collection "New Historiographies of the Ottoman Mediterranean World", published as a special issue of Mediterranean Historical Review 19/1 (June 2004); and Middle East Historiographies:  Narrating the Twentieth Century (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2006). The discussants invited to the workshop provided commentary on these articles which created a rich discussion around each paper and was of enormous value in revising them for publication as well as in the composition of this introduction. They included Iris Agmon, Edhem Eldem, Y. Hakan Erdem, Israel Gershoni, Fatma Müge Göçek, Christoph K. Neumann, S. Akşin Somel, Ehud Toledano, Eve Troutt-Powell, Mete Tuncay, Jenny B. White, Mahmud Yazbak, Dror Ze’evi. We would like to thank our co-organizers, Y. Hakan Erdem and S. Akşin Somel, our assistants, Elif Şimşek and Serhan Afacan, the Institute for Advanced Studies at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Istanbul Bilgi University and Sabancı University, and the staff of Minerva Han, the Karaköy campus of Sabancı University for their respective contributions. Hakan Erdem has been a key force in the conceptualization and realization of each Istanbul workshop, and we recognize his invaluable intellectual and practical engagement with this project. The comments and questions raised by the authors, discussants and the audience have shaped the original workshop papers to an important extent. Four of those papers have been published as ““Under the Political Spell:  Middle Eastern Intellectual Histories”, a special issue of the journal Comparative Studies in South Asia, Africa and the Middle East.

The present volume seeks out absent spheres and silent voices that were ignored, muted, or masked, directly or indirectly, as a by-product of the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire. The focal questions for the third Istanbul workshop were: What kinds of silences and absences exist in Middle Eastern historiography? Where can historians find them and to what extent can they recover them?  How and why were they created, historically and historiographically?  What has been the effect of such silences and absences on the modern historiography of the Middle East? And finally, why are they now being broken, by whom, and for what purpose?  Were these topics consciously suppressed or unconsciously forgotten?
It should be emphasized that this framework is not an attempt to reproduce the shifts in historical research of the late twentieth century – for example, to find silences and absences within the lower strata of societies and cultures.  Without underestimating the importance of recovering subaltern voices, popular themes, and the histories of dissenters and the oppressed, absences and silences can also be found in other strata and other places in society, culture, and politics.  For instance, diplomatic history and biography have been rather out of fashion among scholars (though they retain real popular appeal, to judge from the shelves of our bookshops) whereas intellectual history is enjoying something of a renaissance. Three main aspects of historical silencing emerged from the workshop discussions. These can be labeled: objectives of silencing, strategies of silencing, and circumstances of silencing.
     

Objectives of Silencing
One can identify five broad goals in silencing voices from the past. First, the establishment and maintenance of colonial hegemony over a certain region or country. Clearly, any evidence or analysis that could delegitimize colonial occupation would preferably not be brought forward. In “Looking Behind Hajji Baba of Isfahan”, Naghmeh Sohrabi discusses how a literary construction distorted the persona of a non-European dignitary, effectively neutralizing his critical voice. In another example Götz Nordbruch has demonstrated how the pluralist and liberal patriotic local movements could put the hegemonic powers in a difficult situation in terms of their colonial presence.

A second goal of silencing is to establish and stabilize a nationalist mental map at the level of public consciousness. The processes of nation-building and the development of an “imagined community” often leave out those historical voices that do not conform to the normative qualities of the new nation-state.
  Almost all the articles in this volume, in one way or another, examine how nationalist narratives drew the historiographical spotlight to themselves, and left alternatives in the shadows. 

Establishing and perpetuating gender hegemony, patriarchy and gender stereotypes is a third goal in historical silencing.  Liat Kozma discusses how both Islamic and Western sources underlined the dogmatic aspects of Islamic law and Middle Eastern customs encouraging violent popular usages such as honor killings. Tolerant and peaceful traditions, on the other hand, drew little attention, effectively silencing a history of female creativity and resistance within a patriarchal society.  Hanan Kholoussy explores how Egyptian nationalism during the colonial period perpetuated the patriarchal domination of Egyptian Muslim husbands over their European non-Muslim wives, a completely unknown chapter in the history of the time.

A rather different aim is expressed in the reflex for self protection at the individual and/or family level.  Under conditions of religious or ethnic persecution, individuals or families may hide their identities by converting, changing names, languages, dress or other normative markers.  Surviving orphans may be handed over or abandoned, to be raised within families of the dominant group, where their previous identity would be unknown or kept well hidden.  While the historiography of the dominant nation would only very seldom mention cases of conversions, the historiography of the oppressed nationality would prefer to ignore the existence of surviving converts, since this fact threatens the myth of national martyrdom and solidarity.  Altınay and Türkyılmaz discuss this kind of silencing with respect to Armenian survivors of Ottoman massacres in 1915, as perpetuated by both Armenians and Turks.
A fifth goal of silencing the past is the establishment and continuation of class hegemony or the hegemony of a religious group.  Although not explicitly addressed by any one article in this volume, such hegemonic aims were one aspect of silencing dynamics discussed in several articles, notably those of Philliou, Altınay and Türkyılmaz, Toksöz, and Alon.     

Strategies of Silencing
Historical silencing was effected through both passive and active strategies.  Historical topics and questions failed to attract scholarly attention for reasons as prosaic as academic fashion and methodological trends, yet some were more pointedly ignored for political reasons.  Alon, discussing the role of a Jordanian tribal shaykh, stresses that despite the socio-political importance of such personalities, they have not been the focus of any significant historical study. He argues that the lack of written sources concerning these figures, together with the reluctance of mainstream historians to use anthropological tools such as oral history have caused scholars to ignore such personalities. At the same time, their ambiguous administrative and political position during the British Mandate may also have turned attention from a person such as Mithqal al-Fayiz. His possible collaboration with the colonial authorities would render him a rather undesirable figure in the national historiography of Jordan.  Likewise, Mustafa Kabha, discusses the long-ignored role of the popular Islamic courts during the Palestinian uprising of 1936-1939.  These courts, founded outside the aegis of the mandate-sponsored local courts, constituted an attempt at self-administration by a different class of Palestinians, challenging existing Palestinian social hierarchies as well as British hegemony.  Moreover, it is not surprising that an account of divided Palestinian society was long left out of Palestinian historiography.  One could also assume that the existence of Islamic courts, established by lower-class Palestinians, did not constitute a convenient historical truth for the modernist Palestinian upper-class secular establishment of the diaspora.       

     In contrast to Alon and Kabha, Bilmez discusses how Çerkez Edhem, a controversial figure of the Turkish War of Independence, has been actively denied a place in Turkish historiography commensurate with his activities.  He has been labelled a traitor due to his defection to the Greek side, while his major contribution during the initial stages of the war as well as his proximity to Mustafa Kemal Atatürk have been minimized if not denied.  In addition, Edhem’s Circassian ethnicity has prompted Turkish national historiography to ignore entirely or to deny the roles of other Circassians during the War of Independence.
In some cases, a shift in strategies of silencing can be identified.  One example is that of Turkish historiographical treatment of the issue of the Armenian genocide during World War I.  While for a brief moment during the armistice period official Turkish attention focused on the massacres and tried to bring formal charges against the perpetrators, for the most part until the 1980s mainstream republican Turkish historiography described and explained the events of 1915 as “deportations” (tehcir) of Armenian civilians from the Caucasian military front to internal parts of Syria.
 The misery and mass deaths of the expelled population were attributed partly to the attacks of tribal groups, but mainly to epidemics such as malaria, dysentery, and to the shortage of food, water and clothing.  According to this narrative, the deaths were mostly natural such that the losses of human life could not be attributed to systematic killings.  Even if massacres occurred, such incidents were connected to Armenian collaborations with the enemies of the Ottoman Empire during World War I.  This version of the events in 1915 ignores some crucial aspects which included the mass murder of Armenian civilian population by local tribes who were unhindered, sometimes encouraged, or even actively supported by local government agents.  Yet the strategy of ignoring the massacres of 1915 seems to have been insufficient in the eyes of some parts of the official historical establishment, in the face of an evolving Armenian national historiography that accused the Turks as a nation of collectively perpetrating this crime against humanity.  In addition, the ASALA-attacks on numerous Turkish diplomats between 1976 and 1983 and formal decisions of a number of foreign parliaments to condemn the events of 1915 as genocide strengthened a denialist attitude.  Therefore nationalist Turkish historiography as promoted by the Turkish Historical Association (Türk Tarih Kurumu) abandoned the position of ignoring or partially acknowledging the mass murders of 1915 and instead adopted a policy of denying even the fact that mass killings took place.  Spokesmen for nationalist historians went so far as to claim that archaeologists would not be able to find any mass grave in East and Southeast Anatolia.

More active strategies than denial have also been employed to create and maintain historical and historiographical silences.  These include careful selection of “acceptable” facts, the inaccessibility or removal of “inconvenient” documents, a refusal to read documents critically, the generation of “acceptable” facts, and a choice of language that blurs the nature of events. Eyal Ginio addresses Arab perceptions of the Balkans in the twentieth century, specifically examining how the attitudes of Egyptian-Arab writers were related to the Arab perception of the recent Ottoman past. These authors manifested a rather selective attitude concerning Balkan history and the Balkan nations.  This selection of facts was to a major extent related to Arab perceptions of the Ottoman past.  As a consequence, from the Balkan Wars (1912-1913) until the Bosnian War in the 1990s, the Arab educated public ceased to consider the Balkans as a part of a common heritage and removed them from a common historical narrative.  Bilmez also discusses the historiographical process whereby only the negative facts concerning Çerkez Edhem were selected by mainstream Turkish historiography, which relied particularly on Atatürk’s Nutuk (“Speech”) as the authoritative text about the Turkish War of Independence.
Another strategy for silencing the past is the barring of access to those historical documents inimical to political interests.  This strategy sometimes includes even the destruction of documentation.  None of the articles in this volume presents a concrete example of such a strategy, but it should be remembered that censorship in public archives has been a widespread phenomenon from the ancient past until today.  There are ongoing discussions about the existence of relevant documentation in a variety of Middle Eastern states, whether such documentation might one day become accessible, and to what extent it may have been purged or censored before being opened for scholarly or other use.

The interpretation of existing documents sometimes becomes a crucial issue while discussing a certain historical phenomenon. Since, as already mentioned, the content of documents cannot be neutral, historians have a professional responsibility to evaluate documents critically by contextualizing the data and undertaking comparisons with other sources. Multiple sources, however, may yield contradictory evidence. However, any claim that only a particular collection of documents concerning a given historical event represent objective facts should be considered as a part of an active strategy to silence past voices.  Toksöz presents an historiographical situation in which two adversary and indeed politically militant historiographies use their respective sources without contextualizing or comparing them. As a consequence, each deliberately silences historical voices that would undermine a preferred narrative.  Similarly, Kozma illustrates how a reliance only on official documentation, court records, for example, effectively eliminates people who did not avail themselves of the normative legal mechanisms and customary frameworks of society.
The creation of “acceptable facts”, “acceptable arguments” or “acceptable discourses”, i.e. a certain way of narration, should also be considered as an active strategy to silence past voices.  Bilmez and Toksöz both discuss the engineering of acceptable facts and discourses by rival historiographies, whereby past historical voices are silenced.  An integral part of the process of creating acceptable facts or discourses is also the usage of terminologies which blur the nature of historical events. This strategy could be either a conscious effort to impose a certain historical viewpoint, or the result of an inability to develop suitable analytical categories and terminologies by culturally and epistemologically conditioned historians.  Philliou amply reviews the problem of using modernist terminologies that belong to either colonial or nation-state projects in order to comprehend certain non-Muslim political actors in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century Ottoman Empire.
Circumstances of Silencing
Having examined the aims and strategies of historical silencing, it remains to discuss the intellectual circumstances that can be identified as reinforcing silencing.  Leaving aside outright political pressure, these circumstances may be characterized as colonial historiography, modernization discourse, the nation state, nationalist historiography, patriarchal discourse, and individual or family narratives. Based on discussions in the workshop, the most comprehensive effort to silence voices of the past is colonial historiography.  In strict terms, colonial historiography is an intellectual product of the colonizing countries concerning the histories of their respective colonies and dependent regions.  In a broader sense, it also includes the continuation and hegemony of a colonial discourse even after the independence of former colonies, until the emergence of an alternative historiography opposing the colonial discourse. As discussed above, European intellectual circles since the Enlightenment rejected the possibility of a history for non-European populations.  Instead, disciplines such as anthropology, ethnography, and folklore studies, informed by Orientalist attitudes, were more usually employed to describe Asian, African and Oceanic societies.  It was the criticisms of Orientalism and the rise of postcolonial studies which to an important extent challenged the intellectual hegemony of the colonial discourse concerning non-European civilizations.  However, this colonial hegemony continues to manifest itself, ignoring or discrediting local anti-colonial forces.
For example, Anderson discusses the conspicuous lack of an historiography of Arab student movements of the 1960s and the absence of Arab student activities in international historiography of student movements. This omission was perhaps connected to the absence of an Arab historiography of student movements of the 1960s, or, equally, the result of a widespread Western perception that the Arab world has been devoid of civil movements and democratic activities. A more explicity example of this mind-set appears in Kabha’s discussion of the civil administration of Islamic courts during the Palestinian Revolt, which had a delegitimizing effect on British colonial administration.  The alternative civil order represented by the courts, emanating from outside the Palestinian elites, constituted an inappropriate voice for the colonial authorities, one that was successfully discredited by colonial historiography and so silenced.  Nordbruch presents a similar case in his analysis of the activities of the Anti-Fascist League in Syria and Lebanon and the existence of a vibrant democratic movement among the intellectuals in these countries.  However, this movement was discredited by colonial powers to such an extent that even Albert Hourani does not mention it in his seminal work on modern Arab thought.
 Bashkin presents an additional example in the silencing of two Iraqi socialist intellectuals by colonial as well as national sources.  Schumann, while trying to trace Arab liberalism in the twentieth century, draws our attention to the remnants of a colonial discourse that still creep into present-day terminologies, establishing binary oppositions by applying clichés such as “liberal and democratic” West in contrast to a “violent and authoritarian” Arab world.
 As Sohrabi makes clear, the British representation of the Persian envoy Mirza Abul Hasan Khan as an uncivilized, incompetent and greedy official should also be considered within the context of colonial silencing of an episode in the history of Anglo-Persian relations.
The silencing effected within the modernization discourse is perhaps as broad as that of colonial historiography; in fact, the two are at times intertwined. This discourse, having some of its roots in the ideas of the Enlightenment, envisages a course of evolutionary development for underdeveloped countries toward democratically administered market economies of liberal Western style (or, for many variants of historical materialism, revolutionary developments would lead first to independent national democratic states, then to socialism, and in a relatively utopian future, to a communist phase where these countries would join the most developed societies on an equal footing). For the purposes of this volume, crucial components of the modernization process include the development of a nation-state, the erection of a legal-rational bureaucracy together with a regular army, and the secularization of society.  In other words, multi-ethnic empires are to be replaced by nation-states, a traditional style of authority based on customs is updated to a modern civil service, and the clergy as a source of culture, education and legal authority is removed in favor of secular schools and courts.
 The modernization discourse, supported by the actual economic and political hegemony of the West over the non-Western world, has been all-pervasive, to such an extent that for a long time it delegitimized any opposite or alternative discourse.
As a result, the articles by Philliou and Kechriotis, which elaborate the pro-Ottoman stance of certain members of the Ottoman Greek political class, appear to be counter-intuitive and do not fit into the normative pattern of a determined nationalist non-Muslim intelligentsia in the disintegrating Ottoman Empire.  Bilmez shows how Çerkez Edhem was delegitimized by the descriptions in mainstream Turkish historiography as merely heading units of armed irregulars, lacking the capability and efficiency to defeat the regular Greek army.  So, too, the Islamic courts described by Kabha did not fit the image of modern secular-national courts and were thus not counted by later historiographies as an attempt to create a civil administration.  Iranian historiography of the Qajar period, as demonstrated by Sohrabi, consciously omitted the detailed travelogue of the Persian envoy to Great Britain, Mirza Abu’l-Hasan Khan, as a primary source; the travelogue, reporting a rather sensual lifestyle rather than diplomatic facts, was not in harmony with the spirit of modernization.
At the level of the nation state, political and judicial pressures criminalize those events, attitudes or people officially rejected or denied by the official narrative.  Such administrative pressures become even more effective if supported through the mobilization of public opinion and codes of political correctness that work on the level of professional groups or communities.  All this results in an auto-censorship and a self-defensive reflex at the individual level. As will be discussed below, there is a connection between silencing at the level of nation states and silencing at the personal or family level.  The issue of the Armenian genocide or that of Çerkes Edhem present clear cases for these circumstances of silencing.

Silencing also occurs in the context of national historiography, resulting from the predominance of nationalist historians and often backed up by the political frame of reference of a nation-state.  Those historical characters or events which do not fit into the frame of national development or nationalist discourse, or constitute a part of national taboos are dismissed, ignored, or denied.  Philliou questions the prevalent attitudes of Greek, Turkish, and Western historiographies toward the socio-political roles of non-Muslims within the Ottoman Empire.  In contrast to the national narratives where the claim is made that Christians in the Ottoman realm were kept passive, she shows that non-Muslims were not always either docile subjects or rebels, but sometimes played an active political role within and in support of the Ottoman political system. Her thesis challenges the Greek national historiographical position that the Greeks and the Orthodox Church suffered under Ottoman captivity whereas the Ottoman as well as the Turkish position held that the Muslim Turks were the unquestioned masters of the empire.
 Similarly, Kechriotis discusses Emmanouil Emmanouilidis, an Ottoman-Greek lawyer and politician elected to the Ottoman parliament from the list of the Young Turks.  Emmanouilidis was active as an Ottoman patriot who opposed the nationalist-oriented attitudes and actions of other Greek deputies until the Balkan Wars, and even remained in the Ottoman parliament until the end of World War I.  In his case we encounter an individual who fits into neither the national historiography of Greece nor that of Turkey.
A more specific kind of silencing emerges from patriarchal discourse.  This discourse ignores the historical voices of groups, themes or incidents which do not conform to the established social system promoted by certain status groups and social classes, and where male-dominated family units constitute the basic element of the social order. Past voices silenced by the circumstances of patriarchal discourse included those of women as well as socially deprived groups like slaves, homosexuals, orphans, prostitutes or children and youth.
 Kozma and Kholoussy have tried to “expose the gap between representation and practice” concerning, respectively, non-marital sex in Middle Eastern societies and marriages between Muslim Egyptian men and European non-Muslim women.  Altınay and Türkyılmaz point to the converted Turkish grandmothers of Armenian origin who were silenced by the dominant patriarchal attitude of Armenian as well as Turkish historiography.  In this context we should remember that it was feminist authors such as Fethiye Çetin or Elif Şafak who, by distancing themselves from the patriarchal discourse, began to discuss the issue of former converts.

A rather peculiar circumstance of silencing is that of the historical person and/or her/his family.  The historical actor or her/his family as well as her/his descendants may not be willing or ready to reveal all historical facts about her/his vita, and so practices a kind of self-silencing or internal censorship. As discussed above, the circumstances of the nation state or national historiography, as well as patriarchal discourse, may exert cultural, psychological or even physical constraints on historical actors. In this volume Altınay and Türkyılmaz point to the fact that despite the existence of hundreds of thousands of descendants of converted Armenian women and children of 1915, only very recently have a few of their descendants spoken about their family histories.  This silence on the part of the descendants, lasting almost one hundred years, demonstrates the effectiveness of the taboo surrounding the massacres of 1915, as well as the prevalent difficulties in Turkey of revealing oneself to be of Armenian descent. As Kechriotis points out in the case of Emmanouil Emmanouilidis, while relating his past political activities in the Ottoman Empire in a book published in Greece, the Orthodox politician failed to account for his deeds and actions between the years 1908 and 1912. Inconvenient incidents such as his clashes with Hellenist circles in Izmir or his devotion to the integrity of the Ottoman Empire had to be suppressed in the new circumstances of living in a nation-state where national historiography had established its hegemony.
*                               *                               *

From the preceding discussion, it becomes clear that silences and voices from the past appear to be inseparable from each other.  It would thus be unrealistic to aspire tot a complete reconstruction of the past. However, it is the historian’s professional obligation to intervene where power relations create historiographical silences. In this context the subjectivity of the historian becomes an important issue. It is true that historians, being simultaneously products of their socio-political environment and creators of a narrative about the past, cannot attain the ideal of objectivity as understood in natural sciences. On the other hand, while researching the past and compiling their research results, historians need to be conscious of the moral and social impact of their writings. At this point the issue of ethical honesty acquires importance. In other words, given the cultural and ideological prejudices the historian inevitably possesses, s/he has to address these prejudices and political predispositions when sources contradict them.
Those political dispositions most difficult to overcome appear to be of nationalist, religious and patriarchal nature. Only to the degree that historians can shed or suspend their identities as members of an imagined community and cease to adhere to the discourse of its hegemonic historiography can they produce original, independent and critical work. Clearly the role of the historian in recovering silenced voices is not a simple one, not least due to reasons related to the personality and historicity of the historians themselves. The editors hope that the Istanbul project and the articles presented in this volume continue to represent an honest effort to face these challenges and to provide new approaches and their results for discussion to the broader community of scholars.
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