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INTRODUCTION

POLITICAL THOUGHT AND PRACTICE
IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

Marinos SARIYANNIS"

IN THE WAKE OF THE EXTRAORDINARY EMPHASIS ON ECONOMIC and social history which
dominated Ottoman studies during most of the second half of the last century, other as-
pects of the Ottoman reality were neglected or under-studied.! Cultural history, one may
say, found its way from the early 1990s on, but political history and the history of ideas
(or, as we prefer to say nowadays, intellectual history) were even later to regain the inter-
est they had been attracting in the pre-World War II period.

This was owing to a combination of factors, including source availability and histo-
riographical fashion. Indeed, when the present author was entering the field, in the mid or
late 1990s, studying Ottoman history meant mainly studying archives. The Basbakanlik
Osmanli Arsivi roared with scholars, local judicial registers and private document collec-
tions were the word of the day, and tax registers were in their heyday; on the other hand,
if one had to consult an eighteenth-century chronicle or a travelogue, one had to spend
a disproportionally large amount of time in locating and studying manuscripts, use old
faulty editions, or else confine oneself to very few sources. Only the fourteenth or fif-
teenth century expert had the privilege of a solid corpus of more or less fully studied and
analysed literary works, since archival documents for this period are just missing. Even
authors who relied heavily on archival material had started to speak of ‘document fetish-
ism’ by the early 1990s, stressing the use of documents at their face value regardless of
ideological considerations.> On the other hand, what can be described as ‘narrative (or,
in a broader sense, literary) sources’, such as chronicles and historiography, biographies,
fiction, diaries, town descriptions, political essays and so forth, had been comparatively

* Foundation for Research and Technology-Hellas, Institute for Mediterranean Studies.

1 I'wish to thank Prof. Efi Avdela for her advice and comments concerning modern European his-
toriography.

2 See H. Berktay and S. Faroghi, New Approaches to State and Peasant in Ottoman History
(London 1992), 109ff. (on Berktay’s) and 235 (Faroghi’s) criticism of “document fetishism”.
Berktay notes that “the illusion that historical truth can be seized simply by putting documents
together has reduced generations of students to document transcribers” (ibid., 157) — of course,
the same can be said about literary sources, although to a lesser degree.
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neglected for a long time.? The relationship of the neglect of narrative sources (the “fear
of the text”) with the lack of interest in cultural history is very well expressed in a recent
essay by Dana Sajdi on the much-debated notion of ‘Ottoman decline’:*

For a long time empirical research was obviated by the fact that the text, which delivered evi-
dence that was anecdotal at best and unreliable at worst, provided the main source for histo-
ry. The discovery of court records and other official documents was received with relief and
excitement, for these sources delivered vast pools of data... and allowed Ottoman history to
move from narrative and institutional history to scientifically ‘solid’ studies... Both Orientalist
scholarship and the related civilizationalist narrative had enshrined the text as the central piece
of scholarship... Thus, the associations between essentialist methods and the text may have re-
sulted in a general distaste for the latter. But it was not only the text that was disposed of; the
associated possibilities of discursive methods and cultural analyses were also ignored... Cul-
ture, in other words, seems to have had a bad name.

At any rate, during the last 20 years, grosso modo, there has been a remarkable turn-
ing of attention towards Ottoman narrative sources.’ Again, this was a development
shared with world historiography, which witnessed (in the words of Cemal Kafadar)®

a renewed interest in such sources, which were once seen as inferior to quantifiable records.
Turning the tables around, historians now indulge in the application of literary criticism or nar-
ratological analysis to archival documents, to even such dry cases as census registers, which
have been seen as hardly more than data banks in previous history-writing.

Indeed, a turn towards a new form of historical narratives in European historiogra-
phy can be detected from the late 1970s onward, and it was natural enough that it was
accompanied by a revival of the use of narrative sources. Lawrence Stone attributed this

3 Back in 1989, Cemal Kafadar wrote of “the neglect, I might even say disdain, of narrative and
other literary sources, as well as of cultural and intellectual history in general”: C. Kafadar,
‘Self and Others: The Diary of a Dervish in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul and First-Person
Narratives in Ottoman Literature’, S, 69 (1989), 121-150 at 123.

4 D. Sajdi, ‘Decline, Its Discontents and Ottoman Cultural History: By Way of Introduction’, in
D. Sajdi (ed.), Ottoman Tulips, Ottoman Colffee. Leisure and Lifestyle in the Eighteenth Cen-
tury (London and New York 2007), 1-40 at 28-29.

5 Cf. the introductory remarks by Nicolas Vatin and Gilles Veinstein in their Le Sérail ébranlé.
Essai sur les morts, dépositions et avenements des sultans ottomans, XIVe-XIXe siecle (Paris
2003), 11 : « L’ouverture des archives ottomanes a amené depuis un demi-siecle les spécia-
listes & accorder une importance de plus en plus exclusive aux sources d’archives. Sans sous-
estimer 1’apport évidemment irremplagable de celles-ci, nous voudrions contribuer pour notre
part, aprés d’autres, a redonner toute leur place aux chroniqueurs comme source de premier
ordre pour I’histoire de I’Empire ottoman. » Nicolas Vatin had also stressed the importance of
narrative sources for Ottoman history in N. Vatin, Etudes ottomans (XVe-XVIlle siecle). Confé-
rence d’ouverture, Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, Section des sciences historiques et phi-
lologiques (10 novembre 2000) (Paris 2001), 58ff. See also C. Kirli, ‘From Economic History
to Cultural History in Ottoman Studies’, I/JMES, 46 (2014), 376-378.

6 C. Kafadar, Between Two Worlds. The Construction of the Ottoman State (Berkeley, Los
Angeles and London 1996), xiii.
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trend to “a widespread disillusionment with the economic determinist model of histori-
cal explanation”, a new visibility for the role of political power in history, and the ap-
parent shortcomings of the once all-powerful quantification, as well as the “quite sud-
den growth of interest in feelings, emotions, behaviour patterns, values, and states of
mind”, i.e., what is known by the French term histoire des mentalités. Back in 1979,
Stone was stating that “yet historians... still seem a little embarrassed” when they turn
“back to the once despised narrative mode”, even though many now classic books in
this vein had already appeared.” More than three decades later, one may say that ‘narra-
tive mode’ belongs steadily to the mainstream of European historiography. Cultural his-
tory as well as political history — in a renewed form — both benefited greatly from and
contributed to this turn. Political history in particular, after being scorned as “histoire
événementielle” by the first Annales generations, regained its visibility as political an-
thropology, history of structures of power, legitimisation mechanisms, political move-
ments, and so forth.®

If political history began gradually to re-appear with a new sense of interdependence
with social developments (especially Janissary rebellions, now studied in the light of
more general views on the transformation of Ottoman politics in the longue durée),’ the
same — but perhaps to a lesser degree — happened with the history of ideas. Again, Ot-
tomanists were late in following the trends of Europeanist historiography, which from

7 L. Stone, ‘The Revival of Narrative: Reflections on a New Old History’, Past and Present, 85
(1979), 3-24. In his reply to Stone’s article, Eric Hobsbawm added as another factor in this his-
toriographical shift “the remarkable widening of the field of history” (E.J. Hobsbawm, ‘The
Revival of Narrative: Some Comments’, Past and Present, 86 (1980), 3-8). For a recapitula-
tion of the new trends in historiography, see the studies collected in P. Burke (ed.), New Per-
spectives in Historical Writing (Cambridge 2001 [2" ed.]); G. G. Iggers, Historiography in
the Twentieth Century. From Scientific Objectivity to the Postmodern Challenge (Middletown
2005) and esp. 971t. on Stone’s article.

8 Cf. Iggers, Historiography in the Twentieth Century, 137-139; J. Le Goff, ‘Is Politics still the
backbone of History?’, in F. Gilbert and S. Graubard (eds), Historical Studies Today (New
York 1972), 337-355 [reprinted in French as « L’histoire politique est-elle toujours 1’épine dor-
sal de I’histoire? » in Le Goff, L imaginaire médiéval (Paris 1985), 333-349].

9 The first specimen would perhaps be R. Abou-El-Haj’s The 1703 Rebellion and the Structure
of Ottoman Politics (Leiden 1984). Other examples include G. Piterberg, An Ottoman Trag-
edy: History and Historiography at Play (Berkeley and Los Angeles 2003) or the relevant part
in Baki Tezcan’s The Second Ottoman Empire. Political and Social Transformation in the Ear-
ly Modern World (Cambridge 2010). See also the special issue of the International Journal of
Turkish Studies, Vol. 8 (2002) and the studies collected in A. Anastasopoulos (ed.), Political
Initiatives from the Bottom-Up in the Ottoman Empire (Halcyon Days VII: A Symposium held
in Rethymno, January 9-11, 2009) (Rethymno 2011), as well as a series of unpublished Ph.D.
theses: A. Stremmelaar, ‘Justice and Revenge in the Ottoman Rebellion of 1703°, unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Leiden University, 2007; A. Danac1 Yildiz, ‘Vaka-y1 Selimiyye or The Se-
limiyye Incident: A Study of May 1807 Rebellion’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Sabanc1
University, 2008; S. Karahasanoglu, ‘A Tulip Age Legend: Consumer Behavior and Material
Culture in the Ottoman Empire (1718-1730)’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Binghampton
University, 2009.
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the 1960s onwards, with the ‘Cambridge school’ (Quentin Skinner, J.G.A. Pocock, John
Dunn, etc.), the French histoire des mentalités and Foucault’s critique, as well as the Ger-
man conceptual history (Begriffsgeschichte), began to react to the traditional history of
ideas (as represented by, for example, Arthur Lovejoy, focusing on ‘great thinkers’ and
public debates) by emphasising the social and intellectual matrix from which individual
thinkers emerged.'? As far as Ottoman studies are concerned, we should take note of the
new thrust and approach provided by Walter G. Andrews’ studies of lyric poetry;'! of a
very recent emphasis on Ottoman philosophy (especially its Arabic part);'? of a series of
important ‘intellectual biographies’ of Ottoman scholars,'3 and, last but not least, of stud-
ies of the circulation of books and manuscripts and their intellectual context.!*

Thus, both political history and the history of ideas are now beginning to flourish and
are considered by Ottomanists an outstanding vantage point for observing social forces at
work. In this context, it is perhaps striking that the history of political ideas, which can be
described as a combination of those two fields, was never out of the focus of social his-
torians of the Ottoman Empire (suffice it to remember the work by Serif Mardin and Ni-

10 See P. Burke, Varieties of Cultural History (Ithaca 1997); V.E. Bonnell and L. Hunt (eds), Be-
vond the Cultural Turn: New Directions in the Study of Society and Culture (Berkeley 1999);
D. McMahon and S. Moyn (eds), Rethinking Modern European Intellectual History for the
Twenty-First Century (Oxford 2014); cf. also K.W. Martin, ‘Middle East Historiography: Did
We Miss the Cultural Turn?’, History Compass, 12 (2014), 178-186.

11 W. Andrews, Poetrys Voice, Society s Song: Ottoman Lyric Poetry (Seattle 1985); W. Andrews
and M. Kalpakli, The Age of Beloveds: Love and the Beloved in Early Modern Ottoman and
European Culture and Society (Durham 2005). Ottoman poetry has been the object of impor-
tant studies in recent decades, e.g., by Edith Giilgin Ambros or Hatice Aynur. See E. G. Am-
bros, « Les recherches sur la littérature ottomane dans le monde occidental », in F. Emecen,
I. Keskin and A. Ahmetbeyoglu (ed.), Osmanli 'mn izinde: Prof. Dr. Mehmet Ipsirli Armagant
(Istanbul 2013), 1:119-139.

12 Kh. El-Rouayheb, ‘The Myth of the Triumph of Fanaticism in the Seventeenth-Century Ot-
toman Empire’, Die Welt des Islams, 48 (2008), 196-201; idem, Islamic Intellectual Histo-
ry in the Seventeenth Century: Scholarly Currents in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb
(Cambridge 2015); L.W.C. van Lit, ‘An Ottoman Commentary Tradition on Ghazali’s Tahafut
al-falasifa. Preliminary Observations’, Oriens, 43 (2015), 368-413; E.L. Menchinger, ‘Free
Will, Predestination, and the Fate of the Ottoman Empire’, Journal of the History of Ideas, 77
(2016), 445-466. Significantly, chapters concerning the Ottoman period have been included in
S. Schmidtke (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Islamic Theology (Oxford 2016).

13 C.H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian Mustafa
Ali (1541-1600) (Princeton 1986); G. Hagen, Ein osmanischer Geograph bei der Arbeit. Ets-
tehung und Gedankenwelt von Katib Celebis Gihanniima (Berlin 2003); R. Dankoff, An Otto-
man Mentality. The World of Evliya Celebi, rev. edition (Leiden 2006); E.L. Menchinger, The
First of the Modern Ottomans. The Intellectual History of Ahmed Vasif (Cambridge 2017).

14 N. Hanna, In Praise of Books: A Cultural History of Cairo’s Middle Class, Sixteenth to
Eighteenth Centuries (Syracuse 2003); N. Shafir, ‘The Road from Damascus: Circulation and
the Redefinition of Islam in the Ottoman Empire, 1620-1720’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
University of California, 2016.
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yazi Berkes as early as the 1960s),!* nor of the few early students of Ottoman intellectual
history.'® After all, political tracts were among the first Ottoman texts translated into Eu-
ropean languages.!” In the 1980s and 1990s, however, the rediscovery of narrative sourc-
es and of the importance of political history also brought a wave of pioneering works
studying political ideas. Studies of particular works or genealogies of specific ideas went
hand-in-hand with attempts at more general surveys of Ottoman political thought, such
as Pal Fodor’s now classic article (supplemented by Virginia Aksan’s on the eighteenth
century).'® With the new millennium, the subject received a remarkable impetus; new ap-
proaches and methods of analysis are constantly being applied in this field, as younger
and older scholars are turning their attention to this subject, arguably one of the dominant
themes of Ottoman studies nowadays.!” An emphasis on the legitimisation of power has

15 S. Mardin, The Genesis of Young Ottoman Thought: A Study in the Modernization of Turkish
Political Ideas (Princeton 1962); N. Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey (Mon-
treal 1964).

16 M. T. Gokbilgin, ‘X VII. Asirda Osmanlt devletinde 1slahat ihtiyag ve temayiilleri ve Katip Cele-
bi’, in Katip Celebi. Hayati ve eserleri hakkinda incelemeler (Ankara 1991; 1% ed. 1957), 197-
218; B. Lewis, ‘Ottoman Observers of Ottoman Decline’, Islamic Studies, 1 (1962), 71-87.

17 W.F.A. Behrnauer, ‘Hagi Chalfa’s Dustliru’l-‘amal. Ein Beitrag zur osmanischen Finanzgesc-
hichte’, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, 11 (1857), 111-132; idem,
‘Kogabeg’s Abhandlung iiber den Verfall des osmanischen Staatsgebdudes seit Sultan Sule-
iman dem Grossen’, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschafi, 15 (1861),
272-332; idem, ‘Das Nasihatname. Dritter Beitrag zur osmanischen Finanzgeschichte’, Ze-
itschrift der Deutschen Morgenléindischen Gesellschaft, 18 (1864), 699-740; R. Tschudi (ed.),
Das Asafname des Liitfi Pascha, nach den Handschriften zu Wien, Dresden und Konstantino-
pel (Berlin 1910); 1. von Kardcson and L. von Thallaczy, ‘Eine Staatsschrift des bosnischen
Mohammedaners Molla Hassan Elkjafi ‘iber die Art und Weise des Regierens”, Archiv fiir
slavische philologie, 32 (1911), 139-158. Cf. D.A. Howard, ‘Genre and Myth in the Ottoman
Advice for Kings Literature’, in V. Aksan and D. Goffman (eds), The Early Modern Ottomans:
Remapping the Empire (Cambridge 2007), 137-166 at 142-143.

18 R. Murphey, ‘The Veliyyuddin Telhis: Notes on the Sources and Interrelations between Kogi
Bey and Contemporary Writers of Advice to Kings’, Belleten, 43 (1979), 547-571; H. G. Ma-
jer, ‘Die Kritik aus den Ulema in den osmanischen politischen Traktaten des 16-18 Jahrhun-
derts’, in O. Okyar — H. Inalcik (eds), Social and Economic History of Turkey (1071-1920)
(Ankara 1980), 147-155; P. Fodor, ‘State and Society, Crisis and Reform, in 15"-17" Centu-
ry Ottoman Mirror for Princes’, ActOrHung, 40 (1986), 217-240; A.Y. Ocak, ‘Osmanli siyasi
diisiincesi’, in E. Thsanoglu (ed.), Osmanli devleti ve medeniyeti tarihi, Vol. 2 (Istanbul 1988),
164-174; C.H.Fleischer, ‘From Seyhzade Korkud to Mustafa Ali: Cultural Origins of the Ot-
toman Nasihatname’, in H'W. Lowry and R.S. Hattox (eds), /Ilrd Congress on the Social and
Economic History of Turkey. Princeton University, 24-26" August 1983 (Istanbul, Washing-
ton and Paris 1990), 67-77; A. C. Schaendlinger, ‘Reformtraktate und -vorschldge im Osma-
nischen Reich im 17. und 18. Jahrhundert’, in Ch. Franger and K. Schwarz (eds), Festgabe an
Josef Matuz. Osmanistik — Turkologie — Diplomatik (Berlin 1992), 239-253; V. Aksan, ‘Otto-
man Political Writing, 1768-1808’, I/MES, 25 (1993), 53-69.

19 C.Kafadar, ‘Osmanl siyasal diisiincesinin kaynaklar1 iizerine gézlemler’, in M.O. Alkan (ed.),
Modern Tiirkiye de siyasi diisiince, Vol. 1, Cumhuriyet’e devreden diisiince mirasi: Tanzimat
ve Mesrutiyet'in birikimi (Istanbul 2001), 24-28; B. A. Ergene, ‘On Ottoman Justice: Interp-
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to some extent prepared for this trend.?’ To indicate the present blossoming of the field,
suffice it to note that only in the last five years four lengthy monographs appeared on the
history of Ottoman political thought in its more or less general aspects.?!

Still, the features of a ‘late starter” and the heavy dependency on earlier questions of
socio-economic history are apparent in the disproportionate interest late sixteenth and
early seventeenth-century authors have attracted in comparison to earlier or later ones.
The real motive behind the rediscovery of such authors as Mustafa Ali, Aziz Efendi, or
Koci Bey was their crucial role in the creation (and the recent demolition) of the ‘de-
cline’ paradigm, which, as one may say, had been the central question in Ottoman stud-
ies throughout the last decade of the twentieth century.?? Thus, issues such the role of the
Persian tradition of political philosophy, the ‘fundamentalist’ or, more correctly, ‘Sunna-
minded’ trends of the seventeenth century, or the re-evaluation of innovation and change
from the late seventeenth century onwards have remained relatively unstudied, whereas
even those ‘declinist’ authors mentioned above did not get their proper place in this his-
tory, as the one side of a debate which was much more than one-sided. Moreover, even as
lesser works and authors are beginning to be studied and edited, the discussion remains
centred on the major figures, who thus seem isolated from the ideological conflicts they
were participating in and from the tradition they were following or responding to. This
lack of intellectual context is largely due to the splendour of pre-Ottoman Islamic po-
litical thought and the consequent view of the post-medieval period as one of intellec-

retations in Conflict (1600-1800)°, Islamic Law and Society, 8 (2001), 52-87; C. Yilmaz, ‘Os-
manli siyaset diisiincesi kaynaklari ile ilgili yeni bir kavramsallastirma: Islahatnameler’, Ttir-
kiye Arastirmalart Literatiir Dergisi, 1 (2003), 299-338; H. Yilmaz, ‘Osmanl tarihgiliginde
Tanzimat oncesi siyaset digiincesine yaklasimlar’, Tiirkiye Arastirmalari Literatiir Dergisi, 1
(2003), 231-298; D. A. Howard, ‘From Manual to Literature: Two Texts on the Ottoman Timar
System’, ActOrHung, 61 (2008), 87-99; L.T. Darling, ‘Political Change and Political Discour-
se in the Early Modern Mediterranean World’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 38 (2008),
505-531; H.L. Ferguson, ‘Genres of Power: Constructing a Discourse of Decline in Ottoman
Nasihatname’, O4, 35 (2010), 81-116.

20 See H.T. Karateke and M. Reinkowski (eds), Legitimizing the Order. The Ottoman Rhetoric of
State Power (Leiden and Boston 2005).

21 L.T. Darling, A4 History of Social Justice and Political Power in the Middle East: The Circle
of Justice from Mesopotamia to Globalization (New York 2013); H. Yilmaz, Caliphate Rede-
fined: The Mystical Turn in Ottoman Political Thought (Princeton 2018); H.L. Ferguson, The
Proper Order of Things: Language, Power, and Law in Ottoman Administrative Discourses
(Stanford 2018); M. Sariyannis, A History of Ottoman Political Thought Up to the Early Nine-
teenth Century (Leiden 2018).

22 This debate may be said to have been inaugurated with Abou-El-Haj’s highly influential For-
mation of the Modern State. The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth Centuries (New
York 1991), together with a series of interventions by Suraiya Faroghi; see e.g. S. Faroghi,
“Part II: Crisis and Change, 1590-1699°, in H. Inalcik with D. Quataert (eds), An Economic
and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1914 (Cambridge 1994), 411-636. For vari-
ous assessments of the discussion see D. Quataert, ‘Ottoman History Writing and Changing At-
titudes Towards the Notion of ‘Decline”, History Compass, 1 (2003), 1-10; Sajdi, ‘Decline, Its
Discontents’.
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tual decline for Islamic culture. On the one hand, students of Islamic political thought
more often than not see Ottoman authors as mere imitators, who either engaged in ster-
ile reproduction of Avicenna’s, al-Farabi’s, or Nasir al-Din Tusi’s ideas, or were restrict-
ed to very concrete advice on specific problems of their own state without implying any
broader view of political society.?* On the other hand, Ottomanists usually fail to take
into account the pre-Ottoman tradition (despite some efforts, such as by Halil Inalcik on
Kinalizade Ali Celebi),?* which leads either to texts being glorified as innovative when
they are merely adaptations of earlier models, or to innovative breakthroughs to the older
tradition, which scholars cannot locate since they ignore the latter.?

EE

This volume has the modest ambition of contributing to this renewal of interest in Otto-
man political ideas and their function in practice. It mostly reproduces the papers read
in the Ninth Halcyon Days international symposium of the Programme of Ottoman His-
tory of the Institute for Mediterranean Studies/FORTH, which was held in Rethymno on
9-11 January 2015.2° ibrahim Metin Kunt was invited to be the symposiarch; when he
had to decline for health reasons, Linda T. Darling kindly agreed to take his place. Both
contributed the introductory texts constituting Part I of the book, which the present short
introduction seeks only to supplement with a framework depicting the intellectual gene-
alogy of the history of Ottoman political thought. Metin Kunt, on his part, explores the
cosmological origins of Islamic views of political society, namely the theory of the four
elements and the way it was applied in fields as different as cosmology, astrology, medi-
cine, psychology, the various arts, as well as political theory. As Kunt shows, the concept
of four elements or pillars of society which have to be kept in equilibrium was a con-
stant feature of Ottoman political theories, and one that was combined later on with Ibn
Khaldun’s concept of historical laws to produce a cyclical view of history. Yet, as he cau-
tiously points out, there were other dominant distinctions in Ottoman worldviews, such

23 See, e.g., E.I.J. Rosenthal, Political Thought in Medieval Islam. An Introductory Outline (Cam-
bridge 1958), 224-233; A. Black, The History of Islamic Political Thought. From the Prophet
to the Present (Edinburgh 2011 [2" ed.]), 216-222, 259-280 (still, Black is to be credited for
having included issues such as the Sharia and Kanun conflict or the ‘Sunna-minded’ trend into
the field of study).

24 See, e.g., H. Inalcik, ‘Capital Formation in the Ottoman Empire’, The Journal of Economic
History, 19 (1969), 97-140 at 98-99; idem, ‘The Ottoman State: Economy and Society, 1300-
1600°, in H. Inalcik with D. Quataert (eds), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman
Empire, 44.

25 On various problems in the study of Ottoman political thought see the excellent essay by Yil-
maz, ‘Osmanli tarih¢iliginde Tanzimat oncesi siyaset diisiincesine yaklasimlar’. I have also
tackled these issues more extensively than I do here in Sariyannis, 4 History of Ottoman Po-
litical Thought, 1-14.

26 The Symposium also included papers by Sia Anagnostopoulou, Vasileios Syros, Ekin Tusalp
Atiyas, and Hiiseyin Yilmaz, who did not eventually submit them for publication. On the other
hand, Heather L. Ferguson, Katharina Ivanyi, and Eunjeong Yi did not participate in the Sym-
posium but were specially invited to contribute to the volume.
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as between reaya and askeri or between Muslims and infidels, which make the study of
political ideas more complex and interdependent with historical realities.

Linda Darling, in her turn, focuses on the study of Ottoman political thought and its
pitfalls. After remarking that the field has to extend its subject beyond political literature
per se, she gives a summary outline of trends in Ottoman political ideas, their genealo-
gies and developments, stressing the socio-political context which made authors support
‘declinist’ or ‘reformist’ theories. Furthermore, she puts a question which is at the very
centre of this volume, namely how we can combine the study of political theory with po-
litical practice, in other words, how to put questions in terms of social and political histo-
ry — and conversely, how to interpret socio-political behaviour in Ottoman sources in the
light of the use of political arguments and mentalities. Still, as she carefully notes, one
has always to take into account the very strong tradition within which Ottoman authors
and statesmen were writing and acting.

Political ideas are, of course, founded on basic concepts, often peculiar to a specific
culture which may or may not be confined to the territorial or even temporal borders of a
state. These concepts, as shown by several studies, are not static: they change as society
changes, in an interaction with political practice.?’” Papers in Part II of this volume ex-
amine such concepts, emphasising their semantic shifts according to the political context
and the historical circumstances. Heather L. Ferguson takes up the relation (and confu-
sion) between socio-political realities and narratives about them, focusing on the concept
of state. She points out that we should study such subjects having always in mind the his-
torical dimension of the Ottoman formation, both in time and in its relationship within
the broader Eurasian context. After drawing a chart enumerating and interpreting theo-
ries of modern historiography (Europeanist and Ottomanist) on state formation and de-
velopment, Ferguson explores a series of Ottoman dynastic histories in order to seek the
various forms of exceptionalism and universalism prevailing in different stages of Otto-
man culture.

In his own contribution, Giines Isiksel moves into another aspect of the Ottoman
world image which is not unrelated to the exceptionalist and universalist claims we have
already mentioned: namely, the representation of what we now call the Ottoman realm as
constructed by the Sultan’s chancellery. Taking as a starting-point the intitulatio of inter-
national treaties and diplomatic correspondence of the sixteenth century, Isiksel shows
that, far from being just a spatial description, this accumulation of titles and places has
deep political connotations, since it implies a potential universal dominion, but also that
it is liable to changes serving different necessities, which stem either from diplomatic de-
velopments or specific needs of the imperial propaganda.

27 See, e.g., G. Hagen, ‘Legitimacy and World Order’, in Karateke and Reinkowski (eds), Legiti-
mizing the Order, 55-83; Ergene, ‘On Ottoman Justice’; M. Sariyannis, ‘The Princely Virtues
as Presented in Ottoman Political and Moral Literature’, Turcica, 43 (2011), 121-144; idem,
‘Ruler and State, State and Society in Ottoman Political Thought’, THR, 4 (2013), 83-117;
idem, ‘Ottoman Ideas on Monarchy Before the Tanzimat Reforms: Toward a Conceptual His-
tory of Ottoman Political Notions’, Turcica, 47 (2016), 33-72.
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The next two papers deal more particularly with specific terms and the various mean-
ings they acquired in time. Elias Kolovos examines the famous istimalet, considered (in
the meaning of ‘winning over a population through concessions’) as a major tool of Ot-
toman diplomacy and conquest as early as the beginnings of the Ottoman state. By con-
ducting a meticulous study of primary sources mentioning this term, Kolovos shows that,
contrary to what one would perhaps expect judging from the rich relevant historiography,
istimalet is rarely mentioned in early chronicles, whereas it has a frequent presence in lat-
er sources, where it is used in a wider sense as a policy against Ottoman officials or sol-
diers as well, far from being applied only to conquered populations. Thus, what was for
half a century conceived of as a special policy tool facilitating conquest of infidel popu-
lations proves to be a more conceptualised form of what Ottoman historians refer to as
hiisn-i tedbir, soft measures aimed at winning over an opponent or a potential enemy.

Antonis Hadjikyriacou’s paper deals with another term which commonly forms a
subject of heated debate — millet. The shifting meanings of this term have attracted the
attention of a good many scholars, all the more since (having eventually taken on the
meaning of ‘nation’) it is closely connected with the transformation of ethnic identities
into national communities during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Hadjikyriacou
proposes to explore the issue from the other end, that is, taking ethno-religious commu-
nities and their organisation as a starting-point. Focusing on the case of Cyprus, and ben-
efiting from discussions of other ambiguous terms as well (notably vekil), he reaches the
conclusion that institutional identity (and leadership) remained until late a flexible no-
tion, which was not consistently dependent on either religious or ethnic identities.

Finally, Marc Aymes moves into the late Ottoman Empire and the very notion of poli-
tics, which he proposes to study through an examination of forgery and the laws concern-
ing it. After an overview of the two terms relevant to politics, politika which came to mean
things pertaining to governmental affairs (and as such, something which was not to be dis-
cussed freely in public), and siyaset meaning eventually what pertains to the general pub-
lic, Aymes examines the act of faking state documents and laws prohibiting forgery or the
circulation of fake news. In this perhaps oblique way, he highlights the limits between the
public and the private sphere and explores the ways late Ottoman government tried to de-
lineate the extent of the subjects’ scope for potential interference in state affairs.

The papers presented so far show the flexible and evolving character of Ottoman con-
cepts, especially those present in Ottoman diplomatic or administrative practice and not
political theory per se. Still, if confined to ideas, a student of Ottoman political thought
may get the impression of repetitive loci, commonplaces and tropes without any origi-
nality or development. Yet, if we focus in the use of arguments, we will see that differ-
ent socio-political actors use a spectrum of ideas and arguments as an inventory of weap-
ons from which they select those best fitted to their own age in order to defend and pro-
mote different political demands. Aspects of this procedure are illuminated in Part I1I of
the book, devoted to authors of political tracts and the ideas they use: how they benefit
from earlier tradition, how they adapt to current situations, how they change these ideas
in order to render best service to their respective agendas. In her contribution, Linda T.
Darling takes as a starting-point one of the most common and well-known fopoi of po-
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litical literature, that of the critique of the Janissaries and more particularly of the intru-
sion of non-devsirme recruits to their ranks. Juxtaposing these topoi of advice texts (na-
sihatnames) with material from administrative documents and registers of the late six-
teenth and early seventeenth century, she finds that “strangers” in the corps were not dif-
ferentiated at all in state paperwork, and, perhaps more importantly, that authors originat-
ing from devsirme recruitment were much more adamant in their opposition to outsiders,
showing an internal factionalism expressed in political literature. As Darling remarks, it
is in government orders and actions that we ought to seek true (or, at least, dominant) Ot-
toman political thought.

The next three papers in this part deal with various aspects of what has been named
“Sunna-minded” or, more particularly, “Kadizadeli” thought: a trend which spoke for a
re-assessment of the Sunna and which played a major role in political discussion from
the early seventeenth century until the last decade of the same century, if not later. It is a
commonplace that the ideological predecessor of this trend was Birgivi Mehmed Efendi,
a major opponent of Ebussuud back in the mid sixteenth century; yet scholarship debat-
ing the landholding experimentation in the late seventeenth century has been puzzled by
the absence of the issue in Kadizadeli texts.?® Katharina Ivanyi shows that Birgivi, apart
from his insistent opposition to against cash-vakfs and his emphasis on strict adherence to
the Sharia, had also dealt with this issue; he had denounced the legal stratagem used to le-
gitimise land tax from public land (mir7) and was very sceptical about state ownership of
the land and the fapu system. Thus, Ivanyi’s study makes Gilles Veinstein’s argument on
the role of Kadizadeli thought in the K&priilii reform more convincing, as the main coun-
ter-argument was the absence of ‘fundamentalist’ preoccupation with land and tax issues.

After Birgivi, ‘Sunna-minded’ thought re-emerged in the early seventeenth century,
yet it was by no means absent in the time-span between the two periods. In her paper, De-
rin Terzioglu focuses on ibrahim-i Kirimi, a Halveti sheikh corresponding with Murad I11.
Terzioglu examines the corpus of Kirimi’s letters (heretofore attributed to Aziz Mahmud
Hiiday1), which contain a variety of political advice; she shows the complex interplay of
the author with the palace and sarem politics, and highlights his possible relations with dif-
ferent factions as regards external policies. Through this careful analysis, Terzioglu ques-
tions both the presence of marked ‘absolutist’ and ‘constitutionalist’ factions at the court?
and the understanding of ‘confessionalisation’ as a clear-cut, top-down procedure.*

28 M. Greene, ‘An Islamic Experiment? Ottoman Land Policy on Crete’, Mediterranean Histori-
cal Review, 11 (1996), 60-78; G. Veinstein, ‘Le législateur ottoman face a ’insularité: L’en-
seignement des Kantinname’, in N. Vatin and G. Veinstein (eds), Insularités ottomanes (Paris
2004), 101-106; E. Kermeli, ‘Caught in Between Faith and Cash: The Ottoman Land System
of Crete, 1645-1670’, in A. Anastasopoulos (ed.), The Eastern Mediterranean Under Ottoman
Rule, Crete, 1645-1840: Halcyon Days in Crete VI: a Symposium Held in Rethymno, 13-15
January 2006 (Rethymno 2008), 17-48.

29 On this concept see B. Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire: Political and Social Transforma-
tion in the Early Modern World (Cambridge 2010); H. Yilmaz, ‘Containing Sultanic Authority:
Constitutionalism in the Ottoman Empire Before Modernity’, OA4, 45 (2015), 231-264.

30 On ‘confessionalisation’, a term introduced into Ottoman studies by Tijana Krsti¢, see D.
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Baki Tezcan, in his turn, focuses on Kadizade Mehmed himself, the eponymous he-
ro of the seventeenth-century movement. Like Terzioglu, he also takes as a point of de-
parture a collection of letters, written by the famous preacher in his youth. Having re-
constructed his early life (and also clarifying the authorship of works attributed to a cer-
tain Kadizade Mehmed iImi as probably belonging to his more famous namesake), Tez-
can studies the list of books Kadizade records as having deeply influenced his thought,
and finds that, contrary to what we could expect, he maintained strong Sufi allegiances
and was even sympathetic and respectful towards Ibn Arabi, a major target of Kadizadeli
preachers later in the century. Tezcan proceeds to a re-assessment of the movement, in-
terpreting the presence or absence of certain issues in public debates in the light of their
own Sufi and palace connections.

Another author whose influence was more and more pronounced in Ottoman political
thought from the mid seventeenth century onwards was Ibn Khaldun, the Tunisian schol-
ar who arguably can be credited with the invention of sociology. In my own article, I try
to explore the reception of Khaldunist ideas in Ottoman political literature. This influ-
ence began earlier than thought, as I argue that it can be detected in parts of Kinalizade
Ali Celebi’s mid sixteenth century ethical treatise, but it became really important after
Katip Celebi and then Mustafa Naima introduced his theory of stages of rise and decline,
through which every dynasty or state must pass. I try to show that, later on, from the mid
eighteenth century, it was another part of Ibn Khaldun’s perception of history that be-
came more influential, namely the conflict between nomadic and settled life and the as-
sociation of the former with war and victory.

This third part ends with Gottfried Hagen’s contribution, which focuses on a specif-
ic episode of Islamic sacred history, the Treaty of al-Hudaybiyya, and its uses in order to
legitimise temporary peace with the infidels. Studying a series of prophetic biographies
and chronicles, Hagen explores various instances of the Prophet being used as a ‘role
model” for Ottoman policy-making. Making use of Thomas Bauer’s suggestion of ambi-
guity as a constant feature of pre-modern Islam, he shows that the Prophet’s vifa could be
interpreted as an urging for war against the infidels, and Naima’s famous treatment of al-
Hudaybiyya as an argument for making peace. An argument coming from sacred history,
Hagen suggest, has not necessarily the same use when taken up by different authors with
different aims and in a different political situation.

The reader may have noticed that up to this point neither the present introduction
nor the papers presented have touched upon authors writing outside the imperial capital
(Kirimi may be considered an exception, but he was living in Istanbul for a long time and
his correspondence is very closely tied to palace politics) or belonging to the non-Mus-
lim part of the imperial subjects.! Indeed, scholars defining themselves as ‘Ottomanists’

Terzioglu, ‘How to Conceptualize Ottoman Sunnitization: A Historiographical Discussion’,
Turcica, 44 (2012-13), 301-38.

31 On the Greek (and Romanian) Phanariot political (often historical-cum-political or moral-cum-
political) literature, see A. Dutu, Les livres de sagesse dans la culture roumaine. Introduction a
[’histoire des mentalités sud-est européennes (Bucharest 1971); D. Apostolopoulos, ‘Quelques
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more often than not tend to ignore the fact that Armenian, Greek, or Jewish populations
also formed an integral part of not only the imperial subjects, but also of Ottoman culture.
And it may be one of the major challenges for future Ottomanist studies to incorporate
these populations into their vision (as the issue of the present day is the incorporation of
Arab-speaking literary and scientific production into Ottoman intellectual history). True,
as far as politics (in theory more than in practice, of course) is concerned, one may sug-
gest that Ottoman political thought is closely connected to the central government, which
was overwhelmingly Turkish-speaking and Muslim; still, every study of Ottoman poli-
tics is surely incomplete if it confines itself to these circles. Part IV of the volume is de-
voted to such ‘oblique views’ of the Ottoman state, coming from its periphery, be it eth-
no-religious or geographical. Konstantinos Moustakas’ contribution takes up the view-
point of the upper strata of the Greek Orthodox population, and more particularly of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople, in order to examine their views of Ottoman rule during
its early centuries. Analysing some texts and chronicles authored by high circles of the
Patriarchate (including the first Patriarch, Gennadios Scholarios), Moustakas indicates
the ways in which these texts promoted the Sultan’s person as a legitimate ruler, charac-
terised by justice and (at least potential) impartiality, while sustaining a distinct identi-
ty of the Orthodox flock as against the Ottoman Muslim establishment and population.
Through such techniques, one could suggest, the Patriarchate sought to establish its own
position both against co-religionists and Muslim antagonists.

Moving away from the Ottoman borders, Denise Klein examines political theory and
practice in a neighbouring and closely related state, one whose dynasty was often seen
as the only legitimate alternative to the House of Osman,*> namely the Crimean Tatar
Khanate. Klein studies a series of historiographical works produced in the Khanate, in
order to explore the political ideology emanating from them, in many ways reminiscent
of (and influenced by) its Ottoman counterpart - and in other ways distinctly different (as
in the emphasis on the steppe tradition). Furthermore, Klein examines how these authors
bypass or justify Ottoman suzerainty, and analyses descriptions of specific episodes of
Crimean history to highlight the interplay between historiography and factionalist poli-
tics at the Khan’s court.

Ariel Salzmann moves even further, at the same time staying at the very centre of
the Ottoman Empire: taking as her point of departure an Ottoman report on Toussaint
Louverture’s Haitian revolt, she proposes to study a global dimension of Ottoman polit-
ical culture. Salzmann explores the role of the Caribbean revolutions in the geopolitical
considerations early nineteenth century Ottoman administrators had concerning their Eu-

hypothéses pour 1’étude des origines de la pensée politique grecque post-byzantine (1453-
1484). Le processus de transformation du concept de «Bien Communy en rapport avec 1’idéo-
logie née apres la prise de Constantinople’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Sorbonne Univer-
sity, 1976; S. Costache, ‘Loyalty and Political Legitimacy in the Phanariots’ Historical Writing
in the Eighteenth Century’, SF 69/70 (2010/2011), 25-50; H.R. Shapiro, ‘Legitimizing the Ot-
toman Sultanate in Early Modern Greek’, JTS, 42 (2014), 285-316.

32 F. Emecen, ‘Osmanli hanedanina alternatif arayislar {izerine baz1 drnekler ve miilahazalar’, /s-
lam Arastirmalar: Dergisi 6 (2001), 63-76.
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ropean alliances, showing that their view of the world might be broader than we tend to
think. She also highlights similarities and analogies between the two hemispheres, call-
ing for a contextualisation of Ottoman realities within the entangled histories of a glob-
al dimension.

The papers presented so far study more or less varied aspects of political theory,
whatever meaning we choose to give the term (political ideas might be a more appropri-
ate term, since not all Ottoman works imply a coherent set of ideas with a descriptive and
interpretative function for society). However, political practice is not only supplementary
to theory and vice versa; in fact, in order to fully grasp political imaginary and argumen-
tation we have to include political behaviour in it. Rituals, symbols, stories, and ‘scripts’,
or mental blueprints shaping social behaviour,?* should be seen as parts of a ‘political
language’ or ‘political discourse’; and such discourses may be co-existing and in conflict
with other discourses at a given moment.>* Moreover, such conflicting discourses may
draw ideas, arguments, and non-textual elements from a common inventory, ascribing
different contents and using them for different aims. Furthermore, we should not think of
political thought as a privilege of literate, educated scholars or informed Sufis. The very
existence of ‘bottom-up’ political action, culminating in military revolts, is an eloquent
witness to the diffusion of political ideas, i.e., visions for the Ottoman polity, to broader
strata of the society.>> As a concrete example, one could cite the argument condemning
reforms as innovations (bid at) and its appropriation by the Janissaries, against whom it
was first used — a process that must have begun by the end of the seventeenth century and
which is fully attested one century later.3°

Such issues, connecting theory and practice, are studied in Part V, the last of this vol-
ume. In his contribution, Nicolas Vatin examines the narrative of the Barbaros brothers’
rise to power in Algiers, as contained in a folk text intended as political propaganda. Va-
tin focuses in the period before Hayreddin Barbarossa joined the Ottoman forces, and
shows the various levels on which one can read this narrative, which seeks to conceal Al-
giers’ independent actions under an ex post facto superimposed imperial legitimacy. As

33 Such an array of sources (in a non-political context) is used by D. Ze’evi, Producing Desire.
Changing Sexual Discourse in the Ottoman Middle East, 1500-1900 (Berkeley, Los Ange-
les and London 2006). On the ‘scripts’ concept, Ze’evi quotes J. Gagnon, Human Sexualities
(Glenview 1977), 6; J. Weeks, Sexuality (London 1986), 57-58.

34 The concept of ‘political language/discourse’ is that of J.G.A. Pocock: J.G.A. Pocock, ‘The
Concept of a Language and The Métier d historien: Some Considerations on Practice’, in A.
Pagden (ed.), The Languages of Political Theory in Early-Modern Europe (Cambridge 1987),
21-25; idem, ‘Concepts and Discourses: A Difference in Culture? Comment on a Paper by Mel-
vin Richter’, in H. Lehmann and M. Richter (eds), The Meaning of Historical Terms and Con-
cepts. New Studies on Begriffsgeschichte (Washington 1996), 47-58. Cf. also Kafadar, ‘Os-
manli siyasal diisiincesinin kaynaklar1’, 27-28.

35 On the broad array of such initiatives see E. Gara, M.E.Kabaday1, C. Neumann (eds), Popular
Protest and Political Participation in the Ottoman Empire: Studies in Honor of Suraiya Fa-
roghi (Istanbul 2011); Anastasopoulos (ed.), Political Initiatives from the Bottom-Up.

36 See Sariyannis, A History of Ottoman Political Thought, 422-24 and 444-46.
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highlighted by this analysis, the virtues and charisma legitimising Hayreddin’s rule are
very similar to those used by the Ottoman Sultans in their own legitimising discourse:
victorious battles, piety, justice, and so forth. In addition, Vatin delves into the adminis-
tration of pre-Ottoman Algiers by Hayreddin and illustrates the fine interplay of individ-
ual virtues and geopolitical identities which eventually led to both the establishment of
the Ottomans in the Maghrib and the subsequent glorious career of Hayreddin as an Ot-
toman admiral.

Eunjeong Yi brings us to one of the instances where we can see in a certain detail
‘bottom-up’ action, and a non-military one to boot: the uprising of large segments of the
inhabitants of Istanbul against the military regime which had followed Mehmed IV’s de-
position in 1688. Yi focuses on the biography of Seyyid Osman Atpazari, a prominent
Sufi figure who played a major role in this uprising. She thus highlights the role played
by such figures as a sort of natural leadership for the urban crowd; furthermore, the viv-
id description of the events in Atpazari’s vita brings to the forefront the discourse and
political aims of this crowd, which seldom find their way into more official chronicles.

The rest of the papers deal with the army, the constant protagonist both of political
practice (as an actor, and a rebellious one to boot) and theory (as the usual object of criti-
cism and potential reform). Virginia Aksan addresses a subject which was underlying all
reformist efforts of the eighteenth and early nineteenth century: the apparent inadequacy
of the existing army to wage a successful war and, more specifically, the difficulties of
mobilising military manpower at this period. She discusses the various forms this mobil-
isation took since the beginning of the Ottoman state, always examining them in the con-
text of the political structure of the Empire. Aksan shows the close intermingling of mil-
itary affairs and warfare with the development of the central state and with its changing
relations with the periphery, not only in actual networks of power and interdependence
but also in ideological representations.

The last two contributions in the volume focus on the same, late period of the pre-
Tanzimat era and on the military corps which played the most prominent role in Otto-
man politics: the Janissaries. Earlier on, in her own paper, Linda Darling had shown that
the transformation of the corps in the late sixteenth century had come in a swifter way
than we thought; Yiannis Spyropoulos, in his turn, studies the final stage of this transfor-
mation into a military-cum-social-cum-economic-cum-political organisation. Taking the
province of Crete as a case study, he shows through a detailed study of judicial archives
and registers that this process was equally, if not more, visible on the periphery as in Is-
tanbul, both in terms of political participation and of economic and social role. Further-
more, Spyropoulos suggests that the networks connecting Janissary units of the various
port-cities of the Eastern Mediterranean constituted a means for conducting trade and
credit activities. His image of the Janissaries as an overwhelmingly provincial institution
by the early nineteenth century calls also for a new interpretation of provincial politics
and a re-assessment of socio-cultural exchanges within the Empire.

Finally, H. Stikrii Ilicak’s paper deals with the abolition of the Janissary corps, the (in)
famous ‘Auspicious Event’ of 1826. The angle from which he proposes to view this land-
mark of Ottoman history is rather unusual, as he sees it as an implication, or at any rate as
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partially a result, of the Greek War of Independence, which had erupted in 1821. Taking
as his main source British Ambassador Lord Strangford’s correspondence, Ilicak shows
that the events in Istanbul following the beginning of the war were at the same time the
climax of Janissary power and its destruction: whereas the Janissary leaders took extreme
measures in the capital against those viewed as Greek conspirators, the eventual failure
of all actions against the insurgency (including Janissary regiments sent to suppress it)
undermined the status and the prestige of the corps and prepared the ground for a radical
reconfiguration of the Ottoman political and military structure.






PART ONE

INTRODUCING POLITICAL THOUGHT






OTTOMAN POLITICAL THEORY,
REALITY AND PRACTICE

I. Metin KunT®

How pIb MEN LEARN IN THE PAST, HOW DID THEY KNOW? Usually by trial-error-trial-suc-
cess. Humankind had millennia of experience; thousands of opportunities to try things,
note failures, try other things until success at last. People ate berries and mushrooms and
grasses and observed that some were good, some not so good, even poisonous. Some
helped with headaches or stomach aches. This lore was handed down from generation to
generation.

But this knowledge is not sufficent for the inquiring mind. Humankind is not only
erectus but also sapiens. We have a brain and we use it to understand things. Knowing
was not enough for our clever ancestors; they also needed to know why things were the
way they were, why some herbs are good and some not, whiy some plants helped with
certain illnesses. Thinking about such things, wise men came up with ideas to explain the
observed reality. One type of such effort at giving meaning to natural phenomena was
spiritual or religious. Some believed that spirits animated things, rocks, or trees, and that
some natural beings had a special relationship with particular groups of people, tribes,
or settlements, becoming their totems. Others believed in supernatural beings, gods and
goddesses having powers over different aspects of life. They also believed that some of
these gods or goddesses, rather like the totems, had a special relationship with groups of
people, tribes, and settlements or people of professions and crafts. The idea developed
that towns or guilds had patron saints or protecting angels.

There were also attempts at making rational sense of things. In different regions of
the world different theories were expounded. In East Asia, where the therapy technique
of acupuncture was discovered, how it works, and indeed the whole theory of medicine,
was explained by the concept of yin and yang. Beyond medicine, too, all phenomena
were conceived in terms of this basic duality.

In our own region of the Eastern Mediterranean, the theory of four basic elements was
developed. According to this theory, all matter was made up of earth, air, fire, and water. In
the field of medicine, a plant observed to be useful in terms of an ailment was deemed to

*  Professor (retired), Sabanci University.
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be so because of its dominant nature. Fever in a person obviously indicated the imbalance
of the elements in a body with excessive fire. A plant whose main characteristic was water
would counteract the fire of fever. Some elements, water and earth, were cool, heavy, and
dense by nature, whereas air and fire were hot, they were also fluid and subtle; air and
water were wet, but fire and earth were hot. Again, in medical theory, the human body
had four types of functions and fluids corresponding to the elements: fire and the digestive
system, yellow bile; air and breathing, blood and mucus; water and the urinary system;
carth and the dense parts of the body, bones and nails. In a further elaboration of the body
and the four elements, the idea developed that the elements corresponded to four bodily
fluids and the chief organs: blood, air and spleen; yellow bile, fire and liver; black bile,
earth and spleen; phlegm, water and brain. A physician would treat the body in terms of
these substances and organs and the natural plants corresponding to or counteracting them.

Furthermore, the basic bodily fluids were also known as the humours correspond-
ing to temperaments. So not only was it physical well-being but also psychology which
could be explained in these terms. An excess of blood in a person meant warm and moist,
a sanguine temperament, therefore a courageous, hopeful, playful, carefree person; yel-
low bile corresponded to a choleric temperament, and therefore an ambitious, leader-like,
restless, easily angered person; black bile corresponded to a melancholic temperament
and a despondent, quiet, analytical, serious person; phlegm to a phlegmatic and a calm,
thoughtful, patient, peaceful person.

Finally, the four elements and their characteristics also corresponded to the cosmos as
a whole and therefore to the pseudo-science of astrology. The 12 signs of the zodiac were
divided into four groups of three according to their essential characteristics: Aries, Leo,
and Sagittarius were fire signs; Libra, Aquarius, and Gemini corresponded to air; Cancer,
Scorpio, and Pisces were watery; Capricorn, Taurus, and Virgo were earthy. With these
basic correspondences an astrologer could work out the fortunes of people according to
their zodiac signs.

In this sense we can say that the theory of the four elements is truly a theory of ev-
erything, from medicine to psychology to the stars and fortunes. Nor is it a theory of the
past. In medicine we may now believe in different explanations, as we do in psychology.
We now have different classifications of personality types and different causalities for
medical conditions. Yet the four elements and humours theory of everything has been so
strong that millions of people still read their astrological fortunes in their daily papers.
The theory captured the artistic imagination to such a high degree that in the arts too the
four elements and humours have continued to inspire master works in music and in paint-
ing throughout the ages, all the way up to the twentieth century. We find allegorical rep-
resentations of the Four Elements in the works of painters such as the Italian Arcimboldo
and Flemish Beuckelaer in the sixteenth century to the ‘Aryan’ four elements of Ziegler
in twentieth-century Germany. The four humours or temperaments are also represented
in twentieth-century music in the works of of Sibelius, Nielsen, and Hindemith, and
made into a ballet by Balanchine. The theory of the four elements has been discarded in
all the sciences, in physics, chemistry, astronomy, and biology, and so the persistence of
the concept in the arts is all the more amazing.
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You may well wonder what all this has to do with Ottoman political theory. The thing
is that the theory of the four elements was such a powerful tool of explanation that it also
involved social and political theory. Society was conceived of as being made up of four
groups, of course corresponding to the four elements. These were not classes or castes
and did not form a hierarchical organisation as in the Hindu system. In Ottoman Turkish
they were referred to as the four riikn, the erkdan-1 erbaa, that together supported the edi-
fice of society. These were the soldiery, the so-called men of the sword; learned men, men
of the pen; artisans and traders, men of negotiation; and, finally, peasants, agricultural
producers, tillers, and animal breeders. These four social groups corresponded to the four
humours and the four elements and had their characteristics.

This elaboration of the four elements/humours in the social sphere is an Ottoman
inheritance from earlier Islamic thought, which in turn was based on the Greco-Roman
heritage of the Mediterranean basin. In the mid sixteenth century, Kinalizade Ali used
the concepts in his Ahldk. Towards the end of the century there appeared treatises on the
causes of the perceived decline in state and society. In the seventeenth century, Katip
Celebi explained Ottoman decline in a theoretical framework in terms of the imbalance
in the body politic: as illness in humans was conceived as an imbalance of the four hu-
mours, so, Katip Celebi wrote, the problems in the Ottoman body politic were due to an
imbalance because of the inordinate increase in the size of the military. The correct treat-
ment, not by a physician in this case, but by a strict ruler, a sahibii s-seyf in his words,
a forceful wielder of the sword of discipline, would be to reduce the military to regain
balance. He also added a further feature to his analysis: that at different ages the body
had different balances of its humours. In the old age of a body politic it was inevitable
that there would be more military than in younger days. In his view, the Ottoman Empire
was heading into old age and so the size of the military could not be brought down to the
levels of earlier times.

This idea that the body politic ages as the human body does brings up a further elabo-
ration, another view of history, that of cyclical changes in the fortunes of states. As a
human body is born, develops, gets older, and eventually dies, so does the body politic.
Cornell Fleischer demonstrated many years ago that Ottoman political writers arrived at
this idea before they were aware of the writings of Ibn Khaldun, the great historian of
the Maghreb, who developed his idea of history as a preamble, the Prolegomena to his
historical study. The cyclical view of history is now firmly associated with Ibn Khaldun,
but Ottomans too had arrived at this idea. Like Shakespeare’s seven ages of man, this
was indeed a widespread conception. In Katip Celebi this appears as three stages in the
life cycle of a state. By the early eighteenth century, Ottoman intellectuals had read Ibn
Khaldun himself, and adopted his cycle of five stages. They were so impressed by the
Prolegomena that the circle of intellectuals around Ahmed III (r. 1703-1730) and his
Grand Vezir, Ibrahim Pasha of Nevsehir, which has lately been likened to a royal acad-
emy similar to the British and French Royal Societies of a generation earlier, decided that
Ibn Khaldun’s work should be translated into Ottoman Turkish. The task was taken up by
the scholar, later seyhiilislam, Mehmet Sahib Efendi (1674-1749). This translation was
completed only in the following century and published in Istanbul; by then, Mehmet Sa-
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hib’s contemporary Gianbattista Vico (1668-1744) had also published a work influenced
by Ibn Khaldun.

Already in the seventeenth century, Katip Celebi thought that the Ottoman Empire
was in old age; the historian Naima, writing in the early decades of the eighteenth cen-
tury, was also of that opinion. Some people lived longer, so did some political structures,
with clean living and the care of a good physician, but demise was inevitable. But by the
nineteenth century, Ottoman political disourse changed: the state was now called ‘deviet-
i ebed-miiddet’, the eternal state. It is a phrase redolent of alliteration and musicality, but
no more true than the ‘thousand-year Reich’. What is the state in this expression? It is
not a realm like China or Iran where dynasties come and go but the ‘devlet-i aliyye-i Os-
mani’, the great Ottoman state. Once the dynasty goes, so does the state. Did nineteenth-
century Ottomans believe their state could be eternal? Can this notion be considered
political theory? Or was it simply propaganda? What is the difference between political
theory and propaganda? Who was the target audience? Were Ottomans fooling them-
selves, or were they attempting to fool others, their bureaucrats, their people or outsiders?

Whatever the political ideas, theory, or propaganda, whether there is a cyclical view
of history or belief in the durability of the Ottoman state, there is a basic problem with
the notion of the four elements and four humours as an explanation of Ottoman reality.
The truth is that there were two different kinds of cleavages in Ottoman society much
more important than the four pillars. One was that in fact the Ottomans conceived of
their society as being composed of two groups, those that produced and paid taxes, and
those who administered and were remunerated. The Ottoman terms for these two groups
were askert for the members of the state and reaya for the tax-paying subjects. The lit-
eral meaning of these terms is instructive: asker? means the military and reaya means
the flock. Military, in this context, does not mean strictly fighters but any state officials,
including bureaucrats, lawyers, and teachers. They together tend their flock, the subjects.
The imagery might have been the same as in the Christian clerical hierarchy, but here it
was the horsemen, the original military who were the shepherds. Two of the four pillars
of society, according to the political theory, the fighters and the learned men, made up
the askert group, while the two others, artisans and farmers, were the Ottoman reaya. In
reality, the four pillars were not equal at all. The other cleavage does not even get a men-
tion, but it is at least as serious and in fact in time it became perhaps the more important
division. This has to do with religious identity. The four-pillars model does not take
into account that there were many non-Muslims in Ottoman society, perhaps as many as
there were Muslims. The distinctions in both cleavages were so serious that members of
different groups were expected to wear different clothing. In the case of non-Muslims,
this is well known, under the rubric of sumptuary laws: different religious groups were
to wear different colours in their clothing so they could be immediately identified. These
expectations may have been only sporadically observed, in fact more often breached,
nevertheless the expectation remained and was renewed in fermans from time to time.
It is less well known that there was also an expectation that subjects should not wear
opulent clothing. This is in fact the primary meaning of the term ‘sumptuary laws’, that
opulence and ostentation should be curbed. The notion is quite universal; it is observed
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in many periods of history and in many regions. The most striking example in Ottoman
history was when Sultan Suleiman, himself famous as the ‘“Magnificent’, was greeted by
the burghers of Bursa when he visited in 1538. To welcome the Sultan to their city, the
leading people of Bursa rode out in their holiday best, but they were shocked when the
Sultan was not delighted to see them at all, but was outraged, and berated them for their
rich clothing and horses. Such opulence was for his officers and officials, he said, not for
the commoners. An Ottoman subject could be prosperous but never ostentatious.

How could Ottoman theorists make do with a theory that ignored the askeri-reaya
distinction and left out half its subjects? What practical conclusions could they draw
from their theory to help with practical policies? There was in fact another formulation
which may have influenced the behaviour of Ottoman rulers and the ruling elites. This is
known as the ‘circle of equity’ and places the four pillars in relationship with each other.
The soldiers protect society, the learned men provide education and the judicial system,
with their protection the subjects produce goods and pay taxes, which support the sol-
diery and the men of learning. In other words they all need each other. The ruler was seen
as the centre of this circular relationship, the axle of the social wheel. The Sultan needed
to be a just ruler, which meant not only that he should provide justice for all his subjects,
but that justice was also keeping the social balance. The different elements should be in
equipose, none should gain ascendancy over the others. Here once again the subjects
were not differentiated according to religious identity, but this was a positive neglect of
confessional reality: the Sultan was the ruler of all and he had to be a just ruler to all.
The idea of the just ruler was taken seriously in political commentaries and at least some
Sultans tried to live up to this expectation, that he should protect all his subjects and be
just to all. To know to what extent they succeeded, one needs to consider not only what
Muslim authors wrote, but also what the Christians and Jews thought about their Sultan,
whether they considered him their rightful and righteous ruler.

I am confident that the papers presented at this conference will be of great help in an-
swering such fundamental questions. In human history, theory may have followed reality,
but once it took hold of people’s imagination, it in turn had an impact on reality. This
interplay is an eminently worthy theme.






OTTOMAN POLITICAL THOUGHT:
TOWARD A REVISED HISTORY

Linda T. DARLING"

(O1TOMAN POLITICAL THOUGHT HAS LONG BEEN VIEWED in contrast with that of Europe.
European studies of political thought have concentrated mainly on the questions of the
development of concepts of democracy and limited monarchy, and the reasons why
such ideas did not develop in other world areas.! European writing on Ottoman political
thought has targeted the dependence of sultanic autocracy on Islamic or Persian political
ideas, the failure of political thinkers in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries
successfully to ‘reform’ Ottoman governance, and the adoption of Western political con-
cepts during and after the Tanzimat.?

In recent years, however, interest in Ottoman political thought has escalated in many
disciplines and periods. Its significance now extends outside Ottoman history, as world
historians and students of empire include the Ottomans in their comparative purview,
and as the perennial appeal of mirrors for princes intensifies.? Scholars now go beyond
the standard literature and the standard narrative to study neglected works, revise the
narrative, and compare it or connect it with narratives of European and Eastern political
thought.*

* University of Arizona.
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As a number of the papers in this volume show, however, our concept of Ottoman
political thought needs to be based not only on the thinking of elite political writers but
also that of rulers and their mostly non-literate subjects, as far as it can be determined
from their actions.® For this we need sources beyond formal political literature. Too much
reliance has been placed on the literature of advice, which represents only the opinions of
a minority faction within the elite and not the directions taken by the state. One of the in-
triguing things about these papers, as well as much of the recent work on Ottoman politi-
cal thought, is the way they expand the source base. Beyond the traditional histories, mir-
rors for princes, and literature of advice, political thought is being traced in documents,
law codes, poetry, miniatures, petitions, architecture, and a host of other types of sources.
Different genres of writing served different functions and reflected the political ideas of
different social groups. Moving outward from the traditional literary sources enables us to
study the political thought of state officials and of wider groups in society.

Ottoman political thought often appears reactive, a response to circumstances per-
ceived as threatening the status quo, which caused a re-assertion or a rethinking of in-
stitutions, relationships, and what we would today call ideologies which were taken for
granted most of the time. Much of the earliest Ottoman political literature was an ad-
aptation of the works and ideas of the past, and it was apparently when the Ottomans
faced new challenges that they engaged in original political thought. Thus, to be properly
understood, works of political thought must be contextualised in their historical setting;
also significant are the authors’ personal concerns and position in society, as well as the
works’ relationship to one another. The detailed study of individual works, therefore,
must be accompanied by efforts to construct and refine a broader history of Ottoman
political thought. Such an effort is outlined here.®

The Ottomans worked within a political tradition inherited from the Seljuks and Ilkha-
nids which was composed of three interpenctrating strands; one may be called Islamic,
in that it was drawn from the experience and writings of the early Muslim community;
another Near Eastern, the inheritance of the pre-Islamic empires of the Middle East and
Persia, developed further by the Umayyads, the Abbasids, and their successors; and the
third Turco-Mongol, founded on steppe tribal governance and law.” To this inheritance

Modern World (New York 2010); H. Yilmaz, Caliphate Redefined: The Mystical Turn in Ot-
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(Berlin and Boston 2013), 223-242.

5 On this subject see further L. T. Darling, 4 History of Social Justice and Political Power in the
Middle East: The Circle of Justice from Mesopotamia to Globalization (London 2013).

6 The essay which follows is based on L. T. Darling, ‘Ottomans (1299-1924)’, in G. Béwering,
P. Crone, W. al-Kadi, D. Stewart, and M. Q. Zaman (eds), The Princeton Encyclopedia of Is-
lamic Political Thought (Princeton 2012), 402-403.

7 H.Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, trans. N. Itzkowitz (London 1973), 65-69;
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they added elements of Byzantine political thought, acquired through a long period of
interaction and conquest and especially relevant after their conquest of Constantinople
in 1453. The Ottomans, like the Mongols, saw world conquest as the main purpose of
rule. Despite rhetorical differences, this purpose was generally in harmony with Islamic
monotheism’s goal of world domination and conversion as well as Near Eastern royal
authority and bureaucratic governance. Like the Ilkhanids and other Mongol polities,
they also found that ruler’s law and the practice of justice, reconciled with Islamic law
and implemented in state courts, could create a political community that went beyond
the Muslims to include the ruler’s subjects of all faiths. By the sixteenth-century reign
of Sultan Siileyman (1520-1566), the author Kinalizade and many others apparently be-
lieved that the Ottomans had succeeded, or were about to succeed, in creating the just
and virtuous government recommended by the Greek philosophers Plato and Aristotle.?

Two major tensions modified this fairly straightforward development. First, the initial
Ottoman conquests were made in Byzantine territory, and for over two centuries Mus-
lims were in the minority in the empire of the Ottomans. Gaining non-Muslim loyalty
and co-operation was necessary for survival and growth, and early rulers allied with
Christian powers, created non-Muslim military units, and brought non-Muslims into the
palace and the central administration.” Many of these non-Muslims converted to Islam,
but nevertheless some Muslims blamed them for the ostensible ‘corruption’ that they
introduced into supposedly pure ‘Islamic’ politics.'? For such critics, the assimilation of
ideas and institutions from non-Ottoman, non-Turkish, or non-Muslim sources became
an excuse for the rejection of state policies. As in earlier Muslim politics (the Abbasid
period is an example), an opposition strain developed in Ottoman politics which used
Islamic piety and an abhorrence of outside influences to critique the state and condemned
rulers’ pragmatic politics of incorporation as the source of all political problems besetting
the Empire. This opposition strain re-appeared again and again in different forms.

The other main tension within political thought derived from the Ottomans’ transi-
tion from the conquest state and expanding economy of the early centuries to the stable
geography and challenged economy of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and then
to the shrinking Empire and modernisation efforts of the eighteenth and nineteenth centu-
ries. The turmoils and re-adjustments generated by these changes were seen as a decline
from an initial state of purity and obedience, when the Ottoman gazis under the early
Sultans created and expanded the Empire.!! In European Orientalist thought this became
a decline from a strong, successful state to a weak and decadent state, a reduction of the

8 Kinalizade Ali Celebi, Ahldk-1 Alai (Bulaq H.1248/1832), 2:105-106.

9 See H. W. Lowry, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State (Albany 2003); C. Isom-Verhaaren,
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2011).

10 For example, F. Giese, Die altosmanischen anonymen Chroniken = Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osman: Text
und Ubersetzung, pt. 2 (Leipzig 1925), 27-33.

11 See C. Kafadar, ‘On the Purity and Corruption of the Janissaries’, 7SAB, 15 (1991), 273-274;
idem, ‘The Question of Ottoman Decline’, Harvard Middle Eastern and Islamic Review, 4
(1997-1998), 43.
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Empire’s original potential for world conquest (thankfully!) and a growth of corruption
and inefficiency.'? This change, however it should be interpreted, generated a literature
of advice and repair of the state that became the most prominent strand of Ottoman po-
litical thought, especially in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, and was
among the earliest types of literature to be published and translated in the West.'3 On the
basis of these works, both Ottoman thinkers and later scholars concentrated on decline
and decline consciousness, paying little or no attention to aspects of Ottoman history and
society that pointed in other directions.

These works of advice, the nasihatnames, are often taken as equivalent to Ottoman
political thought, although, as has been pointed out, they represent the thought of only
one class of Ottomans, the literate elite.'* The history of political literature, however, is
broader than these advice texts. The earliest Turkish and Ottoman political works, ap-
pearing in the fourteenth century, were translations and adaptations of Seljuk and Ilkha-
nid mirrors for princes. The first original works were composed in the fifteenth century
within that literary tradition, but in varied genres.'> In addition to mirrors for princes, his-
tories and historical epics, poems, letters, and ethical works also conveyed their authors’
attitudes toward the state, individual rulers, and specific policies. In the early sixteenth
century, the Ottoman prince Korkud and the Grand Vizier Liitfi Pasha wrote political
works in new styles outside the mirror for princes, Korkud in the genre of Islamic argu-
ment, and Liitfi Pasha in the new manner of candid political advice.'®

Several of these works, even some of the earliest, exhibited a theme that would be-
come characteristic of Ottoman political writing: the greatness and virtue of government
in the past (the Ottoman past or even the distant Muslim past) and its sad decline in the
present. This theme has nothing to do with what has come to be known as ‘the decline of
the Ottoman Empire’, although it has often been taken as a representation of it. Writers
in the first decade or so of the fifteenth century, such as Ahmedi, Yahsi Fakih, and the
anonymous author of the recently-discovered gazaname of Murad I (1362-1389), already
sounded this note, claiming that the ‘Byzantine’ administrative complexity introduced by
Bayezid I (1389-1402) corrupted the purity of the nomad conquerors and caused them

12 B. Lewis, ‘Some Reflections on the Decline of the Ottoman Empire’, S7, 9 (1958), 111-127.

13 B. Lewis, ‘Ottoman Observers of Ottoman Decline’, Islamic Studies, 1 (1962), 71-87.

14 R. A. Abou El-Haj, ‘The Expression of Ottoman Political Culture in the Literature of Advice
to Princes (Nasihatnameler): Sixteenth to Twentieth Centuries’, in R. K. Bhattacharya and A.
K. Ghosh (eds), Sociology in the Rubric of Social Science: Professor Ramkrishna Mukherjee
Felicitation Volume (Calcutta 1995), 282-292.

15 Ahmedi, Iskenderndme, trans. K. Silay, ‘Ahmedi’s History of the Ottoman Dynasty’, JTS, 16
(1992), 129-200; Seyhoglu, Kenzii'l-Kiiberd ve Mehekkii’l-Ulemd, ed. Kemal Yavuz (Anka-
ra 1991); Ahmed b. Hiisameddin el-Amasi, Mir‘atii’-Miilik, MS Siileymaniye Esad Efendi
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16 N. Al-Tikriti, ‘Sehzade Korkud [ca. 1468-1513]’, in K. Cigek (ed.) Pax Ottomana: Studies in
Memoriam Prof. Dr. Nejat Géyiing (Haarlem and Ankara 2001), 659-674; M. S. Kiitiikoglu,
‘Liitfi Pasa Asafnamesi (Yeni Bir Metin Tesisi Denemesi)’, in Prof. Dr. Bekir Kiitiikogli na
Armagan (Istanbul 1991), 49-99.
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to lose divine favour, permitting the defeat by Timur in 1402.!7 Each subsequent era was
seen as worse than the one before, even that of Siileyman the Magnificent, despite the
eulogistic gloss of the official histories. Measured against the ideal state of these writers’
imaginings, real political life repeatedly demonstrated the validity of this theme.

This argument suddenly became politically relevant in the disturbed conditions of the
late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, when Sultans were young, uninterested, or
mentally deficient, and governance was in the hands of palace personnel and women. No
longer just an antiquarian musing on the past, it became a weapon for factional infighting
in the form of a veritable outburst of political writing in the new style of ‘honest advice’
introduced by Liitfi Pasha. Officials and administrators, such as Mustafa Ali, Ko¢i Bey,
Katip Celebi, and others less well known or still unpublished, censured the government’s
inability to cope with drastic climatic, economic, technological, and geopolitical changes
and blamed it on a loss of administrative ethics and a collapse of the social structure.!®
They wanted either to restore the governing effectiveness of the Stileymanic period or to
impel the Sultan to seize the reins of government and eliminate bureaucratic corruption
and the crossing of social class lines by force. Meanwhile, the Kadizadeli opposition,
mainly critics in religious positions, complained in Islamic terms about sins and ethical
deviations in the body politic, such as Sufi worship, coffee and tobacco consumption,
and peace with Christian states.!” They wanted to convert the ruler and his entourage
to a more pious and traditional Islam and thus activate God’s approval in support of the
Ottomans on the world stage. The Ottoman defeat at Vienna in 1683 ended the debate
between these two positions as to the real cause of the Empire’s woes in favour of the for-
mer position. The question was not really resolved, however, as evidenced by eighteenth-
century governmental efforts to address both sets of concerns through military-political
reform and the preaching of Islam. In that century, politics also spread beyond the elites;
a popular politics of artisans, urban migrants, and their Janissary and ulema protectors
developed in the cities, and at the same time a politics of rural notables and tax-farmers
emerged in the provinces. Our consideration of Ottoman political thought needs to take
account of this broadening of the politically relevant population, which undoubtedly had
political ideas as well.

17 See Ahmedi, Iskenderndme; D. J. Kastritsis (ed. and trans.), The Tales of Sultan Mehmed, Son
of Bayezid Khan (Cambridge 2007), 1-39; Asikpasazade, ‘Ashikpashazadeh Ta rikhi: A His-
tory of the Ottoman Empire to A.H. 833 (AD 1478), ed. Ali Bey (Istanbul 1914; rpt. Westmead
1970), 54, 70.
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Counsel for Sultans of 1581: Edition, Translation, Notes, 2 vols (Vienna 1979, 1982), hereaf-
ter Mustafa Ali, Counsel for Sultans; Kogi Bey, Ko¢i Bey Risalesi, ed. A. K. Aksiit (Istanbul
1939); idem, Kogi Bey Risalesi, ed. Y. Kurt (Ankara 1994); Katip Celebi, Diistirii’l-amel li-
1slahi’l-halel, in Ayn-1 Ali Efendi, Kavdnin-i Al-i Osman der hiildsa-i mezamin-i defter-i divan,
ed. M. T. Gokbilgin, 119-140 (Istanbul 1979); trans. A. Can as Bozukluklarin diizeltilmesinde
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Nineteenth-century European political ideas appeared to offer a way out of this
endless spiral through their assumptions about progress and development. They were
therefore embraced with enthusiasm, especially by Tanzimat officials responsible for the
Empire’s survival. These officials instituted regulatory changes backed by ruler’s law,
with provisions treating non-Muslims equally with Muslims and bringing them into the
government. The Islamic tradition also offered traditional ideas re-interpreted to support
aspects of modernisation, such as protection of the Empire’s subjects, the Sultans’ power
as Caliph of the Muslims to order society and government for the benefit of his people,
adherence to law, especially Islamic law, and fairness of taxation. An opposition strain
dismissed European ideas as one more foreign intervention or wielded Islamic concepts
in rejection of the ‘corruption’ of Westernisation. While reforming officials laboured to
implement bureaucratic modernisation, the Young Ottomans generated a new political
literature advocating limited monarchy and individual rights, often with Islamic ideas as
justification. In turn, the Hamidian period saw Islamic concepts used to justify top-down
modernisation and sultanic absolutism. All these ideas prepared the way for the republi-
can government and popular politics of the twentieth century.?

Would a history of political thought based on practice rather than precept have the
same trajectory? The papers in this volume are part of an effort not only to expand our
understanding of Ottoman political thought, but also to interpret it in the light of Ot-
toman political behaviour. We must do intellectual history with social history always
in view. Even with respect to political ideals, and still more so regarding reports of
political actions, we need to ask, out of what situation and social configuration did this
work arise and what effect did it have on Ottoman political and social life? Did people
believe these statements and did they attempt to act accordingly? Is there any way to
check what the political writers reported about the conditions of their day? The ques-
tion of what specific terms meant usually means ‘in political argument’, but we also
ought to try to determine what they meant in Ottoman society more broadly. We should
investigate how a specific work interacted with other works; did it agree or disagree
with those written before or after it? We also ought to look for its role in society, who
read it and how it was used. Most of the authors were members of the political elite, in
or out of office, successes or failures, satisfied or disgruntled, often unhappy with what
was going on around them. As has been pointed out, they all had their personal agendas,
and we cannot interpret their works rightly without knowing those agendas.?! Even
though they wrote in general terms, they were often addressing specific conditions, and
to understand those conditions we need to read the chronicles and study the archival
documents and other sources that reveal the political thought of those who did not write
literary works.

20 H. Inalcik, ‘The Nature of Traditional Society: Turkey’, in R. E. Ward and D.A Rostow (eds),
Political Modernization in Japan and Turkey (Princeton 1964), 42-63; Darling, Social Justice
and Political Power, 158-166, 171-177.

21 R. A. Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the Modern State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eigh-
teenth Centuries (Albany 1991), 22.
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Most importantly, we need to free ourselves from the standard narrative of political
thought and from the temptation just to add more details without rethinking the whole.
Those who wrote the texts of Ottoman political thought wrote within an extremely robust
tradition that shaped and limited what they said and how they said it. Attention to politi-
cal practice, to the ideas of those who did not write or could not write, or who wrote what
is not commonly considered political literature, enables us to bypass the stereotypes and
understand Ottoman society afresh.
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OTTOMANS, OTTOMANISTS AND THE STATE:
RE-DEFINING AN ETHOS OF POWER
IN THE LONG SIXTEENTH CENTURY

)

Heather L. FERGUSON

SCHOLARS ATTENTIVE TO OTTOMAN TRENDS IN HISTORY writing over the past decade have
produced rich, and richly illustrated, analytical frameworks for assessing the linkages be-
tween historical narratives, political ideologies, and the operations of the Ottoman estab-
lishment.! One consequence of this newly-defined research agenda has been a reassess-
ment of the Ottoman state as an object of historical inquiry. Thus, from the early attempts
to invest Osman’s dynasty with legitimacy,? to the seventeenth-century controversies that
led to new manuscript production agendas and ultimately disseminated competing vi-
sions of Ottoman authority,’ this wellspring of scholarship on history and statehood has
all but re-defined the field of Ottoman studies. In part, this is due to a generalizable ef-
fort to delineate Ottoman state dynamics in relation to discourse, and to the way in which
structures of thought and modes of practice play a role in both defining and dispensing

* Claremont McKenna College.

1 Emine Fetvaci’s masterpiece demonstrates this trend: Picturing History at the Ottoman Court
(Bloomington 2013). I would like to thank Marinos Sariyannis for his patient and gracious
guidance through the publication process. The inspiring and productive comments from the
anonymous reviewer also enabled me to reframe some of the arguments presented here and for
this [ am also grateful. Of course, all errors of fact and judgment are my own. I should also note
that my effort here to reflect on the interplay between state and szate also formed the theoreti-
cal backdrop to my book The Proper Order of Things: Language, Power and Law in Ottoman
Administrative Discourses (Stanford 2018). For a slightly different approach to the historio-
graphic topics and historical personages addressed here, see the introduction and chapter four.

2 See the oft-cited, C. Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State
(Berkeley 1995).

3 For a less obvious example, consult J. Pfeiffer, ‘Confessional Polarization in the 17th Century
Ottoman Empire and Yiisuf Ibn Ebi ‘Abdii’d-Deyyan’s Kesfii’l-esrar fi ilzami’l-Yehid ve’l-
ahbar’, in C. Adang and S. Schmidtke (eds.), Contacts and Controversies between Muslims,
Jews and Christians in the Ottoman Empire and Pre-Modern Iran (Wiirzburg 2010), 15-55.
Further, the collected essays in H. E. Cipa and E. Fetvaci (eds), Writing History at the Ottoman
Court: Editing the Past, Fashioning the Future (Bloomington 2013) indicate the expansive co-
hort of scholars attentive to the intersection between narrative and historical processes.
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authoritative claims and positions across the imperial domains. However, as this essay
seeks to demonstrate, Ottoman studies as a whole still grapple with a basic conundrum
that often undermines even the most innovative scholarship: how should Ottomanists as-
sess the difference, if indeed there is one, between narratives about the state (referenced
here onward as ‘state’, in scare quotes) and the state in itself (referenced as state, in ital-
ics, so as to simplify the methodological distinction between the two).*

Like most conundrums, this ‘state’/state distinction and its varied entangled prob-
lematics possess many, often hidden, internal complexities that shadow research into
Ottoman imperial dynamics. Only four of these complexities will be fully addressed in
the sections below, with the intent first to provide a distillation of trends and then to serve
as a potential stimulus for future discussion. First, questions concerning the ‘state’/state
require a reassertion of commensurate AfroEurasian histories, a point Marshall Hodgson
definitively made in the 1970s, but one which Ottomanists often lost sight of when delv-
ing into the intricacies of politics and administration under the auspices of the House of
Osman.’ Second, within the shared environment of centralizing early modern courts,
the relationship between absolutist and universalist c/aims of rulers and the quite obvi-
ously mediated and fragmented nature of their rule, also requires careful disambigua-
tion. Third, and perhaps most purposefully, attention should be paid to the conjuncture
between the methods by which scholars and bureaucrats conceptualized imperial power
and prescribed formal rubrics for articulating political thought and the varied modes of
administrative practice adhered to within Ottoman domains. This last point also draws
attention to the intersection between a potentially ‘Ottoman’ mode of understanding and
practice and the efforts by ‘Ottomanists’ to assess these dynamics in current scholarship.
Hence the essay’s title and intent to identify efforts by both Ottomans and Ottomanists
to measure and define a political ethos associated with the ‘state’ and with state-making
projects within the imperial domain. Finally, discernable within each of these three points
are the questions of periodization that remain unresolved despite the post-declensionist
nature of Ottoman imperial scholarship.® Lacking a clear substitute for the ‘post-classical®
framework established by the doyen of the field, Halil Inalcik, this essay adopts a trick
of the trade, by elongating the timescape of analysis. While the “long sixteenth century”
may seem glib, the titular small gesture is also purposeful: it connects the centralizing
trends of the sixteenth century with discourses of imperial power and the reformulation

4 Gabi Piterberg pointedly asserted this problematic in his cursory, yet pithy, foray into seven-
teenth-century chronicle writing: G. Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy. History and Historiogra-
phy at Play (Berkeley 2003).

5 M. G. S. Hodgson, The Venture of Islam: Conscience and History in a World Civilization, 3
vols. (Chicago 1974); and E. Burke (ed.), Rethinking World History: Essays on Europe, Islam,
and World History (Cambridge 1993).

6 The literature germane to these opening claims will be addressed in detail below; however,
it bears noting that two of the most significant efforts to address problems of periodization
are now decades old: J. Hathaway, ‘Problems of Periodization in Ottoman History: The 15th
through the 18th Centuries’, 7SAB 20, (1996), 25-31, and L. Peirce, ‘Changing Perceptions of
the Ottoman Empire: The Early Centuries’, Mediterranean Historical Review, 19 (2004), 6-28.
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of administrative structures extending into the new geopolitical environments of the mid-
seventeenth century.” The essay thereby presumptively moves beyond approaches that
suggest ruptures and/or continuities, or amorphous ‘transformations’ as decline alterna-
tives. The section which follows delineates how each of the above conundrums become
intertwined in both historical and historiographic treatments of the Ottoman ‘state’/state.

Contrapuntal Histories: Alternate Pathways to the ‘State’®

Cornel Fleischer’s customarily portentous insights into the “Ibn Khaldunism” of Otto-
man litterateurs provides a superb framework for integrating Ottomans with Ottomanists,
political thought with administrative practice, the House of Osman with surrounding
dynastic and monarchical lineages, and epochal with synchronic methodologies.” De-
bates concerning how Ibn Khaldun’s (d. 1395) cyclical universalism traversed Ottoman
intellectual domains continue, yet notable indeed is how the self-trained polymath Katip
Celebi came to embrace a life-cycle approach to assessing historical change.!? His short
tract, Diistirii’l-amel li-islahi’l-halel or the Guiding Principles for the Rectification of
Defects, singularly condenses a range of concerns pertaining to the presumed ‘corrup-
tion” of the Ottoman state in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, and pro-
poses a reformist goal to ensure the continued durability of the Ottoman Empire.!' He
does so by placing the Ottoman establishment within Ibn Khaldun’s life-cycle mapping

7 After writing this article and completing final updates to footnotes and commentary, I fortu-
nately happened upon Kaya Sahin’s superb review essay K. Sahin, ‘The Ottoman Empire in the
Long Sixteenth Century’, Renaissance Quarterly, 70 (2017), 220-234. This coincidence in an
‘elongating effort’ indicates a clear trend toward unseating ‘rise and decline’ tropes in the field.

8 “Contrapuntal” as a mode of critical analysis derives from E. Said’s effort in Culture and Im-
perialism (New York 1993), 51 to form what might be termed a ‘simultaneity of analysis’ be-
tween literary works produced in the metropolis and those in the colonies. This simultaneity of
analysis, and the productive dissonance and revelatory insights achieved through interweaving
sources, timescapes, and cultural zones, can arguably be adapted to address potential intersec-
tions between Ottoman scholar-bureaucrats and Ottomanist practitioners in the present

9 C. H. Fleischer, ‘Royal Authority, Dynastic Cyclism, and ‘Ibn Khaldinism’ in Sixteenth-Cen-
tury Ottoman Letters’, Journal of Asian and African Studies, 18 (1983), 198-220.

10 See Marinos Sariyannis’ contribution to the present volume and comprehensive assessment
of key shifts in conceptual and political treatments of state and statecraft in Ottoman Politi-
cal Thought up to the Tanzimat: A Concise History (Rethymno 2015). My historiographic ar-
guments owe much to the work of N. Sigalas, ‘Devlet et état: du glissement sémantique d’un
ancien concept du pouvoir au début du XVIlle siecle ottoman’, in G. Grivaud and S. Petme-
zas (eds) Byzantina et Moderna: Mélanges en [’honneur d’Hélene Antoniadis-Bibicou (Athens
2007), 385-415.

11 There are several preserved manuscripts of this pamphlet. The Siileymaniye Library contains
four: Esad Efendi, No. 2067-1; Hidiv Ismail Pasa, No. 142; Hamidiye, No. 1469; Lala Ismail,
No. 343. There is also one held in the Nuruosmaniye Library, No. 4075. A printed copy of the
pamphlet was also appended to two works of Ayn-1 Ali Efendi, Kavanin-i Al-i Osman der hiil-
dsa-i mezamin-i defter-i divan and Risale-i vazife-hordn ve meratib-i bendegdn-1 Al-i Osman.
This manuscript is also contained in the Siileymaniye Library, izmirli ismail Hakk1, No. 2472.
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of imperial trajectories, and thus within the legacy of late antique and Islamicate phi-
losophies of the ‘embodied’ politic. Katip Celebi ultimately identifies strategies so as to
extend the Empire’s ‘age of maturity’ and in the process articulates a distinct notion of
Ottoman power, separate from the Sultan yet evocative of a hierarchical state ecology.
Scholars of the Ottoman Empire have also long sought to understand the ‘middle years’
of the dynasty, when victorious battles could no longer serve as signposts for imperial
success. They have further debated the nature of Ottoman power, its relationship, or
lack thereof, with contemporaries, and the best means to articulate a narrative of state
transformation from conquest to consolidation. Confusion over how best to characterize
the relationship between centralized courts, the population they managed, and the tactics
deployed to ensure longevity is not unique to the Ottoman case. In fact, one of the most
compelling debates in historical studies concerns the relationship between state forma-
tion and standards for periodization. Triggered by Norbert Elias’s The Civilizing Process,
a broad analytical effort to re-define court politics in the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries
also foregrounded a historiographical ‘middle period’ between fragmentary medieval
kingdoms and the formation of the modern state.!? The coincident creation of central-
ized courts with established seats of power across Eurasia was dramatic, and inspired
historiographical efforts to assess a comparative politics of state-making that began in
the fifteenth century. The list is geographically diffuse, with the Ming Yongel Emperor
(r. 1402 1424), Ottoman Sultan Mehmed II (r. 1444-46 and 1451-81) joined by Philip
the Good (r. 1419-67) and Charles the Bold (r. 1467-77) in Burgundy, Matthias Corvinus
in Hungary (r. 1458-1490), along with Louis XI (r. 1461-1483) in France, Henry VII (r.
1485-1509) in England, and Ferdinand of Aragon (r. 1468-1516) with Isabella of Castile
(r. 1468-1504) laying claim to ever more territory in the Iberian Peninsula. The trend
continued in the early sixteenth century, with the establishment of the Safavid (1502) and
Mughal (1526) Empires. Deemed by Randolph Starn “the early modern muddle”, initial
efforts to characterize the period tended toward developmentalist models that presumed
the teleology of the nation-state and reinforced Eurocentric narratives of modernity.'?

This printed manuscript copy was also published in the late nineteenth century, Kavanin-i Al-i
Osman der hiildsa-i mezamin-i defter-i divan (Istanbul 1864), 119-140.

12 N. Elias, The Civilizing Process (New York 1978).

13 R. Starn, ‘The Early Modern Muddle’, Journal of Early Modern History, 6 (2002), 296-307.
Dipesh Chakrabarty, in a more recent review of the politics and biases of periodization, sug-
gests the term acts as a form of intellectual laziness, although he is more troubled by the dis-
tinction between modernization and modernity than by the ‘early modern’ compound phrase,
‘The Muddle of Modernity’, The American Historical Review, 116 (2011), 663-675. The spe-
cial issue of Daedalus devoted to early modernities includes scholars who argue for the im-
portance of terms like state, nation, community, and public sphere for the sixteenth and sev-
enteenth centuries across the political and geographical range of Eurasia, such as Tokugawa
Japan, Korea, Ming China, Spain, France, and India. See ‘Early Modernities’, Daedalus, 127
(1998). Kathleen Davis applies the most trenchant critique of historiographical assumptions
contained in periodization schemes and categories such as ‘early modern” and ‘feudal” in K.
Davis, Periodization and Sovereignty: How Ideas of Feudalism and Secularization Govern the
Politics of Time (Philadelphia 2008).
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Norbert Elias suggested that the court served as an agent and expression of monarchi-
cal absolutism, as it sublimated the nobility to play a high-stakes game for favor within
the ambit of absolutist courts. He further argued that this game, and the military, fis-
cal, and ethical norms associated with it, marked a transitional phase between feudal,
decentralized politics and the democratic centralization of the modern liberal state. He
insisted that the formation of an established court, polite culture, and bureaucratic rule in
combination yielded an alliance between an emergent bourgeoisie and the princely ruler,
and was the key conjuncture leading toward the development of a modern nation state.'4
Perry Anderson, by contrast, understood the absolutist states of the sixteenth-cighteenth
centuries as transitional phenomena, allowing for the growth of the bourgeoisie while
concentrating feudal power and privilege in the state apparatus.!> Eugene Rice and An-
thony Grafton sum up this approach by rather blandly stating that before the early mod-
ern period European states were more feudal than sovereign and after it more sovereign
than feudal.'® While for Elias, the “transformation of the nobility from a class of knights
into a class of courtiers” was a prime example of the “civilizing process”, for more re-
cent analysts, the court was neither a monolithic entity, nor an instrument of autocracy,
and Louis XIV’s Versailles, often proffered as the ultimate site of domestication, stands
instead as an exemplar of its ambiguous and porous existence.!”

This move, from absolutist and centralized to ambiguous and porous, also marked
a shift in the field of Ottoman Studies from idealist and developmentalist models of the
1970s and 80s to a new literature that emphasized the way in which the state was itself
historically constructed. The most influential historian of the Ottoman stafe in a devel-
opmentalist mode is Halil inalcik, whose sweeping work on The Ottoman Empire: The
Classical Age, 1300-1600 remains a landmark in the field. inalcik depicted the state as
a set of autonomous institutions that were intentionally generated, revelatory of an ideo-
logical essence, and clearly divided between an imperial core and a provincial periph-
ery.!® This state also had a before and after, a classical age’ defined by an expansionary
ethos heralded by campaigning Sultans and loyal servants who defended the realm and
produced systematic cadastral surveys of incorporated regions. It further had a post-
Stileymanic era characterized by weak Sultans, rebellious officials, palace factions, and
a land regime in disarray. Inalcik’s ‘classical age’ thus spawned a ‘middle child’ out of

14 Elias, The Civilizing Process.

15 P. Anderson, Lineages of the Absolutist State (London 1974).

16 E. F. Rice and A. Grafton, The Foundations of Early Modern Europe, 1460-1559 (New York
1994), 110.

17 Elias, The Civilizing Process, 236; J. Duindam, Myths of Power: Norbert Elias and the Early
Modern European Court, (Amsterdam 1994). For an excellent comparative perspective, con-
sult J. Duindam, T. Artan and M. Kunt (eds.), Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires:
A Global Perspective (Leiden 2011); and S. Subrahmanyam, Courtly Encounters Translating
Courtliness and Violence in Early Modern Eurasia (Cambridge 2012).

18 H. Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300-1600 (New York 1973). The anal-
ysis which follows is indebted to G. Piterberg’s historiographical review in Chapter Seven -
‘The Early Modern Ottoman State: History and Theory’ of his An Ottoman Tragedy, 135-162.
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the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.!® This ‘middle child’ in turn produced histo-
riographical assumptions of imperial decline, when the Empire presumably no longer
exhibited the ‘classical’ coherence of the early state, but also was not yet a part of the
nineteenth-century generation of reforms that re-defined its management of human and
material resources. These historiographical assumptions ignored the rather inconvenient
truth that authors such as Katip Celebi had themselves reified the state and generated
this vision of corruption from an ideal. Ironically, then, a nostalgia of both Ottomans and
Ottomanists alike for a coherent, idealized state haunts the work even of those scholars
intent on eschewing developmentalist models.

Alternative periodization schemas and approaches to imperial processes of man-
agement and control now provide new baselines for the “early modern muddle”. Halil
Inalcik himself quickly became uncomfortable with the declensionist assumptions inher-
ent in ‘classical age’ treatments. His research on the fiscal and military transformations
of the seventeenth century reinforced mono-causal explanations of the price revolution,
yet also emphasized the ‘naturalness’ of the crisis and the innovative efforts to link tech-
nological and administrative reforms.?? Jane Hathaway, in an article that pointedly set a
new agenda for seventeenth and eighteenth-century Ottoman studies, also highlighted
the ways in which Inalcik’s research quite early drew attention to Siileyman’s rule as a
golden age constructed in retrospect.”! Laws dedicated to Siileyman had actually been
part of his predecessor’s campaigns of legal codification, and political factions in the
court had already acquired enough power in the sixteenth century to secure the execution
of the popular Crown Prince Mustafa.?? Leslie Peirce demonstrated that these palace fac-
tions emerged when dynastic reproduction strategies shifted from fratricide to seniority
owing to exigent circumstances of youthful princes in the late sixteenth century. This
move toward seniority also accompanied the transfer of female quarters to the internal
domain of the Topkap1 Palace. The elaborate hierarchical structures, accumulation of
wealth, and dispersion of power achieved from within these quarters together yielded a
new set of parameters for advisorial influence. Therefore, when a succession of young
Sultans threatened the realm’s stability at the turn of the seventeenth century, these com-

19 “Middle child” is Piterberg’s term for this persisting method of periodization: An Ottoman
Tragedy, 147.

20 H. Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700’, ArchOtt,
6 (1980), 283-337.

21 J. Hathaway, ‘Problems of Periodization in Ottoman History’, 25-31. For other key efforts to
re-set Ottoman historiographical agendas, see H. Islamoglu and C. Keyder, ‘Agenda for Otto-
man History’, Review, 1 (1977), 31-55, and L. Peirce, ‘Changing Perceptions of the Ottoman
Empire: The Early Centuries’, Mediterranean Historical Review, 19 (2004), 6-28.

22 TInalcik addresses these dynamics in a series of works; H. Inalcik, ‘Suleiman the Lawgiver and
Ottoman Law’, ArchOtt, 1 (1969), 105-138; idem, ‘State, sovereignty and law during the reign
of Siileyman the Second and his time’, in H. Inalcik and C. Kafadar (eds), Siileyman the Second
and His Time (Istanbul 1993), 229-248, and idem, ‘On the Social Structure of the Ottoman
Empire, Paradigms and Research’, in idem, From Empire to Republic, Essays on Ottoman and
Turkish Social History (Istanbul 1995), 17-60.
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bined spatial and political factors shaped successive reigns.?® Peirce thus challenged dis-
criminatory aspersions against the rising power of women, acting as wives, concubines,
and mothers of Sultans, by both Ottomans and Ottomanists alike, and also undermined a
scholarly norm that equated Ottoman strength with a decisive sultanic decision-maker.?*

Hathaway also noted that priorities necessarily shift when expansion was no longer
the primary mechanism for the dispersal of wealth and duties. While the Ottoman realm
“continued to expand for some time [after Siileyman’s reign], yet a sprawling world
empire could be expected to have different priorities from those of a gazi state”.?> Baki
Tezcan and Guy Burak both published monographs that argued for a second period of
formation in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. This second formation
generated new bureaucratic and jurisprudential orthodoxies capable of shaping the re-
sponsibilities of a mature state. Perhaps the most striking attempts to re-think the ‘middle
years’ therefore attend to the dynamics of this transition, and to the enumeration of al-
ternating state priorities. Initially, this meant exploring the vagaries of decision-making
practices within the Imperial Council (Divan).?® However, this trend still characterized
the state as an autonomous actor, with identifiable intentions that were enacted on the
inhabitants of the realm. Efforts to manage intermediaries and create legible adminis-
trative structures for the incorporation of conquered territories were thus explained as
unidirectional: the state ‘acting upon’ the provinces. Three trends emerged to counter
this rigid distinction between state and society: regional studies that highlighted diversity
and contestation; analyses of the ‘center’ that attended to the, often distressed, claims to
legitimacy and authority by the Ottoman regime as a whole,?” and models for interdepen-
dencies that fitted established courts, imperial representatives, provincial elites, and ideo-
logical productions into a composite and evolving mechanism that secured state stability.

Regional case studies offset state-centric biases, deployed alternative archival re-
cords such as those from local sharia courts, and emphasized the particular over the

23 L. Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York
1993), 81-97.

24 See also Hathaway, ‘Problems of Periodization’, 40.

25 Ibid., 27.

26 C. E. Farah, Decision Making and Change in the Ottoman Empire (Kirksville 1993).

27 Significant edited collections include H. T. Karateke and M. Reinkowski, (eds), Legitimizing
the Order: The Ottoman Rhetoric of State Power (Leiden 2005); B. Tezcan, K. K. Barbir, and
N. Itzkowitz, (eds), Identity and Identity Formation in the Ottoman World: A Volume of Essays
in Honor of Norman Itzkowitz (Madison 2007). For other key examples or significant chapters
within these collections, see: S. Faroghi, ‘Political Activity among Ottoman Taxpayers and the
Problem of Sultanic Legitimation (1570-1650)’, JESHO, 35 (1992), 1-39; B. Tezcan, ‘The De-
finition of Sultanic Legitimacy in the Sixteenth Century Ottoman Empire: The Ahldk-1 Ala T of
Kinalizade Ali Celebi (1510-1572)’, unpublished M.A. thesis, Princeton University, 1996; G.
Hagen, ‘Legitimacy and World Order’, in H. T. Karateke and M. Reinkowski (eds.), Legitimiz-
ing the Order: The Ottoman Rhetoric of State Power (Leiden 2005), 55-83; O. Todorova, ‘The
Ottoman State and Its Orthodox Christian Subjects: The Legitimistic Discourse in the Seven-
teenth-Century ‘Chronicle of Serres’ in a New Perspective’, THR, 1 (2010), 86-110.
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imperial.?® Authors of the particular pointed to the myopia of state-generated documents
and their inability to reveal ‘facts on the ground’ in daily provincial lives. Together,
they argued that the Sultan and the imperial apparatus may have punctuated provin-
cial life through processes of revenue-extraction and defense, but often resembled more
of a shadow than a spotlight of authority. These concerns in turn swayed scholars of
the ‘center’ away from the decision-making processes of the Sultan or of his council,
and toward the tenuous nature of imperial control. In the early to mid-1990s, Huricihan
Islamoglu, Linda Darling, and Karen Barkey each contributed powerful reconfigurations
of the relationship between the Ottoman state and the regions it governed during the Em-
pire’s middle years.?’ They moved beyond solely materialist explanations of state power,
and, to varying degrees, argued instead for an interdependent nexus between ideology,
revenue extraction, and state stability. Each referenced the ‘circle of equity’ as the ideo-
logical ground of the Ottoman state, and linked sultanic power to the dynast’s position
as the arbiter of justice and protector of the tax-paying subjects. Islamoglu and Barkey
drew attention to the way in which the state capably crafted a hegemonic discourse of
interdependency and redistribution of resources that agriculturalists and regional elite
alike invoked as their medium for dissent. As a result, according to their presentation of
Ottoman state dynamics, rebellious actions did not seek to disrupt the ideological claims
or legitimacy of the state, but rather the means to influence its proportional dispersal of
gifts, rewards, and resources. “The viability of the Ottoman state”, as Tosun Aricanli and
Mara Thomas suggested in the clearest articulation of this trend, “was due to the conver-
gence of the interests of the participants of the distributive game at a locus demarcated
by the state. There was a common interest in participating in the redistributive process as
opposed to being excluded from it. Rebellions developed on arguments over shares and
not principles.”?® A “shares not principles” approach, however, focuses analysis on the
scrabble for resources and leaves unattended the principle that purportedly gives shape to
the game as a whole. This tendency may be observed in the early work of Linda Darling,
who traces in intricate detail transformations in financial accounting and revenue-raising

28 Dina Khoury’s analysis of Ottoman Mosul remains one of the strongest examples of this trend:
D. Khoury, State and Provincial Society in the Ottoman Empire: Mosul, 1540-1834 (Cam-
bridge 1997). For other representative studies, see A. Singer, Palestinian Peasants and Otto-
man Officials: Rural Administration around Sixteenth-Century Jerusalem (Cambridge 1994);
D. Ze’evi, An Ottoman Century: The District of Jerusalem in the 1600s (Albany 1996); and C.
L. Wilkins, Forging Urban Solidarities Ottoman Aleppo 1640-1700 (Leiden 2010).

29 H. islamoglu, State and Peasant in the Ottoman Empire: Agrarian Power Relations and Re-
gional Economic Development in Ottoman Anatolia During the Sixteenth Century (Leiden
1994); K. Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (Ithaca
1994); L. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administra-
tion in the Ottoman Empire, 1560-1660 (Leiden 1996).

30 T. Aricanli and M. Thomas ‘Sidestepping Capitalism: On the Ottoman Road to Elsewhere’,
The Journal of Historical Sociology, 7 (1994), 39. See Bogac Ergene’s rebuttal of this ap-
proach, also referenced below, for a more in-depth assessment of this historiographical trend
in B. Ergene, ‘On Ottoman Justice: Interpretations in Conflict (1600-1800)’, Islamic Law and
Society, 8 (2001), 70-71.
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practices of the Ottoman state, yet places these against an assumed ideological backdrop
of justice, provisionalism, and protection of the weak.’!

Even as regional and revisionist studies of the Ottoman state challenged easy divi-
sions between state and society, or center and province, these binaries were still invoked,
and remained the implicit scaffolding upon which the analyses depended. Moreover,
ideology was itself deployed as a static indicator of state legitimacy rather than as a spe-
cific production with its own historical genealogy. Barkey, for example, proposed: “in the
Ottoman Empire, legitimacy was based on the notion of a normative order that produces
concrete and reproducible relations between the ruler and his subjects™.3? Legitimacy
generated a sense of belonging, and “was imagined and maintained by the Ottomans”
through a particular conceptual rubric of a well-ordered realm (nizam-1 alem) and repro-
duced through a reciprocal vision of justice. She characterized this normative order as a
“compact” and a “foundational component of rule” deployed by “the sultans who con-
solidated the empire” who also “fashioned an explicit content to the normative order”.??
This static vision of a normative order with the Sultan as the ultimate architect con-
trasts with Barkey’s overarching goal of explaining Ottoman state longevity. She linked
longevity to flexibility, defined in the introduction as “not getting locked into enduring
forms, being able to change according to circumstances, and maintaining a certain de-
gree of elasticity of structure”.3* However, she assumed the existence of an “ideological/
cultural form of legitimation” and then assessed efforts to manage cultural diversity and
appropriate resources against the backdrop of this normative order. As a result, Barkey
subordinated processes to structures and thus re-inserted an analytic divide between state
and society, and collapsed ideology and legitimacy into one thing.*>

In the past two decades, the field has shifted away from reductive analyses of the Ot-
toman state as a ‘thing in itself” and toward the textual projects that produced and reified
its history. Rifa‘at Abou-El-Haj issued a clarion cry for revisionist narratives and casti-
gated twentieth-century scholarship on the Ottoman Empire for treating the ‘state’ “as if,
regardless of the passage of time, the state had remained essentially the same” before the
heyday of publishing in Ottoman studies had even fully materialized.>® Gabi Piterberg,
in perhaps the most radical response to this cry, proposed that the ‘state’ itself “is a con-

31 Both Barkey and Darling dedicated future projects to re-working relationships between state
projects and subject populations. Barkey placed the state management of difference at the heart
of imperial projects, and Darling turned precisely toward the ‘ideological backdrop’ in a mas-
terly historical genealogy of the circle of equity: K. Barkey, Empire of Difference: The Otto-
mans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge 2008); L. T. Darling, 4 History of Social Justice
and Political Power in the Middle East: The Circle of Justice From Mesopotamia to Global-
ization (New York 2013).

32 Barkey, Empire of Difference, 100-101.

33 Ibid., 101, passim.

34 Tbid., 14.

35 Ibid.

36 R. A. Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the Modern State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eigh-
teenth Centuries (Syracuse 2005), 11-18.
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structed reification”.>” In more subtle forms, scholars who turned once again to questions
of legitimacy propelled the field further away from normative and static treatments of the
‘state’, and also proposed the most fruitful alternatives to oppositional frameworks of
state/society and center/periphery. Hakan Karateke summarized the import of these stud-
ies in his contribution to a significant collection of essays on ‘state’ legitimacy: “Legiti-
macy is a mutual relation” between a governing body that asserts claims to rightful rule
and a subject population that confers authority by virtue of their submission.?® While he
too relied on the presence of an Ottoman “normative legitimacy”, Karateke’s move from
ideology to legitimacy also precipitated one from structure to practice. Legitimacy’s
‘reach’ through literary productions, ceremonies, public works, monument building, and
welfare projects took center stage in his analysis. These activities constituted a “factual
legitimacy”, according to Karateke, that reinforced a “normative legitimacy” constructed
primarily by state elites. The two in tandem ‘“habituated” both rulers and subjects to
a particular structure of power.? Karateke thus provided a partial answer to his own
question “was legitimacy in pre-modern society a kind of luxury good” by suggesting
that perhaps the normative construct was, but the facts on the ground entailed a more
diverse and differentiated project.*® Gottfried Hagen’s essay on the trope of world order
(nizam-1 alem) focused directly on the “luxury good”. He too identified legitimacy as a
“continuous negotiation between ruler and ruled”, but suggested that this process of ne-
gotiation reaffirms a polarized construct of state and society and belies the emergence of
“a discourse within the central power” concerning order and governance in the Ottoman
world.*! Hagen pivoted from legitimacy conceived as either structure or practice toward
legitimacy as a discourse, produced through the meaningful participation of many actors
in both the Ottoman chancery and scholarly debates of the period. “World order”, in his
telling, is neither “realistic” nor “idealistic”, but rather a historically contingent project
of the intellectual elite. This elite silenced the subject population and deprived them of
agency even as they themselves challenged the authority of the ruler. While Hagen traced
the historically contingent nature of a legitimating discourse, and emphasized the desper-
ate need for attentive analyses of intellectual developments in the Ottoman context, he
also foregrounded a new chasm: between intellectual and administrative venues. Hagen’s
analysis concluded where Karateke’s began, in a presumed divide between elite concep-
tual discourse and administrative practice.

Bogag Ergene’s incisive critique of a static vision of “normative order” provides a
possible bridge across this divide. A regional specialist himself, he combined insights

37 Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy, 161.

38 H. T. Karateke, ‘Legitimizing the Ottoman Sultanate’ in H. T. Karateke and M. Reinkowski,
Legitimizing the Order: The Ottoman Rhetoric of State Power (Leiden 2005), 15.

39 Ibid., 16, 18 and 34. Karateke also draws upon two works of Rodney Barker in order to build
his theory of legitimacy as a mutual relationship: R. Barker, Political Legitimacy and the State
(Oxford 1990); idem, Legitimating Identities: The Self-Presentations of Rulers and Subjects
(Cambridge 2001).

40 Karateke and Reinkowski, Legitimizing the Order, 4.

41 Hagen, ‘Legitimacy and World Order’, 55-57.
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born out of provincial research with a robust theoretical assessment of how the ideologi-
cal principle of justice was neither unitary nor stable.*? Like Hagen, he represented Otto-
man ‘state’ order as a contentious ideological field. However, drawing simultaneously on
the imperial divan-issued rescripts of justice (adaletname) and on treatises produced by
statesmen and littérateurs, Ergene argued that administrative practice was precisely the
domain of ideology creation. The “Ottoman ‘official’ ideology” in Ergene’s alternative
reading, was “specifically associated with the realm of revenue raising” and thus with the
personal benevolence of the ruler.** Ergene depicted the protective relationship between
the Sultan and the agriculturalists as one premised on a discursive “misrecognition” that
transformed a material aim of revenue extraction into the symbolic capital of a just sov-
ereign equitably redistributing resources. He thus drew from subaltern theorists attentive
to ‘cracks’ in hegemonic constructs of authority and Pierre Bourdieu’s conviction that
economic capital is converted into symbolic capital by a deceptive artistry. In this guise,
both the dominant agent (ruler) and the coerced subject “misrecognize” violence for
munificence.** This misrecognition shapes both imperial edicts and subjects’ petitions
for redress, and evinces not false consciousness, but rather the generative process that
produces (and reproduces) an imperial system.

However, Ergene insisted that an “uncritical appropriation of this “official” definition
of justice”, and thus of imperial order, predicated on revenue extraction, reproduces a
state-generated hegemonic discourse in Ottomanist historiography. This statist approach
then leads to the “loss of voices of those ‘dissidents’ who did not necessarily conform to
the official definition of justice”.* Ergene shifted attention instead toward armed rebels
or scribal critics of absolutism who rebuked the sultanate for abandoning its obligations
within a reciprocal administrative order of loyalty and reward. In this framework, justice
served to mark “the proper order and stratification of society” and thus to perpetuate clear
divisions between imperial servants, agriculturalists, and merchants.*® Yet, it is important
to note that these two forms of justice, and thus of ideology production, are not so easily
distinguished from each other. Ergene’s examples of “dissident voices” included regional
power-brokers, courtiers, and bureaucrats such as Kalenderoglu Mehmed, Evliya Celebi,
and Mustafa Ali, who each played a role in re-shaping both administrative strategies
and ideological constructs.*’” While Kalenderoglu Mehmed was a famous rebel com-
mander who orchestrated many victorious campaigns between 1592 and 1610 against
Ottoman forces during the so-called Celali rebellions, he had also been co-opted into

42 B. Ergene, Local Court, Provincial Society, and Justice in the Ottoman Empire: Legal Practice
and Dispute Resolution in Cankiri and Kastamonu (1652-1744) (Leiden 2003).

43 Ergene, ‘On Ottoman Justice’, 64.

44 Tbid., 69.

45 Tbid., 70.

46 Ibid., 75.

47 For references and book-length studies on each of the men referenced by Ergene, consult: R.
Dankoff, An Ottoman Mentality: The World of Evliya Celebi (Leiden 2006), and C. H. Fleisch-
er, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian Mustafa Ali (1541-1600)
(Princeton 1986).
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positions of regional governorship and repeatedly crossed the threshold between loyal
servant and armed dissident.*® This threshold mobility re-affirmed the basic outlines of
state-servant obligations and placed a battle over resources at the ‘center’ of imperial
affairs. Likewise, both Evliya Celebi and Mustafa Ali were directly connected to the im-
perial court, the former through lowly scribal positions and shifting patrons with whom
he journeyed on military and diplomatic campaigns, and the latter as a significant bu-
reaucrat within the imperial chancery. Evliya Celebi’s voluminous compendium of travel
narratives inscribed regional affairs into moral and social hierarchies generated from
within an Istanbul-centric vision of imperial order.*’ As for Mustafa Ali, he served as an
establishment bureaucrat, yet simultaneously censured the abuse of power by particular
dynasts and wrote what is commonly believed to be the first nasihatname that adopted a
newly critical mode.>® Each of these men actively produced a threshold between state-
centric principles of hierarchical order and potential challenges to its reproduction. This
threshold moment should provoke an analytical response, as it potentially steers focus
away from justice as an inherent or static principle and toward the tactics by which that
principle was produced and affirmed as the natural order of the state.

Debating Historical Praxis:
Ottoman Dynastic Genealogies and Political Critique

“The natural order of the state” should now read as a potential trompe [ oeil, tricking the
eye of both Ottoman and Ottomanist into perceiving a described detail as a ‘living’ object
with attributes and agency. However, image production was a key component of early
modern composite courts, which pivoted around the scripts and ceremonials that gov-
erned protocol both inside the palace walls and the formulae of administrative strategies
beyond. While these composite courts relied on patronage networks — carefully delin-
eated circuits of obligation and reward so as to sustain and disperse establishment power
across large territorial domains — they were also dependent on the fashioning of its rulers

48 W. J. Griswold, The Great Anatolian Rebellion (Berlin 1983; Bristol 1992 [2nd ed.]), 357.
Griswold’s work was long a standard for late sixteenth-century provincial upheaval, but inter-
ventions by Sam White and Oktay Ozel have redefined the parameters of the period and set
new guidelines for future research attentive to intersections between administrative, environ-
mental, and demographic transformations. See, respectively, S. White, The Climate of Rebel-
lion in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire (Cambridge 2011); and O. Ozel, The Collapse of
Rural Order in Ottoman Anatolia: Amasya 1576-1643 (Leiden 2016).

49 An abridged version of the 10 volumes can be found in R. Dankoff and S. Kim (eds and trans.),
An Ottoman Traveller: Selections from the Book of Travels of Evliya Celebi (London 2011).
See also Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Besir Aga 448-452 (Vols 1-10 and Pertev Pasa 458-62
(Vols 1-10).

50 A. Tietze, Mustafa ‘Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581 (Vienna 1979). The arguments in the pag-
es which follow were originally formed from work on the manuscript copy of Mustafa Ali’s
Kiinhii’l-ahbar accessed at the Siileymaniye Library (Nuruosmaniye 3409), in addition to Jan
Schmidt’s edited copy, Mustafa ‘Ali’s Kiinhii'l-Ahbdar and Its Preface According to the Leiden
Manuscript (Leiden 1987).
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as idealized embodiments of absolute power. Thus a nexus consisting of the intersection
between palatine courts, image-production, and administered imperial domain became
one of the singular features of courtly establishments reliant on co-opted intermediar-
ies yet intent on broadcasting universalist sovereign claims. Within the Ottoman con-
text, this nexus was partially realized in the emergence of ‘scholar-bureaucrats’, whose
administrative duties and institutionalized status served as the crucible for their varied
intellectual productions.®’ As some of these scholar-bureaucrats fashioned a historical
narrative of the dynasty, they also inscribed a set of expectations for its proper rule.
Two strikingly opposed Ottoman literary elites cum establishment figures illustrate the
ways in which history, critique, and efforts to define the state coalesce. Seyyid Lokman’s
Quintessence of Histories and Mustafa Ali’s Essence of History produced competing
narratives of Ottoman ancestral paths and dynastic glory, yet both definitively positioned
history as the locus of interpretive intervention into the nature of state power.>?

Both works were tied to broader institutional changes within the Ottoman court, to
the appointment of court historians, sehinamecis (or historiographers, a truer label for
their role as fashioners of an imperial genealogy), and to the emergence of a distinctly
‘Ottoman’ professional cadre and literary style. Of the five men who held the post of
sehnameci from approximately 1555 to 1605, Seyyid Lokman’s lengthy tenure in office,
from 1569 to 1596/1597 virtually defined both the position and the stakes involved in
definitions of history and historical legacies at the Ottoman court. And Mustafa Ali (d.
1600), acclaimed litterateur and member of a newly re-fashioned bureaucratic cadre,
typifies an intellectual and political world that was in part shaped by the increased at-
tentiveness within palace artisanal workshops to the language and depiction of dynastic
history. The court historiographers produced a total of fifteen works, including campaign
and court chronicles, general world histories, and specialized dynastic accounts. They
originally followed the Persian epic tradition established by Ferdowsi (d. 1025), who
conjoined early Persian and Islamicate histories into a new historical lineage for the Sa-
manid and Ghaznavid courts, but gradually transitioned into stylized Ottoman verse and
prose, and used historical narrative to shape a unique imperial courtly tradition.>> Argu-
ably then, just as scribal cohorts gradually transitioned from diverse regional and intel-

51 First foregrounded by Kafadar in Between Two Worlds, ‘scholar-bureaucrat’ has now become
commonplace in the field. See A. Atcil, Scholars and Sultans in the Early Modern Ottoman
Empire (Cambridge 2017).

52 Baki Tezcan juxtaposed these two scholar-bureaucrats in his prescient reading of the two texts:
B. Tezcan, ‘The Politics of Early Modern Ottoman Historiography’, in V. H. Aksan with D.
Goftman (eds), The Early Modern Ottomans: Remapping the Empire (Cambridge 2007), 167-
98. His summary provides a useful departure for the arguments presented concerning history
and political thought presented here.

53 However, a simple transition from Persian to Ottoman Turkish is no longer a tenable argument
concerning shifts in literary style during the early modern period. Instead, regional dialects,
mixed genres and vocabularies, and shifts in register indicate a wide diversity of forms and pat-
terns. For a summary of these trends see: C. Woodhead, ‘Ottoman Languages’, in C. Woodhead
(ed.), The Ottoman World (London and New York 2012) 143-158.
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lectual backgrounds into a self-generating professional Ottoman bureaucracy, so too did
the language deployed as a marker of status.>* The former prestige of Arabo-Persianate
models was gradually eclipsed by the formalization of court and courtly aesthetics that
culminated in the reign of Siilleyman (1520-1566). The sixteenth century, with its newly
configured Ottoman conquest of territories throughout Greater Syria, Egypt, Iraq, and the
Mediterranean, can also be viewed as a linguistic conquest. The emphasis on Ottoman, as
distinct from Turkic nomadic roots or rival imperial histories, marked a conscious effort
to fashion a unique textual representation of the imperial establishment and of the elite
culture it both depended on and consciously fostered.

The position of the sehnameci was directly tied to this history of territorial and lin-
guistic displacement, as his role was to ensure the supplanting of past rivals with the
Ottoman present, and to disseminate the dynasty’s new claims to imperial universal-
ism.% Cornell Fleischer argued that the sehnameci position, created around 1555, was
an “attempt by the dynasty to assert direct control of the literary expression of historical
ideology and imperial image”.>® But Baki Tezcan cautioned against this depiction, and
suggested instead that the Sultans did not fully control the competitive visions of impe-
rial ideology or the historical image-production shaped by those appointed in this role.’’
Further, as every court was remade anew upon the accession of the next Sultan, the
establishment could not mask the variability inherent within the very structure of the sul-
tanate itself.>® Thus, even in an effort to exert control over image production, tendencies
toward multiplicity and diversity abounded. This multiplicity is well represented in the
Quintessence and Essence, as Lokman reinforced the triumphant narrative and palace-

54 Woodhead, ‘Ottoman Languages’; T. Artan, ‘Questions of Ottoman Identity and Architectural
History’, in D. Arnold, E. A. Ergut, and B. T. Ozkaya (eds), Rethinking Architectural Histori-
ography (London 2006), 86-109.

55 For key texts that address the links between conquest, scribal cohorts, and courtly languages,
see H. E. Cipa, The Making of Selim: Succession, Legitimacy, and Memory in the Early Mod-
ern Ottoman World (Bloomington 2017); K. Sahin, Empire and Power in the Reign of Siiley-
man: Narrating the Sixteenth-Century Ottoman World (New York 2013); and J. Shinder, ‘Early
Ottoman Administration in the Wilderness: Some Limits on Comparison’, LJMES, 9 (1978),
497-517.

56 C. H. Fleischer, ‘The Lawgiver as Messiah: The Making of the Imperial Image in the Reign of
Siileyman’, in G. Veinstein (ed.), Soliman Le Magnifique et Son Temps, Actes Du Colloque de
Paris (Paris 1992), 172.

57 The classic treatments of the sesinameci can be found in C. Woodhead, ‘An Experiment in Of-
ficial Historiography: The Post of Sehnameci in the Ottoman Empire, c. 1555-1605°, WZKM,
75 (1983), 157-182; E. Fetvaci, ‘Office of the Ottoman Court Historian’, in R. G. Ousterhout
(ed.), Studies on Istanbul and Beyond (Philadelphia 2007), 7-21.

58 Selim II (1. 1566-74) exemplifies this ‘remaking’ process in the breach, as the strained conditi-
ons of the treasury meant that he was barely capable of paying the necessary donatives to en-
sure loyalty amongst his own attendants, much less the military corps who were dependent on
these ‘gifts’ to replenish their salaries or their stalled revenue extraction from land grants. Ho-
wever, for one of the best examples of scholarship devoted to the Ottoman dynast’s immense
efforts to first achieve the sultanate and then sustain his authority, consult E. Cipa, The Making
of Selim: Succession.
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centric goals of his later patron, Murad III (r. 1574-1595), and Mustafa Ali continued
his protracted critique of profligate power and the misalignment of order within the late
sixteenth-century dynastic court. Tezcan, himself dedicated to a critique of the label ‘ab-
solutist’ for the early modern Ottoman establishment, argues instead for a gradual deper-
sonalization of rule and expansion of elite influence.® Ironically, in Tezcan’s treatment,
the Ottoman state, while failing to control sixteenth and seventeenth-century image pro-
ductions, widely succeeded in doing so during the eighteenth, where a near monopoly of
voices was achieved.®® He therefore suggests that impersonal rule lends itself to hege-
monic power, rather than undermining it, a point historians of the modern state might do
well to contemplate.®! The official position of the court historiographer was short-lived,
phased out by the beginning of the seventeenth century. Yet the remaining sections of this
essay suggest that the courtly status of history that the post initially enshrined, and the
role that historical vision played as a dynamic forum for bids to power and grandeur in a
competitive early modern political environment did indeed endure, as did the Empire its
practitioners sought to see triumph even when later adopting a critical mode.

Lokman’s Quintessence of Histories (Ziibdetii t-tevarih) is actually a ‘copy’ of sorts:
three codices produced from a scroll, the Tomar-1 hiimayun (the Imperial Scroll) com-
pleted during the reign of Siileyman.®> The codices were probably not finalized until
the 1580s, under the tutelage of the court historiographer Seyyid Lokman along with
calligraphers and painters during Murad III’s (1574-95) tenure. The most dramatic dif-
ference between scroll and codex inheres in the visual imagery: the Lokman workshop
turned illustrated Qur’anic quotations into scenes from the lives of prophets and early
Muslim companions, and included portraiture for the corpus of Ottoman Sultans.®® The
scroll and the codices position Osman’s dynastic house within a genealogical history that
begins with a cosmological chart of the world’s origins, and then sketches parallel con-
nections of prophets and kings in ancient Persian and pre-Islamic dynasties emanating
out from the first humans, Adam and Eve. This remains a highly selective genealogy,

59 Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire; idem, ‘Lost in Historiography: An Essay on the Reasons
for the Absence of a History of Limited Government in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire’,
Middle Eastern Studies, 45 (2009), 477-505.

60 This is ironic, as historians of the Empire tend to equate the eighteenth century with the rise
of provincial notables and with the escalating influence of ‘Western” imperialist intervention,
and hence with the collapse of centralized state authority. Classic examples of this approach
can be found in: A. Hourani, ‘Ottoman Reform and the Politics of Notables’, in W. R. Polk and
R. L. Chambers (eds), Beginnings of Modernization in the Middle East: The Nineteenth Cen-
tury (Chicago 1981), 36-66; E. R. Toledano, ‘The Emergence of Ottoman-Local Elites (1700-
1900): A Framework for Research’, in 1. Pappé and M. Maoz (eds), Middle Eastern Politics
and Ideas: A History from Within (London 1997), 145-162. Only recently has this vision been
revised, to reflect the ‘partnerships’ that all but defined Ottoman rule: A. Yaycioglu, Partners
of the Empire: The Crisis of the Ottoman Order in the Age of Revolutions (Stanford 2016).

61 Tezcan, ‘Ottoman Historiography’, 169.

62 E. Fetvaci, ‘From Print to Trace: An Ottoman Imperial Portrait Book and its Western European
Models’, The Art Bulletin, 95 (2013), 243-268.

63 W. G. Andrews, Poetry s Voice, Society s Song: Ottoman Lyric Poetry (Seattle 1985).
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however, as only Muhammad and the first four successors receive detailed enumeration,
and even the early Ottoman rulers up until Mehmed II were merely listed, rather than
fully described. Mehmed II alone punctuates this summary treatment with the title “emir
of emirs, khan of khans, and gaysar of Rum”, but not until Siileyman does any copious
detail re-emerge. Although this genealogical map places the Ottomans within diverse lin-
eages, and uniquely also traces the chains of transmission (si/siles) of religious scholars
and Sufis, with the arrival of the Ottoman dynasty, all contemporary rivals disappear. The
scroll introduces Siileyman’s reign with an adapted Qur’anic quotation from 3:110: “Of
all the communities raised among men you are the best, enjoining the good, forbidding
the wrong”.% Tezcan suggested that the scroll and the Quintessence created a monumen-
tal world in which Siileyman’s exploits paralleled God’s creation of the universe. As the
preambles of both scroll and codices explain: “God’s creation of the heavens and earth
starts the text, and Siileyman’s conquests were to end it”.%> The suggestion that the Otto-
man dynasty possessed no parallels (imagistic or textual) reinforced Lokman’s presenta-
tion of Osman’s genealogy as a “final world order”.°® All hierarchy was now subsumed
within the auspices of sultanic grandeur, and Siileyman’s actions set the parameters of
just and proper governance.

Mustafa Ali’s the Essence of History (Kiinhii’l-ahbar), stands in stark contrast to
Lokman’s projection of the Ottoman state. Mustafa Ali fiercely criticized Lokman and
disparaged his literary abilities, but the conflict between them was as much ideological
as it was stylistic: Lokman confabulated the Ottomans as the end of history, while Ali
forewarned of the Empire’s end. Left incomplete when he died in 1600, it joins a corpus
of his works (Council for the Sultans and Seasons of Sovereignty) that together embodied
a rising discontent among elite scholars with sultanic rule. Mustafa Ali devotes the pref-
ace of the Essence, unlike the entire text of the Quintessence, to a more comprehensive
account of previous Muslim dynastic courts and their legacies, including the Safavids
of Persia, Mughals of India, and the Uzbeks of Central Asia. In fact, Ali’s Seasons was
almost entirely devoted to past dynasties that had once triumphantly ruled, but had now
disappeared without a trace. Fleischer adroitly reads the significance of this choice: “the
moral of this arrangement of material is clear: the Ottoman state, placed in a compara-
tive historical context, was subject to the same historical cycles as other states, and could
fall apart as quickly as it had risen”.%” Jan Schmidt, however, cautions against a strong
reading of Mustafa Ali’s comparativism and provides a reminder that the intersection
between narrative devices and political agendas must be analyzed, not assumed.®® Easy

64 B. Tezcan, ‘Ottoman Historical Writing’, in J. Rabasa, M. Sato, E. Tortarolo, and D. Woolf
(eds), The Oxford History of Historical Writing, Vol. 3 (Oxford 2015), 192-211.

65 Ibid., 208.

66 Ibid., 174.

67 Quote from C. H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian
Mustafa Ali (1541-1600) (Princeton 1986), 178. Cited by Tezcan, 177.

68 1. Schmidt, Pure Water for Thirsty Muslims: A Study of Mustafa ‘Ali of Gallipolis Kiinhii
l-Ahbar (Leiden 1991). Thanks go to the anonymous reviewer for bringing this point to my at-
tention.
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renderings of the relation between the two can, as Christine Woodhead has argued, lead
scholars astray, particularly with regard to the rather mysteriously short-lived yet criti-
cal post of the sehnameci.” Hence, Woodhead’s careful consideration of the import and
potential impact of the sesinameci as an institution leads toward a broader assessment of
the meaning of history as an Ottoman courtly practice. On the one hand she notes that
sehname manuscripts functioned in part “to establish an acceptably ‘correct’ Ottoman
historical record”.”® Yet Woodhead also suggests a rather limited, palace-centric audience
for this stylized image and emphasizes that these commissioned histories acted more as
objets d’art than propagandistic pamphlets. As “literary-historical texts which seem to be
neither one thing nor the other and not to lead anywhere”, these works confound simplis-
tic interpretations.”! They also, however, lead directly toward the discursive possibilities
outlined above, wherein the textual and the political are of a piece, rather than distinct
fields acting upon each other. In this case, the ‘audience’ is perhaps less important than
the ‘act’ of production itself, along with the forms and structures adopted so as to show-
case the Ottoman rulers in a period of pronounced military achievement and diplomatic
success.

It is possible to clarify this observation by returning to the juxtaposition of Lokman
and Mustafa Ali. These two texts embody overlapping interpretive conflicts for the Otto-
manist: how to assess the relationship between elite literary productions and the sultanate
as the ultimate patron, and how to understand what role ‘history’ played in these stylized
itineraries of dynastic power. With regard to patronage, it is perhaps sufficient here to
think briefly of commensurate courtly practices across Eurasia, wherein the position of a
royal historiographer, the production and collection of embellished and illustrated manu-
scripts, and the link between stylized verse and dynastic myth had become part of a shared
vocabulary of sovereignty by the seventeenth century.”” As for the meaning of history
within these literary productions, Lokman and the sehiname genre more generally em-
bodies a performative mode while Mustafa Ali writes from within an evaluative posture.
Lokman thus adopts the panegyric and performs Ottoman exceptionalism, while Mustafa
Ali invokes a form of imperial comparativism that ultimately lends itself to a more criti-
cal stance even if he too seeks to sustain a vision of Ottoman greatness. Thus, although
Lokman’s text drew on the comparative tactics of historians such as Ibn Khaldun, he re-
mained wedded to an internal genealogy of power, and therefore to the reproduction of a

69 C. Woodhead, Reading Ottoman ‘Sehnames’: Official Historiography in the Late Sixteenth
Century’, S, 104 (2007), 67-80.

70 Ibid., 68.

71 Tbid.

72 Woodhead draws attention to comparative practices as well. See especially pages 76-78. For
broader discussions of commensurate courtly practices attentive to language, see the introduc-
tion to P. F. Bang and D. Kotodziejczyk (eds), Universal Empire: A Comparative Approach to
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gime, 1500-1750 (London 1999).
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distinctive Ottoman imperial glory.”> Lokman’s selective use of comparative indices sets
him apart from Ibn Khaldun’s critical historical agenda, one that gradually seeped into the
conscious labors of Ottoman scholar-bureaucrats.” In his Mugqaddima, or prolegomena
to a new historical vision, Ibn Khaldun criticized the absence of evaluative labor in most
practitioners of ‘history’ (tarikh): “Other historians, then, came with too brief a presenta-
tion (of history). They went to the extreme of being satisfied with the names of kings,
without any genealogical or historical information, and with only a numerical indication
of the length of their reigns.”” Evinced here is the indictment of a narrow vision of the
historical craft, framed within the Ottoman context as tahrir ii tasnif: ‘tahrir’ indicating
the simple act of recording, based on what one has witnessed, or based on reports (ak#-
bar) either heard of or read, and ‘fasnif”designating the classifying and ordering of things
both past and present.”® Neither, however, draws on a particular philosophy or rationale
through which names, dates, and reported speech or acts might be organized. True, farikh
inherently called for an organizational practice, and thus for a textualized vision of order,
but Ibn Khaldun aspired to something more than either chronological ordering or the
mere classification of reported speech or events. He insisted that the true craft of his-
tory moved beyond “parroted” or obsequious speech, and toward a comparative analysis
that weighed principles of human and cultural behavior along with reported action. Only
through history as a methodical disciplinary practice, according to Ibn Khaldun, might
we avoid “stumbling and slipping”. He indicts those who “trust historical information
in its plain transmitted form” and those who have “no clear knowledge of the principles
resulting from custom, the fundamental facts of politics, the nature of civilization, or the
conditions governing human social organization”.”” History-writing, in this mode, entails
historiographical thinking — an intervention into the density of the past and the politics
of the present. It was arguably this interpretive intervention via historical writing that
Mustafa Ali and other reform-minded scholar-bureaucrats of the long sixteenth century
adopted as a means to assess the nature of the Ottoman state in an era of perceived crisis,
to then locate this crisis within a disordered conceptual and political realm, and finally to
seek a restorative mechanism so as to affirm Ottoman longevity.”®

73 Ibn Khaldun played an influential role in the formation of an Ottoman critical mode. Here I am
attentive not to his vision of cyclical history, but rather to his emphasis on historical praxis it-
self.

74 As previously referenced, Fleischer traced this influence in ‘Royal Authority, Dynastic Cy-
clism, and ‘Ibn Khaldinism’ in Sixteenth-Century Ottoman Letters’.

75 Tbn Khaldun, The Muqgaddimah; An Introduction to History, ed. F. Rosenthal (New York 1958),
7.

76 See also S. Buzov’s ‘History’ in J. J. Elias, Key Themes for the Study of Islam (London 2014),
182-199.

77 Ibn Khaldun, The Muqaddimah, 11.

78 Gottfried Hagen and Ethan L. Menchinger propose that “a full-fledged philosophy of history
as a distinct field of inquiry has never developed in Ottoman letters”. Rather, they clarify, Otto-
mans worked within the “pragmatics of historiography” and despite a “highly variegated body
of historical writing”, produced “remarkably homogenous” works. See ‘Ottoman Historical
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Thus, within the works of those such as Mustafa Ali and later Katip Celebi (d. 1657),
this notion of interpretive and interventative ordering, as among the duties incumbent
upon the writer of history, came increasingly to represent a critical assessment of Otto-
man sovereignty set against a standard of proper order and justice. This model of order
and justice, cumulatively defined by the varied branches of jurisprudence, philosophy,
and theology, together shaped an ideology of just government deployed increasingly as
a new historical criticism.” Idris-i Bitlisi, in an oft-cited formula, evoked this notion
during a period when he himself was co-opted into an emergent Ottoman bureaucracy.
In his Qaniin-i shehinshdhi he draws on an aphorism in Arabic: ‘“The justice is in placing
everything in its proper place’.8° Here it is worth noting that Bitlisi’s explicit linking of
justice and proper order arose from within a particularly volatile competitive terrain. As
the Osman confederacy sought to eclipse disparate trans-regional Eurasian rivals and
formalize its own nascent institutions, scribal personages and traditions became a kind
of battleground on which new sovereign claims took distinct textual form. Bitlisi serves
as a harbinger for a new politics of the text, in which mechanisms for ordering and orga-
nizing imperial affairs produced in the chancery contained within them both a concep-
tual mapping of power and a mechanism for administrative practice. Rescripts of justice
(adaletname), legal protocols (kanunname), and registers of sultanic edicts (miihimme
defterleri) dispersed this combined map and mechanism, a form of ‘textual habitus’,
across Ottoman domains and beyond.®! These textual forms are components of an active
imperial archive, a textual repository that guided the dynastic establishment, Ottoman

Thought’, in Pr. Duara, V. Murthy, and A. Sartori (eds), 4 Companion to Global Historical
Thought (West Sussex 2014), 92-106. Quoted passages can be found on page 93. Here I aim to
identify the ‘uses’ of history as a potential political mode and leave aside the question of his-
tory as a theoretical or philosophical quest.

79 For general surveys of these varied intellectual strands and their lineages, see G. Cooper, ‘Med-
icine and the Political Body: A Metaphor at the Crossroads of Four Civilizations’, unpub-
lished paper delivered at the Healing Arts across the Mediterranean: Communities, Knowledge
and Practices Symposium, Rutgers University, 2014; D. Gutas, Greek Thought, Arabic Cul-
ture: The Graeco-Arabic Translation Movement in Baghdad and Early Abbasid Society (2nd-
4th/8th-10th Centuries) (London 1999); and M. Shefer-Mossensohn, Science Among the Otto-
mans: The Cultural Creation and Exchange of Knowledge (Austin 2015).

80 O. Basaran, ‘Idris-i Bitlisi hakkinda bazi yeni bilgiler’, Journal of Academic Studies, 4 (2002);
H. Tavakkoli, Idris-i Bitlisi nin Kanun-1 Sehinsahi sinin Tenkidli Nesri ve Tiirk¢ceye Terciimesi
(Istanbul 1974). Christopher Markiewicz composed a definitive statement of the conflicting
loyalties and identities of the Timurid-Ottoman context of Idris-i Bitlisi’s patronage: C. Mar-
kiewicz, ‘The Crisis of Rule in Late Medieval Islam: A Study of Idris Bidlist (861-926/1457-
1520) and Kingship at the Turn of the Sixteenth Century’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-
versity of Chicago, 2015.

81 ‘Textual habitus’ adapts Pierre Bourdieu’s notions of field and habitus as structured and ‘en-
structuring’ sets of relationships between agents, individuals, and modes of knowledge-making
with Brinkley Messick’s identification of a legal textual terrain peculiar to Islamicate forms of
jurisprudential authority. See P. Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice (Cambridge 1977)
and B. Messick, The Calligraphic State: Textual Domination and History in a Muslim Society
(Berkeley 1996).
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scholar-bureaucrats, and Ottomanist researchers alike in their quest to define the state.
They thus also serve as the embodiment of an ‘Ottoman way’, a point the conclusion of
this essay will engage with below.

As one example of how Ottoman scholar-bureaucrats engaged with the textual repos-
itory of imperial action, Mustafa Ali transposed notions of justice, order, and the text into
a new analytical position. This analytical mode, in which critics cum historians gradually
moved from characterizing the Sultan as just to identifying systems of just governance,
thereby also inspired a shift from defining the state via the personhood of the ruler to
locating it within the mechanisms of administrative action.®? Even if the Sultan remained
as the nominal guarantor of a just system, Mustafa Ali epitomized the sense that it is the
historian or critic who places the volatility of the past and present into a proper order, and
even divines what that order entails. In so doing, history becomes a particular praxis, or
rather, it becomes historiographical, interpretive, and thereby a mode of political action.
Thus, Mustafa Ali looked precisely for the essence (kiinh) of chronological order (ah-
bar), sifting through materials compiled by other historians and yet arguing not, like ibn
Khaldun, for a new philosophy or science of history, but rather for a reformed vision of
political theory. Ali described the erosion of impartiality, meritocracy, morality, and loy-
alty within the Ottoman realm and interpreted them as the consequential loss of an inher-
ent order of things. Within this rubric, Lokman’s opposition to Mustafa Ali was not just in
his affirmation of absolutism, but also in his emplacement of the Ottoman Sultans within
a genealogy of order untouched by the interpretive intervention of the historians’ craft.
If, according to Lokman, the Sultans joined a chain of transmitted genealogies (nasab),
and were thus lifted outside of time and into the sphere of tradition, accepted by faith and
presumed sacred, then historical judgment would lack standing, and sovereignty itself
be removed from critique. Alternatively, within Mustafa Ali’s form of political theory
and criticism, justice may form the primary criterion of order, but therein sovereignty
itself should be defined, and potentially curtailed by, just order. The codices and scroll
produced under Lokman’s supervision suggested that proper order inhered within the
dynasty itself. For Mustafa Ali, that order resided not only in just governance, but also in

82 Careful consideration of the vocabulary of ‘state’/state in Ottoman historical writing contin-
ues to yield invigorating discussions that address the relationship between textual and territo-
rial claims to power. For examples of key works that also argue for the gradual disentangle-
ment of the ‘state’ from the personhood of the Sultan over the course of the long sixteenth cen-
tury see: H. Yilmaz, ‘The Sultan and the Sultanate: Envisioning Rulership in the Age of Siil-
eyman the Lawgiver (1520-1566)’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 2004,
and M. Sariyannis, ‘Ruler and State, State and Society in Ottoman Political Thought’, THR, 4
(2013), 83-117. Einar Wigen pushes these discussions further to suggest that while state may
have played a key role in Ottoman intellectual and bureaucratic circles, it remains unclear as to
whether or not we can assume any coincidence across terms for ‘empire’ in Ottoman v. Otto-
manist usages: E. Wigen, ‘Ottoman Concepts of Empire’, Contributions to the History of Con-
cepts, 8 (2013), 44-66. I also address notions of empire and the variable uses of the term devlet
and the intersection between justice, state, and sovereignty in H. L. Ferguson, The Proper Order
of Things: Language, Power and Law in Ottoman Administrative Discourses (Stanford 2018).
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proper critique, which potentially served as a standard against which any Sultan should
be judged. Critique was premised on juxtaposition with past forms and experiences, and
thus on history. The critic cum historian thereby constructed an ideal ‘state’ so as to im-
prove the Empire’s current state of affairs.

These debates concerning the nature of historical praxis within an expanding Otto-
man literary and conceptual sphere, serve to re-situate questions that attend to the nature
of sovereignty, its limits and its heritage, in a broader intellectual terrain circumscribed
by Ottoman statesmen and elite producers themselves. The historiographical arguments
concerning early modern courtly politics and the state that opened this essay can thus
be addressed from within this evolving practice of political analysis and critique itself.
The categories deployed by Mustafa Ali and Lokman, and the strategies made available
to them by a rich cultural tradition intent on demarcating the nature of just governance
within dynasties ruled by self-professed Muslims, constitute their own basis for analy-
sis and interpretation. These categories, and this cultural tradition, further provide an
alternative rubric for assessing the Ottoman imperial narrative: the role that categories
for order and classification played as simultaneously strategies of governance and frame-
works for critique. This rubric reframes any discussion of the ‘long sixteenth century’ as
one of a persistent struggle over the categories of sovereignty, the nature of just rule, and
the principles of ordered administration. History and history-writing was one of the key
domains in which these struggles transpired.

The Vulnerabilities of Ottoman Imperial Power:
Vicissitudes of History and Historiography

Lokman and Mustafa Ali’s disparate use of dynastic genealogies enabled an alternate as-
sessment of conceptual paradigms for the Ottoman state, one that positioned institution-
alized courtly politics and formulae as components of ‘state’-making achieved through
history-writing. Both authors, despite the dramatic oppositions outlined above, produced
chronicles and treatises intent on capturing the broad sweep of chronological patterns and
locating the Ottoman dynasty within this diachronic arc. This section turns instead to a
sehname treatise composed within a particular moment, the opening years of the long war,
or fifteen years’ war, with the Habsburgs in Ottoman-occupied Hungary (1591/2-1606).
The treatise demonstrates that the use of history-writing as a potential mode of political
critique traversed genres and personages and may also have shaped later court-produced
rescripts of Ottoman dynastic history. One of the more significant treatises of the opening
events of this campaign, Talikizade’s (d. 1599) Sehname-i hiimayun, placed these military
encounters within a broader commentary on the vicissitudes of Ottoman imperial power.®?

83 Christine Woodhead provided a critical commentary and edition of this text in Ta likizade s
Sehname-i Hiimayiin. A History of the Ottoman Campaign into Hungary 1593—94 (Berlin
1983). She further outlined the larger stakes involved in the position of court historian in
Woodhead, ‘An Experiment’. For a comprehensive study of manuscript production and image
management at the Ottoman court during the period, see E. Fetvaci, Picturing History at the
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His treatise, though stylized as a campaign history (gazaname), also exemplifies the de-
velopment of insa prose, with its hybrid linguistic and lyrical forms, in the second half of
the sixteenth century. It thus showcases the glory of the Empire, both through the literary
virtuosity of its statesmen, and in the narrative of its challenges and accomplishments.
Talikizade was first a court scribe and then the fourth sehnameci (serving from 1591-
1600). He had also served as a census registrar (fahrir katibi) and campaign clerk (sefer
katibi) before becoming a fixture in the imperial divan, first simply as a copyist for daily
transactions of the council, and then as a stylist for the court itself.®* His interaction with
the textual habitus of the Ottoman establishment thus traversed forms intended to record
and document administrative practice, and those intended to transform those practices into
a literary declamation of imperial might. Talikizade’s Sehname tracks the opening years
of the long war, and concentrates on the 1594 siege of Yanik (Gyor). Christine Woodhead
suggested that the campaign served only as the scaffolding for his literary display, as there
was very little focus on the minutiae of the military venture itself.3> However, at three
critical points in the text—in the panegyric opening, in reports concerning the council of
war with Sinan Pasha as the campaign commenced, and upon news of the accession of
Mehmed III (r. 1595-1603)—Talikizade showcased the fundamental structure of the Otto-
man sfate and the sultanate. At these moments the campaign treatise breaks to enumerate
the organizational structures of the Empire, comment on its history, and thereby transform
the larger imperial project into an object of representation and, subtly, of criticism.

In the opening, he references a previous work, the Semailname (Book of Disposi-
tions) in which he had outlined the features of sultanic rule deemed “admirable” and
essential to the strength and vitality of the Ottoman dynasty.®® Seemingly, Murad I1I
criticized this text when he reviewed its pages and Talikizade left for the campaign in
Hungary deeply disturbed that he had incurred sultanic disfavor.’’ The Semailname’s

Ottoman Court (Bloomington and Indianapolis 2013); a shorter version of her arguments con-
cerning the significance of patronage in the composition of official historical narratives can be
found in eadem, ‘Office of the Ottoman Court Historian’, in R. G. Ousterhout (ed.), Studies on
Istanbul and Beyond: The Freely Papers, Vol. 1 (Philadelphia 2007), 7-21.

84 Woodhead, ‘Taligizade Mehmed’.

85 Woodhead, Ta 'likizade s Sehname-i Hiimayin, 3 and 68-70.

86 The first Semailname -i Al-i Osman was produced during Seyyid Lokman’s tenure as sehnameci
and during the viziership of Sokullu Mehmed Pasha, who invested heavily in the textual icon-
ization of Ottoman imperial history and power. The first copy was dated 1579, and gave rise to
a number of manuscripts that followed its formal elements: illustrated portraits of the Sultans,
carefully crafted genealogies of their claim to dynastic legitimacy, and descriptions of both the
physical and moral attributes of a just and wise sovereign. Fetvaci, Picturing History at the Ot-
toman Court, 139-141. On the emergence of a trans-regional focus on portraiture and display
as part of a performance of imperial power see the essays by G. Necipoglu, ‘Word and Image:
The Serial Portraits of Ottoman Sultans in Comparative Perspective’, and J. Raby, ‘From Eu-
rope to Istanbul’, in S. Kangal (ed.), The Sultan s Portrait: Picturing the House of Osman’ (Is-
tanbul 2000), 22-61 and 136-163.

87 Woodhead, ‘Reading Ottoman Se/inames’, 72. Woodhead argues that Talikizade himself indi-
cated this purported disfavor by crafting a defense of the text within the re-organized compila-
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purported emphasis on Murad III’s renowned poetic and intellectual talents may have
played one role in garnering the Sultan’s scorn.®® The post of the sehnameci during Mu-
rad III’s reign was tasked with countering an outpouring of critical literature in the guise
of advice manuals typified by Mustafa Ali. His accusations directed both implicitly and
explicitly at Murad III suggested that the sultanate had departed from the ideal and be-
come a profligate court, one that had abandoned just governance and campaigning for
personal indulgence and lavish entertainment behind palace walls. Thus, poetic talent,
no matter how great, may not have been the image best captured within the pages of the
Semailname. In fact, when Talikizade composes his Sesiname and includes a rescript of
the “admirable qualities” listed in the Semailname he abandons poetry for the idealized
image of dynastic legitimacy and grandeur. He thus repeats a full list of 20 qualities,
including adherence to Sunni Islam and the Hanafi legal school, continuous dynastic suc-
cession, guardianship of the holy cities and dominion of both land and sea, the diversity
and prosperity of the Empire’s inhabitants, the extension of a system of just rule, adher-
ence to the sharia, cultivated behavior of the Sultans themselves (adab), the enforcement
of law, the maintenance of a solvent treasury, and respect for freehold property.?® While
presumably attached to the personhood of Murad III, they also come to identify a trope
of sovereign authority which is thus also implicitly attached to the sultanate rather than
to any individual Sultan.

The Sehname visibly deploys this sleight of hand, or slippage from Sultan to sul-
tanate, within the ensuing pages. First, the 20 attributes become the framework from
within which he shaped the episodic narrative of the campaign. Almost immediately,
they form an implicit critique of conditions reported to the current Grand Vezir, Sinan
Pasha, concerning Ottoman administrative tactics in the Hungarian occupied territories.
Local complaints concerning the Ottoman establishment’s neglect of fortress defenses,
the increased numbers of soldiers too inexperienced to adequately police borders, lapsed
attention to securing just rule over the population that had increased the likelihood of
complaint and rebellion in combination meant that the loyalty of the region as a whole to
the Ottoman sovereign was fragile and must be restored.”® The narrative Talikizade con-
structed suggests that while the military campaign might secure the borders and reassert
territorial control, the larger questions of allegiance could only be resolved with a full
commitment to proper governing strategies.

Toward the end of the text, upon the accession of Mehmed I11, Talikizade breaks from
the vaguely chronological flow of the narrative to compose the traditional formal tribute

tion of sultanic attributes subsequently presented in his Sehname. See The Present *““Terrour of
the World”? Contemporary Views of the Ottoman Empire C1600°, History, 72 (1987), 20-37;
and Woodhead, 7a likizdde s Sehname-i Hiimayin 17-19, and 114-33.

88 For an additional effort to trace these potential criticisms and their meaning for both the post
of the sehnameci and the role of sultanic patronage, see C. Woodhead ‘Murad III and the His-
torians: Representations of Ottoman Imperial Authority in Late 16th Century Historiography’,
in Karateke and Reinkowski (eds), Legitimizing the Order, 85-98.

89 Woodhead, Ta 'likizade s Sehname-i Hiimayin, 17-19, and 114-133.

90 Ibid., 15b-20a, and 143-154.
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and advice-giving that marked the consecration of a new Sultan. He composed 382 verses
that included praise, counsel, and a record of past glories so as to outline future hopes for
the Empire. Contained within this praise, however, was a reckoning in which he enumer-
ated the contemporary woes that plagued the dynasty.”! These woes had become part of
a new critical voice amongst statesmen and literati such as Mustafa Ali concerned by
shifts in the fortunes of the Empire, and would reach a fevered pitch in the first decades
of the seventeenth century.”” Through the organization of the Sehname, Talikizade cata-
pulted the woes of the street into the pages of a text shaped within the palace workshop.
Talikizade first reasserts the importance of the proper ordering of society, and the role of
the Sultan in bringing harmony to the disparate elements of the realm. He references all
the typical concerns: lapsed boundaries between the military and the productive classes;
the breakdown of the traditional backbone of the Ottoman forces, the sipahi cavalryman,
who were deserting their duty to appear readily equipped for war; the rampant abuse of
power amongst state agents and insistence on personal reward rather than replenishing the
imperial treasury; the increased distance of the Sultan from administrative and military
affairs, with the result that tyranny abounded and justice faltered, and dismay that officials
whose job it was to administer justice across the realm (especially the kad, in Talikizade’s
judgment) were not adequately appointed or were transferred too often to fully perform
their duties.” Talikizade concludes this section with a customary posture of humility, in-
dicating that the Sultan knew best, and yet simultaneously asserting that the sanctity and
felicity of the realm depended on the sovereign’s ability to take wise counsel.?*
Talikizade’s treatise therefore ends not in triumphant expectation of future sultanic
glory, but rather in the chaos accompanying Sinan Pasha’s dismissal from office, and the
failures of his successor, Ferhad Pasha, to deal with a revolt in Wallachia and Moldavia
or to prevent the loss of the key fortress of Esztergom. The re-appointment of Sinan Pa-
sha, and plans for a new campaign season led by the Sultan himself in 1596, referenced
in the final folios of the treatise, ultimately bore fruit in Mehmed III’s conquest of Eger.
However, the mixed success of Ottoman efforts to control invaded territories, and to as-
sert continuous rule over a region with independent political forces and ideological narra-
tives, ultimately led not to universalist power, but, in Talikizade’s estimation, a weakened
authority tempered by political infighting, inconsistent management, and improper adher-
ence to the principles of governance. Talikizade’s sehname cum gazaname thus embod-
ied a bricolage of textual genres: chronicle (tarih), reportage and classification of events
(tahrir i tasnif), treatise on etiquette and proper comportment (adab), and advice manual
(nasihatname). Consequently, it also blended varied authoritative voices typical of these
genres to sustain his portrait of both campaign and Empire: Qur’anic citations, references
to the hadith, poetic conventions quoted or invented, and traditions of kingly virtues and
attributes actively propounded within Arabo-Persianate and Tiirkmenid contexts such as

91 Ibid., 62 and 105a-119a; 366-411.

92 Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire, 3-5.

93 Woodhead, Ta likizade s Sehname-i Hiimayiin, 109a-113b, and 380-397.
94 Tbid., 113b, and 397.
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the circle of equity (daire-i adalet). This bricolage of styles and voices was brought to
bear on one pivotal question posed within the folios of the Sesiname: in the midst of war
and potential imperial crisis, what are the foundational principles of the Ottoman state
and how might they be enacted so as to secure present borders and future fortunes?

The framework for this question, one that seeks principles in the past to safeguard
the present and ensure the durability of the Empire, places the scholar-bureaucrats and
sehnamecis briefly surveyed here within a larger corpus of actors engaged in reflective
analysis. Seyyid Lokman, Mustafa Ali, and Talikizade may have differed in their agen-
das and positions within the Ottoman establishment, but in combination they embody
an obsessive focus on the state, and thus generated part of a textual web that defined its
power. This power, across these perhaps idiosyncratic representatives of a more general-
ized shift during the ‘long sixteenth century’, was more vulnerable and even fabricated
than absolute. Lokman, who foregrounded the Sultan and staunchly defended his abso-
lute discretionary power, in actuality oversaw the production of a scroll and codices that
focused instead on the courtly establishment: viziers, scribes, dignitaries, and servants
of the realm. In other words, the court itself replaced the Sultan, for whom the elaborate
apparatus of text and image had been intended to sacralize and enshrine. Mustafa Ali
projected an idealized past, an ‘Ottoman way’ or kanun against which the perceived
present crisis was measured.”> Even more pressing, he suggested that absolute power
was in itself a corrupted goal. And Talikizade turned panegyric into critique, by insert-
ing attributes of just rule into a sehiname/campaign chronicle that narrated intrigue and
disorder. Each of these actors was himself part of a ‘way-making’ or kanun-making es-
tablishment, and thus traversed boundaries between conceptual and administrative map-
pings of the dynasty and its imperial domains. While this ‘Ottoman way’ may have been
retrospectively constituted, even as it drew from kanun-making activities of the imperial
council, it suggests a clear sense that the Ottoman state was a thing that must be made,
or rather, constantly re-made, through the combined activities of sword and pen. The vul-
nerability of the state, then, also highlights the vicissitudes of ‘state’-making, or rather,
of historiographical efforts to affix statechood within an analytical rubric. Ottomans and
Ottomanists alike strained in their effort to achieve this goal. As present practitioners of
the craft, we thus also strive to avoid parroted speech or a derivative re-transmission of
past knowledge, and engage instead an analysis that weighs principles against practice
so as to define structures of knowledge and methods of knowledge-making peculiar to
the period of study.

95 A phrase now key to the field since Fleischer’s discussion in Bureaucrat and Intellectual in
the Ottoman Empire where he also linked it to an emerging “bureaucratic consciousness” that
Mustafa Ali typified. See esp. pages 214-231 and Guy Burak’s reference to the importance of a
“Rumi way” that frames the legal activities of the Ottoman establishment as well in G. Burak,
The Second Formation of Islamic Law: The Hanafi School in the Early Modern Ottoman Em-
pire (New York 2015), 99-100.






« LE SULTAN DES DEUX TERRES ET DES DEUX MERS » :
REPRESENTATIONS DIPLOMATIQUES DE L’ESPACE
POLITIQUE OTTOMAN AU XVIE SIECLE

Giines ISIKSEL"

\
A PARTIR DES ANNEES 1550, les dignitaires ottomans prennent davantage conscience des
limites géographiques et culturelles du monde qui les entoure. La consolidation des fron-
tieres existantes de I’empire devient alors la priorité. Cependant, a une majeure exception
pres, il n’existe aucune tentative de redéfinition ou de représentation émique détaillée,
écrite ou visuelle, de cet espace politique au seiziéme siécle, bien qu’il y existe un déno-
minateur commun : les « Pays bien-gardés » (memalik-i mahruse)'. Ce groupe nominal
ne se préte pas a une interprétation immédiate et ces « pays » demeurent souvent indéfi-
nis. Néanmoins, la titulature du sultan, insérée au protocole initial des actes les plus offi-
ciels offre un cadre de lecture.

Dans cet article, notre intention est non seulement d’analyser les fagons de représen-
ter les « Pays bien gardés » au XvI® si¢cle dans les actes sultaniens, mais aussi d’inter-
préter les instruments tant diplomatiques que stylistiques qui permettent a la chancelle-
rie ottomane de transmettre les messages politiques aux différents destinataires de ces
documents?. Parmi ces actes, nous avons choisi les ahdname concédés aux Impériaux et

* Istanbul Medeniyet University.

1 Le chef d’ceuvre inachevé de Celalzade Mustafa, Tabakdtii’l-memdlik ve derecdtii’l-mesdlik
devait comprendre une description détaillée du territoire ottoman : P. Kappert (¢d.), Geschichte
Sultan Siileyman Kanunis von 1520 bis 1557 (Wiesbaden 1981). Sur cet auteur et son projet: 1.
K. Sahin, Empire and Power in the Reign of Siileyman: Narrating the Sixteenth-Century Otto-
man World (Cambridge 2013).

2 Pour des tentatives similaires, ¢/, H. Inalcik, « Power Relationship Between Russia, Ottoman
Empire and Crimean Khanate as Reflected in Titulature », dans: Ch. Lemercier-Quelquejay,
G. Veinstein, S. Enders Wimbush (éd.), Turco-Tatar Past Soviet Present: Studies presented
to Alexandre Bennigsen (Paris 1986), pp. 175-211; D. Kotodziejczyk, « Khan, Caliph, Tsar
and Imperator: the Multiple Identities of the Ottoman Sultan », dans P. Fibeger Bang et D.
Kotodziejezyk (éd.), Universal Empire. A Comparative Approach to Imperial Culture and Rep-
resentation in Eurasian History (Cambridge 2012), pp. 175-193. Dans son livre récent, Pal-
mira Brummett évoque les données territoriales dans les actes sultaniens, sans pour autant les
analyser : Mapping the Ottomans: Sovereignty, Territory, and Identity in the Early Modern Me-
diterranean (Cambridge 2015), p. 78.
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au Royaume de Pologne qui constituent une série considérable —quatre documents origi-
naux, pour chacun des cas — et qui comprennent une titulature plus élaborée par rapport
a celle insérée dans les capitulations octroyées aux autres Etats européens®. Il serait inté-
ressant d’analyser également la titulature du sultan telle qu’elle s’affiche dans les actes
adressés aux souverains orientaux, mais dans ceux-ci, pour des raisons encore a élucider,
les mentions territoriales font défaut.

La chancellerie et l'image sultanien

La chancellerie est le lieu destiné a 1’¢laboration, a la publication et a la conservation
des actes issus du monarque ottoman. Le niganci, son directeur, contrdle tant leur élabo-
ration et leur rédaction que leur expédition*. Les scribes pratiquent une écriture a usage
politique et administratif, capable de démontrer leur maitrise de procédés littéraires et
syntaxiques, tels que I’emploi de la prose rimée, la composition de préambules grandi-
loquents et ’usage averti de références et de citations>. Il leur faut donner I’image d’un
pouvoir qui ordonne, gére et commande de fagon efficace. Ce respect formel est un tra-
vail long, délicat et indispensable : le chancelier et le grand vizir n’hésitent pas a refuser
un texte s’il ne correspond pas aux normes de précision et d’exactitude qu’ils réclament.
Tous ont conscience que pour transmettre un message, le document doit étre clair dans
I’exposé ainsi que dans les dispositions et injonctions. Il faut que les documents soient
formellement parfaits afin de refléter une image positive du sultan, mais ils doivent aussi
étre irréprochables sur le fond afin de garder toute leur efficacité. C’est dans cette double
optique que le chancelier congoit les actes. Le sultan se doit d’afficher I’image d’un
pouvoir magnanime et magnifique pour rassurer ses sujets et pour impressionner les mo-
narques, et les productions écrites doivent étre a I’image de ces principes.

La titulature — la section sans doute la plus ¢laborée des actes sultaniens — fait partie
du protocole initial. Elle est constituée par la suscription (intitulatio, unvan) dans laquelle
on trouve une formule qui précise les titres et qualités de I’auteur de I’acte. Celle-ci est
suivie par I’adresse (inscriptio, elkab), puis par la formule de salutation (dua) qui est
modelée en fonction du titre, du rang et de la confession du destinataire. La titulature
sultanienne et ’adresse ci-dessous est tirée de la traduction contemporaine en frangais
d’un ahdname concédé par Selim II (1566-1574) aux Impériaux, en 1574.

3 Dans les capitulations accordées aux rois de France au xvie siécle, la titulature sultanienne est
sommaire. Dans I’acte de 1569, le sultan est décrit uniquement en tant que le maitre de la mer
Blanche et de la mer Noire ainsi que de la Roumélie, de I’ Anatolie et de 1’ Arabie. BNF, ms.
tur. 130, fol. 3 r°. Dans les capitulations anglaises, la titulature sultanienne n’est pas introduite
du fait que ces documents sont stylés comme des nigan auguste. Cf S. Skilliter, William Har-
borne and the Trade with Turkey, 1578-1582 (Londres 1977), pp. 232-236.

4 J. Matuz, Das Kanzleiwesen Sultan Suleymans des Prachtigen (Wiesbaden 1974); C. H.
Fleischer, « Preliminaries to the Study of the Otoman Bureacracy», JTS, X (1986), pp. 135-
141; TDVIA, «Nisanci» (E. Afyoncu).

5 TDVIA, « Katip » (Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskal1); Ch. Woodhead, « From Scribe to Littéra-
teur: The Career of a Sixteenth-Century Ottoman Katib», British Society for Middle Eastern
Studies Bulletin, 9/1 (1982), pp. 55-74: 58.
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Moi qui suis seigneur des seigneurs, et seigneur des royaumes des Romains, Arabie & Perse,
Roy des Roys, et des royaumes de Tyr (sic !) et Halt et Lim (sic !), puissant subjugateur, vic-
torieux dominateur et triomphant de tous exercices, occupant et possédant les royaumes du
Monde, roy des seigneuries et royaumes qui naguére ont esté sous les Césars ; et de ce temps
souverain monarque de la victorieuse couronne de ce si¢cle et empereur des régions et des
provinces ... [leur liste extensive, infra] ... encores plus oultre des autres principaux royaumes
qui sont occupez par nostre victorieux et heureux glaive, trés resnommez royaumes et chas-
teaux qui sont possedez par notre Cesarée puissance. Suis Empereur Sélim Han, fils de Sul-
tan Suleiman Han, fils de Sultan Sélim Han [...] lesquels avec ’aide de Dieu trés bon, trés
grand et trés puissant, ont estably 1’ordre trés heureux de la Monarchie sous ma puissante
main et glaive triomphal. Il est concédé et confirmé a mon bras fort d’occuper et de dominer
aux royaumes de ce Monde et par moy est possédée et assurée tout la largeur de la Terre [...]
A présent toy qui es honoré et esleu du peuple romain & empereur des Royaumes des Ger-
mains et des royaumes des Bohéme, Croatie et Sclavonie et Roy et dominateur d’autre prin-
cipaux Royaumes [...]%

Les titres honorifiques soigneusement attribués que la chancellerie employait en
s’adressant aux dignitaires, aux vassaux ainsi qu’aux souverains et ambassadeurs étran-
gers et qui correspondaient a I’inscriptio de la pratique diplomatique européenne, étaient
un instrument tant pour rendre officielle la hiérarchie internationale dans laquelle le sul-
tan sans se justifier se place au sommet que pour définir la relation entre les épistoliers,
et le lieu ou se met en place une hiérarchie entre les interlocuteurs. Le « dispensateur des
couronnes » était, au demeurant, la source des honneurs, et la forme précise dans laquelle
ils étaient décernés devait étre rigoureusement respectée.” Ainsi, le nom du destinataire
était suivi souvent par la salutation libellée en fonction de son rang (voir 1’annexe II).
L’inscriptio se termine souvent par la formule de bénédiction (dua) hutimet ‘avakibuhu
bi’l-hayr (que sa vie ici-bas s’accomplisse dans le droit chemin). Les considérations sur
la hiérarchie entre les interlocuteurs visent a définir la tonalité de I’ensemble de la lettre.
Par ailleurs, les formules de bénédiction sont prises trés au sérieux par la chancellerie.
Des I’époque de Mehmed 11, il s’est établi tout un systeme de gradation. Les miingi
(épistolier) semblent avoir constitué tot des listes des bénédictions (dua) d’autant plus
nécessaires que les différences de rang sont devenues de plus en plus subtiles ou a chaque
ldkab correspond une dua précise®.

6 La traduction contemporaine francaise: Paris, Bnf. ms. fr. 7093, fol. 28 v°- 35 r°. Ne serait-ce
qu’inexacte dans quelques passages — a dessein ou simplement par I’incompréhension des tra-
ducteurs comme dans le cas de Tiirk ve Deylem (littoral méridional du Caspien)— cette traduc-
tion reflete la perception européenne de la titulature sultanienne. Pour la description de I’acte
original: E. D. Petritsch, Regesten der Osmanischen Dokumente im Osterreichischen Staatsar-
chiv. Band 1: 1480-1574 (Vienne 1991), p. 253.

7 Kotodziejezyk, « Khan, Caliph, Tsar and Imperator », pp. 178-180.

8 Yahya b. Mehmed, Mendhicii’l-ingd, S. Tekin (éd.) (Cambridge 1971) ; Tacizade Sa’di Celebi,
Miingedt-1 Sa’di Celebi, N. Lugal et A. Erzi (éds) (Istanbul 1956). Voir aussi, B. Kiitiikoglu,
« Miingeat mecmualarinin Osmanli diplomatigi bakimindan ehemmiyeti », Tarih boyunca pa-
leografya ve diplomatik semineri-Bildiriler (Istanbul 1988), pp. 169-176.
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L’évolution des mentions territoriales dans les actes sultaniens

Nous n’analyserons pas ici toutes les parties de la titulature, mais nous pencherons
sur les notions territoriales qu’elle comprend. Néanmoins, il faut insister sur quelques
points. La langue hyperbolique, typique des actes sultaniens du XVI¢ siécle, évoque
immédiatement un jeu d’idées et d’émotions dont la construction demande peu ou pas
d’explication au destinataire. Ces images sont parlantes dans un contexte culturel com-
mun aux protagonistes. Par exemple, la chancellerie associe souvent les sultans aux rois
mythiques, a I’instar de Chosroes, qui représente la magnificence, ou les désigne en tant
qu’ « Alexandre de leur temps ». Ainsi, lorsque la chancellerie ottomane se référe au « roi
biscornu » — ¢’est-a-dire a Alexandre le Grand —, c’est en vue de promouvoir I’idée de la
suprématie des Ottomans sur leurs pairs ; suprématie que I’on retrouve également a tra-
vers d’autres usages, comme |I’énumération dissymétrique de I’espace politique dominé.

En effet, I'usage de titres et d’épithétes qui se réclament d’une domination exten-
sive sur le « quart habité¢ du monde », est fréquent dans la rhétorique des chancelleries
orientales, et ce, depuis I’ Antiquité®. Un moyen commode de le suggérer est d’affirmer
I’autorité du souverain sur un monde per¢u comme une unité indifférenciée, par exemple
le titre de « roi de I"univers ». L’épithéte dlempenah (refuge du monde) et ses formes
adjectivales en sont un exemple particuliérement récurrent. Mais le plus souvent, la tota-
lité gouvernée est considérée, a fortiori, comme administrativement structurée. D’ou la
liste ouverte ou sont énumérées une kyrielle d’unités simples (souvent des régions admi-
nistratives), afin de donner I’impression d’un immense ensemble dont est revendiqué
un contrdle unique — ou, du moins, une ambition dans ce sens. La présentation de cette
«liste ouverte» est certainement moins exhaustive pour décrire le controle sur le monde
entier: elle laisse penser qu’une autre région pourrait toujours étre ajoutée ou qu’un autre
pays reste encore a soumettre. Bien que moins catégoriques, ces listes ouvertes peuvent
s’avérer plus utiles a des fins de propagande. Une telle liste peut également étre organisée
selon un motif structurel (par exemple, en opposant les régions orientales et occidentales)
afin de démontrer que les unités géographiques énumérées ne sont pas seulement nom-
breuses, mais se distribuent d’une manicre équilibrée dans le monde entier. Dans certains
cas, ’hyperbole prolonge 1’idée de puissance supréme et, sans 1’expliciter, suggere la
suprématie du souverain sur les frontieres du monde habité. Dans le cas ottoman, cet
effet est créé par I’ajout final de la mention « ve sair nice vildyetin (ainsi que beaucoup
d’autres régions) »'°.

9 T. Gnoli, The Interplay of Roman and Iranian Titles in the Roman East (Vienne 2007), pp. 33-
40. Cet ¢lément a aussi sa place dans les actes adressés par des potentats musulmans a des pu-
issances étrangeres. Par exemple le souverain mamelouk était entre autres sultan des Arabes,
des Persans et des Turcs et roi des deux mers : M. Dekkiche, « Le Caire : carrefour des ambas-
sades. Etude historique et diplomatique de la correspondance échangée entre les sultans mam-
louks circassiens et les souverains timourides et turcomans (Qara Qoyunlu-Qaramanides) au
XVe s. d’apres le BnF ms.ar. 4440 », thése de doctorat non publiée, Université de Liege, 2011,
p. 37 et seq.

10 L’énumération des régions soumises est une pratique également répandue dans les chancelleri-
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La titulature sultanienne ainsi que les donnés géographiques qu’elle comprend appa-
rait, au XV* siecle, sous une forme rudimentaire. Dans ses actes, Mehmed II se présente
en tant que sultan des Deux Terres et des Deux Mers (berreyn ve bahreyn).!! Sous le
régne de Bayezid II, I’autoreprésentation du sultan a travers 1’évocation des pays domi-
nés se régularise et la liste des beylerbeylicats ottomans commence a devenir un ¢lément
stable de la titulature sultanienne'?. Cependant, la chancellerie de 1’époque de Soliman
le Magnifique étoffe cette liste, tout en établissant des usages rhétoriques qui exposent la
puissance infinie du padichah. Ainsi, dans le bulletin de victoire (fetihname) de Bagdad
(1535), a I’intention du roi de France, le sultan se présente comme le maitre « de la mer
Blanche et de la mer Noire, de la Roumélie et de 1’ Anatolie, des pays de la Caramanie
et du Roum, du Dulkadiriye, du Diyarbakir, du Kurdistan, de I’ Azerbaidjan, du pays des
Tatars, de Damas, d’Alep et du Caire, de la Mecque la vénérée, de Médine la trés illu-
minée, de Jérusalem, et de Djedda, des [pays] arabes en totalité, du pays perse (Acem),
de Bagdad, séjour de la paix, de Basra, du pays de Musa’sa, de Luristan, des territoires
du Levant et des pays du Couchant »'3. Selon la norme qui s’imposera au fil des actes

es médievales occidentales. Par exemple, dans sa lettre au sultan datant de 1533, Charles-Quint
fait une longue liste comprenant, entre autres, 1’épithéte du « roy de Hiérusalem » et terminée
par une mention d’et cetera: Charles Ve de ce nom par la grice de Dieu empereur des Roma-
ins tousiours auguste, roy de la Germanie, Hispaigne, Castille, Léon, Arragon, des deux Sici-
les, Hiérusalem, Hungrie, Dalmatie, Croatie, Granade, Tolléde, Valence, Galice, Maillorque,
Sicille, Sardigne, Cordua, Corsica, Murcia, Algarby [Djerbe], Gibraltar, Canaries, Indes, et
terre ferme, mer océane, Archiducq d’Austhrice, ducq de Brabant, Stirie, Carinte, Carniole,
Limbourg, Gheldre, Athines, Wittemberghes, comte de Flandre, Habsbourg, Tirol, Barchelone,
Arthois et Bourgogne, palatin de Hesnault, Hollande, Zélande, Namur, Rossillon, Cerdagne et
Zutphaine, lantgrave d’Elsace, marquis de Bourgogne, Oristain, Hotiain et du Saint-Empire de
Rome, prince de Suébe, Cathalane, et Biscaye, Seigneur de Frize, Marche, Slavonie, Wealines,
Salines, Tripoli et Malines etc. Cf. A. von Gevay, Urkunden und Actenstiicke zur Geschichte
der Verhdltniffe zwischen Oesterreich, Ungarn und der Pforte im 16. u., t. 11, 1, (Vienne 1841),
pp. 106-107. L’analogie entre les titulatures habsbourgeoise et ottomane est tentante : pourrait-
on déduire pour autant un cas de mise en chere dans les longues listes ottomanes qui apparait
a partir des années 1530 au moment ou l‘antagonisme avec les Impériaux atteint son niveau le
plus élevé ?

11 M. Celik (éd), Fatih Sultan Mehmed Dénemi Ferman ve Arsiv Belgeleri (Gebze 2015).

12 D. Kotodziejezyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations, 15th-18th Century: An Annotated
Edition of ‘Ahdnames and Other Documents (Leyde 2000), p. 210. Dans le traité de 1489,
le sultan Bayezid est uniquement : « Asie, Grecie Imperator » : op.cit., p. 200. Dans celui de
1494, « Imperator ambarum terrarum, Asiae atque Europae et marium Magnus Sultanus » :
op.cit., p. 202. Sept ans plus tard, le méme sultan est « Imperator Grecie, Assie atque Europe
et marium »: ibid., p. 208. Quant a son successeur, Selim ler, il est le « Grande imperator di
Constantinopoli, di Asia Europa Persia Soria et Egipto », ibid., p. 218.

13 Bibliothéque Nationale de France, ms. supplément turc, n°® 835. Dans la lettre a Fréderic II de
Mantoue, préparée en 1526, la titulature sultanienne est également sommaire et similaire. Ain-
si, le sultan est le sultan et padisah des de la mer Blanche et de la mer Noire, de la Roumélie et
de I’ Anatolie, des pays de la Caramanie et du Roum, du Dulkadiriye, du Diyarbakir, du Kurd-
istan, de 1’ Azerbaidjan, de la Perse (Acem), de Damas, d’Alep et du Caire, de la Mecque, de
Médine, de Jérusalem, de tous les pays arabes, du Yémen ainsi que beacoup d’autres pays. Cf.
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ultérieurs, la chancellerie égraine, a quelques exceptions pres, le chapelet des beylerbey-
licats en fonction de leur ancienneté. Ainsi, ceux de Roumélie et d’ Anatolie, créés dans
la seconde moiti¢ du XIV* siécle, sont cités en premier. Ils sont suivis des beylerbeylicats
créés a I’époque de Mehmed II: la Caramanie et le Roum. Ensuite, comme nous allons le
voir, la logique interne des listes se complique.

Force est de constater que ces énumérations d’éléments géographico-administratifs
au XVI° siécle comportent de nombreuses irrégularités. Cela s’explique d’abord par la
nature des actes faisant partie de notre échantillon. Nous avons privilégié les ahdname,
du fait qu’ils sont plus riches et éloquents en ce qui concerne la liste de régions. Ces
listes changent non seulement en fonction du destinataire que des rapports de force entre
ce dernier et le sultan au moment de la rédaction des actes, mais également en fonction
du contexte politique'* : la conquéte de nouvelles régions va souvent de paire avec un
nouvel agencement de 1’énumération. En outre, ces textes ne sont pas issus du méme
nisanci : les styles de Celalzade (en poste entre 1534-1556 ; 1566-1567) et de Feridun
Bey (1573-1577), peuvent différer dans le détail et les blocs territoriaux, bien qu’ils
conservent une cohérence interne, comme on le verra, s’alternent.

Ainsi, dans les lettres adressées aux monarques occidentaux au XVI© siécle, les sul-
tans ne font pas appel a leur titre de « serviteur des deux saints sanctuaires »; mais se
présentent comme les détenteurs des villes saintes, dotées de leurs épithétes respectifs.
Ainsi, La Mecque est vénérée, Médine est illuminée et Jérusalem, noble. La position de
ces villes saintes — toujours regroupées dans la méme hiérarchie — n’est pas stable au sein
de la liste globale. Elles sont citées tantot en téte, avant les autres unités géographiques,
et tantot a la suite des trois éléments territoriaux et culturels constitutifs de I’identité otto-
mane, a savoir les pays de Roum, Arab et Acem, et des deux mers, que sont la Méditerra-
née et la mer Noire. Elles se voient parfois rétrogradées au niveau des provinces arabes.
Quant aux trois capitales historiques (Istanbul, Edirne et Bursa), elles sont rarement évo-
quées dans ’intitulatio au XVle siecle. La seule attestée parmi celles-ci est Istanbul, une
fois dans le cadre d’une lettre au tsar Ivan IV, et deux fois dans ceux de deux traités avec
le roi de Pologne en 1519 et en 1577. Dans la lettre au tsar, la ville capitale est qualifi¢e
de « I’objet de la convoitise des monarques »'3.

Une derniére remarque s’ impose ici. Ces énumérations ont aussi bien de similitudes
que de différences par rapport aux registres de tevcihat. A quelques exceptions prés, les
noms des beylerbelicats se coincident et correspondent dans ces deux types de docu-
ments. Cependant, dans les fevcihat, ni les principautés clientes ni méme les régences
barbaresques, sont évoquées (voir I’annexe II).

C. Romer, « A propos d’une lettre de Soliman le Magnifique a Federico Gonzaga I1 (1526) »,
dans : G. Veinstein (éd.) Soliman le Magnifique et son temps (Paris 1992), pp. 455-463.

14 Inalcik, « Power Relationship », pp. 176-177.

15 Feridun Bey, Mecmua-i miinseatii s-seldtin (Istanbul 1858), t. 11, 465 ; Kotodziejczyk, Otto-
man-Polish Diplomatic Relations, p. 272.
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La liste des domaines ottomans dans les ahdname Habsbourgeois, 1550-1575

Dans les premiers traités signés avec les Impériaux, 1’énumération des beylerbeylicats
suit I’ordre chronologique de leur création.!® La liste commence avec la Roumélie, sui-
vie de I’Anatolie, du Roum et de la Caramanie. Ensuite, la chancelleric mentionne les
régions situées sur la frontiére safavide: Erzurum, Diyarbakir, le Kurdistan, le Luristan,
I’ Azerbaidjan, la Perse. La Dulkadiriye assure la transition vers les provinces arabes,
que sont I’Egypte, la Syrie, Alep ainsi que I’Arabie « en totalité » (kiilliyen), précédée
des trois villes saintes. L’énumération se poursuit avec les provinces moyen-orientales
créées a I’époque de Soliman le Magnifique: Bagdad, Basra, Aden et le Yémen. Sont
ensuite dénombrées les entités politiques et les régions « vassales » : le Pays tatar et les
steppes kiptchak. Néanmoins, la question de savoir si la chancellerie ottomane désigne
par « Pays tatar » le khanat de Crimée ou les possessions ottomanes dans les péninsules
de Taman et Kertch, ou bien les deux a la fois, reste en suspens. Le dernier toponyme,
dans les actes de 1547 et 1554 est le « trone de Bude » (Budin tahti).

Dans les derniéres capitulations du régne de Soliman le Magnifique accordées aux
Impériaux, il y a des continuités mais aussi de ruptures. Les quatre premiers localités — la
Méditerranée, la Mer Noire, la Roumélie et 1’ Anatolie — citées dans 1’intitulatio des der-
niers ahdname solimaniens — les actes de 1559, 1562 et 1565'7— sont les mémes que dans
les lettres adressées aux Etats européens dans la premiére partie du XVI¢ siécle. Aprés
une référence aux « Deux Terres » (berreyn) et aux « Deux Mers » (bahreyn), la liste
continue avec les régions conquises sur les Mamelouks par Selim I, y compris les villes
saintes de I’Islam. Apres, I’ Arabie — appelée cette fois uniquement en tant que « Arabis-
tan » — arrivent les beylerbeylicats d’Asie Mineure (Caramanie, Roum et Dulkadiriye).
Enfin, le sultan procéde a une énumération de termes géographiques correspondant aux
régions conquises sous son régne, a I’exception de Caffa (conquise par Mehmed II en
1475), qui s’étendent de Van a Temesvar. Curieusement, pour 1559, on constate que la
chancellerie omet de citer la « Tartarie » et les steppes kiptchak parmi les régions sous
suzeraineté ottomane. On ne trouve en effet que Caffa, I'unité administrative la plus
importante de cette zone.

Notons deux changements importants dans les actes de 1559, 1562 et 1565. Le pre-
mier est la revalorisation des unités administratives arabophones par rapport aux do-
maines ruméliotes et anatoliens. Le deuxiéme concerne la présentation des territoires
trans-danubiens sous I’emprise ottomane : les principautés roumaines, a commencer par
la Valachie, puis la Moldavie, sont ordonnées en fonction de I’ancienneté de leur statut de
tributaire ; suit le « trone » de Bude. Force est de constater que le beylerbeylicat de Bude
est mentionné souvent sous différentes formes. On le voit sous 1’appellation du « trone
de Bude » dans les premier documents, puis simplement « Bude » en 1559. Dans les

16 Feridun Bey, Mecmua-i miinseatii s-seldtin, t. 11, 76-78. A. C. Schaendlinger, (éd.), Die Schre-
iben Siileymans des Prdchtigen an Karl V., Ferdinand 1. und Maximilian II. aus dem Haus-,
Hof- und Staatsarchive zu Wien (Vienne 1983), pp. 59-65.

17 Schaendlinger, (éd.), Die Schreiben Siileymans des Prdchtigen, pp. 67-74; pp. 87-94.
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actes de 1562 et 1565, il est attesté dans la forme « Ungiiriis », appellation qui ne désigne
toutefois pas exactement Bude. Il n’est pas exclu que la chancellerie désigne a la fois les
beylerbeylicats de Bude et de Temegvar — ce dernier n’est évoqué qu’en 1562—, afin de
rappeler au destinataire les prétentions de la Porte sur la totalité de I’ancien royaume de
la Hongrie, malgré le tracé des frontiéres.

Dans les traités ratifiés par les successeurs immédiats de Soliman le Magnifique, la
chancellerie développe davantage ses procédés stylistiques. Elle se sert de 1’allitération,
par les retours des sons et par I’emploi anaphorique des génitifs. Les groupements rimant
ensemble ont trés souvent entre eux un rapport de sens étroit. Un souffle poétique court
dans ces phrases. Il est ais¢ de constater I’extension d’un énoncé qui se complait dans
le détail, la thématique d’une majesté. Force est de constater que si la répétition en écho
de synonymes ou quasi synonymes crée I’effet de solennité, elle sacrifie souvent, 1’idée
a la figure et le sens a I’apparence. La prose est parfois rendue sciemment obscure par
I’emploi de mots rares et par la profusion d’allusions érudites. Ainsi, dans 1’acte de 1568,
les épithétes se suivent en cascade, donnant lieu a une énumération a la Prévert :

Moi qui est le sultan des sultans de Rum, de 1’ Arabie et de Perse et khakan des khakans de
Chine, de Cathay, de Turkestan et de Daylam. Le chevalier par excellence des champs de
bataille et le monarque des climats et pays. [Je suis] celui qui donne des ordres aux césars de
I’age et de I’époque; le maitre de la heureuse constellation et la personne que les deux victoires
se rassemblent. Je suis le maitre des villes de grande renommeée aux parages de la Méditerranée
et des forteresses aux alentours de la mer Noire. Notre Seuil Sublime est le refuge des grands
sultans du monde et notre Noble Excellence, est I’abri des khakans de 1’époque!®.

La surenchére qui marque ce document est évidente!® : dans les textes antérieurs, la
nature de la souveraineté ottomane sur les deux mers était formulée assez vaguement.
Or, dans celui-ci, la chancellerie la précise, sans pour autant remporter la conviction.
Ensuite, la chancellerie énumére les domaines a 1’aune des actes de 1562 et 1565. La
liste des localités correspond généralement aux beylerbeylicats. Les gouvernorats orien-
taux et arabophones sont évoqués en priorité, suivis des beylerbeylicats anatoliens avant
d’énumérer les unités administratives et les entités politiques vassales situées pres de la
frontiére Habsbourg, qui forment la partie occidentale de I’Empire.?

18 Pour la référence archivistique de I’acte : E. D. Petritsch, Regesten der osmanischen Dokumen-
te im Osterreichischen Staatsarchiv. Band 1: 1480-1574 (Vienne 1991), pp. 187-188.

19 Nous ne pouvons interpréter cette formulation, qui est unique dans les correspondances sul-
taniennes du XVle siécle, sans la comparer a une autre, beaucoup trop ambitieuse, que 1’on
trouve dans une lettre de Murad III a8 Maximilien II. Au lieu de proposer une liste des territoires
sous I’emprise ottomane, la chancellerie y offre une description chimérique de la domination
politique de la Porte : « la surface de la Terre, en long et en large, de la Chine jusqu’aux confins
dumonde.... la totalité¢ du quart habité et les sept climats sont sous mon autorité. » Bagbakanlik
Osmanli Arsivi, Miithimme Defteri, XXVII, p. 256. Ici, la réalité géopolitique s’éclipse au profit
d’un leitmotiv idéologique.

20 Voici la liste des domaines dans 1’acte de 1568 : Akdeniz etrafinda olan bilad-1 sipihr-irtifanin
ve Karadeniz cevanibinde bulunan kild ii buk’anin ve nadire-i asr olan Misir ve Sa ‘id-i a 'lanin
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La présentation de ces régions limitrophes subit encore de changements d’un docu-
ment a 1’autre dans les actes issus des chancelleries de Selim II (1566-1574) et Murad
IIT (1574-1595). Les seuls éléments qu’on retrouve régulierement dans notre échantillon
sont les principautés-clientes de la Valachie et la Moldavie. Une irrégularité importante
concerne le cas de la Transylvanie. Cette principauté est omise dans les ahdname de
1559, 1562, 1565 et de 1568, soit dans les années ou cette principauté était aux mains
du prince Jean II Sigismond Zapolya (1540-1570). Elle ne fait sa réapparition qu’aprés
la mort du dernier, dans I’ahdname de 1574, et quand le pays est vassalisé, a I’instar des
deux autres principautés danubiennes.?! Quant au beylerbeylicat de Bude, il n’est méme
pas évoqué subrepticement ni dans 1’acte de 1568 ni dans celui de 1574, tout comme
celui de Temesvar.

La titulature du sultan dans les ahdname aux rois de Pologne, 1525-1577

Nous avons sélectionné quatre ahdname a I’intention des rois de Pologne. Les deux pre-
micres datent de 1’époque de Soliman le Magnifique ; le troisiéme, du régne de Selim 11
et le dernier, de celui de Murad 1112, Les premiéres régions citées dans les trois premiers
documents sont les mémes : la Méditerranée, la mer Noire, la Roumélie et 1’ Anatolie.
Ensuite, on retrouve le bloc des quatre unités administratives orientales conquises avant
le régne de Siileyman, qui subit de légers changements dans la hiérarchie de I’énuméra-
tion : la Caramanie, le Roum, la Dulkadiriye, le Diyarbakir, suivies du Kurdistan et de
I’ Azerbaidjan. A partir de 1553, Damas et Alep sont citées respectivement en cinquiéme
et sixieme places. La place des trois villes saintes varie dans chaque ordre. Les nouveaux
beylerbeylicats créés a 1’époque de Silleyman (ceux de Yémen, de Van, de Buda, de
Temesvar, de Bagdad et de Basra) figurent toujours a la fin de ces trois documents, avec
des changements dans 1’ordre de leur énumération. Les « pays roumains », c¢’est-a-dire
les principautés-clientes de la Valachie, la Moldavie et la Transylvanie ainsi que la Tarta-
rie et les steppes kiptchak, sont toujours absents dans la titulature sultanienne des lettres
a I’intention de rois de Pologne. Et cela, pour cause : ces régions étaient 1’objet d’une
rivalité intense entre les deux Etats dés le X Ve siécle, et la Porte s’abstient de les évoquer
dans les lettres dont 1’objet principal était de raffermir 1’amitié.

ve Bagdad-1 darii’s-selam ve bilad-1 Haleb ve Sam’in ve Bender-i Cidde ve Beytii’llahi’l-
Haram i ve Medine-i miinevvere ve Kuds-i serif-i lazimii’l-ihtiramin ve vildyet-i Yemen ve
Aden ve San ‘a 'nin ve memalik-i Habes ve Basra ve Lahsa 'min ve Kiirdistan ' ve Giircistan in
ve Luristan’in ve Van'in ve Dest-i Kipgcak ve diyar-1 Tatar in ve kiilliyen vildyet-i Anadolu ve
Zii'l-kadriye ve Karaman in ve umumen memalik-i Rumeli ve Efiik ve Bogdan in [hakimi].

21 Sur cette procédure, notamment du point de vue diplomatique : S. Papp, Die Verleihungs-, Be-
krdftigungs- und Vertragsurkunden der Osmanen fiir Ungarn und Siebenbiirgen: Eine quellen-
kritische Untersuchung (Vienne 2003). Pour ’ahdname de 1574, c¢f : Petritsch, Regesten, pp.
253-254.

22 Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish, pp. 222-224 (1525), pp. 234-238 (1553), pp. 265-268 (1568)
et pp. 270-274 (1577). Cet auteur fait une premicre analyse de 1’énumération territoriale entre
les pages pp. 17-20.
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Par rapport aux traits quasi-réguliers de ces trois actes, adressés aux rois Jagellon,
celui de 1577 apporte un changement?. Désormais, la liste presque stable des actes de
trois premiers quarts du XVI® siécle, en moyen vingt unités d’administration, est consi-
dérablement révisée et augmentée. Dans ce document, la liste commence par la mention
des trois villes saintes, suivies des beylerbeylicats dans la fronti¢re avec les Safavides.
Ensuite la chancellerie évoque les provinces anatoliennes. Aprés la mention isolée et
unique de I’fle de Rhodes, I’interprétation de 1’énumération devient difficile. Dans cet
amas jaspé, les localités aussi diverses que la capitale ottomane et la forteresse de La
Goulette sont mentionnées les unes apres les autres. Nous pouvons cependant repérer
dans ce recensement désordonné les conquétes récentes de 1I’époque de Selim II (Chypre,
Tunis, La Goulette). La grande nouveauté de /’ahdname de 1577 est I’apparition, dans
cette liste, des steppes kiptchak, de la Valachie, de la Moldavie, ainsi que de la Transylva-
nie a la fin de ’acte. En effet, leur apparition fait sans doute écho que le Roi de Pologne
Etienne Bathory (1576-1586), destinataire de I’acte, est un ancien vassal de la Porte en
qualité de Voiévode de Transylvanie (1571-1576).%

Fins politiques et subtilités diplomatiques

L’analyse de la titulature dans les actes a I’intention des Habsbourg et des Jagellon révéle
que la composition des listes de pays varie en fonction aussi bien du destinataire que du
contexte et ce, selon des régles bien établies. La comparaison montre que ces différences
sont plus marquées dans la présentation des provinces et vassaux ottomans d’Europe. La
chancellerie évite de mentionner dans les ahdname les localités susceptibles d’irriter le
destinataire. Ainsi, le beylerbeylicat de Bude apparait bien dans les actes a destination
des rois de Pologne, mais ne figure pas dans le document adressé aux Habsbourg. De
méme, les steppes kiptchak, le pays de Tatars, la Valachie et la Moldavie font partie des
« Territoires bien gardés » dans la correspondance avec I’empereur, mais disparaissent
dans les ahdname concédés aux Jagellon. Dans les actes adressés aux souverains mi-
toyens en Europe, les représentations des « Pays bien-gardés » commencent par 1’énu-
mération des régions orientales — qui donne également a voir le caractére musulman de
’entité politique ottomane — et aboutissent a un point final avec la mention des frontiéres
partagées avec le destinataire — ce qui n’est pas sans rappeler 1’esprit de gaza— tout en
omettant pour autant les régions conflictuelles.

En guise de conclusion, nous permettons d’insister & nouveau sur le protocole initial
des actes. Le protocole initial ne consiste pas d’une formule stéréotypée a la phraséologie
redondante qui ne contiendrait que des idées générales, voire des banalités sans rapport
avec 1’objet du dispositif. Les différentes parties de ce protocole initial expriment une
certaine philosophie du pouvoir. L’ordre et le choix des mots ainsi que les emphases

23 Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish, pp. 270-274.

24 Sur I’élection du dernier au trone de Pologne, on consultera K. Beydilli, Die polonischen Ko-
nigswahlen und Interregnen von 1572 und 1576 im Lichte osmanischer Archivalien (Munich
1976).
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et jeux rhétoriques sont aussi bien de signifiants que des signifiés. Ainsi, nous pouvons
proposer que la diplomatique est loin d’étre une forme d’érudition stérile voire obsoléte.
Si ce n’est pas faux quand ces opérations intellectuelles restent purement descriptives, ce
n’est plus vrai quand la description n’est qu’une premiére étape pour passer a I’interpré-
tation. En effet, les formes diplomatiques expriment une vision politique.

En somme, la suscription des actes constituent un aspect important du systéme de
représentations dont le document est le produit. Ces éléments protocolaires éclairent les
circonstances de la préparation du document et les rapports de force entre le destinateur
et le destinataire. Ces formules fournissent surtout des indices précieux pour I’interpréta-
tion des conceptions sultaniennes de 1’espace administratif au seizieéme siecle. Autrement
dit, ils laissent a voir comment les Ottomans inventoriaient, ordonnaient et cherchaient
a présenter leur empire. Il faut enfin se rappeler que les lettres impériales ne sont pas
écrites uniquement a I’intention d’un monarque étranger. Elles sont souvent recopiées et
préservées dans les recueils épistolaires qui se diffusent dans les chancelleries provin-
ciales et les cercles littéraires. Par ce biais, elles deviennent un instrument de propagande
impérial et un vecteur majeur de I’autoreprésentation politique et territoriale des « Pays
bien-gardés ».

ANNEXE I : L’inscription dans les actes pour ’empereur dans les ahdname
du troisieme quart du XVI© siécle

L’année de | La teneur de ’inscription
Pahdname

1565 L’honneur des éminents émirs des fideles de Jésus, 1’élu parmi les notables de
la nation du Messie, le roi Maximilien, tu es honneur et gloire du peuple romain
et ’empereur des pays allemands et le roi et le prince des pays tchéques, slaves,
croates ainsi que d’autres pays.

1568 Toi, qui es I’honneur des éminents émirs des fideles de Jésus, I’élu parmi les
grands de la nation du Messie, celui qui veille sur les affaires publiques et la
paix de Nazaréens, celui qui déploie la traine de la magnificence et de la pompe,
légataire de la gloire superbe, le roi Maximilien, honneur et gloire du peuple
romain et I’empereur des pays allemands et le roi et le prince des pays tchéques,
slaves ainsi que d’autres pays.

1574 Toi, qui es I’honneur et la gloire du peuple romain et 1’émir des pays allemands
ainsi que du taifa des tcheques, slaves et croates, la fierté des éminents émirs
des fideles de Jésus, 1’¢lu parmi les grands de la nation du Messie, celui qui
veille sur les affaires publiques et la paix de Nazaréens, celui qui déploie la
traine de la magnificence et de la pompe, 1égataire de la gloire superbe, le roi
Maximilien, que sa vie ici-bas s’accomplisse dans le droit chemin !

Nous constatons que la titulature du « roi de Vienne » développe dans la seconde
moitié du XVI® siécle, au fur et a la mesure que les relations entre les Habsbourg et les
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Ottomans se stabilisent comme le montre I’inscriptio de Maximilien II. Par rapport a
Iinscriptio du dernier ahdndme octroyé a 1’époque de Siileyman I¢, celle des actes de
1568 et de 1574 est plus élaborée. Il est vrai que I’elkab de Maximilien II est le plus
développé parmi les souverains chrétiens a I’époque de Selim II. Cependant, dans cette
titulature trés longue nous constatons 1’omission systématique d’un titre, celui du roi de
la Hongrie. En outre, la formule de bénédiction hutimet ‘avakibuhu bi’l-hayr, habituelle
dans la correspondance avec les monarques chrétiens n’apparait qu’en 1574. Dans ce
dernier document, I’« octroi » de la formule de bénédiction est “compensé” par la dégra-
dation du titre de kral et hakim des pays tchéques, slaves, croates a celui du simple émir.
La titulature de rois de France est succincte par rapport a celle de I’empereur. Cependant,
malgré I’économie dans les louanges, on constate ’attribution le titre du padichah au roi
de France, une grande distinction car, hormis certains monarques asiatiques — comme
le sultan de Aceh —, ce titre est généralement réservé par la chancellerie ottomane pour
désigner le sultan.

ANNEXE II. Trois différentes représentations territoriales des années 1570

Les unités Le registre des L’ahdname de L’ahdname du roi
administratives et tevcihat 1568- I’empereur des de Pologne, en
vassales 1574% Habsbourg en 1574 1577
Rumeli X X X
Anadolu X X X

Rim X X X
Karaman X X X
Diyarbekir X 26 X
Haleb X X X

Sam X X X

Misr X X X
Zulkadriye X X X
Erzurum X 27 X
Bagdad X X X
Yemen X X X
Budin X 28 X

Basra X X X

25 Dr’apres le sancak tevcihat defteri publié par Metin Kunt: Sancaktan eyalete (Istanbul 1978),
pp. 133-149.

26 Mentionnée dans les ahdname des Habsbourg jusqu’en 1565.

27 Mentionnée uniquement dans 1 ‘ahdname de 1549.

28 Cf. supra.
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S’il est facile d’expliquer 1’absence d’entités clientes dans le registre des fevcihat
qui n’ont pas de gouverneurs désignés par le centre comme les pays roumains, géor-
giens ou kurdes. Il en est moins quant a interpréter I’omission de Régences barbaresques
et I’Abyssinie qui avaient, au XVle siecle leurs beglerbeg. Pour ce qui est [’absence
des beylerbeylicats de Diyarbekir et d’Erzurum ainsi que du Chypre dans 1’ahdname
de Maximilien II de 1574, la réponse parait étre que leur absence dans 1’acte de 1568
a partir duquel le copiste a du préparer le nouveau —le Chypre a été conquis de jure en
1573. Nous pouvons en conclusion asserter que la représentation territoriale ottomane se
constituait, au XVI° siecle, des beylerbeylicats (merkezi et salyaneli) en base et des prin-
cipautés clientes. Cet amas était reconfiguré en fonction du destinataire et de la conjonc-
ture politique.

29 Cf. supra.

30 Mentionnée dans | ‘ahdname de 1559.

31 Evoqué antéricurement dans 1’épithéte du maitre des « deux Mers ».
32 Absent également dans les actes antérieurs.






ISTIMALET:
WHAT DO WE ACTUALLY KNOW ABOUT IT?

Elias KoLovos*

IsivarET 1S A TERM USED VERY FREQUENTLY IN OTTOMANIST historiography in order to
describe the Ottoman policy toward their non-Muslim subjects during their early con-
quests, aiming at winning them over.! In this paper, I would like to revisit the term,
through research into its exact use/s, and discuss its place and history in the Ottoman po-
litical vocabulary.

The policy of istimalet has been described by Halil Inalcik in 1991, in his paper on
“The Status of the Greek Orthodox Patriarch under the Ottomans’ as follows:

... It is now a commonplace that in the early period of their expansion, the Ottomans pur-
sued, primarily in order to facilitate conquest, or to make the indigenous population favorably
disposed, a policy called istimalet. It was intended to win over the population, peasants and
townspeople, as well as military and clerics, by generous promises and concessions, some-
times going beyond the limits of the well-known, tolerant stipulations of Islamic Law concern-
ing non-Muslims who had submitted without resistance. Within this policy of istimalet, the
Ottomans especially during the first transition period, maintained intact the laws and customs,
the status and privileges, that had existed in the pre-conquest times, and what is more unusual,
they incorporated the existing military and clerical groups into their own administrative system
without discrimination, so that in many cases former pronoia-holders and seigneurs in the Bal-
kans were left on their fiefs as Ottoman timar-holders. But the most fundamental and perhaps
the most effective component of the istimalet policy was, from the beginning, the recognition
of the Orthodox church as part of the Ottoman state....2

For this paragraph, Inalcik makes a reference to his seminal paper on the ‘Ottoman
Methods of Conquest’, published in 1954, where, interestingly, the same historical phe-

* Department of History and Archeology, University of Crete and Foundation for Research and
Technology-Hellas, Institute for Mediterranean Studies.

1 I would like to express my gratitude to Elizabeth Zachariadou, Marinos Sariyannis, and Ekin
Tusalp Atiyas for their invaluable help in the compilation of this paper.

2 H. Inalcik, ‘The Status of the Greek Orthodox Patriarch Under the Ottomans’, Turcica, 21-22
(1991), 409. Empbhasis is mine. Halil Inalcik had already written a page concerning the istima-
let in his entry on [A4, s.v. ‘Tiirkler/Osmanlilar’ (H. Inalcik)
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nomena are described; however, there is no mention of the policy of istimalet. inalcik
used then only the term “assimilation”, in order to describe the Christian sipahis who had
entered Ottoman service.

Heath Lowry, in his Nature of the Early Ottoman State (published 2003),? expanded
the use of the term istimalet in his analysis of an early Ottoman syncretic reality:

Clearly, fifteenth-century Ottoman peasant reality was a far more syncretic and dynamic one
than that seen in the sixteenth century and thereafter. It was typified by an accommodationist
stance vis-a-vis the majority of Christian population, one in which religion was only margin-
ally a barrier to either military or administrative advancement. The present study has suggested
that this policy of istimalet may well have stemmed from the speed of the Ottoman conquests
placing serious strains on the supply of trained military and administrative power. It was a
need which accounted for the large-scale utilization of both Christian peasants and their former
rulers in the expanding Ottoman administration. Typified by a flexible tax system which pre-
served earlier practices, the ensuing new Ottoman order must have looked particularly attrac-
tive to a Christian peasantry long abused during the preceding centuries of Byzantine decline.
It may well have been this accommodationist, indeed syncretic fifteenth-century Ottoman re-
ality, rather than the abundance of an overgrowing influx of Turks, to which we must look for
an explanation of Ottoman success in embracing the multitude of peoples divided by culture,
language, religion, and history.*

Karen Barkey, in her Empire of Difference (2008), has also theorised the concept of
istimalet as a “strategy for the stabilization of power”.’

In an encyclopedia entry on Istimalet, written by Miicteba Ilgiirel for the Diyanet
Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi, Vol. 23 (2001)°, istimalet is defined as follows: “[the] name att-
ributed to the accommodationist policy of conquest the Ottomans applied [Osmanlilar’in
uyguladig1 meylettirici ve uzlastircici fetih siyaseti icin kullanilan tabir]”. Ilgiirel used
the following terms, following, as he says, the Ottoman chronicles, in order to explain is-
timalet: “halki ve 6zellikle gayri miislim tebaay1 gézetme, onlara karsi hoggoriilii davran-
ma, raiyyetperverlik” (love for the reaya). It is interesting to note that Ilgiirel attributes
the origins of the Ottoman policy of istimalet in the Holy Qur’an, where the expression
“bringing hearts together [for Islam]” (but expressed as miiellefe-i kuliib) was used for
the expenditures of alms to the new converts to the faith (9:60):7

3 H. W. Lowry, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State (Albany 2003), 91-92.

4 Ibid., 112. Istimalet is the central analytical tool of Heath Lowry in his Fifteenth Century Otto-
man Realities: Christian Peasant Life on the Aegean Island of Limnos (Istanbul 2002).

5 K. Barkey, Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (New York 2008),
87-88; she refers to the paper by H. Inalcik on ‘The Status of the Greek Orthodox Patriarch un-
der the Ottomans’.

6 TDVIA, s.v. ‘Istimalet” (M. ilgiirel) with extensive bibliography; however, ilgiirel fails to make
a reference to Halil inalcik’s description of istimalet in the [A. Tlgiirel had written a little earlier
on ‘Osmanli Siyasetinde Istimalet Siyaseti’, X/I. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi, Vol. 3 (Ankara 1999),
941.

7 For this understanding of the Qur’anic term, see Dictionary of Qur anic Usage, ‘q-1-b’ (E. M.
Badawi and M. A. Haleem), Brill Online, 2014.
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Zakah expenditures are only for the poor and for the needy and for those employed to collect
[zakah)] and for bringing hearts together [for Islam] and for freeing captives [or slaves] and
for those in debt and for the cause of Allah and for the [stranded] traveller - an obligation [im-
posed] by Allah.®

Before moving to an examination of the actual sources concerning istimalet, let us
look also at the meanings given to the word in the dictionaries. According to Redhouse,
istimale means 1) leaning, inclining; 2) gaining goodwill, coaxing. (According to the
New Redhouse: “a trying to persuade; a gaining goodwill, a coaxing”). According to
Zenker, istimalet means (in French) “action de se pencher, de s’incliner vers q. ch.; de
chercher a se concilier, a se rendre favorable q. qn.; caresse, flatterie, conciliation, conso-
lation”; istimalet etmek or vermek: ““se pencher, étre porté vers q. ch. ou q. qn., chercher
a se concilier, a se rendre favorable q. qn., caresser, flatter q. qn.”. Meninski, in the se-
venteenth century, had explained istimalet (vermek) as following (in French): “caresser,
consoler, foulager, donner des bonnes paroles, encourager”.’

Moving now from the dictionaries and historiography to the actual sources, I can lo-
cate the earliest reference to istimalet in the Ottoman chronicles of the fifteenth century,
which, however, describe the practice already in connection with the first Ottoman con-
quests of the fourteenth century. Actually, when describing the very first Ottoman con-
quest in Europe, the conquest of Tzymbe, Oru¢ Bey narrates that the Ottomans did not
harm the infidels of the neighbouring areas in the peninsula of Gallipoli; on the contrary,
they won them over as allies, promising that they and their families would be safe and
sound (ol ydreniin kdfilerini incitmediler, istimaletler virdiler. Emn ii eman i¢inde oldilar.
Hatunlarimi ve dahi oglanlarini ve kizlarini be-gayet hos dutdilar. Cimnik kal’asinun
kafirleri bu gazilere miiteffik oldilar).'® In the Tzymbe narrative of Asikpasazade, there
is no reference to istimalet, but to the possibility that the Ottomans provided them with
benefits (hisart aldilar kdfirlerini incitmediler belki kdfirlerine dahi ihsanlar etdiler).
In their narratives of early Ottoman history, all the Ottoman chronicles of the fifteenth
century include a lot of similar examples of political practices of ‘carrot’ as opposed to
political practices of ‘stick’; however, with the aforementioned exception of Oru¢ Bey
and some other exceptional references,!! they do not use the word istimalet. In the light

8 Halil Inalcik, in his paper ‘Osmanli déneminde Balkanlar Tarihi iizerinde yeni aragtirmalar’,
read at the Conference of Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi in 1996, published much later in
GAMER 1, 1 (2012), 1-10, also makes a reference to the policy of telif-i kuliib in the Holy
Qur’an as identical to the policy of istimalet.

9 Franciscus a Mesgnien Meninski, Thesaurus Linguarum Orientalium (Istanbul 2000), 202.

10 Orug Beg Tarihi, ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul 2007), 20.

11 In the case of another conquest episode in Thrace, Asikpasazade narrates that after the
demolition of a fortress (named afterwards Tanr1 Yikdugi), the Ottomans left the neighbouring
people in their places again with promises (halkin: girii istimaletle yerinde kodular). Die altos-
manische Chronik des ‘Asikpasazide, ed. F. Giese (Leipzig 1929), 55. Cf. also Anonim Osman-
1 Kronigi (1299-1512), ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul 2000), 31: Murad Han Gazi ol hisarun
kdfirleriyle ahdlesiip, avrati ve oglanlariyla istimalet virdi. Girii yirlerine gonderdi. Simdi ol
hisara Tanr1 Yikdug dirler. Orug explains in connection with the same episode that the people
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of this observation, it should be discussed whether we are justified in using the term isti-
malet as a term of early Ottoman political thought.

On the other hand, and contrary to what one would expect as a reader of the historiog-
raphy on istimalet, the word is actually very frequently used in the later Ottoman sources.
Two hundred years after Tzymbe, during the war for the conquest of Cyprus, an order
from the Miihimme Defterleri (the Imperial Registers of Important Affairs), dated 18 Zil-
kade 977/24 April 1570, refers in detail to the istimalet hiikmi given to the reaya of the is-
land by Sultan Selim II, promising them that, if they did not side with the Venetians, they
would keep their properties (including their timars) under the Ottomans (cezire-i mez-
bureniin reayasina istimalet i¢iin mukaddema gonderilen hiikm-i serifiim mukarrerdiir.
Buyurdum ki: Vardukda, bu babda tamam tedariik iizre olup sabika gonderilen istimalet
hiikmi mucebince cezireniin reayasina girii kendii canibiinden mektublar gonderiip her
birine yeni istimalet viriip soyle ki; “diismen tarafina meyilleri ve muavenetleri olmayup
Stidde-i Sadetiim canibine togrilik iizre tevecciihleri mukarrer ola, insaallah fetht miiyes-
ser oldukda her birisi mutasarrif olduklar: timarlar: ve evleri ve sayir emldki ile muaf u
miisellem olup bir nesneleri ellerinden alimmayup...)."* In this case, it is obvious that is-
timalet has developed to be clearly a political term, which described a carefully designed
political practice, with legal expression also in a document of safety (istimalet hiikmi).

It is perhaps no coincidence that the Ottoman bureaucrat Feridun Bey included in his
Miinseatii s-seldtin, the treatise par excellence on Ottoman chancellery practice (present-
ed to Sultan Murad III in 1575), a list of imperial documents categorised as istimaletnam-
es.!? These documents were addressed to semi-autonomous leaders such as the Sharif of
Mecca, the Han of the Crimea, Kurdish leaders like Seref Han, and other people in power
in Azerbaijan, Dagestan, Georgia, and Transylvania, as well as to Ottoman pashas on
campaign such as Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasha, the Governor of Damascus Hasan Pasha,

were held as prisoners and then were liberated as allies (varup ol hisar: goriip esirlerini alup
aglwyla, kizyla, daht mallariyla cem idiip getiirdiler. Amma hisarun halkini ahd i peyman ile
azad idiip, girii yerlii yerine gonderdiler). Orug Beg Tarihi, 27.

12 12 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (978-979/1570-1572), Ankara 1996, No. 19. According to a re-
port of the beylerbey of Egypt, quoted in an order of 1 Rebiyiilevvel 967/1 December 1559, the
reaya of Egypt were comforted with a promise of tax justice in the near future (Hele bu sene
tizeriniizde maktu olan mali eda idiin; sene-i dtiyede asaga virilmesi lazim olan ziyadeler ber-
vech-i adalet gorile diyii istimalet virilmekle reaya miiteselli-i hatir oldilar). 3 Numarali Mii-
himme Defteri (966-968/1558-1560), Ankara 1993, No. 541. In another case, the sancakbey of
Semendire comforts the reaya with the promise that the oppressive taxmen will be reported to
the Sultan (ba ‘zit haraciler ve koyun hakcilar reayadan ziyade alup zulm ii taaddi eylediikleri
ecilden reaya perakende olup,; “Taife-i mezbure arzolunsun.” diyii istimalet virmekle karar it-
diiriliip). 7 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (975-976/1567-1569), Ankara 1999, No. 2019.

13 These document samples from the Miingseatiis Seldtin were republished separately by Vey-
sel Oz, ‘Feridin Bey’in Miinseat Mecmuasi’nda Bulunan Istimaletndmeler ve Osmanli’da
Istimalet Siyaseti’, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Marmara Universitesi, Istanbul 2002. This thesis inc-
ludes extensive quotations as to the uses of the word istimalet in Ottoman historiography. Ho-
wever, the author does not make any distrinction in his analysis between Ottoman history and
historiography.
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the Governor of Diyarbekir Dervis Pasha, the Grand Vizier Mehmet Pasha, or the Vizier
Sinan Pasha.'* The existence of documents named as such is corroborated by entries in
the contemporary Miihimme Defterleri: Sultan Selim II, for example, was ordered by his
father, Stileyman, to send istimalet letters (istimalet-giine ahkam-1 serife) to the Gover-
nors of Van, Diyarbekir, and Baghdat, as well as to the beys of Kurdistan, in order to sa-
feguard the passes in their districts (hdliya Van ve Diyarbekr ve Bagdad beglerbegilerine
ve anlara tabi olan ciimle Kiirdistan begleri kullaruma miiekkid istimalet-giine ahkam-i
serife yazilup her biri sancaklarinda vaki olan derbendleri ve sair miirur u ubur olincak,
mevazi 1 onat vechile hifz idiip anun gibi isyan iizre olan ehl-i fesaddan bir canibe ha-
reket olur ise her biri def ii refinde ve geregi gibi haklarindan gelinmek babinda enva-i
mesai-i cemile zuhiira getiireler)."

It is interesting to note that istimalet, as a policy of ‘carrot’, was, of course, replaced
by the ‘stick’” when the subjects did not fall for it: during the Cyprus War, in another
example from the Miihimme Defteri, when revolts erupted in the Western Balkans, the
beylerbey of Rumelia was ordered to try to quiet down the Albanians with promises and
coaxing (istimalet ii miidara ile: ‘the carrot’);'® but if they do not fall for it, he should
eliminate five to ten villages in order to make all the others quieten down (‘the stick”) (4r-

14 For these ‘marginal’ provinces of the Ottoman Empire and their rulers in relation to the Otto-
man administration, see the excellent study by Suraiya Faroqhi, The Ottoman Empire and the
World Around It (London and New York 2004), 75-84. The foreign policy of the Ottomans,
and especially the foreign policy of Selim II, has recently been thoroughly examined by Giines
Isiksel in his doctoral dissertation: G. Isiksel, ‘La politique étrangére ottomane dans la seconde
moiti¢ du XVlIe siccle : le cas du régne de Selim II (1566-1574)°, unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, n.d. The issuing of istimaletnames might
have been already a practice from the reign of Selim I. See esp. p. 125, fn. 6 concerning the
issuing of 30 istimaletnames by the reisiilkiittab Haydar Celebi addressed to the Kurdish beys.
However, the source of this information is again Feridun Bey’s Miinseat.

15 3 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (966-968/1558-1560), Ankara 1993, No. 329. Cf. a similar order
granting istimalet to the beys of Kurdistan, quoted by Giines Isiksel, ‘La politique étrangere ot-
tomane’, 67, fn. 10 (source: KK 888, fol. 157).

16 Definitions of miidara in the dictionaries: J. Th. Zenker, Tiirkisch-Arabisch-Persisches Hand-
worterbuch (Hildesheim 1967), 830: “Muddrat, muddra: action de flatter, de cajoler; affection,
soumission simulée, douceur feinte, maniére doucereuse; dissimulation; Muddrdt etmek: flat-
ter, cajoler, dissimuler”; Meninski, Thesaurus Linguarum Orientalium, 4504-4505: “Miidara:
Humilitas, humanitas, civilitas, mollis ac blanda tractatio; dissimulatio; miidara etmek: dissi-
mulare, blandiri; ol vilayetiin kdfiri ile miidara ile zindegani eyler idi: Cum infidelibus subditis
illius regionis blande vitam ducebat, seu dissimulanda & leniter eos tractando vivebar; Miida-
rat: Concordia, blandi mores, lenitas, assabilitas, seu lenis & benigna tractatio; Acht. Dissimu-
latio; miidarat etmek: dissimulare; au tut Gol. Circumvenire, faller, & benigne, comiter, leni-
terque tractare, blandiri. (French:) dissimuler, feindre, traiter doucement, a [’amiable”. Further
research is necessary on the use of terms synonymous with istimalet in the Ottoman political
vocabulary, like miidara. Keith Hopwood, in his paper on ‘Mudara’, in A. Singer and A. Cohen
(eds), Aspects of Ottoman History: Papers from CIEPO IX, Jerusalem (Jerusalem 1994), 154-
161, think that as a political term mudara must have been “the creation of the later chronicler,
including Asikpasazade and Nesri” (p. 160).
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navud taifesi istimalet i miidara ile 1slah olunmayup aralarinda bes-on pare karyeniin
haklarindan geliniirse sayirleri iskdt olunurdi)."” A similar practice was registered again
in a case of another village in Albania: if they quiet down, handle them with istimalet; if
not, suppress them (karye-i mezbure ahalisi istimalet ile itaat ii inkiyad iizre olup isyan
u tugyan iizre olmadan feragat idiip 1slaht miimkiin olursa onat vech ile istimalet viriip
itaat i inkiyad itdiiresin. Soyle ki, istimalet ile itaat ii inkiyadlart miimkiin olmaz ise,
miisartinileyhiin karye-i mezburede sakin olan akriba vii taallitkatin ihrac ittiikden sonra
emr-i sabtkum muktezasinca haklarindan gelesin.)'®

So far, I have observed that istimalet as a word was used systematically not in early
but rather in later Ottoman history; moreover, the sources examined below will show that
istimalet as an Ottoman policy of ‘carrot” was not restricted, as we would expect, only
to the non-Muslim subjects of the Sultans: the Ottomans had often to apply an accom-
modationist policy towards their Muslim subjects as well.

Mustafa Selaniki, for example, in his narrative of a Celali rebellion which had erupted
in Anatolia in 1596, writes that the imperial government had sent orders in order to win
over the local population, against the rebels, “with goodwill” (hiisn-i rey ii tedbir ile
memleket halkina istimalet ile ahkdm yazilup gonderildi)."” Katip Celebi also describes
how the famous Celali rebel Tavil had been appointed as beylerbey, in order to win him
over (reis-i eskiya olan Tavil’e istimalet iciin beylerbeyilik emri irsal olunmagin kabul
eyledigi haberi geldi).*° According to Naima, the bandit Katircioglu was persuaded by
promises (istimaletiyle) to stop attacking the caravans on their way for the Hajj and side
with the Ottomans (istimaletiyle yanimiz alip serrin iimmet-i Muhammed den def eyledik
‘sen bir bahadir yigitsin rehzenlik sana ayiptir, padisahimizdan senin igin bir sey rica
edelim’).?' Naima, again, describes how some troublemakers in Anatolia after the death
of Fatih Mehmet were pardoned (afv ii istimalet) and assigned new posts in the military
(Giinahlarimiz afv olunur ise hizmet-i padisahide damen dermiyan ederiz” deyii arzihal
ettikleri paye-i serir-i aldya arz zimminda “Meza ma meza afv u istimalet olunmak mii-
nasibdir” deyii kelimat-i sefaatamizi derc etmegin, afv buyurulup miiteayyin olanlarin

17 12 Numarali Miithimme Defteri, No. 182 (17 Sevval 978/14 March 1571). For the revolts, see
Phokion Kotzageorgis, ‘Enavactaticd kvipoto otny EAAnvikn yepadvnco tov 160 aimvo, Kot
Ofopovikég Tyg: pa Tpdt Tpocyyion [Revolutionary movements in the Greek mainland
in the 16th century and Ottoman sources]’, KO [Tavellivio lotopixo Zvvédpio, 16-18 Maiov
2008 & KH' Iavelinvio lotopixo Zvvédpio (Mépog B'), 25-27 Moiov 2007, Ilpaxtird [29th
Panhellenic History Conference, 16 - 18 May 2008 & 28th Panhellenic History Conference
(Part B), 25 - 27 May 2007, Proceedings], Thessaloniki 2009, 21-31. For other cases of asso-
ciation between istimalet ii miidara see 6 Numarali Miithimme Defteri, 972/1564-1565 (Anka-
ra 1995), Nos. 1130 and 1132; 7 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, 975-976/1567-1569, 111 (Ankara
1999), Nos. 2553, 2558, 2588, and No. 2763.

18 6 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (972/1564-1565), 1:410.

19 Selaniki Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Seldniki, ed. M. Ipsirli (Istanbul 1989), 581.

20 Fezleke, fol. 110b.

21 Naima Mustafa Efendi, Tdrih-i Na ‘imd, ed. M. Ipsirli (Ankara 2007), 111:1228. Quoted by Oz,
‘Osmanli’da Istimélet Siyaseti’, 77.
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ba ‘zina boliik agaliklar: tevcih olunup hil ‘atler ile istimaletten sonra....illetlerin izale-
den sonra ciimlesin iki kisim ettiler ba ‘zisin Kiitahya'da Nasuh Pasa’ya gonderdiler).??
In another example, according to a Miihimme order dated 28 Sevval 1040/30 May 1631,
after a raid by pirates on the island of Midilli (Gk. Mytilene) and a revolt by the soldiers
and the people of the island, the kapudan pasa and the kad: were ordered to give every-
body promises (istimalet), in order to quieten down the revolt (her birisine istimalet
viriip def-1 ihtildl eyleyesiz).”

In some cases, we can see that the policy of istimalet was applied through the distri-
bution of robes of honour (4i/’af): Ibn Kemal, for example, narrates that Prince Mustafa,
the son of Mehmed the Conqueror, during an expedition to Karaman, distributed to the
tribal leaders of the area very precious robes of honour (4i/’af) and promised a lot to the
leaders of his army in order to persuade them to fight (boybeylerini ... doylayub her birine
fahir hilatler verdi; ceri ¢eribaslarina lutf'ile soyleyiib savasa kandurdi vafir istimaletler
verdi).** On 5 Rebiyiielevel 967/5 December 1559, in another example, from the Mii-
himme Defterleri, the Imperial Council ordered Turgud Pasha, the beylerbey of Trablus
in Libya, to persuade the Arab tribes in his province to form an alliance. More specifi-
cally, robes of honour were sent with imperial orders to every Arab Shaikh “as a sign
of goodwill (istimalet)” (mesayih-i Urbana her birine mufassal istimalet i¢in ahkam-i
serife ile hil’at-i hiimayunum gonderilmistir).> Mustafa Selaniki, again, mentions in his
Chronicle that the Ottomans sent to the Han of the Crimea Gazi Giray an istimaletname
together with a robe of honour and a decorated sword (Tatar Han-1 Gazi Giray Han ve
serdar-1 dli hazretlerine semsir-i zerrin ve hil ‘at-1 fahire ve istimaletname ile gidiip...).*
And Hezarfen Hiiseyin Efendi explains in his Memoir (7elhisii'I-beyan) that “presents”
(istimaletler) were necessary especially for the governors of the frontiers; the Sultans
should sent every year to them robes of honour, swords, and horses, in order to reinforce
the allegiance of the Muslim armies (serhadlerde olan beglerbeglere riayet ve istimalet
lazimdir. Faraza sene be sene taraf-1 padisahiden hil‘at ve kili¢ génderiliip, birkag at
gonderilse asker-i islama kuvvet olup ve ddaya zaaf-1 kalb hasil olurdu).”’

Moreover, the sources show that istimalet was also — and maybe more than anything
else — a policy of gentle persuasion of the Ottoman soldiers. The history of Oru¢ Bey
describes how, for example, during the Hungarian invasion of 1443, the volunteers of
Rumelia did not show up at the critical battle because their leader Tur(a)han Bey had
tried to persuade them gently (istimalet) to participate in the campaign, giving them the

22 Térih-i Na'‘imd, ed. ipsirli, 11:715. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da istimalet Siyaseti’, 78.

23 85 Numarali Miihimme Defieri, 1040-1041 (1042)/1630-1631 (1632), Ankara 2002, No. 493.

24 ibn Kemal, Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, VII. Defter (tenkidli transkripsyon), ed. Serafettin Turan,
(Ankara 1957), 327.

25 3 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, 966-968/1558-1560 (Ankara 1993), No. 579. Cf. also Fezleke,
51a, where robes of honour are sent together with an istimaletname. Robes of honour to the Ot-
toman conquerors of Chania in ibid, 260a.

26 Tarih-i Seldniki, ed. Ipsirli, 769. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 45.

27 Hezarfen Hiiseyin Efendi, Telhisii’l-Beydn Fi Kavinin-i Al-i Osméan, ed. S. Ilgiirel (Ankara
1998), 113. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 45.
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false impression that they would encounter only a small bunch of infidels; this, however,
resulted in their not showing up for the battle at all (Turhan Beg yoldaslik itmeyiip akinci-
lara istimalet viriip cevablasup didi kim: Bunlar bir avug kafirdiir, bunlar: tagidup sonra
varup her biriniiz ¢iftiiniiz siiregidiip varun diyiip, akincilara bu istimaleti viriip akincilar
ve tovcalar bu haberi isidiip varamayup Kasim Pasa yalunuz kalup).?® The same history
of Orug Bey narrates, in another example, that during the siege of Moton (Gk. Methoni)
in 1500, the beylerbey Sinan Bey proclaimed to his soldiers that the Sultan promised
them a permission (istimalet) to plunder in the name of God and the Prophet. “On hearing
this promise, the Muslim soldiers marched to the battle” (beglebegi Sindn Beg miinadi
idiip cagirdi kim, padisah bast i¢iin Allah yolina ve Hazret-i Risalet sallallahu aleyhi ve
sellem askina yagma diyiip, miinadiler her tarafdan ¢agirdilar. Ehl-i Islam leskeri dah
bu istimaleti isidiip yiiriidiler).?® According to Nesri, Sultan Murad 1, during his campa-
ign against Karaman, made “good promises” (va ‘de-i hasene) of istimalet to every one
of his soldiers, in order to persuade them to fight for him (hiinkdr dahi leskerine istimalet
idiip, her birine va ‘de-i hasene idiip, ciimle gaziler dahi ikdam-1 belig gosteriip, hiinkdra
i ‘tikad virdiler).’° Promises of istimalet were also given by the Ottomans to the soldiers
of their enemies, as in the case of the conquest of the fortress of Visegrad, when Ibrahim
Pasha by this method persuaded the soldiers of the enemy to fight with the Ottoman side
(Sabika Ibrahim Pasa istimaleti ile asker-i Islama miilhak olup agir uliifeler ile mer i
olan Frenkleri goriip bunlar dahi beni nev ‘ine ittibaen gelip padisaha bende oldular).’!
Counter-promises of istimalet were also given by the opponents of the Ottomans. It is
interesting to note that in the same passage concerning the siege of Moton we examined
above, Oru¢ mentions that the Christian priests had spread the following words of en-
couragement (istimalet) to the defenders of Moton: “Do not fear. Nobody can conquer
this fortress” (kesisleri, batrikleri, kasisleri, ruhbanlar: istimalet viriip korman diyii bu
kal’ayi kimesne alimaz diyii séylerlerdi).>

In some cases, istimalet meant that the soldiers were promised salary increases. For
example, when Sinan Pasha was enlisting in 1568 soldiers in Egypt in preparation for his
Yemen campaign, he gave them, according to his report to the Sultan, promises of salary
increases (terakki vii istimalet) in order to persuade them to enrol (at/u vii piyade bin

28 Orug Beg Tarihi, 63-64. Cf. also ibid., 74 and 116, with the same meaning of ‘permission’.

29 Orug Beg Tarihi, 201. Cf. an order dated 16 Saban 972/17 February 1565 to an akinct bey in
Rumelia to prepare his enlisted soldiers for the campaign, encouraging them to raid the terri-
tory of the infidels and look for booty (hidmetde ve yoldaslikda bulunalar ve zikrolunan akinct
kullaruma geregi gibi istimalet viresin ki, kefere vilayetine akin salinup toyumluklar olunmaga
niyet olunmigsdur), 6 Numaralt Miihimme Defteri (972/1564-1565) (Ankara 1995), No. 816.

30 Mevlana Mehmet Nesri, Cihdnniima (6. Kisum: Osmanlt Tarihi (687-890\1288-1485), ed. N.
Oztiirk (Istanbul 2008), 104. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 70.

31 Tarih-i Na ‘ima, 1:293, quoted in Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 74.

32 Orug Beg Tarihi, 201. Cf. Tarih-i Seldniki, ed. Ipsirli, 121 (promises given to the Ottoman sol-
diers of Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasa by his opponents in the Caucasus [asker-i Isldma istimalet-
ler ile niivazigler idiip)). Also, cf. Fezleke, 259a, referring to Venetian istimaletnames given to
the besieged Ottomans in Chania.
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nefer mikdar ancak yazilup terakki vii istimalet virmekle gitmege razi olup).>® Naima,
in his History, describes this practice as “promise of money” (bezl-i mal ile istimalet):
this is how the Vizier Mere Hiiseyin Pasha had tried to quieten down his officers who
were preparing for mutiny (ve kul taifesinden istis ‘ar ettik¢e anlardan ba ‘z1 bi-edeb hane
hareket his eyledikce i¢-hazineden bezl-i mal ile istimalet gésterirdi. Bu suretle Yenigeri
oda-basilarimdan ba ‘zi1 miiteayyin zorbalart kendine tabi edip...) >* Naima, again, narra-
tes that it was through the spending of money that Abaza Pasha of Erzurum tried to enrol
soldiers in his cause after the execution of Sultan Osman Il (4baza dahi Kalavun'un
leskerini istimalet ve bezl-i mal ile kendiye tabi ve leskerine zam eyledi).’

In the same vein, Katip Celebi, describing an argument between the Istanbul and
the provincial sipahis concerning who was going to have the right of collection of the
gulamiye (the collecting fee for the cizye) in 1603/4, gives a definition of istimalet as an
“important thing during a campaign, in order to keep the soldiers in hope for victory”
(Ctin obiir tarafda kesret olup ve seferler esnasinda istimalet miihim idi, iktiza eyledi ki,
ekser iciin hiikm-i kiill vardir diyii galib tarafin memuliine miisaade oluna.).’® Further
down in his book, Katip Celebi mentions an istimaletname as a document promising help
to the defenders of the fortress of Istolni Belgrad in Hungary (Serdar miisavereden sonra
Istolni-Belgrad’da tabur iizerine gitmegi mukarrer idiip, “doniisde imdada yetigiriiz”
diyii istimaletname virdi).>’

In the light of the above references, I would argue that the word istimalet was used
primarily to describe more generally ‘encouragement’ of the soldiers by promises and
concessions, in order to persuade them to fight. In the summer of 1565, for example, dur-
ing the Malta campaign, the Imperial Council in Istanbul issued an order asking Vizier
Mustafa Pasha to send information about the siege. In the final clauses of the dispositio,
the Vizier was ordered the following: “to encourage the Islamic zeal of the army and
drive the Muslim gazis to victory against the infidels” (din gayretine ve Islam hamiyetine
geregi gibi istimalet viriip guzat-1 miislimini kefere-i fecereye tegaliib itdiiriip).3® A few
days later, Mustafa Pasha informed the Imperial Council about his success in capturing
the fort of St Elmo, Turgut Reis dying as a martyr in the battle. According to the ferman,
Mustafa Pasha was ordered “to encourage with promises” his generals, the janissaries,
and the other soldiers (iimerayla yenigeri kullaruma ve sayir asakir-i fevz-me seriime
geregi gibi istimalet viresin).>®

33 7 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (975-976/1567-1569) (Ankara 1999), No. 2248 (19 Rebiyiilahir
976/11 September 1568).

34 Tarih-i Na ‘ima, 11:509. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 51.

35 Tarih-i Na ‘ima, 11:548. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 51.

36 Fezleke, fol. 92b; copied in Tdrih-i Naima, 1:377-379.

37 Fezleke, fol. 61b.

38 6 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (972/1564-1565) (Ankara 1995), No. 1423 (17 Zilhicce 972/16
July 1565). Cf. Fezleke, vr. 33b: Mukabele-i padisahide duran viizera ilerii varup saflar tertib
ve askere istimalet ii gayret virmekle cenge tahriz ii takrib itdikden sonra girii geliip padisah-1
Islam’a ahvali i ‘lam iderlerdi.

39 6 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (972/1564-1565), Vol. 11 (Ankara 1995), No. 1479 (issued on 29
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According to Naima, before the battle of Mezdkeresztes (1596), the viziers in the en-
tourage of the Sultan were sent around the camp to encourage the soldiers with istimalet
(Giderek ceng kizisip mukabele-i padisahide olan viizera ileriye varip saflart tertip ve
askere istimalet ve gayret vermekle cenge tahriz u tergib ettikten sonra gelip Padisah-1
Islam’a ahvali i‘lam ederlerdi).*® Similarly, during the siege of Baghdat, Hafiz Pasha
went around the trenches to encourage the soldiers with istimalet (Hafiz Pasa metrisde
[siper] yatip kalkip askere in ‘am u ihsan ederdi. Ve zdbitlere ve nefere hadden efzun isti-
maletler ve riayetler eylerdi).*! Murad IV himself also encouraged his soldiers during the
siege of Erevan, at the same time opening his purse for those who fought bravely or had
lost their horses during the battle (Revan Muhasarasi cenginde padisah hazretleri bizzat
ayak tizere damen dermiyan durup altin ve gurus keselerin agzi agilip meydana dokiiliip
bas getirenlere kirkar gurus, ati helak olanlara elliser filori bahsis verip ‘Koman kurd-
larim gayret vaktidir sehbazlarim’ deyi istimaletler verip in ‘am u ihsani ebr-i nisan gibi
mebzul-i firavan etmisler idi).*

Nesri uses istimalet with the meaning of ‘encouragement’ when referring to the
speeches of Mehmed I before his battle against Kara Yahya (sultan yamindaki serverler-
ine istimalet idiip, eyitti ki: Ey beniim yigitleriim! Vaktidiir ki bunlari, kara karga misal
tagidup, askerin heldk ideliim: “My braves! The time has come to disperse their soldiers
like black crows and kill them”), and before the battle against his brother Isa (Sultan, ...
Rum serverlerine istimalet idiip, ‘ha merdaneleriim! Géreyim sizi ne vecihle hareketler,
secaatler géstertirsiiz’ diyiip, istimaletler virdi: “My braves: Let me see now how you are
going to fight and show your valour”).*? According to Orug, Sultan Murad I encouraged
the volunteering raiders who did not want to fight the infidels in Thrace with the follow-
ing words of istimalet. akincilara istimalet virtip cevablasub didi kim: Bunlar bir avug
kafirdiiv, bunlart dagidup sonra varup her biriniz ¢iftiiniiz stiregidiin diyiip: “These are
only a bunch of infidels, let’s disperse them and afterwards you can go to your lands and
continue to cultivate them”.*

Katip Celebi cites the exact content of an istimalet speech of Hasan Pasha, delivered
in order to encourage his soldiers before a battle of the Long War with the Habsburgs:

He encouraged everybody with a speech: “Hey, Gazis! Do not be afraid of the numbers of
the infidels. God’s favour is on our side. Whenever the infidels tried to light the flame of dis-

Zilhicce/28 July). In the same vein, istimalet was also used again during the Cyprus War, when
the Sultan ordered the Vizier Mustafa Pasha to do his best “for the conquest of the island, for
the defeat of the enemies, and for the order of the army of Islam, his zeal for istimalet, gaza and
cihad (cezireniin feth u teshiri ve ddanun kahr u tedmiri ve asakir-i Islam ahvaliniin nizam u
intizamt ve hiisn-i istimalet ve gaza vii cihada tergibi babinda enva-1 mesai-i cemileniiz viiciida
getiirile). 12 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, no. 34 (22 Ramazan 978/17 February 1571).

40 Tarih-i Na ‘ima, 1:114. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 70.

41 Tarih-i Na ‘ima, 11:581. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 70.

42 Térih-i Na ‘imd, 11:815. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 71.

43 Nesri, Cihdanniimd, 169 and 196. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanlr’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 71.

44 Orug Beg Tarihi, 201. Quoted by Oz, ‘Osmanli’da Istimalet Siyaseti’, 72.
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order amongst the Muslims, Almighty God put out that flame himself. Let me see you: let’s
fight bravely for the pride of Religion. Our casualties will be happy martyrs. All of you! Get
ready and prepared, with your rifles, guns, and all your instruments of war. When the miser-
able infidels start marching against us, fight them bravely. I hope that our plans will prevail!”
(ve her birine istimdlet viriip, “‘ey gaziler! Kiiffarn coklugundan iisenmen. Ingaallah fursat bi-
zimdir. Her bar ki kiiffar ehi-i Islam iizerine nar-1 fitne ikad itse Hak te‘ald kendi liitfundan ol
dtesi soyiindiiriir. Goreyim sizi. Din ugruna dilirane durusup ceng idelim. Olenlerimiz sehid
ve gaziler saiddir. Her biriniz kollu kolunuzda hdzir-bas olup top ve tiifeng ve edevat-1 cengle
miiheyya durum. Kiiffar-1 haksar yiiriidiikde merdane deprenin. Umiddir ki, bu tedbirleri dahi
rast gelmeye” diyii séyledi).*®

A final example, again from Katip Celebi, shows how istimalet was actually addres-
sed both to the soldiers and the prospective subjects of the Ottomans during the Cretan
War. Deli Hiiseyin Pasha, the general of the Cretan campaign, had gently persuaded his
soldiers to follow him into the conquered fortress of Merambello, where he granted pri-
vileges to the conquered reaya:

When Hiiseyin Pasha learnt the news of the conquest [of the fortress of Merambello], he moved
very fast from Rethymno to Candia, in three days. After making promises [and/or presents] to
his soldiers, he marched to the aforementioned fortress [of Merambello] in four days. There, he
made promises [and/or gave protection] to the reayas. The infidels had a fortress on an island
called Spinalonga, located in the sea between the aforementioned fortress [of Merambello] and
Candia; they used to move their animals for pasture on to the land opposite with boats. The Pa-
sha sent some mounted soldiers to kick the animals out. And the reayas of that district asked
for forgiveness. There was also a salt pan dependent of that fortress [of Merambello] near the
sea [mod. Elounda]. The soldiers conquered the salt pan and 60 villages. On the request of the
reayas, the Pasha appointed officers and 150 janissaries under Asct Ali Aga to guard the for-
tress [of Merabello]. (Haber-i fetih Hiiseyin Pasa 'nin mesmii‘t oldukda sebiikbar Resmo 'dan
ti¢ giinde Kandiyeye varup askere istimalet virdikden sonra dort menzilde mezbur hisara va-
rup igine asker kodi. Ve reayaya istimalet virdi. Zikr olunan kal ‘a ile Kandiye arasinda derya
iginde kiiffarin Rigpalanka nam ada i¢inde bir kal ‘ast olup davar ve koyunlarin kayiklar ile ka-
raya ¢ikarup otlatmagla pasa-yi zi-kerem birkag atlu gonderiip davarlarin siirdiirdi. Ve ol etraf
reayast dahi emana geliip hisar-1 mezbura tabi leb-i deryada bir azim tuzla olup altmis pare
koy ile mezbur tuzla dahi zabt olund.. Ve reaya talebi ile yasakgilar ve yiiz elli nefer yeniceri ile
As¢t Ali Aga zabtina ta ‘yin olundl.)

In conclusion, I would like to argue that istimalet seems to have been a much more
widely used term in the Ottoman political vocabulary, and it was not only a policy to-
wards the zimmis/reayas (raiyetperverlik), as historiography has described it so far. |
think that the few uses of the term istimalet in the narratives of early Ottoman history do
not fully justify its use as a term (not as a practice) of early Ottoman political thought. In
any case, I believe that we might want to be very careful before we apply such sweeping
generalisations.

When we actually look for istimalet in the sources, it strikes us with its polysemy.
In this vein, as a term of the political vocabulary of the Ottomans, it seems, I think, that

45 Fezleke, vr. 63b.
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istimalet was much more than a ‘method of conquest’: it was also a policy for encourag-
ing the army, and, last but not least, an accommodationist policy for handling dissent
(def-i ihtilal). After all, the army and dissent were the major problems of the Ottoman
imperial government, at least during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: to follow
a pragmatic policy of sweet talk (uzubet-i lisan, dil-hoslik) and ‘carrot’ was especially
important, if not essential. It is a subject for further research to align this practice with
other ideas in the Ottoman political vocabulary.



BEYOND THE MILLET DEBATE:
COMMUNAL REPRESENTATION
IN PRE-TANZIMAT-ERA CYPRUS

Antonis HADJIKYRIACOU®

THE MILLET DEBATE 1S CURRENTLY RECEIVING RENEWED ATTENTION. After several years of
sporadic contributions,' there is a sustained interest by, and critical mass of recent studies
that revisit one of the most fundamental debates in Ottomanist historiography.? Millet de-

* Bogazici University. | would like to express my gratitude to Marinos Sariyannis and the anony-
mous reviewer for their perceptive comments and helpful suggestions. This essay has benefited
greatly from exchanges during the various workshops of the Re-imagining Democracy project
directed by Joanna Innes and Mark Philp. Research was financially supported by the European
Commission’s 7" Framework Programme Marie Curie Actions, as part of the Mediterranean
Insularities project (reference ID: 630030) hosted at the Institute for Mediterranean Studies,
Foundation for Research and Technology-Hellas between 2014 and 2016. Elizabeth Zachari-
adou had listened to a very early version of this essay at the Skilliter Centre for Ottoman Stud-
ies in Cambridge, back in 2007, and her comments and feedback were instrumental. As this
volume was about to go to the press, I received the news of her death. I would like to dedicate
this essay to her memory.

1 The debate was initiated by B. Braude’s 1982 essay ‘Foundation Myths of the Millet System’,
in idem and B. Lewis (eds), Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire: The Functioning of
a Plural Society, Vol. 1: The Central Lands (New York 1982), 69-88. Braude challenged the
conventional wisdom of an unchanging ancient millet system that regulated relations between
religious communities and the Ottoman state, and he was soon followed by several scholars to
become what constituted a major paradigm shift in Ottomanist historiography. For two thor-
ough historiographical overviews see M. van den Boogert, ‘Millets: Past and Present’, in A. S.
Roald and A. N. Longva (eds), Religious Minorities in the Middle East (Leiden-Boston 2011),
27-45; 27-30 and E. Gara, ‘Conceptualizing Interreligious Relations in the Ottoman Empire:
The Early Modern Centuries’, Acta Poloniae Historica, 116 (2017), 57-91, at 66-72.

2 K. Barkey and G. Gavrilis, ‘The Ottoman Millet System: Non-Territorial Autonomy and its
Contemporary Legacy’, Ethnopolitics, 15 (2016), 24-42; K. Barkey, Empire of Difference:
The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge 2008), 115-116, 132-153; Van den Bo-
ogert, ‘Millets’, 27-45; A. Lyberatos, ‘The Application of the Tanzimat and its Political Effects:
Glances from Plovdiv and its Rum Millet’, in 1. Parvev, P. Mitev, M. Baramova and V. Rache-
va (eds), Power and Influence in Southeastern Europe, 16th-19th Centuries (Miinster 2013),
109-118; V. Kursar, ‘Non-Muslim Communal Divisions and Identities in the Early Modern
Ottoman Balkans and the Millet System Theory’, in ibid., 97-108; E. Kermeli, ‘The Right to
Choice: Ottoman, Ecclesiastical and Communal Justice in Ottoman Greece’, in C. Woodhead
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notes religious community, and the semantic controversies arise when the word is associ-
ated with the system that allegedly regulated the organisation of and interaction between
different confessional groups, as well as their relations with the Ottoman state. My usage
of the term is confined to this context, i.e., with reference to a system explicitly or implicit-
ly suggesting an institutionalised and/or hierarchical structure that followed or reflected re-
ligious organisation. In the case of the Christian Orthodox, this was the Orthodox Church.

Scholars differ over the historical origins of this system, the degree of its institu-
tional nature, as well as how consistently and uniformly it was applied. The traditional
view highlights its ancient roots, emphasising how at key moments of conquest the Ot-
toman Empire integrated non-Muslim populations by bestowing their spiritual leaders
with fiscal and administrative jurisdiction, while at the same time facilitating the exer-
cise of religious functions.® This view was challenged from the 1980s onwards, when
more focused studies demonstrated how the term millet came to acquire any institutional
character pertinent to communal organisation in the context of the nineteenth-century
Tanzimat reforms.* The argument here, somewhat provocatively articulated by Braude,

(ed.), The Ottoman World (New York 2011), 347-359; a longer version of this essay under the
same title is available in Journal of Semitic Studies, 52 (2007), 165-211; B. Masters, ‘Chris-
tians in a Changing World’, in S. N. Faroghi (ed.), The Cambridge History of Turkey, Vol. 3:
The Later Ottoman Empire, 1603—1839 (Cambridge 2006), 272-279; M. Rozen, ‘The Otto-
man Jews’, in ibid., 256-271; M. Aymes, A Provincial History of the Ottoman Empire: Cyprus
and the Eastern Mediterranean in the Nineteenth Century (London 2014), 21-32; T. Papadem-
etriou, Render unto the Sultan: Power, Authority and the Greek Orthodox Church in the Early
Ottoman Centuries (Oxford 2015); M. Ueno, ‘For the Fatherland and the State’: Armenians
Negotiate the Tanzimat Reforms’, I/JMES, 45 (2013), 93-109; dem, ‘Religious in Form, Po-
litical in Content? Privileges of Ottoman Non-Muslims in the Nineteenth Century’, JESHO,
59 (2016), 408-441; A. Kogunyan, ‘The Millet System and the Challenge of other Confes-
sional Models, 1856—1865°, Ab Imperio, 1 (2017), 59—-85; D. Stamatopoulos, ‘Rum Millet be-
tween Vakifs and Property Rights: Endowments’ Trials of the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s Mixed
Council in the Late Ottoman Empire (19th-20th c.)’, Endowment Studies, 2 (2018), 58-81; H.
Colak and E. Bayraktar-Tellan (eds), The Orthodox Church as an Ottoman Institution: A Study
of Early Modern Patriarchal Berats (Istanbul 2019)..

3 H. A. R. Gibb and H. Bowen, Islamic Society and the West: A Study of the Impact of West-
ern Civilization on Moslem Culture in the Near East, Vol. 1, pt 2 (London 1950), 211-212; S.
Runciman, “Rum Milleti”: The Orthodox Communities Under the Ottoman Sultans’, in J. J.
Yiannias (ed.), The Byzantine Tradition After the Fall of Constantinople (Charlottesville and
London 1991), 1-15; idem, The Great Church in Captivity: A Study of the Patriarchate of Con-
stantinople from the Eve of the Turkish Conquest to the Greek War of Independence (London
1968), 167-168; H. Inalcik, ‘Ottoman Archival Materials on Millets’, in idem (ed.), From Em-
pire to Republic. Essays on Ottoman and Turkish Social History (Istanbul 1995), 91-103; idem,
‘The Status of the Greek-Orthodox Patriarch Under the Ottomans’, Turcica, 21-23 (1991), 407-
436; T. Papadopoullos, ‘Orthodox Church and Civil Authority’, Journal of Contemporary His-
tory, 2 (1967), 201-209; idem, Studies and Documents Relating to the History of the History of
the Greek Church and People Under Turkish Domination. (Aldershot 1990 [2" ed.]); E. Cey-
lan, ‘The Millet System in the Ottoman Empire’, in J. Upton-Ward (ed.), New Millennium Per-
spectives in the Humanities (Istanbul and Provo 2002), 245-266.

4 D. Goffman, ‘Ottoman Millets in the Early Seventeenth Century’, New Perspectives on Tur-
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is that there “were neither millets nor a system” for most of the Empire’s existence,
although he conceded that ‘a considerable, but by no means absolute, degree of com-
munal autonomy existed’.> According to this view, pre-nineteenth century arrangements
between the Ottoman state and non-Muslim religious communities were largely ad hoc,
and Istanbul-based religious leaders may have claimed Empire-wide authority, but this
was very limited and fluctuated over time.

Michael Ursinus shifted the debate by pointing out the sporadic use of the word millet
in the pre-Tanzimat period. The term denoted religious community, with its earliest refer-
ence going back to 1697.° Implying a more institutional character and cohesive nature
of the millet as religious community from the mid eighteenth century onwards, Ursinus
acknowledges, however, that the term’s usage was limited to the miihimme defterleri,
reflecting an imperial rather than local vision of collective organisation.” Thus, the term
did not appear in local administrative or legal sources such as the sharia court records,
where one would expect to find it in cases pertinent to different confessional communi-
ties. He thus accepts that local communal organisation may have taken different forms,
but insists that “in the perspective of the central government [local communities] were
seen as parts of religious and juridical communities which, under the leadership of their
(ecclesiastical) heads, ideally had an empire-wide dimension™.?

In a recent contribution, Vjeran Kursar identifies 1626 as the earliest date of an Ot-
toman document employing the term millet for non-Muslims, although not in a fashion

key, 11 (1994), 135-158; R. Clogg, ‘The Greek Millet in the Ottoman Empire’, in Braude and
Lewis (eds), Christians and Jews, Vol. 1, 185-207; Braude, ‘Foundation Myths’, 69-88; idem,
‘The Strange History of the Millet System’, in K. Cigek (ed.), The Great Ottoman-Turkish Civ-
ilization, Vol. 2 (Ankara, 2000), 409-418; idem, ‘Introduction’, in idem (ed.), Christians and
Jews in the Ottoman Empire: The Abridged Edition with a New Introduction (Boulder 2014),
1-49; A. Cohen, ‘On the Realities of the Millet System: Jerusalem in the Sixteenth Century’,
in Braude and Lewis, Christians and Jews, Vol. 2, 7; Ueno, ‘For the Fatherland and the State’,
95; P. Konortas, O8wuavikés Oswpnoeis yio to Oikovueviko Tozprapyeio. Bepdria yia tovg
rpoxabnuevovg e Meyalns Exxinoiog (170g-opyés 2000 orwva) [Ottoman perspectives on
the Ecumenical Patriarchate: Berats concerning the Leaders of the Great Church (seventeenth-
early twentieth century)] (Athens 1998); idem, ‘From Ta’ife to Millet: Ottoman Terms for the
Ottoman Greek Orthodox Community’, in D. Gondicas and C. Issawi (eds), Ottoman Greeks
in the Age of Nationalism: Politics, Economy, and Society in the Nineteenth Century (Princeton
1999), 169-179; E. Balta, ‘The Exploitation of Otherness in the Economic Advancement of the
Rum Millet’, O Epoviotig, 24 (2003), 139-160; D. Stamatopoulos, ‘From Millets to Minorities
in the 19th-Century Ottoman Empire: an Ambiguous Modernization’, in S. G. Ellis, G. Halfda-
narson and A. K. Isaacs (eds), Citizenship in Historical Perspective (Pisa 20006), 253-273; M.
Kenanoglu, Osmanli Millet Sistemi: Mit ve Gergek (Istanbul 2004).

5 Braude, ‘Strange History’, 410.

6 See the transcribed document in A. Refik, Onikinci Asr-1 Hicrinde Istanbul Hayati (1689-1785)
(Istanbul 1988), 21 (document 34).

7 EP,s.v. ‘Millet’ (M. Ursinus), 61-64; for an expanded version of the text in German see M. Ur-
sinus, ‘Zur Diskussion um “millet” im Osmanischen Reich’, SF, 48 (1989), 195-207.

8 Ursinus, ‘Millet’, 63.



74 ANTONIS HADJIKYRIACOU

that suggests a system.” Hidemitsu Kuroki supported Ursinus’s position by demonstrating
that since 1813 there had been local usage of the word millet indicating a consciousness
of sorts in Aleppo.'® Conversely, Paraskevas Konortas has pointed out the significance of
the use of the term taife (group, community, class, tribe) as a precursor to millet during
the eighteenth and early nineteenth century.!! This term, however, is also used in Ottoman
bureaucratic nomenclature to denote professional, military, or ethnic groups regardless of
religion. Overall, and issues of dating notwithstanding, less clear in all these formulations,
and perhaps the source of disagreement between Braude and Ursinus, is the degree of in-
stitutionalisation which would in turn determine whether the term ‘system’ is applicable.!?

This debate is important because, regardless of the position one assumes, there seems
to be an inherent agreement that millet was the catalyst that transformed pre-modern reli-
gious communities into modern, national ones. It is for this reason that the millet system
is a particularly popular, if erroneously used, analytical category among historians, politi-
cal scientists, sociologists, or anthropologists studying nation-state-building processes in
the post-Ottoman lands. '3

While scepticism about the temporal omnipresence of the millet system has now be-
come the consensus among most Ottomanists, certain contributions have pumped new
blood into the debate. Marc Aymes questioned the genealogical connection between mil-
let and nation, asserting that nothing predisposed the former to evolve into the latter. In
this sense, Aymes shifts the stakes away from the modernist-developmentalist paradigms
of nation-state formation, questioning the inherent teleology behind the transformation
of religious into national identity.'* From the other end of the debate, Karen Barkey has
recently re-articulated the primordial argument for the millet system, which she sees as
the cornerstone of Ottoman tolerance and the multiculturalism that characterised Otto-
man rule.'” Defining it as “a loose administrative set of central-local arrangements”,'® she
emphasises that it was a system nevertheless, and one that had ancient origins. Reflect-
ing her broader theory of the Ottoman state, Barkey sees a millet system characterised
by institutional flexibility. Yet, her analysis and more detailed accounts indicate that the
Ottoman state Barkey perceives is more institutional than flexible.!”

9 Kaursar, ‘Non-Muslim Communal Divisions’, 104.

10 H. Kuroki, ‘The Orthodox-Catholic Clash in Aleppo in 1818’, Orient: Report of the Society for
Near Eastern Studies in Japan, 29 (1993), 1-18.

11 Konortas, ‘From Ta’ife to Millet’, 169-179. This is corroborated by cases from the present
study: Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (BOA), C.ADL. 3535; C.ADL. 879; all archival references
are from BOA unless otherwise noted.

12 Braude, ‘Strange History’, 418, note 3.

13 For one such typical example see R. Hirschon, ‘Dismantling the Millet: Religion and National
Identity in Contemporary Greece’, A. Aktar, N. Kizilyiirek and U. Ozkirimli (eds), National-
ism in the Troubled Triangle: Cyprus, Greece and Turkey (London and New York 2010), 61-75
at 61-62, 67-69.

14 Aymes, A Provincial History, 21-32

15 See a critique in Gara, ‘Conceptualizing Interreligious Relations’, 68-69.

16 Barkey, Empire of Difference, 125.

17 Tbid., 70-71, 109-123, 132-153.
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In discussing the Greek Orthodox communities, Barkey relies heavily on Theodore
Papadopoullos, whose work was published in the 1950s.!8 Predominantly based on docu-
mentation from ecclesiastical sources, Papadopoullos reproduces the image clerical in-
stitutions were projecting for themselves as the exclusive intermediary between state and
society — reifying the notion of a millet system inaugurated in 1453 upon the conquest
of Constantinople. Importantly, Papadopoullos’ handling of primary sources had already
been criticised in Anglophone bibliography since 2001."

These are issues that go beyond historiography: they affect current understandings
of politics and inform popular discussions on inter-communal relations throughout the
post-Ottoman world. Indicative is the case of Cyprus. One of the (several) points of
convergence between the two competing nationalist imaginations of the historical past
of the island is the effective equation of the non-Muslim communal organisation with
the Orthodox Church. Following either the above-mentioned Ottomanist paradigm of an
unchanging millet system under the ‘natural leadership’ of the higher clergy, or the Greek
Cypriot narrative of a Church monopolising the political, economic, and cultural realm
in Ottoman Cyprus, both models reproduce the idea of an almighty Church. The same is
true of scholars to the left of the political spectrum, who reify the image of the Church
as an omnipotent institution at the centre of all aspects of life, if by adopting a critical
stance.?’ The overall narrative remains unchanged as far as the main historical actor is
concerned.

The operative term here is institution, and at stake is conceptualising the logic of
representation, devolution of power, endowment of authority, and the administrative ar-
rangements that emerged through the negotiation between centre and province. In this
context, the religious community appears to have had a unified and homogeneous struc-
ture, devoid of social hierarchies and competitions both within and across the religious
divide. This precise feature of the economy, society, and politics of the communities
which composed the millet, real or imagined, has escaped the discussion at either end of
the historiographical spectrum. In the words of Yaron Ayalon, “the social world of many
people comprised more circles than just the religious community”.?!

This is how I propose to go beyond the millet debate: by focusing on the nuts and
bolts of communal organisation. Local differentiations and social complexity of religious
groups were the collateral damage of almost four decades of discussing whether a millet

18 Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents. The book was originally published in Brussels in
1952.

19 A. G. Papademetriou, ‘Ottoman Tax Farming and the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate: An Exami-
nation of State and Church in Ottoman Society (15-16™ Century)’, unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Princeton University, 2001, 21-23. See also Papademetriou, Render Unto the Sultan, 37-
38.

20 M. N. Michael, ‘An Orthodox Institution of Political Authority: the Church of Cyprus’, in
idem, M. Kappler and E. Gavriel (eds), Ottoman Cyprus: A Collection of Studies on History
and Culture (Wiesbaden 2009), 209-230.

21 Y. Ayalon, Natural Disasters in the Ottoman Empire: Plague, Famine and Other Misfortunes
(Cambridge 2015), 168.
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system imposed upon confessional communities from above existed. In addressing this
issue, I explore the extent to which communities were rigidly delineated, whether they
were organised as a cohesive and undifferentiated social group,?? and show some snip-
pets of inter-confessional co-existence (which included both co-operation and competi-
tion, as well as many other forms of interactions).?* The following episode eloquently
addresses these issues.

Communities in the Ottoman world

In 1707, the archbishop and the janissary commander of Cyprus, some monks, priests,
and “certain other individuals” were exiled to Rhodes. They were found guilty of oppres-
sion and exploitative taxation. By claiming to have been “representatives of the reayas”
(reaya vekiliyiiz deyii), they managed to collect more than 100,000 kurus over a period
of four to five years by manipulating the maktu system of collective tax assessment and
collection.?* Their activities were so detrimental to the local economy and society that
they resulted in a tide of peasant emigration. In turn, this forced the Ottoman state to take
urgent measures for the restoration of stability which included tax breaks and discounts
for those willing to return to their “old homelands™ (evtan-i1 kadime), as well as a range
of administrative and fiscal reconfigurations with regard to the distribution of political
power in the province.?

Such descriptions of corruption no longer raise the eyebrows of Ottomanist histori-
ans. Yet, one facet deserves further consideration and is relevant to the present discussion
of communal representation: the title “representative” (vekil) is frequently encountered
in Ottoman bureaucratic parlance on Cyprus from the 1770s onwards. While reaya usu-
ally refers to the tax-paying subjects of the Sultan irrespective of religion, in this instance
it is confined to the non-Muslims of the island.?® Historians take this title to exemplify

22 For a similar approach see Ivanova, ‘Armenians in Urban Order and Disorder’, 260.

23 QGara, ‘Conceptualizing Interreligious Relations’, 79-80.

24 This system was based on the assessment of the community as a whole rather than of individual
taxpayers. This gave communal leaders a considerable degree of independence through the dis-
tribution of the burden according to the needs of the community. The dark side of this system,
however, was that inherent were opportunities for handsome profit for those responsible for the
distribution. See below.

25 C.ADL. 833; H. F. Alasya, Kibris Tarihi (M.E. 1450-M.S. 1878) ve Belli Bash Antikleri (Nico-
sia 1939), 66-67; 1. P. Theocharidis, Kardioyoc OQwuovikav Eyypdpwv the EOvikig Bifli00i-
kng e Zogiag [Catalogue of Ottoman Documents in the National Library of Sofia] (Nicosia
1984), 37 (document 9).

26 The term reaya has multiple usages in Ottoman texts. In earlier periods it was used to denote
subjects or peasants irrespective of religion. In the documentation I have examined primar-
ily concerning eighteenth-century Cyprus, the term is used as a juxtaposition in order to sep-
arate non-Muslim from Muslim taxpayers. The latter are usually defined as ahali. For exam-
ple: ahali ve reaya (C.BH. 8864); miislim ve reaya (HAT. 25303); ehl-i Islam ve reaya (C.ML.
3801); ehl-i Islam and ehl-i zimmet reayalar (C.ML. 6251). However, this also is not an ex-
clusive term, and can also mean 'people’, irrespective of religion. On the polysemous nature of
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the extensive degree of independence granted to the leadership of a communal organisa-
tion. It is therefore rather odd that the title appears as early as the 1700s. To appreciate
the importance of this detail, it is necessary to delve into the evolution of the fiscal and
administrative functions associated with communal organisation throughout the Ottoman
world. This will allow us to scrutinise the assumption that the office of representative of
the non-Muslims had a corporate character as the head of a hierarchical and bureaucra-
tised communal structure, which was in turn instrumental in subsequent nation-building
processes, as the millet narrative has it.

Communal representation neither had an unchanging ab antiquo structure, nor did it
follow a straight and consistent evolutionary path leading to nationhood. Reflexive as-
sumptions about the nature of communal representation of the empire’s Orthodox com-
munities often lead to opposite conclusions, and are frequently based on the image such
informal institutions were projecting for themselves. As Eleni Gara reminds us,

[i]t would be a mistake to expect that communal institutions developed in a linear way from a
rudimentary to an elaborated form. It would be equally erroneous to assume that they did not
evolve over time, but had always been the same as they were when they attracted the attention
of outside observers in the nineteenth century.?’

An important new corpus of studies on communities throughout the Ottoman Empire
has shed considerable light on the mechanics of collective representation and communal
organisation.?® At the centre of these discussions is the well-known legal principle of the

the term, as well as the temporal changes in its content, see A. Foti¢, ‘Tracing the Origin of a
New Meaning of the Term Re ‘@ya in the Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Balkans’, Balcanica, 48
(2017), 55-66.

27 E. Gara, ‘In Search of Communities in Seventeenth Century Ottoman Sources: The Case of the
Kara Ferye District’, Turcica, 30 (1998), 135-162, at 140.

28 0. Ergeng, ‘Toplumsal Diisiince A¢iklama Kanalh Olarak “Cemm-i Gafir ve Cem‘-i Kesir’, in
XVI. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi, 20-24 Eyliil 2010, Ankara. Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler, Vol. 4, part
2: Osmanly Tarihi (Ankara 2015), 1063-1071; A. Anastasopoulos, ‘Imperial Institutions and
Local Communities: Ottoman Karaferye, 1758-1774, unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, University
of Cambridge, 1999, 53-93; idem, ‘Centre-Periphery Relations: Crete in the Eighteenth Cen-
tury’, in B. Forsén and G. Salmeri (eds), The Province Strikes Back: Imperial Dynamics in the
Eastern Mediterranean (Helsinki 2008), 123-136, at 37-47; idem, ‘Political Participation, Pub-
lic Order and Monetary Pledges (Nezir) in Ottoman Crete’, in E. Gara, M. E. Kabaday1 and C.
Neumann (eds), Political Protest and Political Participation in the Ottoman Empire: Studies
in Honor of Suraiya Faroghi (Istanbul 2011), 127-142. For a comparative examination of the
rich Greek and Bulgarian historiography on communities, usually linguistically inaccessible to
most Ottomanists, see Gara, ‘In search of communities’, 135-161 and Lyberatos, ‘The Applica-
tion of the Tanzimat’, 109-118. See also A. Yaycioglu, Partners of the Empire: The Crisis of the
Ottoman Order in the Age of Revolutions (Stanford 2016), 117-156; M. Pylia, ‘ Agitovpyieg kot
Avtovopio tov Kowvotmntwv mg Iehomovviicov katd ™ Agvtepn Tovprokpotio (1715-1821)
[Functions and autonomies of the communities of the Peloponnese during the second period of
Turkish rule (1715 - 1821)]’, Mvijuwv, 23 (2001), 67-98; S. D. Petmezas, ‘Christian Commu-
nities in Eighteenth- and Early Nineteenth-Century Ottoman Greece: Their Fiscal Functions’
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Hanefi school of Islamic jurisprudence whereby corporate entities are not recognised.
In this context, legal arrangements had to take place between individuals, i.e., private

in M. Greene (ed.), Parallels Meet: New Vistas of Religious Community and Empire in Otto-
man Historiography, special issue of Princeton Papers, 12 (2005), 71-127, also published as
cadem (ed.), Minorities in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton 2005); S. D. Petmezas, ‘Awyeipt-
on tov Kowotikeov Owovopkav kot Kowotwkr Kvplapyio. H Ztpatywm tov [povydviwv:
Zayopd 1784-1822 [Management of communal finances and communal sovereignty. The strat-
egy of the notables: Zagora 1784-1822]", Mvijuwv, 13 (1991), 77-102; B. A. Ergene, Local
Court, Provincial Society and Justice in the Ottoman Empire: Legal Practice and Dispute
Resolution in Cankirt and Kastamonu (1652-1744) (Leiden and Boston 2003); H. Canbakal,
Society and Politics in an Ottoman Town. ‘Ayntab in the 17th Century (Leiden and Boston
2007), 125-177; eadem, ‘Vows as Contract in Ottoman Public Life (17th-18th centuries)’, Is-
lamic Law and Society, 18 (2011), 85-115; D. Papastamatiou, ‘Tax Farming (//tizam) and Col-
lective Fiscal Responsibility (Maktu) in the Ottoman Southern Peloponnese in the Second Half
of the Eighteenth Century’, in E. Kolovos, P. Kotzagiorgis, S. Laiou and M. Sariyannis (eds),
The Ottoman Empire, the Balkans, the Greek Lands: Toward a Social and Economic History.
Studies in Honor of John C. Alexander (Istanbul 2007), 289-305, 298-305; idem, ‘Owovopu-
Kokowmvikol Mnyaviopoi kat to ITpovyovtkd Gavopevo oty Obopavikn [elondvvnco: H
[epintmon tov Iovayidm Mrevakn [Socio-economic mechanisms and the phenomenon of
the notables in the Ottoman Peloponnese: the case of Panaghiotis Benakis]’, unpublished Ph.D.
Thesis, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2009, 129-159, 186-197; idem, ‘Koppotikég ®a-
tpieg oy Ipoemavactotikn [Tehomévvnceo (1807-1816). O PoAog tmv «TovpkorPoavdvy tov
Aord og Mopdyovtog Toltikng Atagoponoinong [Party factions in the pre-Revolution Pelo-
ponnese (1807-1816). The role of the Turco-Albanians of Lala as a factor in political differen-
tiation]’, Totewp, 10 (1997), 185-233; E. Balta, ‘And 10 ®oporoyikd Tekunpto oty Aypotikni
Owovopia: Ot Kalhépyeteg otn Zavropivn tov 18° Aidva [From the taxation presumption to
the agricultural economy: the farms on Santorini in the 18th century]’, Ta Iotopixa/Historica,
5(1988), 283-314; J. A. Reilly, A Small Town in Syria: Ottoman Hama in the Eighteenth and
Nineteenth Centuries (Oxford and New York 2002), 55-68; M. Cizakga, ‘Cash Wagfs of Bursa,
1555-1823°, JESHO, 38 (1995), 313-354; G. Veinstein, ‘Inalcik’s Views on the Ottoman Eight-
eenth Century and the Fiscal Problem’, in K. Fleet (ed.) The Ottoman Empire in the Eighteenth
Century, special issue of Oriente Moderno, 17 (79) (1999), 4-9; B. Doumani, Rediscovering
Palestine: Merchants and Peasants in Jabal Nablus, 1700-1900 (Berkeley and Los Angeles
1995), 143-149, 172-180; C. Wilkins, Forging Urban Solidarities: Ottoman Aleppo 1640-1700
(Leiden 2009), 19-112; K. Sakul, ‘An Ottoman Global Moment: War of Second Coalition in
the Levant’, unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Georgetown University, 2009, 310-331; S. An-
agnostopoulou, Mixpa Aocia, 19° a1.-1919: O EAAnvopOodoleg korvotnteg. Ao to wAlét twv
Paouidv oto Elnvié éQvog [Asia Minor, 19™ century - 1919: The Greek Orthodox commu-
nities. From the millet of the Romii to the Greek nation] (Athens 1998), 318-373; J. C. Alex-
ander, ‘Some Aspects of the Strife Among the Moreot Christian Notables, 1789-1816’, Encty-
pic Eraupiog Zrepeoelladikav Melerawv, 5 (1974-75), 473-504; S. 1. Asdrachas, ‘@oporoyikég
KOl TEPLOPIOTIKES Aettovpyieg TV Kowothtwv 6tnv Tovpkokparia’ [Taxation and restrictive
functions of the communities under Turkish rule], 45-62; idem, ‘Nnociotiég KowvoTES: OL
poporoyikég Aettovpyieg (1)’ [Island communities: the taxation functions (1)], 7o loropira/His-
torica, 5 (1988), 3-36; idem, ‘NnoiwtiKég KovoTNTEG: 01 Poporoyikég Aettovpyieg (11) [Island
communities: the taxation functions (II)], 7o Iotopixa/Historica, 5 (1988), 229-258; A. Ozil,
Orthodox Christians in the Late Ottoman Empire: A Study of Communal Relations in Anato-
lia (London and New York 2013); S. Joseph, ‘Communicating Justice: Shari‘a Courts and the
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legal entities. Traditional scholarship which tended to restrict itself to social interactions
as they were reflected in legal texts took the absence of institutional arrangements for
granted.?® In short, this legal framework was taken at face value, and it was assumed that
institutions were unable to formally develop. Taken a step further, this line of interpreta-
tion concluded that the lack of corporate legal status accounted for the Ottoman Empire’s
inability to match the development of institutions encountered in Europe during the early
modern period. This assumption is baseless, however, and similar conditions from the
point of view of legal theory existed widely in Europe at the time.*°

Moreover, legal practice as evidenced in the sharia court proceedings points to the
opposite conclusion. Cases involving collective representation in one form or another
abound in court records, indicating that there was ample legal space for the recognition
of this corporate status. The legal assumption rationalising this was that every member
of the collectivity verbally authorised its representative.’! In other words, Ottoman bu-
reaucrats and legal scholars proved flexible enough to work round the conundrum of cor-
porate identity — as with so many other cases of reconciling legal theory and practice.®
Moreover, Ozer Ergeng has identified the existence of a lexicon referring to collective
entities at various levels as early as the end of the fifteenth century.3® In this context, the
evolution of structures of representation largely took place along the grey zone that lies
between formally recognised and actually functioning modes of communal organisation
that may transgress legal principle either in letter or spirit.

Communal organisation was closely connected to fiscal administration. This was par-
ticularly the case from the seventeenth century onwards, when the system of lump-sum
(maktu) tax-collection proliferated. Part of the Ottoman state’s push towards monetisa-
tion, this system was based on collective, rather than individual (household), taxation.
In its more institutionalised and standardised form, the individual household distribution
of taxes was based on the zevzi (apportionment) system.3* Of interest is also the empire-

Christian Community in Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Greece’, Islam and
Christian—Muslim Relations, 20 (2009), 333-350.

29 J. Schacht, An Introduction to Islamic Law (Oxford 1964), 155. For a critique of traditional
views see A. Cohen, ‘Communal Legal Entities in a Muslim Setting, Theory and Practice: The
Jewish Community in Sixteenth-Century Jerusalem’, Islamic Law and Society, 3 (1996), 75—
90; H. Gerber, Islamic Law and Culture, 1600-1840 (Leiden, Boston and Koln 1999), 1-22.

30 F. W. Maitland, State, Trust, and Corporation, D. Runciman and M. Ryan (eds) (Cambridge
2003); G. Post, ‘Plena Potestas and Consent in Medieval Assemblies: A Study in Romano-
Canonical Procedure and the Rise of Representation, 1150-1325’, in Studies in Medieval Le-
gal Thought: Public Law and the State 1100-1322 (Princeton 2015), 31-162.

31 Gara, ‘In Search of Communities’, 136-140; H. Canbakal, Society and politics in an Ottoman
town. ‘Ayntab in the 17th century (Leiden and Boston 2007), 125-177.

32 L. Peirce, Morality Tales: Law and Gender in the Ottoman Court of Aintab (Berkley, Los An-
geles and London 2003), 1-2, passim.

33 Ergeng, “Cemm-i Gafir ve Cem*-i Kesir”’, 1063-1071.

34 H. Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700, ArchOtt,
6 (1980), 335-337; for an extensive analysis of the multiple functions of the tevzi system see
generally Yaycioglu, Partners of the Empire.
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wide 1691 reform concerning the non-Muslim cizye tax, which was until then collected
on the basis of flat-rate assessment. This practice was deemed contrary to Islamic law,
and the new system followed the sharia-sanctioned tax brackets of high (dla), middle
(evsat), and low (edna) on the basis of wealth.?®

Ostensibly, this shift was ideologically driven. Nevertheless, Marinos Sariyannis has
illustrated how contemporary sources also point to a process of bureaucratisation and
rationalisation of fiscal administration.3® Moreover, the actual application of this reform
was not uniform, and an analysis of its implications reveals a more complex picture. By
discarding flat-rate, and therefore individual, household tax assessment and collection,
this reform essentially allowed local communities to internally distribute taxation ac-
cording their own specific requirements. This is the same fiscal logic behind the maktu
system that was widely employed during this period. It is difficult, if not impossible, to
document a link between the two developments; but the similarities at the level of collec-
tive taxation are striking. Intentional or not, the 1691 cizye reform effectively legitimised
and further embedded local communal autonomy in fiscal administration. Such was the
degree of autonomy communities had that they could blatantly ignore the canonical three
classes, distributing taxation along seven tax brackets.’” This was the case of Patmos,
even on the morrow of the application of the reform itself,*® thus annulling the jurispru-
dential premise upon which the reform was based on before it was even applied. At the
same time, communal self-governance did not necessitate the equitable distribution of
taxes: the largest of the seven groups paid the highest amount.?® This not only suggests a
pre-existing de facto practice, but more importantly that it was the internal balance based
on social hierarchies rather than any ideas of justice that determined the distribution of
the tax burden.

Ali Yaycioglu has recently shown how during the eighteenth century the monetisation
of governance and the shifting of balance in favour of local contractors meant that “[t]he
empire was reintegrated through these fiscal ties, and provincial administration became
a business”. A concomitant localisation of governance constituted “one of the structural
trends that changed the dynamics of the Ottoman provinces”.*’ In this scheme, the com-
munalisation of authority was central. The latter process is of particular relevance here,

35 S. Faroghi, ‘Crisis and Change, 1590-1699°, in H. inalcik with D. Quataert (eds) An Economic
and Social History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge 1994), 411-636, at 546.

36 M. Sariyannis, ‘Notes on the Ottoman Poll-Tax Reforms of the Late Seventeenth Century: The
Case of Crete’, JESHO, 54 (2011), 39-61, see 40-42 for the extensive bibliography on the is-
sue.

37 Asdrachas, ‘©opoAoyikég Kot TEPLOPIOTIKEG ALTOVPYiES’, 54.

38 The reform was originally applied in Crete and the Aegean islands in 1670-71 before it was
universally applied throughout the Empire. Sariyannis, ‘Notes on the Ottoman Poll-Tax’, 39-
61.

39 Asdrachas, ‘©opoAoyikég kot TEPLOPIOTIKEG AetTovpyies’, 54.

40 Yaycioglu, Partners of the Empire, 79-80, 117-156; idem, ‘Provincial Power-holders and the
Empire in the later Ottoman World: Conflict or Partnership?’ in Woodhead (ed.), The Ottoman
World, 436-452, at 447-448.
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since it forged mutual bonds of dependency between Ottoman subjects at the local level
through the collective liability for taxes. Summarising this process, Fikret Adanir has
observed that

[b]y means of mutual warrants and guarantees the individual was compelled to act in solidar-
ity with others of his [sic] group, and by belonging to a corporate community, the members of
which were collectively liable to fulfil common duties, he [sic] acquired civil status. [The out-
come of these processes was that] the relationship between the state and the taxpayer became
more fluid.*!

Taxation occupied an important role in the Ottoman discourse of legitimacy and
conception of politics. One fundamental component was the well-known notion of the
‘Circle of Justice’. Put simply, it was through justice that a sovereign legitimised the ex-
traction of taxes. Justice (adalet), alongside order (nizam), were not just empty words in
a state-legitimising nomenclature: these were the key concepts Ottoman subjects repeat-
edly used and challenged the Sultan to uphold in their petitions and complaints.*? This
language concerned not only centre-province relations. Justice and order were central
to the internal organisation of communal authorities, for they were regularly employed
when the legitimacy of communal leadership was challenged.* As a result, communal
authorities were (at least theoretically) expected to uphold these legitimising concepts
both from above and below.

Communal administration in Ottoman Cyprus:
problems and perspectives of interpretation

It was within this context that the institutional development of communities took place.
Despite the lack of a legal framework defining corporate status, some sort of institu-
tional continuity was necessary for various state functions — taxation, fiscal functions,
collective responsibility, or the administration of justice. Yet, communal organisation
did not follow a consistent and coherent model according to which a single institution,
whether the Church or other lay officials, was endowed with authority by the Ottoman
state as of old. While such agents were confident in projecting an image of corporate
identity, and to a large extent functioned in such a way,* the reality vis-a-vis the Otto-
man state was different. Neither justified nor entirely arbitrary, the institutional reality

41 F. Adanir, ‘Semi-autonomous provincial forces in the Balkans and Anatolia’, in S. N. Faroghi
(ed.), The Cambridge History of Turkey, Vol. 3 (Cambridge 2006), 162, 167.

42 B.A. Ergene, ‘On Ottoman Justice: Interpretations in Conflict (1600-1800)°, Islamic Law and
Society, 8 (2001), 52-87.

43 See the ample evidence for the extant documentation of various Greek Orthodox communities
in Giorgos D. Kontogiorgis, Koivawviki dvvouikn kor molitikn ovtooloiknon: oL EALNVIKES Kol-
votnres ¢ tovprokpatiog [Social dynamic and political self-governance: the Greek communi-
ties under Turkish rule] (Athens 1982).

44 The institutional identity of the office of reaya vekili was becoming increasingly more substan-
tial at the turn of the nineteenth century, primarily because of the activities of dragoman Hadji-
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of these processes was that they were situated somewhere between the de facto and the
de jure.

Conventional wisdom has it that the formation of communal representation in Cy-
prus took place sometime in the 1660s. The source for this is Kyprianos, a contempo-
rary historian and cleric. Acknowledging the obscure nature of this affair, he speculates
that during that period the prelates were “recognised as the main custodians and rep-
resentatives of the reayas on fiscal matters”,*> emphasising the fiscal over the political
in this early engagement with public affairs. Kyprianos then marks a qualitative shift
and a decisive turning point in 1754, when the taxes of Cyprus would be collected by
lump sum (maktu, in fact this would be a return to this system). According to Kypri-
anos, a sultanic command was issued officially recognising the prelates as “kocabasis
or custodians and representatives of the reayas”, authorised to communicate freely with
Istanbul on the problems of the island.*® This implies broader, political and adminis-
trative jurisdiction alongside the fiscal one. Based on this, clichés as to the ‘natural’
essence of the leadership of the Church abound not only in Greek, but also Turkish
historiography.*’

However, as far as the institutional nature of the Church as head of the communal
organisation is concerned, the earliest arrangement which was akin to such a legal status
occurred in 1830.8 Even the late-eighteenth-century office of “representative of the non-

yorgakis Kornesios and archbishop Kyprianos. Ironically, this increasing ‘institutionalisation’
was on a personal basis.

45 H I[Iopra vo. eyvapilel avtods kKupimg EXIOTATOS KOl EXITPOTOVS TOD PAYLl. EIG T0. facIliKkd, TEAN,
Archmandrites Kyprianos, lotopia ypovoloyikn tng vijoov Kompov. Exdoois malliyevvnoiog
[Chronological history of the island of Cyprus] (Nicosia 1971 [Reprint of 1788 ed.]), 313.

46 Elofov kot o1 téocapes Apyiepeic tng Kompov vmd tw Belopr va eivar kar va yvawpiloviar tov
Poyié. tng Nijoov Kotlourdoideg eite Emordtar ko1 Enitpomol, kol Old TV avTdv gopwy va
mofoilovory auéowg eig v vyniny Hoptav to (yriuate ko tog xpockladoels tov avtod Po-
yia €1¢ ke kaipov apopfo., Ibid., 315-316.

47 To quote just one example: “the Orthodox Church that was the natural representative of the
Rums”. In this case, Rum can be translated as either Christian Orthodox or Greek-Cypriot. A. E.
Ozkul, Kibris'in Sosyo-Ekonomik Tarihi, 1726-1750 (Istanbul 2005), 32-93. For some exam-
ples of the use of the millet paradigm as a traditional, unchanging feature of the Ottoman Em-
pire, without any attempt at a definition or elaboration, see Cevikel, Kibris Eyaleti, 30; idem,
‘An Aspect’, 129, 132; see also Papadopoullos, ‘Orthodox Church’, 201-209; idem, Studies
and Documents, 8.

48 M. Aymes, ‘Reform Talks: Applying the Tanzimat to Cyprus’, in M. N. Michael, M. Kappler
and E. Gavriel (eds), Ottoman Cyprus: A Collection of Studies on History and Culture (Wies-
baden 2009), 107-116, at 110; for an analysis of these changes see K. D. Louis, ‘H Awyeipion
tov Poporoyikdv Aoyopracumv tov Kowov g Konpov and v Kevipin Anpoyepovieio
(1830-1839/40)’ [The management of the tax accounts of the Koinon of Cyprus by the cen-
tral council of the elders (1830-1839/40], Emetnpioa, 28 (2002), 175-211; idem, ‘Tvmoroyio
kat Aopn Owovopkav Kataotiyov Apyeniokonng Kompov (1800-1839/40) [Typology and
structure of the financial registers of the Archbishopric of Cyprus (1800-1839/40), in G. V.
Mendilaras (ed.), diefvég ovvédpio apyeraxav. Apyeio kot mpoortikés oty véa yiietio. Kompog,
4-6 Moiov 2000 [International Archivists’ Conference. Archives and prospects in the new mil-
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Muslims” (reaya vekili) was not exclusive to clerics, contrary to what most historians
assume.

Ottoman documentation does not entirely back up Kyprianos’s assertion that this title
was inaugurated in 1754.% While several Ottoman documents further elaborate on the
nature of the socio-political background of these administrative reconfigurations, there is
absolutely no mention of the title “representative of the non-Muslims” in the documenta-
tion.’® What the Ottomans described in 1751 as a “new order’ (nizam-1 cedid), a series of
changes designed to remedy many of the administrative and fiscal problems of the island
matching what Kyprianos described, surely would have mentioned the inauguration of
such a title if this was part of it (nizam-1 cedid here is not to be confused with Selim III’s
reform programme). At stake here is not dating this event, but the absence of any appoint-
ment process. The term appears only in a taxation register from that year, with no further
elaboration.’! While I was unable to locate any reference to when the title was officially
inaugurated, if it ever was, the next time it appears is in 1760.2 The term is used again in
1768 in a petition in Greek by the prelates stating that

a Christian named Francescos from the town of Larnaca became the yazic: [secretary, lit.:
scribe] of the miri [taxes] of the town of Larnaca with the power of the muhassils [tax-farming
governors] and zdbits [local officers], without our consent, who are the representatives of the
reaya [my emphasis].>?

The passage insinuates, but does not assert, that a certain kind of authority attached to the
‘representatives of the reaya’ was questioned and challenged. Most importantly, this was
done with the support of powerful Muslim officials — a common practice as we previ-
ously saw. Only after the 1770s is the consistent use of the title observable.>

lennium. Cyprus, 4-6 May 2000] (Athens 2001), 255-279; T. Stavrides, ‘Cyprus 1750-1830.
Administration and Society’, in M. N. Michael, M. Kappler and E. Gavriel (eds), Ottoman Cy-
prus, 89-106, at 102; Cicek, ‘Zimmis’, 59.

49 Kyprianos, lotopia, 315-316.

50 C.ML. 18969, c. 8 Zi’l-hicce 1164/28 October 1751; C.ML. 6251, c. 23 Rebiii’l-ahir 1204/10
January 1790; C.ML. 6949, c. Zi’l-hicce 1176/June-July 1763.

51 D.BSM.KBE.1/20557, c. Zi’l-kade 1165/September-October 1752.

52 C.ADL. 4934, 4 Rebiti’l-evvel 1174/14 October 1760. The document concerns the accusations
against archbishop Paisios, of which he was later acquitted. The accusers were the Peloponne-
sian resident of Istanbul Konstantinos Korodaras (?), a certain Petrakis, Andrikos, Nikolas, and
another Petrakis. See also Kyprianos, lotopia, 316-317. Elif Bayraktar Tellan also sheds light
on this incident from a relevant document using the same terminology. Elif Bayraktar Tellan,
‘The Archbishopric of Cyprus in the Context of the Eighteenth Century Ottoman Orthodox In-
stitutions: The Evidence From the Archbishop Berats (1732-1767)’, ArchOtt, 32 (2015), 83-
100, at 90-91.

53 Evag ypiotiovog ovouatt ppaviCéokog amo oV KAoOTAY TOD AAPVAKOD, 0 OT0I0G UE THY OOVOULY
TV UOVYOTIAGOWY KoL TV (OTNTAOWY YIVETOL YPOUUOTIKOS ATAVE® EIG TO UNPLV TOD KOATOTE, TOD
Aapvarov, ywpic to OéAnuo nuav twv Pexknliowv tov payia. KBM 1/14, f. 2, undated, c. 14
Sevval 1768/4 March 1768.

54 The usual formula encountered in the usage of the title reaya vekili is always used in conjunc-
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Given the lack of documentation confirming such a radical change, i.e. an official rec-
ognition of wide-ranging administrative and representative authority, available evidence
points to a rather gradual process which did not entail a de jure recognition at one specific
point in time, but rather the normalisation of a de facto situation. On a different level,
tax-farming, in a strict sense, does not appear to be part of the appointment to the office
in available documentation. Finally, as far as the discrepancy with Kyprianos’ statement
is concerned, in all probability he projected the title and content of ‘representative’ as it
was used in the 1780s when he wrote his book, assuming that the meaning and signifi-
cance were the same in the 1750s. Indeed, projecting the meaning of terms backwards is
extremely common phenomenon in any discussion of communal organisation.

Projecting an institutional identity:
from guarantor (kefil) to representative (vekil)

By the final third of the seventeenth century certain informal structures of communal
responsibility were already established. I stress informal, for regardless of the degree
of sophistication, hierarchical structure, or effective nature communal organisation may
have had, it developed within a specific framework circumscribed by the sharia, custom-
ary law, and day-to-day administrative considerations. These boundaries were not inflex-
ible, and the meanings of words and titles were stretched or shrunk according to specific
circumstances.

Communal representation is most notably visible in tax-collection.’ Certain sharia
court register entries from 1677 illustrate this point. Twice, delegations of non-Muslims

tion with the other title of the person or persons it is attached to, e.g., “dragoman of Cyprus
and representative of the reayas” (Kibris terciimant ve reaya vekili), “the archbishop and rep-
resentative of the reayas” (baspiskopos ve reaya vekili), or “the four bishops who are the rep-
resentatives of the reayas” (reaya vekilleri olan dort nefer piskoposlar). This illustrates that
the meanings of such titles were not consolidated yet, and their use should not be taken as a
clear-cut recognition of an institutional position. Papastamatiou reaches the same conclusion,
arguing for a ‘semi-officialisation’ of titles and functions during the second half of the eight-
eenth century in the Morea. Papastamatiou, ‘Owovopkokovovikoi Mnyaviepot kot to [lpov-
yovtkd @awopevo oty Obwpavikn [ehondvvnoo: H Iepintwon tov [Havoyidtn Mrevéaxn’
[Socio-economic mechanisms and the notables in Ottoman Peloponnese: the case of Panayi-
otis Benakis], unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2009, 195-196.
For the formulaic constructions used when referring to bishops and the lack of any titles akin
to institutional positions, see C.ADL. 1321, undated; C.ADL. 2218, c. Rebiii’l-evvel 1144/
September-October 1731; C.ADL. 2729, 2 Safer 1121/13 April 1709; C.ADL. 4396, middle
days of Cemaziii’l-ahir 1200/11-20 April 1786; C.ADL. 4538, c. Cemaziii’l-ahir 1144/Novem-
ber-December 1731; C.ADL. 4934, 4 Rebiii’l-evvel 1174/14 October 1760; C.ADL. 5067,
17 Rebiii’l-evvel 1214/19 August 1799; C.ADL. 5137, c. Muharrem 1214/June-July 1799;
C.ADL. 5895, c. 1759.

55 This is not the sole function of communities, as the vast literature suggests. For an example of
how communal organisation contributed to the administration of justice, see the case when the
representatives of the inhabitants of Famagusta testified in court with reference to an accident
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presented themselves to the court offering to undertake tax-collection and deliver the
amounts to the appointed collectors. Claiming to represent the community, the delega-
tions offered their know-how to the collectors.*® Importantly, these were private arrange-
ments between the delegations and the collectors, for which the court merely gave its
approval. In other words, this was neither an institutionally-sanctioned arrangement, at
least as far as the law was concerned, nor was it legitimised on the grounds of consuetude
or ancient local practice.

One specific phrase is particularly revealing of the nature of this arrangement: “arch-
bishop Kigalas [...] guarantor (kefil) of the communal affairs of the non-Muslims of the
island of Cyprus”.3” He was appointed to this role by 31 named individuals and an un-
specified number of unnamed persons from all over the island. The first point that stands
out concerns those who appointed Kigalas to the position of guarantor: a list of names
of those who were inhabitants of the various districts (kazas) of the island, presumably
representing their local communities, and then a vague reference to “others”. Such a
formulation corresponds to the logic behind the legal fiction of corporation, whereby
the verbal consent of each and every member of the community is presumed — in this
case, the verbal consent is supposed to have been given to the delegates who presented
themselves to the court.

Secondly, the archbishop was not considered by the Ottoman state as the natural
leader of the non-Muslims by virtue of any primordial millet system, but as what this
excerpt explicitly states: the guarantor of communal affairs, appointed by the people on
that specific occasion. While the specific reference to communal affairs (cem ‘i-i umur)
clearly implies that a de facto communal administration of sorts was in place, the passage
makes no reference to any legal status that the Ottoman state recognised. This should be
no surprise, for in this case the court was not interested in the internal organisation of the
non-Muslims.’® What the court was interested in was the assumption of responsibility
by someone who would guarantee the payment of taxes for the whole of the community.
Any authority that Kigalas had was not granted by Istanbul, but by the individuals who
appointed him (nasb) as their guarantor (kefil), and the court merely accepted the legality
of this arrangement.

for which the alaybeyis of Nicosia and Famagusta were accused of being responsible. Theo-
charides, Kardloyog, 91 (doc. 217). Here we can differentiate the more ‘mundane’ and day-to-
day aspects of communal organisation expected in any kind of organised society, and the more
official or semi-official character that the leadership of communities took on in becoming po-
litical entities much later.

56 Hadjianastasis, ‘Bishops, Agas and Dragomans’, 121-125; 276-279.

57 Cezire-i Kibris reayasi cem T umurlarina kefil nasb eyledikleri bas piskopos Cigala, ibid., 277.
‘Cigalas’ is the phonetic transcription of the name from Cypriot Greek into Ottoman. There is
no documented relationship with Cigalazade Sinan Pasa.

58 In this case, and throughout the period, there is no distinction between bishops and priests, and
all are described as ‘papa’. (Marios Hadjianastasis, personal communication, 18 June 2010).
This is in sharp contrast with the eighteenth century.
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The connotations of the term guarantor (kefi/) are in some ways in contrast with those
of representative (vekil), which is prevalent in post-1770s documentation. The former is a
legal function, the latter is (also) a title. The usage and context of representative suggests
an official recognition and a certain degree of authority. Moreover, it is taken to denote
leadership over the community more clearly and explicitly: representative of the non-
Muslims. However, the meanings of the terms guarantor and representative are neither
fixed nor absolute. Indeed, from other examples in the Empire it may even be possible to
argue that the terms have overlapping meanings, depending on the context.>

It is, however, possible to broadly delineate certain ‘official” semantic boundaries.
The term guarantor, used in earlier periods, concerned fiscal functions with lending con-
notations.%® The usage of this term is limited to the function of someone guaranteeing
the collection of taxation — in other words, undertaking the responsibility of paying in
case of default. On the other hand, while ‘representative’ may include the function of
guaranteeing the tax amount, as we will see later, it also implies broader administrative
and representative jurisdictions. The subsequent usage of veki/ indicates how the term
gradually developed fiscal qualities, and was eventually projected (with a certain degree
of arbitrariness) as a political-administrative title.

It is important to highlight that both terms originated from the legal nomenclature
of the court.’! In the case of vekil,®* the legal concept of representation (one’s deputy,
plenipotentiary, or representative in court) was redeployed and reconceptualised in such
a way as to acquire a new content alluding to or connoting fiscal, administrative, and/or
political representation. This may or may not have had any official Ottoman sanctioning,
despite and tacit approval in practice.

This polysemy notwithstanding, my observations concern this specific context and
the meanings the terms convey as revealed by the patterns of political praxis: ‘guarantor’
is used in an era when communal representation is unofficial, and representative when
it is on its way towards institutionalisation, but still has a malleable nature. Neither term
entails an officially recognised hierarchy, particularly so before the 1770s.

The gradual development of practices and notions of representation were observable
elsewhere in the Empire. Other communities used a variety of titles but essentially per-
formed similar functions.®® Regardless of the title used, it covered a broad range of levels

59 Anastasopoulos, ‘Imperial Institutions’, 86.

60 In a strictly legal context, the term refers to the guarantor of debtors. C.ML. 24254, c. Muhar-
rem 1170/September-October 1756; C.ADL. 5293, 3 Saban 1172/1 April 1759.

61 See the concepts of wakil and wakala in W.B. Hallaq, Shari‘a: Theory, Practice, Transforma-
tions (Cambridge 2009).

62 For the term vekil in particular, see R. C. Jennings, ‘The Office of Vekil (Wakil) in 17th Century
Ottoman Sharia Courts’, S7, 42 (1975), 147-169.

63 Kontogiorgis, Kowvwviky dvvauikn, 427, 469-481, 519-520; N. Stavrinidis, ‘O Ogopdg tov
Ipappaticav g [Moptag otnv Kpnm’ [The institution of Secretaries of the Porte in Crete], in
Herpayuéva tov A’ S1e0voic kpnroloyikod ovvedpiov [Acta of the 4™ International Cretan Stud-
ies Conference, 4 vols (Athens 1980-81), 111:397-401; M. Sotiropoulos and A. Hadjikyriacou,
‘Patris, Ethnos and Demos: Representation and Political Participation in the Greek World’, in
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of representation: the collectivities involved may be a small village outside Karaferye, a
neighbourhood in Antep, the four non-Muslim religious communities in Aleppo,** or an
entire province, as with the office of Mora vekili.> What is more, the political employ-
ment of the term vekil has a much longer history: Mehmet II delegated authority to his
Grand Viziers as ‘absolute deputies in all affairs (vekil-i mutlak)’.%

In this context, the introduction of the idea of representation as part of political and
administrative parlance was part of larger trends observable throughout the Empire.
Evocative of these developments are the concomitant shifts in the meaning and patterns
of usage of the term wakil (from the Arabic original of the Turkish vekil) which are also
to be found in Iran during exactly the same period. Christoph Werner highlights the

polysemic character of the term vakil in its usage during the 18" and early 19" century in Iran.
The sources do not only use this term to denote quite different offices, but also as an honorary
title. A vakil can therefore assume the identity of a highranking provincial official (similar to or
replacing a provincial vizier or mustawfi), of a financial administrator of lower rank or an ap-
pointed arbitrator in urban society. But nevertheless the basic meaning of vakil as ‘representa-
tive’ or ‘attorney’ is always present in these definitions, creating a situation where meaning is
continuously oscillating between its basic level and its concrete shapings.®’

It was during this period that Karim Khan Zand in Iran refused to assume the title of
sahinsah (king of kings), opting for that of wakil-e ra’aya, whereby popular representa-
tion was a central tenet of his legitimacy.®® This is of course not to compare the content of
this title with the ones examined in the Ottoman context. But it would indeed be worth-
while to speculate whether this constituted a Eurasian shift in political thought and ideas

J. Innes and M. Philp (eds), Re-imagining Democracy in the Mediterranean (Oxford 2018), 99-
124 at 102-106.

64 B. Masters, Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Arab World: The Roots of Sectarianism (Cam-
bridge 2001), 64-65.

65 Antonis Anastasopoulos highlights a very similar case from the eighteenth century in a village
outside Karaferye, when a priest is appointed (nasb) as their representative (vekil) with regard
to tax-collection. Anastasopoulos, ‘Imperial Institutions’, 75. Canbakal, Society and Politics,
175; M. V. Sakellarios, H Ilelomovvioog katd, tv devtépoy tovprorpatiov (1715-1821) [The
Peloponnese during the second period of Turkish rule (1715-1821)](Athens 1939), 94-96; A. T.
Photopoulos, Ot kotlourdonoes tng Ielomovviioov katd, tny devtepn tovprorpatio (1715-1821)
[The kocabasis of the Peloponnese during the second period of Turkish rule (1715-1821)]
(Athens 2005), 59-75.

66 T. Stavrides, The Sultan of Vezirs: The Life and Times of the Ottoman Grand Vezir Mahmud
Pasha Angelovié¢ (1453-1471) (Leiden 2001), 70; H. Yilmaz ‘Containing Sultanic Authority:
Constitutionalism in the Ottoman Empire before Modernity’, OA4, 45 (2015), 231-264 at 236.

67 C. Werner, ‘Ambiguity in Meaning: The Vakil in 18" and early 19"-Century Iran’, in C. Mel-
ville (ed.), Proceedings of the Third European Conference of Iranian Studies Held in Cam-
bridge, 11th to 15th September 1995, part 2: Medieval and Modern Persian Studies (Wies-
baden 1999), 317-325, at 317.

68 J. R. Perry, Karim Khan Zand (Oxford 2006), 118-119.
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of government during this conjuncture,® even if the agency of the appointment did not
rest with those represented. Be that as it may, such an inquiry requires an examination
beyond the present scope, and may be part of another research agenda.

As far as Cyprus is concerned, available evidence is more lucid on the projections
of leadership and authority over the community, rather than the specific substance and
content of the term. If this was the case, then what is the meaning of the episode from
1707, where the archbishop, the janissary commander, and other locals claimed to have
been “representatives of the non-Muslims” when such an office did not exist? Clearly,
the claim was arbitrary, and the individuals concerned, incidentally both Muslims and
non-Muslims, projected a specific institutional identity that they did not possess in order
to justify the collection of taxes at more than twice the prescribed rate. While the claim
may be revealing of a certain consciousness by those using the title, the fact of the matter
was that it was used as a means for exploitative taxation under a veneer of officialdom.”

The politics of communal authority in early eighteenth-century Cyprus

Contrary to what is often explicitly and implicitly assumed, the relationship between
non-Muslim lay and clerical office-holders was not always an easy one. This was par-
ticularly the case during the closing decades of the eighteenth century, when boundaries
of jurisdiction were being redrawn, and different officials (dragoman, archbishop, or tax-
farming governor) were striving for increasing their share of sultanic authority and local
power.”!

Conventional wisdom has it that lay non-Muslim office-holders were hand-in-glove
with, if not under the thumb of, the clerical hierarchy. While there is indeed evidence of
close co-operation between bishops and secular officials, this was not always the case.
There are many indications of the independent and separated role they had, as well the ten-
sions and antagonisms between lay and clerical officials who occupied different functions
in the constantly-changing organisational chart of communal administration. Depending
on circumstances, their relationship fluctuated between co-operation, conflict, toleration,
or co-optation.” Despite this wide spectrum of interactions, I will focus here on instances
of conflicting agendas to illustrate the need to conceptualise these actors as distinct, rather
than unified, poles of authority. This way, one can fully appreciate the complex and multi-
layered nature of quasi-institutional structures of communal organisation.

Particularly in earlier parts of the eighteenth century, the offices of sarraf (financier)
and yazici (scribe, secretary) entailed fiscal functions, in co-operation with that of the

69 For European developments, H. F. Pitkin, The Concept of Representation (Berkeley and Los
Angeles 1967).

70 C.ADL. 833, last days of Ramazan 1118/2-12 July 1706.

71 N. Cevikel, Kibris Eyaleti: Yonetim, Kilise, Avan ve Halk (1750-1800). Bir Degisim Donemi-
nin Anatomisi (Famagusta 2000), 134, 140-141, 198-200.

72 Stavrides, ‘Administration and Society’, 91-98; Bayraktar Tellan, ‘The Archbishopric of Cy-
prus’, 83-100.
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dragoman.” Moreover, such functions were performed together with Muslim officials.
In 1709, a petition informed Istanbul that the dragomans and sarrafs assisting the pashas
of the island were oppressive, and the hitherto unknown dragoman Yerolemos was con-
sequently dismissed.”

There is currently very little information on the precise separation of jurisdiction (or
the extent thereof) between these three secular offices and their role within the commu-
nity. What is certain is that the lines between them were somewhat blurred; yet that all
three were involved in fiscal matters. In one incident from 1743 a certain Yannis who was
performing the duties of sarraf and yazict had fled the island after having embezzled an
amount of 5,522 kurug. To remedy the situation, dragoman Christofakis had guaranteed
(tekeffiil) the payment of taxes to the concerned tax-farmers, and Yannis was consequent-
ly removed from these two offices, the duties of which were transferred to Christofakis.”

In 1745, Christofakis was found guilty of oppressive and unjust behaviour after sev-
eral petitions were sent against him. He was removed from the position of sarraf and ya-
zicr and a certain Anastasis was appointed in his place.”® A year later, in 1746, a document
states that “due to the abuses of those performing the services of dragoman, sarraf, and
yazict, and because of the annulment of these offices, nobody is granted a berar”.”” While
the office of yazict does not appear in subsequent documentation, and the office of sarraf’
resurfaces in the early nineteenth century, the position of the dragoman seems to have
continued nevertheless, since Christofakis had been dragoman upon his death in 1750.

More important than the events these documents are describing is the ambiguity about
the offices involved. The first two of these documents are entries in the sharia court regis-
ters, and are respectively entitled “Dragoman Christofakis’ berat (appointment deed) for
the dragomanship” and “The new dragoman’s berat”.”® Despite these misleading titles,
a description of the functions of the dragoman are nowhere to be found, as it is the case
with berats. The only description of functions or offices are those of the sarraf and ya-
zict, who were atatched to “the court of the muhassiI”. This is interesting because such a

73 C.ADL. 5293, 3 Saban 1172/1 April 1759; C.ML. 29407, 12 Cemaziii’l-evvel 1215/1 October
1800; C.ML. 21122, 11 Muharrem 1266/27 November 1849; G. Mariti, Travels in the Island of
Cyprus. With Contemporary Accounts of the Sieges of Nicosia and Famagusta; C. D. Cobham,
ed. and trans. (Cambridge 1909 [2™ ed.), 7; Ozkul, Kibris in Sosyo-Ekonomik Tarihi, 74-78,
282; T. Papadopoullos, ‘To Acpa tov Ateppnvéov’ [The song of the interpreters], Kvmpioxai
2movdai, 45 (1981), 55-141, at 79-80.

74 C.ADL. 2729, 2 Safer 1121/13 April 1709.

75 Ozkul, Kibris'in Sosyo-Ekonomik Tarihi, 418-420.

76 1Ibid., 77. For the document see II. Mahmud Kiitiiphanesi, Nicosia, Kibris Seriyye Sicilleri,
17/16-1, 24 Safer 1158/28 March 1745. 1 would like to thank Ali Efdal Ozkul for sharing the
document with me.

77 C.DH. 6328, 16 Muharrem 1159/8 February 1746. This eight-page document is unfortunately
unavailable for consultation because of its fragile condition. The information comes from the
summary in the Cevdet Dahiliye catalogue.

78 Terciimdn Hristofaci nin terciimanlik beratidir and Terciiman-1 cedidin beratidir respectively.
II. Mahmud Kiitiiphanesi, Nicosia, Kibris Seriyye Sicilleri, 15/215-3 29 Zi’l-kade 1155 and
17/16-1, 24 Safer 1158/28 March 1745.
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qualification is not to be found in subsequent documentation from the second half of the
eighteenth century onwards.

The kadr’s slip of the pen in entitling the entries as “the dragoman’s berat” despite the
fact that the appointments concerned different positions was no simple mistake: it reveals
how intertwined the positions of dragoman, sarraf and yazici were at the time. Thus,
these documents testify to the fluid nature of the functions and duties of these three offic-
es and the changing nature of the distribution of authority in the mid eighteenth century.

During the first half of the eighteenth century, these non-clerical functionaries were
part of the (informal) local bureaucratic apparatus, involved in fiscal and political mat-
ters as much as anyone else. Some of the laymen who occupied these positions were
closely connected to the clerical authorities.” Nonetheless, it should neither be auto-
matically assumed that all of them were part and parcel of the same structure, nor that
they always acted in harmony by virtue of their common religion. Conflict between lay
and clerical high-ranking officials is observable as often as co-operation, while these
were not mutually exclusive characteristics of relations between the two groups.®® For
example, the close links that Christofakis had with the bishops indicate that both the
dragoman that he deposed, and the one who briefly interrupted his own dragomanship
in 1745, opposed the interests that united Christofakis and archbishop Philotheos.?!
The constant power struggles manifested through the many accusations against various
prelates and attempts to replace them indicate the existence of competing groups, and
neither alliances nor conflicts were characterised by consistency as far as confessional
identities were concerned.®

79 The most notable case is Christofakis, who also bore the ecclesiastical title of rhetor. P. M.
Kitromelides, Koivawvikés oyéoeis ko vootponics otnv Kompo tov déxarov 6ydoov aicwva. [So-
cial relations and mentalities in eighteenth-century Cyprus] (Nicosia 1992), 21. He is often to
be found in the relevant documentation acting in concord with the bishops, usually as a guaran-
tor of an outstanding loan, or an accomplice in over-taxation. See A. DVNS.AHK.CZRK. 1, 34,
hiikm (order) to the muhassil of Cyprus and naib of Nicosia, middle of Rebiti’l-evvel 1160/13-
22 March 1747; A DVNS.AHK.CZRK. 1, 65, hiikm to the muhassil of Cyprus and naib of Nic-
osia, first days of Sevval 1160/6-15 October 1747; A DVNS.AHK.CZRK. 1, 189, hiikm to the
naib of Nicosia and muhassil of Cyprus, last days of Ramazan 1163/23 August-2 September
1749; Ozkul, Kibris in Sosyo-Ekonomik Tarihi, 77.

80 For example see A DVN.KBM. 1/14, {. 2, c. 14 Sevval 1181/4 March 1768, when the bishops
complained against Francesco, the yazic: of the town of Larnaca. For the tensions between the
bishops and Hadjiyorgakis see E. Rizopoulou-Egoumenidou, ‘Iotopwkr; Maptopia Iodvvov
Kopvépov tov Kpntog’ [Historical testimony of loannis Cornaros the Cretan], in eadem and
C. Hatzichristodoulou (eds), Néa eixova kou 1otopixn paptopio. lwcvov Kopvapov tov Kpn-
70¢ [New picture and historical testimony of loannis Cornaros the Cretan] (Nicosia 2000), 19-
46, at 32-33. For the seventeenth-century case of dragoman Markoullis see M. Hadjianastasis,
‘Cyprus in the Ottoman Period: Consolidation of the Cypro-Ottoman Elite, 1650—1750’, in
Michael, Kappler and Gavriel (eds), Ottoman Cyprus, 63-88; idem, ‘Crossing the Line in the
Sand: Regional Officials, monopolisation of state power and ‘rebellion’. The case of Mehmed
Aga Boyacioglu in Cyprus, 1685-1690°, Turkish Historical Review, 2 (2001), 155-176, 163-64.

81 Ozkul, Kibris n Sosyo-Ekonomik Tarihi, 73-74.

82 There are several known examples that need not be repeated here. See, indicatively, T.
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Kyprianos, the previously-mentioned author of a 1788 history of Cyprus, was par-

ticularly close to archbishop Chrysanthos and was unequivocal about his political opin-
ions. While the information he provides is generally accurate, his opinions on historical
and contemporary developments are heavily loaded, projecting a very specific world-
view and essentially setting the boundaries to acceptable knowledge.®3 Kyprianos liber-
ally uses negative adjectives against anyone who deviates from what he considers as the
official church line, and never misses an opportunity to condemn as malevolent (koxe-
vipeyelc) those who complained against the prelates.® Such adjectives are in fact the

83

Stavrides, Oikovuevixo mazpropyeio kou Kompog: ta wozpropyixad Eyypago. twv etwv 1600-1878
[Ecumenical Patriarchate and Cyprus: the patriarchal documents of the years 1600-1878] (Nic-
osia 2001), 31-73. For documentation from the Ottoman archives see C.ADL. 2218, c. Rebiii’l-
evvel 1144/September-October 1731; C.ADL. 2554, 8 Rebiii’l-ahir 1225/11 July 1810; C.ML.
3568, 2 Rebiii’l-ahir 1172/3 December 1758; C.ML. 4538, ¢. Cemaziii’l-ahir 1144/November-
December 1731; C.ML. 5067, 17 Rebiti’l-evvel 1214/19 August 1799; C.ML. 5137, c. Muhar-
rem 1214/June-July 1799; C.ADL. 5895, c. 1759; C.ML. 5293, 3 Saban 1172/1 April 1759;
HAT. 17754, undated; MAD. 9726, p. 288, 19 Receb 1226/9 August 1811; A.DVNS.AHK.
CZRK. 1, 19-20, hiikm to the muhassil of Cyprus and naib of Nicosia, middle days of Muhar-
rem 1159/2-12 February 1746. Stavrides, ‘Administration and Society,” 96. For some of the
many cases of co-operation between Muslim and non-Muslim officials as one facet of this is-
sue, see A.DVN.KBS. 1/15, 4 Cemaziii’l-evvel 1191/10 June 1777; C.ADL. 833, last days of
Ramazan 1118/2-12 July 1706; 3568; C.ML. 3132, 25 Cemaziii’l-ahir 1204/12 March 1790;
HAT. 24651, c. 17 Saban 1224/27 September 1809; Theocharides, Kardioyog, 92 (doc. 220);
idem, ‘Avéxdota OBopavikd Eyypaga yia to Apayopdvo g Konpov Xat{nyewpydxn Kop-
véato [Unpublished Ottoman documents on the dragoman of Cyprus Hadzigeorgakis Kornesi-
os]’, in Zpueikro Apayouavike e Kompov [Miscellaneous dragoman documents of Cyprus]
(Ioannina 1986), 34-38, 45-47, 55; P. Hidiroglou (ed.), Ofwuavixd éyypago. tns ev Kompw po-
vii¢ Koxkoo [Ottoman documents of the Kykkos Monastery in Cyprus] (Nicosia 1973), 31-32,
97-99, plate II (doc. 2); 34-35, 102-104, plate IV (doc. 4); 41-44, 109-113, plates VII-IX (docs.
8-9); 67-72, 137-142, plates XXI-XXII (docs. 11-12); N. G. Kyriazes, ‘IIpo&evikd Eyypaea.
Advela tov Opovov Korpov [Consular documents. Loans of the thrones of Cyprus]’, Kozpia-
xa Xpovika, 12 (1936), 104-123; N. Cevikel, ‘An Aspect of History of Muslims and Non-Mus-
lims in the Late 18" Century-Ottoman Province of Cyprus’, Belleten, 72:263 (2008), 123-140,
at 132; F. Zannetos, lotopio th¢ vijoov KOmpov amo tg ayylikng KaToyng UéEypt GHUEPOV UETO. E1-
oaywyng mepilaufovovong Ppayeiov meprypopnv e 6Ang iotopiag ovtis [History of the island
of Cyprus from the British conquest up to the present with an introduction including a brief
history of this whole history], 2 vols (Nicosia 1997 [2" ed.]), I:1112; A. Drummond, ‘Drum-
mond’ in C. D. Cobham (ed.), Excerpta Cypria: Materials for a History of Cyprus (Cambridge
1908), 271-305, at 280; K. I. Myrianthopoulos, Xat(yyewpyaxic Kopvéoiog. O diepunveds e
Kompov, 1779-1809 o1 ovpfoloi eig v iotopiav s Kompov eni tovproxpotiog (1570-1878)
[Hatzigeorgakis Kornesios. The Interpreter of Cyprus 1779-1809 or contributions to the his-
tory of Cyprus under Turkish rule] (Nicosia 1934), 50K. Cicek, ‘Zimmis (non-Muslims) of
Cyprus in the Sharia court: 1110/39 A.H./1698-1726 A.D.’, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Univer-
sity of Birmingham, 1992, 165; Mariti, Travels, 8; Ozkul, Kibris'in Sosyo-Ekonomik Tarihi,
74-76, 85, 282.

For an assessment see George Hill, 4 History of Cyprus. Vol. 4; H. Luke (ed.), The Ottoman
Province, The British Colony (Cambridge 1952), 99.

84 Kyprianos, lotopia, 329
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Greek equivalents to terms to be found in contemporary Ottoman documents describing
internal tensions.

Such tensions are evident in the issue of financing episcopal sees. The appointment of
bishops and archbishops was confirmed with the payment of an amount of money (miri
piskes) for the issuing of a berat. Just as with the Patriarchate of Istanbul, where this pro-
cedure occurred on a much larger scale, competition between candidates raised the stakes
considerably, and correlatively the amounts that had to be paid. Financing these appoint-
ments was contingent upon laymen who lent money to candidates. It is reasonable to
assume that the expectation was that these debts would be serviced through taxation or
other extra-ordinary contributions from the community subsequent to the appointment.
There are several instances of complaints against bishops for outstanding debts in the
historical record. While these grievances were recorded as financial, in at least some
cases there were also political dimensions. Moreover, either because the capital could
not be found in Cyprus, or to avoid local political implications, lenders were sought in
Istanbul .3 For example, archbishop Chrysanthos had such high-profile lenders as the
sarraf of the Grand Vizier.%

Finally, cases of Muslim and non-Muslim officials collaborating while discharging
fiscal duties abound. Apart from the seven episodes mentioned above, one can add a case
in 1732 when archbishop Sylvestros, the bishop of Larnaca loannikios, and the muhassil
were summoned to Istanbul to be investigated following certain complaints against their
conduct.®” In another episode of cross-confessional collaboration, dragoman Christofa-
kis, archbishop Philotheos and the alaybeyi of Cyprus Abdiilgafur were accused of ex-
cessive taxation in 1745.%8

The bigger picture of communal politics of representation indicates that during the ear-
lier parts of the eighteenth century, fiscal and administrative functions were performed by
several lay office-holders, namely the dragoman (interpreter), the yazic: (secretary), and
the sarraf (financier). The participation of other individuals should not be excluded, while
we also notice the engagement of Muslim officials in affairs that should be considered as
exclusive to the non-Muslim community — or at least they become so in other instances.

85 C.ADL. 1321, undated; A. DVNS.AHK.CZRK. 1, 19-20, hiikm to the muhassil of Cyprus and
naib of Nicosia, middle days of Muharrem 1159/2-12 February 1746; A.DVNS.AHK.CZRK.
1, 34, hiikm to the muhassil of Cyprus and naib of Nicosia, middle of Rebiii’l-evvel 1160/13-22
March 1747; A DVNS.AHK.CZRK. 1, 65, hiikm to the muhassil of Cyprus and naib of Nico-
sia, first days of Sevval 1160/6-15 October 1747; A.DVNS.AHK.CZRK. 1, 189, hiikm to the
naib of Nicosia and muhassil of Cyprus, last days of Ramazan 1163/23 August-2 September
1749; F. M. Emecen, ‘Some Notes on the Defters of the Kaptan Pasha Eyaleti’, in E. Zachari-
adou (ed.), The Kapudan Pasha: His Office and Domain (Rethymno 2002), 253-261, at 259-
261; J. M. Kinnier, ‘Kinnier’ in Cobham (ed.), Excerpta Cypria, 414-418, at 416.

86 C.ADL. 4396, middle days of Cemaziii’l-ahir 1200/11-20 April 1786.

87 Bayraktar Tellan, ‘The Archbishops of Cyprus’, 86.

88 G. Ding, ‘Kibris Saray Terciimanligi Kurumu (1779-1816)’, in XVI. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi, 20-
24 Eyliil 2010, Ankara. Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler, Vol. 4, part 1 (Ankara 2015), 423-437, at
424; Ozkul, Kibris i Sosyo-Ekonomik Tarihi, 77.
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These functions were performed in collaboration with the higher clergy. Such a configura-
tion of both Muslim and non-Muslim, as well as lay and religious officials, required a cer-
tain balance of interests and a degree of consensus. Often, this was not achievable. More
important, this consensus, or the lack thereof, was the result of the convergence or diver-
gence of different interests represented by non-Muslim agents, as well as Muslim ones.
During the second half of the century, and its final quarter in particular, we see the rise of
more consolidated forms of authority, concentrated in the hands of particular individuals.
The final part of the essay addresses this issue, with reference to the means of projecting
institutional identity as the sole source of imperial authority in communal affairs.

Projecting an institutional identity: the dragoman as reaya vekili

It should not be assumed that towards the end of the eighteenth century an institutional
identity had been consolidated and officially recognised by the Ottoman state to create
an office with clearly defined jurisdiction. Even though the title “representative of the
non-Muslims” (reaya vekili) was consistently used, the concept was still ill-defined. Any
corporate nature that its use in Ottoman documentation may convey was not part of a
teleological process, but the result of a case-to-case basis evaluation — indeed a personal-
ised affair. An incident from 1788/89 is particularly enlightening in that respect.

Upon the death of a muhassil, a dispute had arisen regarding the collection of non-
Muslim taxes. Hadjiyorgakis Kornesios, the dragoman of Cyprus (Kibris terciimant) sent
a petition asserting that

in accordance to the ancient tradition of the country since the imperial conquest, [the collec-
tion of the taxes of the non-Muslims] has been entrusted to [...] the dragoman and representa-
tive of the non-Muslims.®

He then described this process, whereby a bond was issued in the name of the dragoman,
who made the payment on behalf of the taxpayers and thus undertook the right of collec-
tion. The community then requested that the payment be made in interest-incurring in-
stalments; basically a debt to the dragoman. Interestingly, the community was described
in a non-institutional manner as “the people, the rich traders, and the merchants”.”® In
the meantime, emin efendi, the deceased muhassil’s deputy, had an imperial command
issued authorising him to collect the taxes. Since, according to the dragoman’s petition,
this was in contravention of ancient practice, the dragoman requested the cancellation of
this order and the (re-)affirmation of his right of collection.’!

89 Ehl-i zimmet reayalarimn iizerlerine edast lazim gelen cizye-i ser ‘iye ve emval-i miriyeleri
feth-i hakaniden berii kaide-i belde terciiman ve reaya vekili marifetiyle tevdi ve taksim. C.ML.
629, undated, c. 1203/1788-89. See a similar description in C.ML. 6251, ¢.23 Rebiii’l-ahir
1204/10 January 1790.

90 Gah reayadan ve gah agniya-1 tiiccar ve barirgdn [sic: bazirgdn] taraflarindan. C.ML. 629,
undated, c. 1203/1788-89.

91 For further documentation on this affair see C.ML. 20157, 15 Cemaziii’l-evvel 1203/11 Febru-
ary 1789 and HAT. 57178, undated, c. 1206/1791-92.
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According to the petition, the right of collection of non-Muslim taxes had always
been delegated to the dragoman since the conquest. This is clearly an exaggeration, as
appeals to ab antiquo rights in such documentation usually are. While we know that since
the seventeenth century dragomans had had the right to tax-collection, this was certainly
neither an exclusive right, nor an institutionalised practice. Archbishops or lay function-
aries were also awarded this function.”?

There are multiple layers of complexity in this incident. First of all, the echoes of
guarantor (kefil) are abundantly clear. Secondly, the position of Hadjigeorgakis as the
tax-collector by virtue of his position as ‘representative of the non-Muslims’ was not
uncontested. Thus, there was no legal guarantee of the right of collection, which seems to
have been awarded more on a case-to-case basis rather than in a fully consistent fashion.

Custom, to which Hadjigeorgakis is appealing, could be sufficient legal grounds to ar-
gue for at least a quasi-institutional position.”? Yet, this is more about the projection of an
institutional identity than its reality. Just as the Church was accustomed to making such
projections, so was Hadjigeorgakis. For despite his argument that the right of collection
belonged to the dragoman since the conquest, this was a false claim.’*

Equally revealing is the way this affair was treated by the Ottoman bureaucracy.
While Hadjigeorgakis’s request was granted, the choice of words shows how acutely
aware the Ottomans were of such subtle issues of institutional identity. Istanbul’s re-
sponse neither refuted nor confirmed the dragoman’s claim of having the right of col-
lection since the conquest: “according to custom, the dragoman and representative of
the non-Muslims Hadjiyorgakis™ undertook the debt for the taxes, and has the right of
collection.” A strict interpretation is that the lack of reference to the conquest regarding
the dating of the custom means that the claim was not confirmed. In other words, this was
a practice specifically associated with Hadjigeorgakis. Thus, customary law is entirely in
line with the principles of Islamic law in not recognising corporate entities in the form
of an office-holder, but only individuals. On the other hand, the ambiguous usage of the
term “custom” is loose enough to allow for another interpretation confirming Hadjigeor-
gakis’s claim: “custom” is temporally vague, and may or may not stretch back to the
conquest. The circle was thus squared, and all sides could project the image they would
like on the basis of what we could define as constructive ambiguity.

92 The inconsistency of the system of delegation of tax-collection is also evident in a case from
1800. This time, Hadjigeorgakis and Hadjidavid, the financier of the province (vilayet sarraft),
were delegated the right of tax-collection. This is one of the rare cases when the involvement of
a sarrafis recorded in the second half of the eighteenth century. C.ML. 29407, 12 Cemaziii’l-
evvel 1215/1 October 1800. Conversely the involvement of sarrafs is much more frequently
documented during the first half of the eighteenth century.

93 On customary law (drf), see Gerber, Islamic Law and Culture, 105-115; for the use of prec-
edent as an argument see S. Faroghi, ‘Political Activity among Ottoman Taxpayers and the
Problem of Sultanic Legitimation (1570-1650)’, JESHO 35 (1992), 1-39, at 5-6.

94 On appealing to ancient custom to legitimise a claim, see Faroqhi, ‘Political Activity’, 5-6.

95 Ber-miitad terciiman ve reaya vekili Aci Yorgakiden aldigr deyn temessiikii. HAT. 57178, un-
dated, c. 1206/1791-92.
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Conclusion

Whatever the millet system may have been, it is overrated. At most, if it functioned as
anything resembling a centralised and institutionalised system, it did so from the second
half of the nineteenth century onwards — a few decades that were a mere fraction of the
six centuries of Ottoman existence.’® Projecting the mid-nineteenth century experience,
in the case of millet, or the eighteenth-century functions of the ‘representative of the
reayas’, back to an immemorial past was a legitimation tool that c/aimed historical depth,
institutional status, and the legal weight of custom and tradition. The historical record,
however, does not back these claims.

What did exist in lieu of system? Structures of communal organisation had great re-
gional variation in their development and evolution over time and space. Local custom,
difficult as it is to legally codify, played a much more important role in the political and
administrative practices than is immediately apparent. Equally underestimated is the role
of Islamic law and legal traditions in the development of communal structures. This is
not because it had no room for corporate legal entities, but because it allowed an in-
between condition: the carving of a quasi-institutional space that in effect permitted the
existence of legal entities without violating the letter of the law. These complexities are
lost in the millet system model and national(ist) historiographical trajectories.

Focusing on the institutional development of structures of representation in pre-Tan-
zimat-era Cyprus, this essay questioned the social cohesion of, and inquired into conflict-
ing interests within the community. It shows that there was nothing predetermined about
the leadership of the communal organisation. Religion was neither the sole marker of
identity nor did it guarantee communal homogeneity and cohesion. The path to the for-
mation of communal institutions was not straight; it was one full of twists and turns, with
no consistent and uniform evolutionary character of its own. The formation of quasi-
institutional structures of communal leadership entailed a great deal of experimentation,
the stretching of the meanings of titles, and arbitrary declarations. The examination of
these issues reveals a great deal about what it meant to imagine oneself as the head of
a collectivity, but also the complex ways in which such collectivities were constructed.

Examining the development of quasi-institutional forms of communal representation
and leadership reveals the non-linear forms that jurisdiction and delegation of authority
from above and from below took. By the eighteenth century, the representative of the
non-Muslims in Cyprus (and regardless of the form such a title took elsewhere in the
empire, the content was essentially the same) was someone who:

e was appointed and recognised by the sovereign in that position because

o that person was in possession of enough political, social, and economic capital to
perform fiscal and administrative functions in the name of the community, which,
in turn

96 Dimitris Stamatopoulos is correct in his hypothesis that “[m]aybe one could even speak of a
fundamental reinvention of religious communities in the 19th century, especially during the
second phase of Tanzimat reforms”. See his ‘Rum Millet’, 58-81 at 60n.
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e directly or indirectly consented to the maintenance of order and the payment of
taxes, something that

e implied anything between ensuring the economic prosperity of the community to
its bare sustainability, and the latter case would jeopardise the political-economic
system.

This schematic representation of delegation and representation at the communal level is
strongly reminiscent of the circle of justice.

The creation and manipulation of semantic ambiguities with reference to the content
of titles were, perhaps unsurprisingly, fairly common strategies in projecting an institu-
tional identity that claimed an undisputed and historically rooted leadership and author-
ity over the community. The development of structures of representation did not follow
a consistent and coherent model according to which a single institution, whether the
Church or the dragoman, was endowed with authority by the Ottoman state as of old.
While such agents were confident in projecting an image of corporate identity, and to a
large extent functioned in such a way,”” the reality vis-a-vis the Ottoman state was dif-
ferent. Local representative structures kept either foot within the realms of the de facto
and the de jure, manipulated this ambiguity, adapted themselves to changing conditions,
and strove for further imperial authority. At stake is understanding the way institutional
identity was constructed, projected, and contested within the context of the struggle for
legitimacy characterised by asymmetrical relations of power. Most importantly, target
audiences were not only the tax-paying population of the time or the imperial capital, but
also future students of those events and processes.

97 The institutional identity of the office of reaya vekili was becoming increasingly more substan-
tial at the turn of the nineteenth century, primarily because of the activities of Hadjigeorgakis
Kornesios and archbishop Kyprianos. Ironically, this increasing ‘institutionalisation’ was on a
personal basis.



WHAT’S IN A FAKE?
UTTERANCES OF LATE OTTOMAN POLITICALNESS

Marc AYMES"

THiNkING ABOUT POLITICS, AS MUCH AS THE PRACTICE THEREOF, is determined by the search
for an ordering of worldly affairs — hence, in the Ottomans’ phraseology of ruling, the om-
nipresence of nizams of all sorts. Just as ‘politics’ may be defined as “the sphere where
collectively binding decisions are taken for the whole of a given social group”,! it also in-
volves an institutionalised framework that pre-ordains the appearance of things consid-
ered political, by authorising certain utterances and forbidding others from going public.

Meanwhile, politics is shaped at least as much by the inability to corral the ‘body
politic” and exert control over the ‘room for debate’. As distinguished from political po-
licing, other forms of ‘politicalness’ may be characterised as indeterminate, ambiguous,
and open-ended ways of engaging in public debate. Thoughts and practices may there-
fore be considered political not only when complying with the imprimatur of the powers
that be but also when overriding it.

To this extent, fakes and forgeries appear very much to be (both thoughtfully and
practically) political. As Alessandro Stanziani puts it, “fraudsters and forgers know the
norm and stick to it, even though they do not respect it”.> Those who utter counterfeit or
forged currencies indeed do so out of an eager desire to be embodied and embedded in
the order of institutional rule — while at the same time managing to preserve their out-
sider status vis-a-vis the latter. Many a forger would readily admit to the legitimacy of
official currencies, only to pose a challenge to the ruler’s legal credibility when it comes
to controlling their utterance.

In sum, the linkage of the forger’s act to ‘politics’ has to do with both state-building
and bottom-up social initiatives. On the one hand, forgeries permeate the realms of insti-

* Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (Paris), Centre d’Etudes Turques, Ottomanes,
Balkaniques et Centrasiatiques.

1 In J. Bissow’s terms, Hamidian Palestine: Politics and Society in the District of Jerusalem
1872-1908 (Leiden and Boston 2011), 9.

2 A. Stanziani, Histoire de la qualité alimentaire (XIXe-XXe siecle) (Paris 2005), 9: « Le frau-
deur ou le falsificateur connait et applique la norme, méme s’il ne la respecte pas » (all transla-
tions are mine unless otherwise noted).
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tutional politics, wherein they induce a dynamics of normativity and lawfulness associ-
ated with their repression. On the other hand, forgeries prompt a sense of ‘politicalness’
insofar as their parasitical presence implies a fierce, if muffled, criticism of the very in-
stitutions that host them.? Using nineteenth and early twentieth-century Ottoman sources,
the present essay aims to follow each of these two paths. Yet before setting off, let us for
a while stay put where the road forks: to begin with, how do we know what the Ottomans
meant when they referred to ‘politics’?

L Talking (about) politika

Judging by present-day conceptions of politics, things or events deemed political’ are
those that prompt public debate. Focusing on utterances (be they linguistic or otherwise)
is a way to ascribe some extent of analytical relevance to this premise: politics is about
in which terms as well as under which terms matters for debate may (or may not) gain
currency. The same in / under distinction is also to be found in the grammatical nuance
that separates ‘talking about politics’ from ‘talking politics’. If a predicate being talked
about, politics refers to the content of discourse; turned into an adverb, it encompasses
both content and form. Uttering is therefore not only about producing abstract ideas but
also about linking ideas to statements. At this point political thought and practice merge
into the actual performance of talking (about) politics.

Using a few revealing utterances as a sample, let us then first see how the Ottoman
authorities, when talking about politics, also took care to talk politics. One such utterance
occurs in the law that came into force in 1865 concerning “the printing and circulating of
administrative and political news by all sorts of newspapers and brochures printed and
circulated at the Abode of Felicity or within the royal domains”.# These regulations have
been considered to be “inspired by the French press law” in force at the time.> A compari-
son of its initial clause with that of the ‘Organic Decree on the Press’ issued in France on
17 February 1852 bears sufficient testimony to this family resemblance.

3 On criticism as a key to the study of Ottoman political thought see M. Sariyannis, ‘Ottoman
Critics of Society and State, Fifteenth to Early Eighteenth Centuries: Toward a Corpus for the
Study of Ottoman Political Thought’, ArchOtt, 25 (2008), 127-150.

4 BOA, Y.EE. 112/26, “dersaadetde ve memalik-i sahanede tab i nesr olunan her nev’i gazete
ve evrak havadis-i miilkiyye ve politikiyye tab i nesri hakkinda bu kere tanzim olunan nizam-
namedir”, printed text with handwritten annotations, dated 2 Sab‘an 1281 / 19 Kanun-1 Evvel
1280 [31 December 1864]. Article 36 specifies that “the present law shall come into force as
of January Ist, 1865”. Cf. Diistir, 1, 2 (Istanbul 1289 [1872-1873]), 220-226. On Ottoman leg-
islation affecting the press prior to the 1865 law see A. Ayalon, The Press in the Arab Middle
East: A History (New York and Oxford 1995), 111-112; F. Demirel, /I. Abdiilhamid déneminde
sanstir (Istanbul 2007), 30-31.

5 Encyclopaedia of the Ottoman Empire, s.v. ‘Newspapers’ (O. Kologlu), 433. As is the case with
several other laws issued by the Ottoman government in that period, the text was simultane-
ously promulgated in a French version, which will on occasions also be quoted below: BOA,
Y.EE. 112/26, ‘Loi sur la presse’, printed text.



WHAT’S IN A FAKE? 99

1852 French ‘Organic Decree on the Press’:

Art. 1. — No newspaper or periodical dealing
with political matters or social economy, be it
issued regularly on a fixed day or by irregular
deliveries, may be established and published
without the government’s prior permission.®

1865 Ottoman Press Law:

Art. 1. — No newspaper or periodical dealing
with political or administrative matters, be it
issued regularly on a fixed day or by irregular
deliveries, and whatever its language, may be
established and published without permission.’

Resemblance is no similitude though: as one crucial difference shows, the Ottoman did
not merely make a tracing of the French text, but adapted its terminology to their own
standard operating procedure. Hence their replacement of the reference to “économie
sociale” with a mention of run-of-the-mill “administrative matters”. When conflating
“political matters” and “social economy”, the 1852 decree paid tribute to the vigour of
socialist thought (and practice) in post-1848 French politics. The Ottoman re-wording
switches over to a quite different logic, whereby “administrative” (miilkiyye) and “politi-
cal” (politikiyye) topics are dealt with as parts of one and the same set.

Ottoman legalese thus merges ‘politics’ and ‘administration’ into one sole and ex-
clusive realm of government, to the point of making the two terms sound quasi-synony-
mous. This again occurs in the revised ‘Press Law’ drafted by the Istanbul authorities in
June 1874, although a careful reading also reveals slight differences in phrasing:

1865 Ottoman Press Law:

Art. 9. — It is prohibited to introduce and cir-
culate in the royal domains newspapers or other
periodicals printed in foreign lands with a view
to meddling in and antagonising the Sublime
State with regard to political and administrative
matters.’

1874 Ottoman Press Law (draft):

Art. 9. — 1t is prohibited to introduce into the
royal domains newspapers or other periodicals
printed in foreign lands with the express pur-
pose of breeding resentment and antagonism to-
wards the Sublime State, on account of politics
or administrative matters.’

6 Quoted inJ.-J. F. Rolland de Villargues, Code des lois de la presse interprétées par la jurispru-
dence et la doctrine (Paris 1863), 260: « Aucun journal ou écrit périodique traitant de matiéres
politiques ou d’économie sociale, et paraissant soit réguliérement et a jour fixe, soit par livrai-
sons et irréguliérement, ne pourra étre créé ou publié¢ sans I’autorisation préalable du gouver-
nement ».

7 BOA, Y.EE. 112/26, loc. cit.: her kangi lisanda olur ise olsun mevadd-i politikiyye ve miil-
kiyyeyi samil olmak iizere gerek suret-i muntazama ve evkat-1 muayyenede ve gerek ciiz ciiz ve
evkat-1 gayr-1 muayyenede gazete ve sair evrak-1 miirettebe istihsal-i ruhsat olunmaksizin ih-
das ii nesr olunamayacakdir. The French text reads: « Aucun journal ou écrit périodique trai-
tant de matieres politiques ou administratives, en quelque langue que ce soit, et paraissant soit
réguliérement et a jour fixe, soit par livraisons et irréguliérement, ne pourra étre créé ou publié
sans I’autorisation du Gouvernement impérial ».

8 BOA, Y.EE. 112/26, loc. cit.: mevadd-1 politikiyye ve miilkiyyeyi samil olmak iizere devlet-i
aliyyeye taaruz ve husumet efkariyla memalik-i ecnebiyyede tab etdirilen gazete ve evrak-i
miirettebe-i sairenin memalik-i sahaneye idhal ii nesri memnudur. The French text reads:
“L’introduction et la circulation de tout journal ou écrit périodique traitant de matieres poli-
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Ten years on, what sounded like conflation in 1865 here becomes more clearly (if slight-
ly) dissociated. Yet Ottoman lawmakers still lump together ‘politics’ and ‘administrative
matters’ in one class. Implicit in this phrasing is a definition of ‘politics’ as nothing more
than a circumscription upon which administrative power may exert its authority.

This in turn, rather than pointing to a supposedly Ottoman-specific ‘mentality’ or
‘culture’, may be paralleled in how, starting in the years before the 1852 decree, French
courts arbitrating press disputes came to define ‘political matters’.'® More often than
not, these definitions merged “everything related to government or the administration
of cities and states”, and thus encompassed both ‘general politics’ and ‘issues of general
administration’.!! In a way, then, the Ottoman conflation of mevadd-1 politikiyye ve mii-
lkiyye remains in line with this reasoning, which it only makes more explicit. According-
ly, conceiving of ‘politics’ implies relating it to the regulatory purview of administrative
bodies. Political thought thus ends up being little more than a praxeology of public order.

Besides what may surface in officially encoded legal regulations, thoughts about poli-
tics are also to be found permeating more immediately practical documents.'> Such is,
for instance, the case in the report sent to the Grand Vizier in May 1868 by the Governor-
General of the Mediterranean Islands, Ahmed Pasha. In it, he disparagingly recommends
that Tayyib Pasha, currently posted to Cyprus as a governor, be dismissed right away:
“He certainly says and writes nice and fine words, yet his discourse does not tally with his
deeds, and he spends his time as if on vacation: for more than four years since he took up
office, he has done absolutely nothing that could have provided the state or people with
benefits and favours”.!* As a replacement, Ahmed Pasha continues,

tiques ou administratives et qui serait publié¢ a I’étranger dans un but d’hostilité et d’agression
contre le Gouvernement Impérial, sont interdites dans les Etats de S.M. le Sultan”.

9 BOA, Y.EE. 112/9, amended draft version of the ‘Press Law’ (matbuat nizamnamesi), 17 Re-
biti’l-ahir 1291 / 21 Mayis 1290 [2 June 1874]: devlet-i aliyye aleyhinde gerek politika ve ge-
rek mevadd-1 miilkiyyeden dolayi icra-y1 garaz ii husumet kasdiyla memalik-i ecnebiyyede tab
etdirilmis olan gazete ve evrak-1 mevkute-i sairenin memalik-i sahaneye idhali memnudur.

10 Cf. A. Rubin, Ottoman Nizamiye Courts: Law and Modernity (New York 2011), 7 (emphasis
in the original): “in the late nineteenth century, everyday judicial manifestations of modernity
took various forms in France as much as they were uneven in the Ottoman Empire. [...] New
ideas and practices that came to be associated with modernity emerged roughly at the same
time in many parts of the world in the course of the nineteenth century”.

11 Jurisprudential gloss provided by Rolland de Villargues, Codes des lois, 261-265: « Les expres-
sions : matieres politiques doivent s’entendre par leur généralité de tout ce qui a trait au gouver-
nement ou a I’administration des villes et des Etats » (§2, 6). « Elles embrassent non-seulement
la politique générale, mais encore tout ce qui se rattache a la science du gouvernement et de
’administration de la cité » (§2, 7). « A tout ce qui est relatif soit a des faits, soit a des questions
d’administration générale ou a des actes de 1’autorité locale ou municipale » (§2, 9).

12 Here drawing on M. Reinkowski, Die Dinge der Ordnung: Eine vergleichende Untersuchung
tiber die osmanische Reformpolitik im 19. Jahrhundert (Munich 2005), 32.

13 BOA, 1.SD. 5/284, report (tahrirdt) from the Governor-General of the Mediterranean Islands
Es-seyyid Ahmed Pasha, 17 Muharrem 1285 / 28 Nisan 1284 [10 May 1868]: giizel giizel
lakirdilar séyler ve yazar ise de kavli fiiline gayr-1 muvafik olarak ve vaktini eyyam-i ta ‘til
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circumstances make it necessary [...] that the felicitous Said Pasha, currently serving as Gover-
nor of Mytilene, be appointed. For evident is his ability to multiply the prosperity and improve
the administration of the aforesaid island [Cyprus] as per the requirements of its capacity; and,
evident as well is his cognisance of the rules of politics, so that he will prevent the govern-
ment’s claims from falling into the oppressive hands of foreigners.'*

In commenting on this short quotation, two remarkable implications may be em-
phasised. First, politics is tightly knit to a phraseology that makes it part and parcel of
a judicial normativity and legality framed by Islamic jurisprudence (figh). The ‘rules
of politics’ (ustil-i politika) here come as a substitute for usil al-figh, and ‘the govern-
ment’s claims’ (hukuk-1 hiikiimet) as a supplement to ‘claims of God’ (hugiiq Allah) and
‘claims of men’ (hugiiq al- ibad), which constitute the distinctive nomenclature of this
very figh. Politics thus gets confined to the realms of government, that is, an institution-
alised business of state. Meanwhile, its tacit definition draws on an analogy between how
sovereigns make decisions at state level and how judges return verdicts or give rulings
in court.

Second, knowledge of ‘politics’ means, as Ahmed Pasha makes clear, being able to
deal with the claims and encroachments of ‘foreigners’. Here, as above, the Ottoman
Turkish word for “politics’ is politika. Starting with its Romance etymology, it straight-
forwardly relates to the ‘oppressive’ presence of non-Ottoman subjects within the Sul-
tan’s domains. Thus in the early and mid 1860s, the Damascus and Aleppo Governors-
General were flanked by a ‘political officer’ (politika memurrt), also known under the
title of ‘Director of Foreign Affairs’ (umur-1 ecnebiyye miidiri), whose alleged duty was
“to deal with the foreign consuls in the country”.!> We lack an elaborate description of
this official’s job so far, and Ahmed Pasha’s report shows that governors themselves also
were expected to know what politika was about. Tayyib Pasha did not: under his tenure
“some foreigners got spoiled by over-indulgence and thus even found themselves in a
position to call the tune on all matters”.!® At least this confirms that Ottoman officials
tended to equate ‘politics’ with the dealings of ‘foreign affairs’—or should we say, as was
common usage at the Sublime Porte, ‘external affairs’ (hariciye)?

Debates held in the Council of State in Istanbul during the preparations for yet an-
other Press Law in 1874 shed some further light on the underpinnings of this notion of

gibi gegirerek dort seneyi miitecaviz olan miiddet-i memuriyetinde devlet ii milletce fevaid ii
muhassendta mucib hig¢ bir sey yapmamis.

14 Ibid.: cezire-i mezkurenin kabiliyeti icabinca tezyid-i ma ‘muriyeti ile islah-1 idaresine kudreti
ve hem de hukuk-1 hiikiimeti ecnebilerin eyadi-i tagalliibiine virmeyecek suretde usil-i politi-
kaca ma’limati derkar olan Midillii mutasarrifi saadetlii Said Pasa’'min ta‘yini [...] mevkii
icabindan olub.

15 M. Ma’oz, Ottoman Reform in Syria and Palestine, 1840-1861: The Impact of the Tanzimat on
Politics and Society (Oxford 1968), 220. Cf. M. Ade, Picknick mit den Paschas: Aleppo und
die levantinische Handelsfirma Fratelli Poche (1853-1880) (Beyrouth and Wiirzburg 2013),
180-186.

16 BOA, 1.SD. 5/284, loc. cit.: baz ecnebiler dahi sumarub her isde sozlerini etdirmekde bulun-
duklar.
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politics. After a first draft had been submitted by an ad hoc committee, deliberations
ensued in plenary session. At some point

the question of where to attach the Press Administration came up: all concurred that, with re-
gard to the right course of affairs, it was most necessary to have its premises located within the
Sublime Porte. Some nevertheless put forward the view that since permissions issued for the
publication of newspapers as well as proceedings taken because of their contents appertain to
internal affairs, there could be no suitability in affiliating the aforesaid Administration to the il-
lustrious Ministry of External Affairs. Under the Sublime Sultanate, however, the Ministry of
External Affairs has not been confined to foreign affairs only: since time immemorial some of
the chancery business has been referred thereto. Besides, what newspapers publish about poli-
tics is eminently related to the aforementioned Ministry. Hence it was judged fit and proper to
maintain the Press Administration’s current affiliation.!”

This debate, although condensed into a few lines in the minutes, provides us with re-
vealing insights into how the identification of ‘politics’ with ‘external affairs’ played
out in practice. Eventually, the Council of State resolved that ‘external affairs’ ought not
to be confused with ‘foreign affairs only’ (sirf umur-1 ecnebiyye). All kinds of issues,
be they related to foreign countries or not, were indeed subsumed under this heading,
which thus also encompassed some degree of ‘chancery business’ (mesalih-i divaniyye).
On reflection, it seems that handling ‘external affairs’ meant making decisions at the
state’s top levels, whereas, by contrast, ‘internal affairs’ hinged upon routine proce-
dures of administrative control, such as issuing permissions for and taking proceedings
against publishers. This differentiation between the ‘interior’ of administration and the
‘exterior’ of politics already framed Ahmed Pasha’s argument above: “cognisance of
the rules of politics” was only one of the duties to be fulfilled by Cyprus governors,
the other being the “ability to multiply the prosperity and improve the administration
[idare] of the aforesaid island”.

Talking (about) politics thus involved, on the part of Ottoman officials, endorsing
an all-pervasive topology of rule. On the inside, undisturbed toil and smooth tax collec-
tion were in order. On the outside were unpredictable utterances, fickle claims made by
spoiled foreigners or op-eds circulated by Ottoman subjects. This symbolic dichotomy

17 BOA, Y.EE. 112/9, report of deliberations held in ‘plenary session’ (heyet-i umumiyye) of the
Council of State (sura-y devlet) following recommendations submitted by the latter’s Board
of Re-organisations (daire-i tanzimat), 17 Rebiii’l-ahir 1291 / 21 Mayis 1290 [2 June 1874]:
matbuat idaresinin ne tarafa merbut olmasi iktiza edecegi meselesi der-miyan kilinarak igbu
idarenin bab-1 dli dahilinde bulunmasinin maslahaten elzem oldigindan reyler ittifak etmek-
le beraber gazete negri iciin ruhsat i‘tast ve gazetelerin miindericatindan dolayi lazim ge-
len muamelatin ifasi umur-1 dahiliyyeden olmak hasebiyle idare-i mezburenin hariciye ne-
zaret-i celilesine merbutiyeti miinasib olamayacagi bazi dra tarafindan irad edilmis ise de
saltanat-1 seniyyede hariciye nezareti surf umur-1 ecnebiyyeye miinhasw olmayub mesalih-i
divaniyyeden bazilar: mine’l-kadim oraya muhavvel ediigiine ve gazetelerin politikaya miite-
allik nesriyati haysiyetiyle nezaret-i miisariinilevhaya cihet-i miinasebeti bulundigina nazaren
idare-i matbuatin merbutiyet-i haziresinde ibkasi [...] bi t-tensib. For more on how the Press
Administration’s affiliation fluctuated in this period see Demirel, Sansiir, 44.
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contrasts with the usual ‘domestic’ v. ‘foreign policy’ allotment. Politics is not always
where one would expect it to be.

Such preliminary remarks are meant to light up a warning signal: in Ottoman history
as elsewhere, the business of relating words to concepts and concepts to contexts remains
a tricky one. This caveat becomes even more relevant when one sets out to unravel what
curious links could exist between ‘political’ practice and the forger’s act.

1l. Fakes at the stake, for siyaset’s sake

By studying in and under which terms politics could be conceived of, one is led to trace
the lineaments of a complex connection between the utterance of counterfeit currencies
and the logic of Ottoman ‘politics’. For fakes and forgeries intriguingly straddle the in/
out topology outlined above. As an appropriation of the fiduciary currencies of the legal
order, they circumvent the routine operations of administrative control and certification.
Meanwhile, their utterance also questions the authenticity of the sovereign’s very de-
crees, thereby infringing the chief symbols of government authority — which is why the
repression of forgeries often goes hand in hand with upgrades in /lése-majesté jurispru-
dence. Counterfeits are thus simultaneously, as Ottoman officials would put it, “political
and administrative matters” (mevadd-i politikiyye ve miilkiyye). Coping with their utter-
ance is as much an ‘external’ affair as it is an ‘internal’ one.

Starting in the mid nineteenth century, the Ottoman authorities engaged in a large-
scale fabrication and circulation of printed documents. Forms of all kinds proliferated.
Bills and bonds multiplied. This mechanical reproducibility of the governmental written
toolkit allowed rulers keen on a ‘reformed’ notion of state control to multiply and disem-
body their technologies of administration. Yet it also trivialised the experience of forging
the state’s currencies. Once in circulation, look-alikes implied the wholesale cancellation
of originals and costly replacement procedures. Such was the case in particular with pa-
per money. Thus in late 1855

twenty-five hundred thousand and fifteen bills of exchange [lit. ‘cash documents’] without in-
terest, amounting to eighty-four thousand, two hundred purses, were newly printed at the Privy
Purse, so as to be substituted for the ancient ones. Right after two batches of eighteen hundred
and fifty-eight thousand pieces had been exchanged, some counterfeiters imitated them. It was
then required by sublime order that the rest of the aforementioned circulated documents, con-
sisting in two hundred thousand and fifty-seven thousand pieces, be cancelled, and that sheets
of'a new kind be printed instead. The High Council [of Judicial Ordinances] therefore deliber-
ated whether or not to have the Ministry of Finance send the aforementioned cancelled docu-
ments, as well as the exchanged eighteen hundred and fifty-eight thousand pieces of the an-
cient kind, to the Sublime Porte, along with officials in charge of them. There these documents
would be burnt before the High Council, as is being done in similar cases.'’

18 BOA, I.MVL. 345/14946, minutes from the High Council of Judicial Ordinances (meclis-i
vald-yr ahkam-1 adliyye), late Rebiti’l-evvel 1272 [early December 1855]: /...] atikiyle tebdil
olunmak iizere hazine-i hassa’'da miiceddeden tab olunan seksen dort bin iki yiiz kiselik yigirmi
bes yiik on beg bin aded faizsiz evrak-1 nakdiyyeden iki kalem on sekiz yiik elli sekiz bin adedi-
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While their euphemistic phrasing here allows the High Council secretaries to meet
the requirements of standard rhetorical humility, it should not be taken at face value: un-
der the guise of ‘deliberations’, the report clearly states a resolute recommendation to the
Sultan. The plan put forward is that cancelled fakes meet the same fate as obsolete origi-
nals. All ‘cash documents’ deemed improper have to be destroyed, whatever the reasons
that make them unfit for circulation. It makes little difference whether annulment results
from forgery or from antiquity. What counts is that irregular documents do not impair the
state’s regulatory control over money matters. Here, then, the repression of forgery ap-
pears motivated by the administrative necessity to keep the country’s legal tender under
control. In this respect it may be described, using the officials’ terminology highlighted
above, as an ‘internal’ operation.

Meanwhile, these measures dovetail with yet another Ottoman conception of politics.
Instead of politika above, ‘politics’ is now being conceived of in terms of siyaser—name-
ly, punishment for reasons of expendiency.'® A supplement to sharia penalties in matters
canon law did not cover, siyaset generally meant, according to Uriel Heyd’s Studies in
Old Ottoman Criminal Law, “severe corporal punishment in various forms”.?’ One of
these was the amputation of a hand, which, apart from being featured in the legal doctrine
ofthe kad’s “discretionary punishment’ (fa zir), was also put to good use by jurisconsults
who codified sultanic law (kanun). Most noticeably, it became a retribution “for habitu-
ally forging decrees or legal certificates. As an administrative punishment (siyaseten),
it was inflicted also for counterfeiting as well as for clipping (kirmak) coins”.?! Siyaset-
wise, forgeries of all kinds thus appear to have been of great concern to those who de-
fined the contours of ‘political’ lawfulness.

At its harshest, siyaset could also refer to capital punishment, again inflicted for reasons
of expediency — what Ottoman officials themselves used to call ‘execution for political
motives’ (siyaseten katl).?> Uttering false coins or forging state documents could at times

nin atikiyle tebdil olundigini miiteakib bazi sahtekardan buna taklid etmeleriyle evrak-1 mer-
kumeden salifii z-zikr nesr olunandan maadasi olan iki yiik elli yedi bin adedinin battal ediler-
ek ve yerine eczali olarak bir nev’i evrak tabr mukteza-y1 irade-i seniyyeden bulunmagla zikr
olunan battal evrak ile tebdil olunan on sekiz yiik elli sekiz bin aded evrak-1 atikenin emsali
vechile meclis-i vald pisgahinda hark olunmak tizere memurlariyla evrak-1 merkumenin bab-1
ali’ye gonderilmesi hususunun nezaret-i miigariinilevhaya [= maliye nezaretine] havalesi me-
clis-i vala’da tezekkiir kilinmus.

19 R. Peters, Crime and Punishment in Islamic Law: Theory and Practice from the Sixteenth to the
Twenty-First Century (Cambridge and New York 2005), 196. This translation itself, however,
remains a matter of expediency, which does not militate against a more inclusive perspective
on the historical semantics of siyaset: cf. B. Lewis, ‘Siyasa’, in A. H. Green (ed.), In Quest of
an Islamic Humanism: Arabic and Islamic Studies in Memory of Mohamed al-Nowaihi (Cairo
1984), 3-14.

20 U. Heyd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law, ed. V. L. Ménage (Oxford 1973), 264.

21 Ibid., 265.

22 A.Mumcu, Osmanli devletinde siyaseten katl (Ankara 1963). Cf. EP, s.v. ‘Capital punishment’
(C. Lange), URL : http:/referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/encyclopaedia-of-islam-3/
capital-punishment-COM_25344 (accessed 26 November 2015).
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count as part of such ‘political motives’.?? In the 1855 document quoted above, nothing

was said of the sentence pronounced on the counterfeiters themselves. Strikingly, though,
the treatment inflicted upon unreliable bills matched a similarly “political’ framework of
suppression. Beyond its practical efficiency, their destruction by fire was meant to be a
symbol-laden measure, all the more so since it was to take place “before the High Coun-
cil”, an institution where top dignitaries discussed virtually all issues regarding govern-
ment policy at the time.?* Bills were thus intended to be quite officially (if not publicly) ex-
ecuted. Withdrawing and cancelling them did not suffice: they had to be burnt at the stake.

Documents, not only people, could thus be executed for political motives. Arguably,
such executions may be better understood against the backdrop of the increasing circula-
tion of printed documents that took place throughout the Sultan’s domains at that time.
Printed matter was an effective tool of legal consistency, yet a menace to the symbolic
tenets of sultanic legitimacy, inasmuch as it substituted the lacklustre artificiality of bu-
reaucratic wheelwork to the charismatic aura of the ‘calligraphic state’.>> While enhanc-
ing the ‘internal’ reliability of administration, they upended public trust in the ‘external’
transcendence of the government’s aegis. On this account, the need smoothly to adminis-
ter the circuits of monetary exchange only marginally accounts for the recommendation
that counterfeit or obsolete currency be “burnt before the High Council”. More crucially,
the staging of this ‘execution’ reveals how very much ‘political’ an annihilation it was:
all that usurped the symbols of sultanic power, or even bore witness to the possibility of
such an usurpation, deserved punishment for reasons of state.

Forgery politics therefore aims at a symbolic significance that exceeds the daily exi-
gencies of administration. Similarly to politika above, the realms of siyaset reach beyond
the confines of ‘internal’ matters. What is political about money (and its counterfeiting)
is that, issues of legal tender status notwithstanding, it replicates the key emblems of
the sovereign’s authority. Forgery not only upsets the due course of administrative pro-
ceedings, it furthermore threatens the ruler’s rights to govern—something close to what
Ahmed Pasha called “the government’s claims” (hukuk-1 hiikiimet) in the 1868 report
quoted above. The same holds true of other types of offence subject to siyaset punish-
ment. As stressed by Uriel Heyd,

punishable with death are many offences against public order and security, the possession of
fire-arms by civilians (in Egypt), serious violations of market regulations, counterfeiting, acts
of disobedience against the Sultan and the spreading of calumnies about him, the illegal sale of
grain and export of arms to foreign (Christian) countries, etc.?

23 Mumcu, Siyaseten katl, 53: “Kalpazanlik, devlet evrakinda sahtekarlik clirmiinii igleyenler, si-
yaseten katledilebilirler”.

24 M. Seyitdanlhoglu, Tanzimat devrinde Meclis-i Vala, 1838-1868 (Ankara 1994).

25 B. Messick, The Calligraphic State: Textual Domination and History in a Muslim Society
(Berkeley, Los Angeles and Oxford 1993). Cf. S. Deringil, The Well-Protected Domains: Ideol-
ogy and the Legitimation of Power in the Ottoman Empire 1876-1909 (London and New York
1998).

26 Heyd, Studies, 261. Also see EP, s.v. ‘Djaza’ — ii. Ottoman Penal Law’ (U. Heyd).
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However eclectic this listing might seem, on the whole it clearly appears that Ottoman
sultanic law recommended the death penalty for all those who unduly appropriated the
sovereign’s claim to rule. Political punishment, in sum, applied not so much to legality
breaches as to infringements of the Sultan’s legitimacy.?’

Here the linkage between acts of forgery and ‘politics’ latches on to a definition of
‘politics’ as state monopoly. Forgeries are political inasmuch as they partake in the con-
tentious process through which sovereign states come to assert their prerogatives. This
in particular holds true of monetary policies. As stressed by studies of early modern
state formation, the struggle against forgers offered “a means to establish the rule of law,
which itself implied political lawfulness”.?® Enduring parasites upon the realms of law
and order, counterfeits in their turn obliged the authorities to carry out constant mainte-
nance checks, even when (even more so since) coinage monopolisation obtained. In sum,
“the forger’s experience steered a path for the state’s experience”.?’

This does not imply that fakes and forgeries prompted a political treatment that was
designed specifically for them. As shown by the 1855 report, all ‘cancelled” documents
were indiscriminately executed. Yet such an equality of punishment ought not to dis-
suade us from looking for meaningful differences. The reasons why obsolete bills had
become irrelevant were obviously not similar to the rationale behind the suppression of
counterfeit money. The former was legitimate currency only recently turned into a thing
of the past, whereas the latter was illegitimate through and through. Out-of-date money
had to disappear as per the Sultan’s instructions, while counterfeits resulted from an
unauthorised usurpation, an intentional violation of the sovereign’s rights. In sum, there
were different motives behind their similar punishment. These questions of meaning and
intention remain to be addressed here. They point to yet another way in which the utter-
ance of forgeries may be deemed political, a way that shifts our attention from politics as
state monopoly, and looks rather for it in relation to social initiatives.

27 C. Romer and N. Vatin draw similar conclusions in their ‘Faux, usage de faux, faux témoi-
gnage, accusation mensongere et usurpation d’identité a la fin du régne de Soliman le Magni-
fique’, in J. Zimmermann with C. Herzog and R. Motika (eds), Osmanische Welten: Quellen
und Fallstudien. Festschrift fiir Michael Ursinus (Bamberg 2016), 509-561.

28 O. Caporossi and C. Lastécouéres, ‘Pour une histoire sociale et européenne du faux mon-
nayage’, Revue de Pau et du Béarn, 34 (2007), 211: « la répression du faux monnayage s’im-
pose d’emblée aux yeux du pouvoir souverain comme un moyen de construire la norme judi-
ciaire et, a travers elle, la 1égalité politique ».

29 0. Caporossi, ‘Traces, sources, savoirs : la monarchie hispanique et le faux monnayage (1530-
1921)’, Revue de Pau et du Béarn, 34 (2007), 230: « I’expérience du faux conduit I’expérience
de I’Etat ». While dealing with commercial issues rather than with currency policy, Peter An-
dreas’s argument that “smuggling [...] has been as much about building up the American state
as about subverting it”, so that “illicit trade and related activities therefore not only challenged
but also empowered the new American state”, bears certain similarities to this approach: P. An-
dreas, Smuggler Nation: How Illicit Trade Made America (Oxford and New York 2013), xi and
7.
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1Il. ‘Political business’in the forging

Coping with counterfeit official currencies was undoubtedly, as highlighted above, “at
the core of the state-building process” that delineated the history of early modern and
modern politics.’® Yet one should avoid assimilating political thought and practice to
a by-product of state-building endeavours. ‘Politics’ also — and more crucially perhaps
— involves groups or activities not directly related to statecraft issues.?! To be sure, ‘po-
litical initiatives from the bottom up’ usually find themselves compelled to manoeuvre
vis-a-vis the claims staked by government officials. Yet in so doing they establish a criti-
cal interference with state-centred normative topologies, thereby contributing to resetting
the political agenda for their own purposes.?

The sources adopted for the present study, drawing on archives compiled as per of-
ficial instructions, allow but a sparse description of such unruliness. Clearly forgery and
its punishment are being approached here from the perspective of law- and decision-
makers. Further studies would be in order so as to gain insight into whether and how
forgery issues pervaded wider social spheres. Still, some documents show, even if in a
partial manner, how disturbingly political the activities of forgers could become to the
powers that be.

Although related to a political, military, and judicial context whose discussion would
go beyond the scope of this piece, a document dated late February 1922 deserves quota-
tion here. In it a man described as a “first lieutenant serving as second-class reservist”,
Ahmed Ziihdi Efendi, is said to stand trial “on suspicion of various offences: he has been
busy with politics, he made up and used forged bonds”.3? These few well-chosen words
show that Ziihdi Efendi’s judges considered his ‘political business’ (siyasetle istigal) an
offence in itself, thus acknowledging it to be political in the first place. This recognition
would have been unlikely had they yet again referred to siyaset as the realm of state af-
fairs where the hoi polloi may not intrude (whatever ‘state’ may have meant in that year
1922). Here, then, one has to suppose that a rival understanding of siyaset was brought
into play: one that meant ‘politics’ in the broadest sense of the term, as something which
occurs wherever and whenever people manage to voice opinions and publicly debate

30 Caporossi, ‘Traces’, 229: « Entre 1530 et 1921, les déséquilibres et la discontinuité de la ré-
pression de la criminalité monétaire sont véritablement au coeur de la construction de 1’Etat ».

31 Biissow, Hamidian Palestine, 10, thus suggests adopting Pierre Bourdieu’s conception of “poli-
tics as a “field” of social activity’, so as to stress that it “includes both the explicit rules of the
political game, such as those laid down in state laws, and the implicit rules political actors may
follow, such as those prescribed by kinship or patronage” (emphasis in the original).

32 See A. Anastasopoulos (ed.), Political Initiatives ‘from the Bottom Up’in the Ottoman Empire.
Halcyon Days in Crete VII: A Symposium Held in Rethymno 9-11 January 2009 (Rethymno
2012). P. Clastres’s work remains a defining read in this respect: La Société contre I’Etat. Re-
cherches d’anthropologie politique (Paris 1974), trans. R. Hurley and A. Stein, Society against
the State: Essays in Political Anthropology (Cambridge MA 1987).

33 BOA, I.DUIT 178/84, sultanic order dated 1 receb 1340 (28 February 1922): ceraim-i muhtelife
ile tazannun olarak siyasetle istigal ve sahte vesika tasni ve istimal eylemesi. Elsewhere in the
same document the suspect is described as ikinci sinif ihtiyat miilazim-i evvell.
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them.** This disturbing sense of politicalness lingered within and beyond officially cor-
doned politics. As much as he contravened the rules of the latter, Ziihdi Efendi showed
he could readily practise the former. His ‘business’ could do without official sanction,
therefore remaining an unlegitimised (if not illegitimate) one. Formally accredited po-
litical authorities took offence, but recognised this disturbance as something political all
the same.

Lacking further explanation or background, Ziihdi Efendi’s incrimination makes it
difficult to flesh out what exactly he was taken to court for. But more than the pursuit
of a tentative contextualisation what I find interesting here is to take note of the kind of
‘collocation’ that could be established between ‘politics’ and forgery in that case. As a
matter of fact, it does not take a stretch of the imagination to hypothesise why the fabrica-
tion and circulation of ‘bonds’ (vesika) should be related to ‘political business’ at large.
Insofar as they impacted on trust in currency, they were bound to cause concern to the
general public (siyaset #2) if not to the state authorities themselves (siyaset #1). Already
in the early 1840s, the Ottoman Minister of Finance Saib Pasha stressed that “while such
spurious bonds may cause no harm at all to the Treasury, they do injure God’s servants
and subject them to loss and baseness”.>> Chronologically distant as they may appear,
these two utterances of fake bonds confirm that forging had to do with politics in more
than one respect.

Mutatis mutandis, the appearance and circulation of false news in the press may also
appear a way of ‘doing politics’ in this unofficial (and therefore somehow offensive)
manner. It therefore might be useful (though again partial) to read further what the Otto-
man lawmakers had to say in this regard. They too, after all, were practitioners: abstract
as they may sound, their writings aimed at organising the realms of practice. Or to be
more precise: they provided the outline of a theory of practice. Let us get back, for in-
stance, to the 1865 Press Law:

Art. 26 — Newspaper publishers who intentionally and for some wicked purposes print false
news, run off fabricated documents and certificates, or insert news and documents of this kind

34 EP,s.v. “Siyasa — 1. In the sense of statecraft, the management of affairs of state and, eventu-
ally, that of politics and political policy” (C. E. Bosworth), 694: “in Ottoman Turkish, whereas
siyaset had been almost exclusively used in regard to physical punishment for offences against
the state (as, e.g. in the kanunname of Mehemmed II), during the course of the 19th century it
began to acquire the meaning of “politics”, with Ottoman reformers of the mid-19th century
now demanding hukuk-i siyasiyye, so that the old sense of “punishment” rapidly disappeared.”
Contra the latter assertion see S. Mardin, ‘Center-Periphery Relations, a Key to Turkish Poli-
tics?’, Daedalus, 102 (1973), 173: “Today, sivaset means politics in Turkish, and siyaseten katl
means condemnation to death for reasons of state, but in earlier official parlance siyaset (poli-
tics) was also a synonym for a death sentence imposed for reasons of state. This grim connota-
tion is the one which siyaset still retained for peasants in a study carried out in 1968 and 1969.”

35 BOA, I.DH. 30/1412, #1, memorandum from the Minister of Finance Saib Pasha, n.d. [~ 1256
/ 1840-41]: egerce isbu kalb kaimelerden hazine-i maliyyeye bir giine zarar terettiib etmez ise
de bu maddede ibadullah mutazarrir ve miibteld-y1 hasar olmalari.



WHAT’S IN A FAKE? 109

from other papers, shall be punished with six-month to one-year imprisonment, or with a ten-
to fifty-gold fine.3¢

Be they untruthful ideas, documentary fabrications, or unverified sources, all kinds of
misleading utterances could thus easily be lumped together as variations on a single
theme. Content and form were thus jointly liable to the same treatment of forgery as
political disturbance.

Key to this notion of politicalness is the issue of intentions. The utterance of forgeries
deserves punishment only if done “intentionally and for some wicked purposes” (taam-
miiden ve bir si-i niyete mebni kasden). The law’s emphasis on this aspect provides a
marked contrast with the document quoted above, where punishment for political mo-
tives was meted out indiscriminately to all improper ‘cash documents’, be they obsolete
or counterfeit, regardless of intentionality issues. As shown above, such treatment rested
on the idea that ‘politics’ was at the ruler’s sole discretion. It was therefore virtually
inconceivable to engage in ‘political business’ on one’s own initiative: only by virtue
of the sovereign’s ruling would one’s business be hallmarked as ‘political’. As per this
conception of politics, the utterance of counterfeit money implied no more political pre-
meditation than the circulation of obsolete currency. The politicalness of forgeries could
only (if ever) be pronounced after the fact, without its perpetrators’ will. It occurred more
by accident than design.

The 1865 Press Law, by contrast, turns siyaset into something else. Politics is what
matters to the general public. It is by definition something ordinary people may inten-
tionally engage in. Hence the possibility that the forging of documents may be part of
one’s ‘political business’. This politicalness has its roots not in the sovereign’s will to foil
lese-majesté but in the forger’s premeditated endeavour to gnaw away at publicly trusted
currencies. On this account, the utterance of counterfeit money has much in common
with the publication of false news or fabricated documents by newspapers editors. All are
political by design, not by coincidence.

Here as above, reference to the 1852 French ‘Organic Decree on the Press’ is in order
when attempting to further unpack this politics of ‘wicked purposes’ with regard to its
theoretical and practical contexts:

Art. 15. — The publication or reproduction of false news, fabricated, forged or misleadingly at-
tributed documents, shall be punished with a 50- to 1,000-franc fine. If publication or repro-
duction are carried out in bad faith or in a manner likely to disturb the public peace, the penalty
shall be a one-month to one-year imprisonment, and a 500- to 1,000-franc fine. The maximum

36 BOA, Y.EE. 112/26, loc. cit.: bir gazeteci taammiiden ve bir sii-i niyete mebni kasden havadis-i
kdzibe ve yahud evrak ii senedat-1 musanna tab ider veya bu makule havadis ii evraki diger
bir gazeteden naklen derc eyler ise bir aydan bir seneye kadar habs ve yahud on altundan elli
altuna kadar ceza-y1 nakdi ahziyla miicazat idiliir. The French text reads: « La publication ou
la reproduction, faites avec intention et de mauvaise foi, de nouvelles fausses, de pieces fabri-
quées ou falsifiées, sera punie d’un emprisonnement d’un mois & un an, ou d’une amende de
dix a cinquante livres. »
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penalty shall be applied whenever publication or reproduction is both likely to disturb the pub-
lic peace and carried out in bad faith.’’

As will again be apparent here, Ottoman lawmakers closely followed the French decree’s
wording when drafting the 1865 legislation. But significantly enough, they chose to skirt
around the issue of what was ‘likely to disturb the public peace’, preferring to lay empha-
sis (in typically redundant style) on notions akin to ‘mauvaise foi’. On first reading, this
would seem to imply that they ruled out the sense of politicalness that explicitly perme-
ated the French text. I would rather contend to the contrary: Ottoman lawmakers actually
generalised and systematised the political implications of press forgeries. In their view,
any intentional falsity, if reported in the press, was intrinsically disturbing public peace.
To them it therefore went without saying that when it came to the forging of public opin-
ion, ‘wicked purposes’ inevitably involved ‘political business’. This also explains why
they felt no need to institute a sliding scale of crime and punishment the way the French
did. All in all, one may conclude that to those who drafted the 1865 Ottoman Press Law,
politics sprang from the insincerity of statements rather than from their general tenor.
What was being said counted only in relation to the (un)trustworthiness of the utterance.
Content was not to be dissociated from intent.

Still, inferring intent from content was no easy task. Formal compliance, ‘nice and
fine words’, made it arduous to pronounce on trustworthiness.*® Conversely, it could end
up more practical to label certain utterances ‘treacherous’ or ‘treasonous’, a convenient
topos when it comes to excluding members from the body politic. More often than not,
the practice of politics therefore came down to dealing with the ambiguity of expres-
sions.*® In this regard, it had much to do with close-reading.

This could be more acutely experienced a few decades later when, following the
1908 constitutional revolution, freedom of the press became openly debated within the
Ottoman realms.*’ In early 1909, lawmakers started working on an updated set of press
regulations, which took its final shape in the aftermath of the counter-revolutionary coup
attempt of 13-27 April 1909.*! Admittedly, the bill that the Unionist-dominated Chamber

37 Quoted in Rolland de Villargues, Code des lois, 276-277: « La publication ou la reproduction
de nouvelles fausses, de piéces fabriquées, falsifiées ou mensongérement attribuées a des tiers,
sera punie d’une amende de 50 ft. a 1,000 ft. Si la publication ou reproduction est faite de mau-
vaise foi, ou si elle est de nature a troubler la paix publique, la peine sera d’un mois a un an
d’emprisonnement, et d’une amende de 500 fr. a 1,000 fr. Le maximum de la peine sera appli-
qué si la publication ou reproduction est tout a la lois de nature a troubler la paix publique et
faite de mauvaise foi. »

38 Again here borrowing from BOA, 1.SD. 5/284, loc. cit.: giizel giizel lakirdilar.

39 On the ‘productivity of ambiguity’ in revolutionary constitutionalist context(s) see N. Sohrabi,
Revolution and Constitutionalism in the Ottoman Empire and Iran (Cambridge 2011), 26-27.

40 See I. K. Yosmaoglu, ‘Chasing the Printed Word: Press Censorship in the Ottoman Empire,
1876-1913°, TSAJ, 27 (2003), 31 sqq.; O. Kologlu, 1908 Basin Patlamas: (Istanbul 2005);
A. Tamer Torun, ‘““Matbuat hiirriyetimiz var m1 yok mu?” 1908 sonrasi basin 6zgiirliigii ve
Matbuat Kanunu tartismalart’, Kebikeg, 40 (2015), 93-118.

41 On the ‘31 March incident’ (as the event was dubbed according to the Julian calendar) and its
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of Deputies passed on 29 July 1909 did not explicitly deal with matters of ambiguity.*?
Neither did earlier drafts (/dyiha) or deliberation reports (mazbata) made available by
later publications.*> And yet the ‘Yildiz Papers’ kept at the Ottoman Archives in Istanbul
reveal that an alternative (much longer) version was formulated at some point during
the drafting process. Significantly enough, one of its final clauses states the necessity to
criminalise forms of equivocal language for public order’s sake:

Art. 49. — Where it can be firmly inferred that written words replete with enigmatical and am-
biguous expressions have been used by means of the press against a personality or a constituted
body, or in contravention of public civility, legal action shall be taken against the manager in
charge [of the press] on account of the situation as ascertained. The court will pronounce sen-
tence on him as per the penalties carried by the present law.*

What was lacking in the 1865 law above is being explicitly articulated: aspersions cast
on personalities (zat), constituted bodies (heyet) or public civility (ddab-1 umumiyye) at
large indeed come as an elaborate equivalent for what in the 1852 French antecedent
was said to be “disturbing the public peace”.* Hence the passage quoted here provides

)

43

44

45

repercussions see Sohrabi, Revolution, 224-267. Cf. A. Kansu, Politics in Post-Revolutionary
Turkey, 1908-1913 (Leiden, Boston and Cologne 2000), 77ff. Both renderings of the events
place great emphasis on the press both as a historical source and as a protagonist.

Original text available in Diistar, 11, Vol. 1 (Istanbul 1911), 395-403. Strong emphasis has
again been laid on the text's strong resemblance to the French Law on the Freedom of the Press
0f 29 July 1881: for a detailed comparison see O. Tiiresay, ‘Etre intellectuel a la fin de I’Empire
ottoman. Ebiizziya Tevfik (1849-1913) et son temps’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Institut
National des Langues et Civilisations Orientales, 2008, 418-422.

Several such documents are provided (in the Latin alphabet) in the Meclis-i Mebusan Zabit
Ceridesi, first term, 69 session (28 April 1325, according to the Ottoman financial calendar),
as an appendix to the meeting’s proceedings. See also S. R. Iskit, Tiirkivede Matbuat Rejimleri
(Istanbul 1939), ‘archive section’ (arsiv kismi), 17-67. For an insightful analysis of parliamen-
tary proceedings see A. -I. Moroni, ‘Une nation impériale. Construire une communauté poli-
tique ottomane moderne au lendemain de la révolution de 1908°, unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, 2013, 408-418.

BOA, Y.EE. 31/9, printed draft version (/dyiha) of the new Press Law (matbuat kanunt), anno-
tated in pen, n.d. [dated 6 Rebiti’l-ahir 1327 / 27 April 1909 in the archives catalogue]: Kirk
toquzunci madde matbuat vasitasiyla bir zat veya bir heyet aleyhinde ve ddab-1 umumiyye
hilafinda riimuz i thamat ile yazilan sézler karine-i kat’iyye ile anlasildig takdirde mahke-
mece tebeyyiin edecek hale gore miidir-i mes 'uli hakkinda isbu kanunun ta ‘yin etdigi ceza hiik-
mii icra olunur.

Arguably, the wording chosen by Ottoman lawmakers is not void of ambiguity here, since ‘per-
son’ would be as fit a translation of ‘zat’ as “personality’. Still, whenever other such zevat (to use
the plural form of zar) make an appearance elsewhere in the 1909 law, they always come up as
people endowed with official capacities and prerogatives. Articles 35 and 38 of the same draft
version thus respectively deal with “defamation” (zem) and “invective” (kadh) against “minis-
ters, viziers, ulema, sheikhs of high rank, spiritual leaders, officials of the Sublime State, and
person(alitie)s acting in their capacity as public servants (viikeld ve viizera ve ulema ve kibar-1
mesayih ve riiesa-y1 ruhaniyye ve me ‘murin-i devlet-i dliyye ve me ‘murin sifatiyla hareket etmis
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us with a condensed generalisation of the precepts analysed above. It does so in three
respects at least:

1. First, it bespeaks the maintenance of a conceptual continuum between institution-
al and public politics: deference towards ‘personalities’ and ‘constituted bodies’
refers to the former, while respect for ‘public civility” hints at the latter.

2. Second, norms of civility come up as a touchstone of licit circulation of ‘written
words’ in print: the law implies that even when politics got out of the sovereign’s
hand, as became a general rule after the 1908 revolution and even more so in the
aftermath of the ‘31 March incident’, public tranquillity could and should still
obtain, provided that contention and disagreement abided by the art of fair dis-
putation.*® As the law’s final draft rephrased it (Art. 25): “criticism, if within the
limits of civil debate, may never constitute a crime”.*

3. Finally, trustworthy debate by definition requires forbearance from using veiled
terms and two-edged insinuations: only if couched in all genuineness are argu-
ments to be considered licit. Forty years on, the 1909 lawmakers’ worry about
“enigmatical and ambiguous expressions” thus reiterated the 1865 Press Law’s
intentionalist rationale. Fleeting as it may seem, this anxiety to rid politics of
ambiguity shows that not only deliberate forgeries but many other sorts of hidden
transcripts could appear politically disturbing.

Approaching ‘thought’ in conjunction with ‘practice’, as this volume’s main title sug-
gests, implies combining the universalist potential of concepts with the historical speci-
ficity of in situ practical endeavours. To the extent that politics is both thought of and
practised, our understanding of it needs to rely on a double-edged contextualisation. On
the one hand, one may posit that context is what historically determines the conditions
of possibility of a given action; on the other, it may also be approached as what imparts
conceptual relevance to interpretations of this action. The search for meaning may con-
cur with the girdle of facts, yet it remains exposed to the meddling of other realisations.

olan zevat hakkinda)”. In the law’s final draft, Articles 18 and 25 more clearly spell out the dis-
tinction between ‘persons’ (kimse) and ‘personalities’: Diistir, 11, Vol. 1, 399-400.

46 In this respect, the present mention of ddab may be taken as an indirect reference to theories of
scholarly argumentation earlier subsumed under the label ‘a@dab al-bahs’. On how this and re-
lated notions permeated literary debates in late nineteenth-century Istanbul see M.K. Karabela,
‘The Development of Dialectic and Argumentation Theory in Post-Classical Islamic Intellec-
tual History’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, McGill University, 2010, 245-253. For an outline
of Ottoman conceptions of ddab at the time—in relation to ‘morality’ (ahldk) and ‘bourgeois
sociability’ — see E. Wigen, ‘The Education of Ottoman Man and the Practice of Orderliness’,
in M. Pernau, H. Jordheim et al., Civilizing Emotions: Concepts in Nineteenth-Century Asia
and Europe (Oxford 2015), 115-125.

47 Diistar, 11, Vol. 1, 401: ddab-1 miinazara dairesinde tenkid hig bir vakit ciirm teskil edemez.
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The present essay has been an attempt to spark off one such realisation. To put it in a
nutshell, one has come to the conclusion that the occurrence of forgery provided Ottoman
officials with a blueprint for delineating the realms of legitimate politics at a time when
sultanic authority ceased to exercise a monopoly.*® This came as a result of multiple
tensions in their conception of the link between politics and forgery itself. Insofar as the
Ottoman topology of rule reigned supreme, the forger’s act could remain confined within
the ‘internal’ realms of ‘administrative matters’, only collaterally verging on politics
whenever lése-majesté was at stake. Yet just as ‘political matters’ were all but uncoupled
from social initiatives, so did the transcendent aura of the ‘government’s claims’ only
partially relate to the morals of public civility in society at large. The less politics relied
on the ruler’s decree, the more acumen it demanded in discriminating between sincere
subjects and deceptive postures. The way Ottoman lawmakers strove to codify it, the
intentional spreading of deceptive currencies provided them with a generic framework
for conceiving of threats to public peace. In sum, they placed a forger’s scheme of things
at the core of their notion of politicalness.

This conclusion carries implications that exceed by far the localised case study of
the present essay. In times and spaces distant from nineteenth-century Ottoman his-
tory, conceptions of politics in theory and practice have called forth assumptions that
may come as analogous to (if dissimilar from) those highlighted above. Not only do
such conceptions balance the ‘police’ of institutional order against the unsanctioned
‘politics’ of public dissent, they also put forth a notion of politicalness as something
that breaks the code of an established ‘distribution of the sensible’, hence disturbing
the pre-ordained allotment of public time and space frames.*’ To some, this amounts to
defining politics as an ‘art of not being governed’.>® Mutatis mutandis, late nineteenth-
century Ottomans made a significant contribution to this debate. Their linkage of politi-
cal concerns to counterfeit matters makes it clear that to them doing politics necessarily
combined policing the Sultan’s subjects with a commitment to the sincerity of publicly
voiced opinions. Hence the monitoring of so-called ‘state conversations’ (devlet sohbet-
leri) in Istanbul coffeehouses both fulfilled the needs of police control and made for a
legitimisation of ‘popular lies’, thus prompting the authorities, as Cengiz Kirli argues,
to ‘discover “public opinion™.%!

48 Cf. I. Moroni, ‘Continuity and Change in the 1909 Constitutional Revision: An Ottoman Impe-
rial Nation Claims its Sovereignty’, in N. Lévy-Aksu with F. Georgeon (eds), The Young Turks
and the Ottoman Empire: The Aftermath of the 1908 Revolution (London and New York 2016),
273-279.

49 ]. Ranciére, The Politics of Aesthetics: The Distribution of the Sensible, trans. G. Rockhill
(London and New York 2004).

50 J. Scott, The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of Upland Southeast Asia (New
Haven and London 2009). Cf. M. Aymes, ‘Defective Agency’, in M. Aymes with B. Gourisse
and E. Massicard (eds), Order and Compromise: Government Practices in Turkey from the
Late Ottoman Empire to the Early 21st Century (Leiden and Boston 2015), 42-43.

51 C. Kurly, Sultan ve kamuoyu: Osmanlt modernlesme siirecinde “Havadis Jurnalleri” (1840-
1844) (Istanbul 2009), 25. Cf. M. Siviloglu, The Emergence of Public Opinion: State and So-
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While adopting the circumscription of a certain historical setting (that of the Otto-
man nineteenth and early twentieth centuries), this essay has been an attempt at showing
how thoughts or practices that occurred within the presumed limits of this ‘context’ may
also end up exceeding them. The question, in other words, cannot just be that of how
‘Ottoman political thought and practice’ relate to a given time and place frame, but also
whether they could contribute to shaping our general understanding of politics, and vice
versa. Impractical as they may seem, Ottoman ‘political’ documents indeed splice two
layers that many a theorist has tended to keep separate. Their take on politicalness makes
reasons of state and public opinion parts of one and the same art of dealing with elusive
utterances, one that demands philological training together with dialectical thinking.

ciety in the Late Ottoman Empire (Cambridge and New York 2018), 4 fn. 5, warning against
possible amalgamations of 'public opinion' with 'popular opinion' here.
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OTTOMAN POLITICAL THOUGHT
AND THE CRITIQUE OF THE JANISSARIES

Linda T. DARLING"

OTTOMAN POLITICAL THOUGHT IS OFTEN CONSIDERED to be well represented by the lit-
erature of advice (nasihatnames) written between 1580 and 1653 by a series of authors
from governmental, scribal, or judicial positions. This literature identified problems in
the functioning of the Ottoman Empire and its various groups and classes and gave ad-
vice to the rulers about how to rectify them. For a long time these works were admired
in the West as candid assessments of the Empire’s weaknesses; they were among the ear-
liest works published and translated into European languages.' A closer examination of
some of their complaints regarding the timar system, however, indicated that their claims
about the granting of timars to outsiders in preference to the sons of timar-holders were
not upheld by the information in the Ottoman timar documentation.? The proper opera-
tion of the timar system, however, was at the heart of Ottoman imperial integrity for most
of the askeri elite, and the idea that outsiders holding timars were proliferating threatened
that integrity.> The present paper deals with another of the chronic issues in the advice lit-
erature, the ‘corruption of the Janissaries’ by the admission of outsiders (ecnebi) into the
corps. In this case, we know that the government gradually replaced the boys recruited
through the devsirme with men from Muslim families, so that at some time in the sev-
enteenth century the devsirme was more or less abandoned. But the changes in Ottoman
political thought on this problem have yet to be traced.

This study presents an overview of the advice literature’s pronouncements on the
issue of outsiders in the Janissary corps and a comparison of the advice writers’ views

* University of Arizona.

1 B. Lewis, ‘Ottoman Observers of Ottoman Decline’, Islamic Studies, 1 (1962), 71-87.

2 L. T. Darling, ‘Nasihatndmeler, Icmal Defierleri, and the Ottoman Timar-Holding Elite in the
Late Sixteenth Century’, O4, 43 (2014): 193-226; eadem, ‘Nasihatndmeler, Icmal Defterleri,
and the Ottoman 7imar-Holding Elite in the Late Sixteenth Century: Part II, Including the Sev-
enteenth Century’, O4, 45 (2015), 13-35.

3 D. A. Howard, ‘The “Ruling Institution”, Genre, and the Story of the Decline of the Ottoman
Empire’, Grand Rapids, unpublished paper, 1992.
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on this subject with those found in governmental sources. It is part of a larger project on
the role of the advice literature and cannot be considered the final word on the question.
Ottoman political thought on the Janissaries has two branches: the ideas of writers of the
advice literature, and the ideas of the government as expressed in its edicts and actions.
The advice writers disparage outsiders in the Janissary corps and see them as the cause
of military failure and governmental chaos; the government finds it not only useful but
quite legitimate to staff the corps with outsiders. The state did not produce treatises on its
decisions, but its understanding of the Janissaries and the status of outsiders in their midst
is represented in regulatory works on the Janissaries.

The Janissaries in Ottoman Regulatory Works

The near absence of complaints about the Janissaries in the early advice works suggests
that in the late sixteenth century the changes in the Janissary corps were not widely
viewed as problematic. A chronological review of Ottoman political literature reveals
that the political works of that period, such as Hirzii 'I-miiliik, Mustafa Ali’s Counsel for
Sultans, or Akhisari’s Usilii'I-hikem fi nizami’l-alem, barely mentioned the Janissaries,
despite the changes the Janissary institution was already experiencing.* Not until Veysi’s
Habndame of 1608 do we get a brief complaint about Janissary rebellion; Veysi saw it as
the cause of a decline in sultanic authority, but other complaints took up more space in
his book.> Consideration of outsiders in the Janissary corps was more visible in works
on the regulatory side, such as the anonymous Kavanin-i yenigeriyan of 1606 and edicts
in several of the miihimme registers. The Kavanin-i yeniceriyan was completely devoted
to the Janissaries’ history, organisation, and conditions, and the miihimme registers re-
ferred frequently to the Janissaries and recorded orders about their activities, as they
were essentially part of the Sultan’s household. These works enable us to historicise the
complaints about outsiders and to investigate the relationships of the advice works both
among themselves and with writings in the genre of kanun.®

The genre of kanun had a regulatory rather than an advisory function. Pal Fodor pro-
posed that the Kavanin-i yenigeriydn should be viewed as an advice work, and indeed,

4 Anonymous, Hirzii'l-miiliik, in Y. Yiicel (ed.), Osmanli devlet teskilatina dair kaynaklar (An-
kara 1988), 145-207 + text; Mustafa ‘Ali, Mustafa ‘Alt’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581: Edi-
tion, Translation, Notes, 2 vols, ed. and trans. A. Tietze (Vienna 1979-1982); Hasan Kafi al-
Aqhisari, Usil al-hikam fi nizam al- ‘alam, ed. N. R. al-Hmoud (Amman 1986); Turkish trans.,
M. Ipsirli, ‘Hasan Kafi el-Akhisari ve devlet diizenine ait eseri Usiilii’l-hikem fi nizdmi’l-
alem’, TED, 10-11 (1979-80), 239-278; French trans., M. Garcin de Tassy, ‘Principes de sag-
esse, touchant I’art de gouverner’, Journal Asiatique, 4 (1824), 213-226, 283-290.

5 P. Fodor, ‘State and Society, Crisis and Reform, in 15"-17" Century Ottoman Mirror for Princ-
es’, ActOrHung, 40.2-3 (1986), 228; see Veysi, Khab-Name (Kniga Snovideniia), ed. F. A. Sa-
limzianovoi (Moscow 1976).

6 Kavdnin-i yenigeriyan, A. Akgiindiiz (ed.), Osmanli Kanunndmeleri ve hukuki tahlilleri, Vol. 9
(Istanbul 1996), 127-367 (cited by page and paragraph number); I. A. Petrosian (ed.), Mebde-i
kanun-1 yenigeri ocagi tarihi (Moscow 1987). For the miihimme registers see later footnotes.
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the complaints made in it sound very similar to those of Kogi Bey.” The composition and
purpose of the kanunname, however, differ from those of the nasihatname. Advice works
were addressed to the ruler, whereas regulatory works were addressed to those being reg-
ulated. Unlike the nasihatnames, penned mainly by scribes, the Kavanin-i yenigeriyan
was compiled from sultanic edicts and chronicles by a long-time Janissary who had been
on many campaigns and was now in what might be called the ‘Geezers’ Ocak’ (pir-i dana
ocagr).® He states that his grandfathers had been in the service of the Janissary Corps
since the time of the conquest of Constantinople; we must take this reference to grandfa-
thers as metaphorical, as establishing his expertise.’ On the other hand, he mentions ‘one
grandfather’, Saka Mahmud, as having served under Sultan Siileyman as Istanbul Agast
for 14 years; taking this reference literally would make him one of the beneficiaries of the
regulation allowing Janissaries’ sons to enter the corps.'? Like Ayn-1 Ali’s Kavanin-i Al-i
Osman of 1609, the anonymous kanunname of the Janissaries was compiled for Ahmed I
(1603-1617), who came to the throne quite young and without having spent any time as a
provincial governor to learn how to rule.!' He attained power at a time when the Empire
faced enormous military and economic challenges; old certainties were rapidly vanish-
ing, and Ottoman society and institutions were undergoing transformation. The kanun-
names functioned both to codify and selectively legitimise certain changes that were
occurring in the military corps and to assert the continuity and essential unchangingness
of the Empire despite these modifications. In contrast to Mustafa Ali, who decried change
as corruption and pleaded for a return to the past, the kanunnames treated limited change
as adaptation, as incorporation of the past into the present.

The Kavanin-i yenigeriydn in particular aimed to establish the legitimacy of Janissary
practices existing at the beginning of the seventeenth century and to delegitimate some
of the changes that had been recently introduced. It is organised as a series of definitions,
grouped into categories, each with a heading posed as a group of questions: what is this
aspect of the institution and how does it operate? For the most part, the text codifies the
organisation and promotion patterns of the different types of Janissaries and their offi-
cers. Occasionally it gives the history of some custom or regulation. It legitimises these
regulations with the words ‘kanun budur’, this is the law.!> Sometimes, as in the case

7 P. Fodor, ‘Bir nasihat-name olarak Kavanin-i yenigeriyan’, Besinci Milletler Arasi Tiirkoloji
Kongresi, Tebligler III. Tiirk Tarihi, Vol. 1 (Istanbul 1986), 217-224.
8 Kavanin-i yeniceriydn, ed. Akgiindiiz, 131 #2.
9 Ibid., 130 #2.
10 Ibid., 149 #100.
11 On the Kavénin-i Al-i Osman see Akgiindiiz (ed.), Osmanli Kanunndmeleri, 9:24-126; D. A.
Howard, ‘Genre and Myth in the Ottoman Advice for Kings Literature’, in V. H. Aksan and
D. Goffman (eds), The Early Modern Ottomans: Remapping the Empire (Cambridge 2007),
137-166; idem, ‘From Manual to Literature: Two Texts on the Ottoman Timar System’, ActOr-
Hung, 61 (2008), 87-99. See also Y. Beyazit, ‘Efforts to Reform Entry into the Ottoman /lmiyye
Career towards the End of the 16™ Century: The 1598 Ottoman /lmiyye Kanunnamesi’, Turci-
ca, 44 (2012-2013), 201-218.
12 See, for example, Kavdnin-i yenigeriyan, ed. Akglindiiz, 143 #70; 145 #83; 146 #86.
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of the number of Janissaries and Janissary marriages, it explains that the regulation has
changed; in days of old it was one way, but that regulation was abrogated in the time of
such-and-such a Sultan, and now the kanun is this.!3

The main problem the author is trying to correct is outsiders entering the Janissary
corps, particularly in exchange for bribes. The two traditional routes to Janissary sta-
tus were the pencik, the one-fifth of prisoners of war allocated to the Sultan, and the
devsirme, the levy of non-Muslim boys within the Empire. By the time of the Kavanin,
however, the definition of Janissary insiders had narrowed to a single category; the au-
thor mentions a pencik kulu, but he does not even discuss prisoners of war; he calls the
devsirme boys pencik oglanlar: and implies that the devsirme, for a long time the main
source of Janissary recruits, was the only valid means of entry.'# The kanunname’s atti-
tude towards outsiders, however, is divided, regarding some as legitimate and others not.
By the time of the kanunname, the Janissary corps had enacted several exceptions, le-
gitimising the status of different sets of outsiders who did not become Janissaries via the
traditional route. One exception was the recruitment of inhabitants of newly conquered
areas who were supposed to be exempt from the devsirme, such as Bosnian Muslims,
who were recruited during the reign of Mehmed II despite the prohibition on enlist-
ing Muslims (kanun oldugundan maada) and who had to be carefully inspected so that
Turks did not sneak in through this route; or the inhabitants of Trabzon, which had been
exempted from the devsirme since its conquest but were recruited in the time of Selim I,
for which the Sultan had to issue a new kanun.'> Another was the sons of Janissaries, the
kuloglus, who were supposedly barred from entry because as Muslims they could not be
enslaved. Since, according to the kanunname, the Sultan’s serving kuls could not marry,
theoretically only former Janissaries (some retired and some transferred to different posi-
tions) would have had sons who could even consider joining the corps.!'® The miihimme
registers for the mid-sixteenth century, however, mention a number of married Janissar-
ies living with their families in villages across the Empire; indeed, scholars have found
Janissaries in active service in the provinces who were marrying and having sons from
the mid-fifteenth century onwards.!” According to the kanunname, the sons of Janissar-

13 Ibid., 135 #19-20; 151-52 #104.

14 Kavanin-i yeniceriydn, ed. Akgiindiiz, 137 #35, 139#49, 151-52 #104. This may be an attempt
to justify the devsirme on the basis that the subject populations had been defeated in war and
their sons were therefore part of the pencik, an idea that is already present in Asikpasazade; G.
Yilmaz, ‘The Economic and Social Roles of the Janissaries in a 17" Century Ottoman City:
The Case of Istanbul’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, McGill University, 26. For more on the
devsirme, including its legality, see eadem, ‘Becoming a Devsirme: The Training of Conscript-
ed Children in the Ottoman Empire’, in G. Campbell, S. Miers, and J. C. Miller (eds), Children
in Slavery through the Ages (Athens, OH 2009), 119-134.

15 Kavanin-i yenigeriyan, ed. Akgiindiiz, 141-43 #57-#65.

16 1Ibid., 157 #121, 173 #217; 1. H. Uzuncarsili, Osmanli devleti teskilatindan Kapukulu ocaklart,
Vol. 1 (Ankara 1942), 31-33.

17 Cv. Georgieva, ‘Organisation et fonctions du corps des janissaires dans les terres bulgares du
XVle jusqu’au milieu du XVIIle si¢cles’, Etudes Historiques, 5 (1970), 319-336 (from kad si-



OTTOMAN POLITICAL THOUGHT AND THE CRITIQUE OF THE JANISSARIES 121

ies were entitled to part of their fathers’ salaries. When they grew old enough, such boys
could be registered for salaries of their own and serve on the horse boats that brought
soldiers across the Bosporus or supplies and wood to the palace. They were then treated
the same as devsirme boys, despite their Muslim origins; they were no longer considered
outsiders and could become regular Janissaries after nine to ten years of service. They
entered a special unit that was established just for them, the Kul Ogullari, and they served
under the sekbanbasi.'®

By the time of the kanunname, in the early seventeenth century, these sons of Janis-
saries were seen as having been in the corps from time immemorial, kadimii’l-eyyamdan
beri, and kanun budur, this is the kanun.'® But how and when did it become the kanun?
According to the indices in the published registers, the first order in Miihimmes 5, 6, or 7
(covering the period 1564-1569) to mention kuloglus is in Miihimme register number 7,
an order (#789) issued by Selim II (1566-1574) on 3 Saban 975/2 February 1568:

“An order to Vezir Mustafa Pasha: since it is made known that the Janissaries of Damascus
number fewer than one thousand, whether those going with you [to Egypt and then Yemen] or
whether those serving in Damascus or in Aleppo in service to the Treasury, in order to increase
their number to 1,000 men, I order that when this arrives, you enrol Janissaries from among
suitable brothers of kuls and sons of kuls and bring their number up to 1,000 men. But among
those enrolled let there not be Persians [ 7at, probably Kurds] or Arabs; let them be brothers of
kuls and sons of kuls.”?°

For some time the kuloglus had been trickling into the regular regiments as individuals
without authorisation; this was their first enlistment as a group, and with a sultanic edict.
It was not a general edict legitimising kuloglus in the Janissary corps; it only commanded
the enlistment into the regular Janissaries of a particular group of non-devsirme recruits
in the province of Syria. Apparently, however, it was taken as a precedent elsewhere for
the acceptance of numbers of kuloglus and kul kardesleri, including possibly the author’s
family. Forty years later, these outsiders were discussed in the kanunname as if they had
always been legitimate.?!

cilleri); L. T. Darling, ‘Crime Among the Janissaries in the Ottoman Golden Age’, in 4 Histo-
rian of Ottoman War, Peace, and Empire: A Festschrift in Honor of Virginia Aksan, ed. F. Cas-
tiglione and V. Simgek (Leiden forthcoming), from miihimme defterleri.

18 Kavanin-i yenigeriydn, ed. Akgiindiiz, 146 #87, 151 #104, 153 #106.

19 Ibid., 146 #86-87, 199 #369.

20 7 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (H.975-976/1567-1569), Ozet — Transkripsiyon - Indeks (Ankara
1998), 381 #789. Cf. Uzungarsili, Kapukulu Ocaklari, 1:20-21, an order of Siileyman not to en-
rol “Russians, Persians, Gypsies, and Turks”. In 1572, another order came to eliminate Arabs
and Persians from the local recruits: /12 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (H.978-979/1570-1572),
Ozet — Transkripsiyon ve Indeks (Ankara 1998), 161 #1008. This insistence on purity would
change with the change in the Janissaries’ roles. Not mentioned here are the Circassians and
Georgians, whose availability as slaves must have reduced the need for Balkan devsirmes.

21 Their legitimacy is called into question, however, by the idea that in 1620 it supposedly still
took a bribe for a Janissary to enrol his son in the corps; G. Yilmaz, ‘Economic and Social
Roles of the Janissaries’, 80.
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Later in the kanunname, the author states that Janissaries could not be other than
devsirme or kuloglu (although of course there had once been prisoners of war), but it
then goes on to say that when a prince becomes Sultan, he can add his provincial military
troops to the Janissary corps. Ordinarily this would involve a few hundred men, prob-
ably from his father the Sultan’s palace troops. When Selim II became Sultan in 1566,
however, he made the people of the sancak he had ruled as a prince into Janissaries,
and although it was irregular and exceptional, because the Sultan had ordered it, it was
kanun and therefore legitimate.?> This must be a reference to the assimilation into sul-
tanic service of the large army Selim recruited while still a prince to defeat his brother
Bayezid. This army amounted to some 8,000 provincial men, most of whom were of
Anatolian peasant background, and they were housed in the Janissary barracks vacated
by the regular army’s departure for the siege of Szigetvar. Their entry caused a massive
personnel shift; the trainees in the palace school and gardener (bostanci) corps graduated
to make room for them in Istanbul’s training regiments, and many older Janissaries were
retired in order to create vacancies for those being promoted. Their invasion of the palace
precincts was vehemently resented by the well-educated, largely Balkan, Janissaries and
palace troops, and the bad feeling they aroused and the epithets (such as uncouth, dogs,
common criminals, and murderers) used against them by the insulted devsirme men were
later transferred to other outsiders entering the corps.?

Ironically, the backgrounds of these Anatolian peasant soldiers were probably not
very different from those of the Janissaries recruited through the devsirme except for
their religion and language. Since the devsirme boys from non-Muslim backgrounds
were now Muslims, they could not denigrate the Anatolians on the ground of religion,
so to distance themselves from the Anatolian troops they exaggerated and maligned their
unpolished and improper behaviour. The author of the kanunname is in a difficult posi-
tion: on the one hand, he wants to condemn the entry of people from non-devsirme ori-
gins who had come in through the new channels that were opening up, but, on the other,
he needs for the sake of his own legitimacy to approve the admissions policies of Selim

22 Kavanin-i yenigeriyan, ed. Akgiindiiz, 199 #369.

23 1. M. Kunt, ‘Turks in the Ottoman Imperial Palace’, in T. Artan, J. Duindam, and M. Kunt
(eds), Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective (Leiden 2011), 302-
306. Kunt raises the question whether Selaniki’s designation of these men as sekbans in the
sense of mercenaries was anachronistic. Examination of the miihimme registers reveals that
while Selim II was still a prince, an order regarding the murder of one of his miiteferrikas stat-
ed that the first to be questioned were his sekbans Kara Mustafa and Dervis: 6 Numarali Miih-
imme Defteri (H.972/1564-1565), Ozet — Transkripsiyon ve Indeks (Ankara 1995), 6 #7. An-
other order begins with the testimony of Dergah-1 Muallam yenigerilerinden Gani, who states,
“Kiitahiyye 'de sekbanlarumdan iken . . . .”, 7 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, 39 #76. Other or-
ders in the same register mention sekbans who received timars (41 #79, 46 #91, 265 #541), and
there is one about reaya with firearms pretending to be sekbans (225 #453), which suggests
that Selim’s sekbans carried firearms (cf. Kunt, ‘Turks’, 306). The introduction of Selim II’s
provincial troops, then, may actually have caused the shift of meaning whereby the name for
a specific type of soldier came to designate mercenaries in general. It also suddenly increased
the number of retired Janissaries.
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I, which included not only the marriage of Janissaries and the entry of their sons into the
corps but the admission of other outsiders as well.?* He implies but does not say that what
makes those others, who are not devsirme or kuloglu, true outsiders is that no kanun was
issued legitimising their entry.?®

The entry into the Janissary corps of men other than kuloglus who had non-devsirme
backgrounds may not have been authorised by kanun, but it had been occurring for some
time, and by the time of the kanunname it was institutionally organised. The companies
of aga ¢iragi, the agha’s apprentices, and ferzend-i sipahi, the sons of sipahis, had been
formed to house such recruits.?® The kanunname also speaks about a unit of ferzend-i
cavus, sons of ¢avuses, which apparently began under Selim IT as well,?” in addition to
units of ferzend-i ¢asnigir, sons of tasters, and ferzend-i bevvab, sons of kapicis (were
they not all eunuchs?), that were abolished before it was produced.?® In the mid-sixteenth
century, in other words, the Janissary corps, with the partial authorisation of the Sultan,
made institutional provision for the recruitment of new members from a number of dif-
ferent sources, not all from the devsirme. Half a century later, the author of the kanun-
name seeks to delegitimise their entry, saying that through these companies ‘ Tiirk miirk’
had become acemi oglans and Janissaries.”” Other Tiirk miirk, he claims, adopted non-
Muslim names and were made Janissaries in return for bribes, 25 gold pieces being the
specified amount, and urban Muslim artisans were smuggled in with the claim that they
were relatives of members of the corps.’® Sons of sipahis, the author says, should become
sipahis, sons of ¢avuses ¢avuses, sons of kapicis kapicis; in other words, this practice
does not ruin the corps so much as it offends his social sensibilities! He calls that, with
some exaggeration, “disrupting the order of the world”.3!

The author of the kanunname represents the problem as the desire of all sorts of peo-
ple to become Janissaries, obtain salaries, and wear turbans.3? But this problem of growth
was not limited to the Janissaries; in the same period, other categories of government
service also expanded, such as the scribal service, the ¢avus or messenger service, and
the ulema. It was a period of population growth both in the countryside, where farmed
land did not expand as fast as the farming population, and in the cities, where migration

24 This partial delegitimation of outsiders was paralleled by the exclusion from the timar kanun-
namesi of anyone but the sons of timar-holders, even though many other groups regular-
ly gained timars, such as men at arms, retainers of officials, provincial military forces, and
men from auxiliary military groups; their omission reinforced the sense that timars should be
awarded only to sons of previous timar-holders, although that was never practised; Kavdnin-i
Al-i Osman, 64-66; Darling, ‘Nasthatnameler, 193-226; eadem, ‘Nasihatnameler II, 3-35.

25 Kavdnin-i yenigeriydn, ed. Akgiindiiz, 145 #84.

26 Ibid., 211 #437.

27 Ibid., 145 #84-85, 151-52 #104, 157 #121,173 #217.

28 Ibid., 152 #105.

29 1Ibid., 240 #590, 253 #649.

30 Ibid., 145 #84, 252 #643, 156 #114.

31 Ibid., 152 #104; 155 #111.

32 Ibid., 157 #123.
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from the countryside added to the increase of artisans and the unemployed.?? Life as a
Janissary, despite its drawbacks, was probably more secure and certainly more profitable
than eking out a living as an independent craftsman. But in addition, the state needed
more Janissaries at this juncture: garrison forces were expanding, and on the battlefield
Janissaries were becoming not just the Sultan’s bodyguard but the core Ottoman troops,
especially as siege warfare became more important. Janissaries were also being given
greater responsibilities in tax collection and administration. So there was a pull as well
as a push driving more men into the Janissary corps. If so many men were anxious to
get in, there was less need to alienate the non-Muslim population by taking away their
sons.>* Since many of the new entrants were Turks or had grown up in Istanbul, the long
period when the recruits learned Turkish and became Muslims would be unnecessary;
the years of training could be shortened and the recruits could become more immediately
useful. The reasons why non-Muslims’ children had originally been preferred over Turks
(to subordinate and incorporate the conquered people, to prevent the substitution of a
new ruling family) were no longer urgent, and the system changed. The disapproval of
the devsirme class was unhelpful, even obstructive, and their advice was carefully scru-
tinised and usually discarded.

In official registers such as salary registers, the origins of Janissaries are indicated
by descriptive terms or by place-names and patronymics. The miihimme registers for the
period between 1558 and 1570 contain numerous orders regarding Janissary assignments,
salaries, promotions, crimes, and punishments, but they show little interest in the Janis-
saries’ origins, usually not even indicating whether a Janissary is from the devsirme or
the son of a Muslim. The word ecnebi is used only in connection with timar-holders,
castle garrisons, or villages.’® Miihimme register 82 (1616-1617), covering the last year of
Ahmed I’s reign, may be seen as a measuring stick for the condition of the Janissary corps
in the decade after the composition of the kanunname. The orders concerning Janissaries
in this volume, which similarly ignore their origins, cover only two topics. One is people
pretending to be Janissaries or acemi oglans (Janissary apprentices), which would allow
them to carry guns, pay no taxes, and be immune to local punishment for crimes. The other
is the estates of deceased Janissaries, indicating both the existence of Janissaries’ families
and their prosperous economic condition. In this volume the word ecnebi does not appear
at all, and outsiders do not appear as a problem. Since the subsequent advice works still
complain about them, they have clearly not disappeared; therefore, the absence of orders
against them can be interpreted as indicating that their presence was not an ‘important af-

33 L. T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration in
the Ottoman Empire, 1560-1660 (Leiden 1996).

34 It may also be that the devsirme simply could not supply enough men: H. inalcik, ‘Military and
Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700’, ArchOtt, 6 (1980), 288.

35 3 Numarali Miihimme Defieri (H.966-968/1558-1560), Ozet ve Transkripsiyon (Ankara 1993),
no entries; 5 Numaral Miihimme Defteri (H.973/1565-1566), Ozet ve Indeks (Ankaral994),
#202, #223, #256, #1229; 6 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, #18, #1185, #1458; 7 Numarali Miih-
imme Defteri, #40, #91, #323, #341, #541, #974, #1066, #1937;12 Numarali Miihimme Deft-
eri, #439, #601.
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fair’, which amounted to an unofficial acceptance of their enlistment in the corps.3® The
absence of discussion about the Janissaries’ roles cannot mean they had no roles to play;
rather, it probably indicates that their tasks were not considered remarkable enough to be
worthy of notice in the “registers of important affairs”; they had become routinised.

Two Disagreeable Books of Advice: Kitab-1 miistetab and Kog¢i Bey’s Risale

The failure of the Polish campaign of 1621, attributed to the lacklustre performance of the
Janissaries, called the kanunname’s validity into question only 15 years after its compila-
tion. The Kitab-1 miistetdb, written for Osman II (1618-1622), expressed harsh opposi-
tion to measures that the kanunname took in its stride or condemned more mildly.?” The
anonymous author was probably a devsirme recruit, educated in the palace school.’® His
nasihatname exhibits a much stronger attachment to the old, proper ways of doing things
than does the kanunname, which is only to be expected from an author defending himself
and his group and looking for scapegoats towards whom criticism might be deflected.
The book harks back to the mythical days of Osman Gazi (1299-13267?), when Sultans
governed with justice and in accordance with sharia and kanun, the Sultan’s orders were
in force throughout the Seven Climes, and what they conquered they held. This idealis-
tic portrait of the past took no account of defeats, setbacks, or the fragmentation of the
Empire by Timur, nor did it envisage the kanun as something the Sultans enacted over
time and that had for centuries existed in somewhat uneasy relation to the sharia. Like so
many other Ottoman literary works, the book creates an ideal image of the Empire’s past
against which to set the inadequate present. The description of the current time must
be regarded as equally unrealistic: everything is wrong, nothing is right; all officials are
unjust and corrupt, all peasants oppressed, all the military rebellious, and as a result, the
order of the world is overturned and the foundations of the dynasty are crumbling. The
actual facts, that the world continued on and the dynasty remained in power, are irrelevant
to this lament, which stresses the seriousness of the situation and the blamelessness of the
devsirme element. “The first distortion to appear was outsiders mixing in the kul taifesi.”*°

The common understanding is that this work was written in the aftermath of the Pol-
ish campaign of 1621 to critique the Janissaries’ failures. The book does not mention the
Polish campaign, but if it was written for that purpose, it was not a critique of the Janis-
saries but a defence of the ‘real’ Janissaries against the failures of the interlopers and a
critique of the high officials who accepted bribes and allowed imposters and ignoramuses

36 82 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (1026-1027/1617-1618) <Ozet — Transkripsiyon — Indeks ve
Tpkibasim> (Ankara 2000).

37 Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the Modern State, 24.

38 Yiicel (ed.), Osmanli deviet teskilatina dair kaynaklar, xx.

39 See the literature on the Ottoman trope of decline: D. A. Howard, ‘Ottoman Historiography and
the Literature of “Decline” of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, Journal of Asian His-
tory, 22 (1988), 52-77; H. Ferguson, ‘Genres of Power: Constructing a Discourse of Decline in
Ottoman Nasihatname’, OA, 35 (2010), 81-116.

40 Kitab-1 miistetab, in' Y. Yicel (ed.), Osmanli devlet teskildtina dair kaynaklar, 2.
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to infest the military corps. It did not provide useful suggestions for reform but played
on the reader’s emotions, twisting the heartstrings on behalf of the devgsirme recruits and
against the newcomers. As we know, Osman II was not taken in by this ploy, and decided
to eliminate the Empire’s dependence on the Janissaries, devsirme or not, a plan which
did not succeed. Nevertheless, recruitment through the devsirme was all but abandoned,
becoming less frequent throughout the seventeenth century in favour of the recruitment
of Muslims with, apparently, little or no attention to ethnicity. Miihimme register 83, cov-
ering the years 1626-1628, contains few sultanic orders, reflecting the relative incapacity
of the neurotic Mustafa I (1622-1623) and the child Murad IV (1623-1640), and those
few are concerned only with assigning and paying the Janissaries garrisoning the forts on
the Danube.*! The quarrel over their origins was not treated as an important affair of the
Empire, and the concerns of the writers of advice literature were marginalised.

The Kitab-1 miistetdb begins with two chapters dealing with the award of timars and
dirliks to outsiders and the granting of offices and salary increases in return for bribes,
in which the Janissaries are included only by implication. In the third chapter, it directly
addresses the problems of the Janissary corps. The author gives a recipe for producing
what the author calls a healthy kul taifesi by describing in detail the career of a devsirme
boy, including the process of collecting boys through the devsirme, their assignment to
different career paths according to appearance and ability, and their promotion through
a series of offices up to the level of vizier, which was supposed to allow deserving can-
didates to become viziers knowledgeable about the whole Empire and all the ranks of
service.*? Rather than the definitions of the kanunname, the nasihatname focuses on the
life cycle of the candidates. The detailed descriptions of the sufferings of those learning
to be Janissaries sound like personal experience, and so it should not be surprising that
the author resents the award of salaries and promotions to those who had not spent “many
years cold and enduring a master, their hearts bleeding” and encountering “beatings in
the palaces, distress, fatigue, and imprisonment”.** According to him, the less successful
had career paths of their own which purportedly could also lead to the top offices.* In
reality, men from the bottom ranks did not gain the highest offices, but it was comforting
to think that they could.

But now, complains the author, outsiders have entered the ocaks, doubling and tri-
pling the number of soldiers; salaries have increased, and the former pay scales are not
being adhered to.*® The reason for the salary increase was, of course, monetary inflation,
but it is represented as a great transgression. If this is what the author meant by his phrase
“destruction of the old customs”, then perhaps their destruction was worthwhile. Schol-

41 83 Numarali Miihimme Defteri (H.1036-1037/1626-1628) <Ozet — Transkripsiyon — Indeks ve
Tipkibasim> (Ankara 2001).

42 Kitdab-1 miistetdb, ed. Yiicel, 6.

43 Tbid., 7, 8.

44 Tbid., 7.

45 For discussions of the effect of growing commercialisation and monetisation on Ottoman orga-
nization and political thought see Ferguson, ‘Genres of Power’, and Tezcan, The Second Otto-
man Empire.
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ars rejecting the declensionist narrative acknowledge that the expansion of the Janissary
corps was affected by a number of factors, including the military revolution, the stabilisa-
tion and garrisoning of the Empire’s borders, unrest in the provinces and the garrisoning
of cities, and the monetarisation of the economy; additional contributing factors must
have been the greater unification of this vast empire, better integration of the provinces,
the expansion of the government’s reach, and the increased bureaucratisation of its op-
erations, all of which generated more paperwork, a need for more managers and messen-
gers, and for enhanced security provisions. The miihimme registers of the time pay more
attention to inspecting, paying, and addressing the needs of Janissaries than to regulating
entry into the corps (although a significant number of orders still deal with the problem
of people pretending to be Janissaries).

The author also complains that since places in the corps could be purchased with
money, people with no prior service could become fully-fledged Janissaries and from
there be promoted to other offices.*® This author does not seem to be bothered by the
corps of aga ¢iragu, ferzend-i sipahi, or ferzend-i ¢avus, but by the entry and promotion
of men with no background at all in the Janissary corps. This phenomenon was not even
in evidence when the kanunname was written, but by 1621 it had become the foremost
problem in the advice writer’s eyes. The difficulties he adduces are the ignorance of the
purchasers of office, who do not understand the Empire’s problems or know what orders
to give, and the drain on the treasury (which he persists in calling “the beytii ’I-mal of the
Muslims”, for an obvious propaganda effect) from the growth in salaries. The granting
of positions without supervision from the centre, which used to occur only on the actual
battlefield in the presence of the men’s commanding officers, now takes place over the
whole time from the departure from Istanbul to the army’s return to the city, allowing the
award of offices without any demonstration of military prowess, and by this means (he
says) all sorts of unqualified people enter the corps.*’ The miihimme registers of this pe-
riod, in contrast, make no distinction between different types of Janissary recruits, which
could easily have been done had the state had a reason to do so. This suggests that the
anxiety about outsiders was not pervasive but was confined to men of devsirme origin,
several of whom wrote advice works in a futile effort to hold back the tide of change.

The nasihatname defines kanun in a different way from the kanunname, pairing
kanun and sharia in a way that makes adherence to the kanun the political equivalent of
submission to God.*® This idea appears earlier, in Mustafa Ali: “to obey [the Sultan’s] or-

46 Kitdb-1 miistetab, ed. Yucel, 8-10, 13-14.

47 Ibid., 3-4.

48 For the corollary, the aversion to innovation, see Ferguson, ‘Genres of Power’, 99. On the rela-
tionship between kanun and sharia in the Ottoman Empire, see G. Burak, ‘The Second Forma-
tion of Islamic Law: The Post-Mongol Context of the Ottoman Adoption of a School of Law’,
Comparative Studies in Society and History, 55.3 (2013), 579-602; idem, ‘Between the Kaniin
of Qaytbay and Ottoman Yasag: A Note on the Ottomans’ Dynastic Law’, Journal of Islamic
Studies, 26.1 (2015), 1-23; idem, The Second Formation of Islamic Law: The Hanafi School in
the Early Modern Ottoman Empire (Cambridge 2012)
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ders should be equal to worship and to performing a religious duty.”*® Rather than some-
thing made by living Sultans, in these texts kanun, like sharia, is eternal in the heavens.
According to the ancient law, income covers expenses; this is not a law that a Sultan can
decree.>® Kanun in this view is no longer a regulation to be obeyed or disobeyed, retained
or altered; instead, it embodies the ideal order of the world, to be loyally conformed to
or rebelled against, with consequences for the cosmic order.’! Several times the author
states: “Thus, in this way the ancient law was enforced and by this means the world was
ordered and regularised.”> But now, “The kul taifesi has left its old ways . . . The ocak
of Hac1 Bektas has left the ancient law.”33 According to this author, “It is because the
kanun of the House of Osman has been broken and the innovation of sipahi and silahdar
and then Janissary agha going on campaign with the viziers has existed. It is because of
this that we have had two wars with Iran and Europe, and that in Anatolia the Celalis
have arisen and villages are ruined and income does not meet expenses and money had
to be drawn from the Inner Treasury, and still salaries remained unpaid, and there are not
enough soldiers fit for campaign.”* Kanun in the Kitdb-1 miistetab is the magic mirror;
when it is broken all the ills of the world pour forth. The kanunname, in contrast, even
though it idealises a particular moment in the history of Janissary development, and,
like the Kitab-1 miistetab, embodies a competition between the men of the devsirme and
Janissaries of other origins, presents a view of kanun that belongs to the real world.

In the advice writings of Ko¢i Bey, the view of the kanun and the kul taifesi as guaran-
teeing the order of the world already sounds like a hackneyed trope, even though he wrote
his first Risale for Murad IV only nine years after the Kitab-1 miistetab. Kogi Bey was a
devsirme recruit employed in the palace all his life, and he may have been surrounded
by people in government repeating that idea over and over as they promoted their own
interests. He had much the same complaints as the author of the Kitab-1 miistetab, includ-
ing the expansion of the corps, the growth in salary payments, and the entry of outsiders,
“upstarts, those who said ‘there is profit here’”, city boys, and peasants.>® In order to be
convincing, he provides from the miisaherehordn registers the numbers of personnel in
all the salaried corps of the palace: military, scribal, and craft, omitting only the harem.
According to these figures, between 1574 and 1630, the salaried staff tripled in size from
36,153 to 92,206, with the biggest growth in the miiteferrika, cavus, kapici, Six Boliiks
(palace cavalry), and Janissary corps.’® In an era of rapid inflation and monetary instabili-
ty this was certainly cause for concern for financial reasons, but it was not the overturning

49 Mustafa Ali, Counsel for Sultans, 20.

50 Kitab-1 miistetdb, ed. Yiicel, 14.

51 On the political/cosmic order see H. T. Karateke and M. Reinkowski (eds), Legitimizing the
Order: The Ottoman Rhetoric of State Power (Leiden 2005); Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intel-
lectual.

52 E.g., Kitab-1 miistetdab, ed. Yiicel, 3, 7.

53 Ibid,, 4, 10.

54 Tbid., 17.

55 Kogi Bey, Kogi Bey risalesi, ed. Y. Kurt (Ankara 1994), 12.

56 TIbid., 41-42.
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of the world order that he proclaimed it to be. Like the author of the Kitdb-1 miistetab, he
also complains about those who entered the corps without training. Some office-holders,
he says, sell their offices to outsiders, saying they are their relatives; veledes (‘his son”)
thus became the term for an outsider holding a sinecure. Moreover, he states, 5,000-6,000
of these men have titles and receive pay but do not work and do not go on campaign.’’
He attributes this development to Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasha allowing outsiders into the
béliiks and Koca Sinan Pasha allowing them into the garrisons in the last decades of the
sixteenth century. Others cite different dates and events, and it becomes clear that the
process of attribution is not a historical one that seeks a real culprit, but a myth-making
one defining the good guys and the bad guys in Ottoman factional contestation.’® The
devsirme, like the timar system, has become an element in the ideal kanun-regulated
state, compared with which the real state can only appear as a sordid disaster calling for
immediate and drastic remedial action.

On the following page, Koci Bey tells a story of origins that differs from this and also
from the tale in the Kitab-1 miistetab. Here he claims that the first outsiders to enter the
Janissary corps were the firefighters, who in 1582 under Ferhad Aga were all granted the
status of Janissaries.”® After that, courtiers and boon companions (nedims and mukar-
rebs) entered under his auspices as well and were placed in a separate troop, later named
the agha’s apprentices, aga ¢iragi.® Subsequently, the ferzend-i sipahi were created,
and then the innovation of becayis, place-switching, arose, until finally city boys, Turks,
gypsies, Persians, Kurds, foreigners, Laz, Yiiriiks, muleteers, cameleers, porters, syrup-
sellers, brigands, pickpockets, and other sorts of people could hold office or become
Janissaries. As a result, he thinks, they dominate the state, and rebel, and they no longer
fear the Sultan.®! To reform the Janissary corps, he offers recommendations as unrealistic
as his plan to restore the timar army. He wants to cancel the innovations to the Six Boliiks
and promote Janissaries to the vacancies once every seven years. The new troops should
be eliminated, officers should be kept in the same positions for seven-eight years, and
only men from the devsirme (and the kuloglus!) should be recruited.®? Along with the

57 Ibid., 42-43.

58 Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasha and Koca Sinan Pasha were enemies and rivals. Ozdemiroglu in
1584 became the first Circassian Grand Vizier, thus breaking a hundred-year string of Bal-
kan Grand Viziers, plus a few Turks. Circassians became more frequent under Mehmed IV
(1648-1687); E. Fetvaci, Picturing History at the Ottoman Court (Bloomington 2013), 242;
E. Radusev, ‘The Ottoman Ruling Nomenclature in the 16"-17" Centuries (Monopoly of the
“Devsirmes” — First and Second Stages)’, Bulgarian Historical Review 3-4 (1988), 68-71.

59 Kogi Bey risalesi, 44. The usual story tells it the other way around, that the Janissaries were
employed to fight fires; see, e.g., 12 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, 105 #125.

60 Ibid., 45. The aga ¢iragi, according to Uzungarsili, was established by Bayezid II in the late
fifteenth century: I. H. Uzungarsili, Osmanli Devleti Teskilatindan Kaptkulu Ocaklari, 2 vols
(Ankara 1943; repr. 1984), 162-171.

61 Ibid., 31-32, 40. Becayis already appears as a term for transfers in a register of 1580, BOA
MAD 7168.

62 Ibid., 71.
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creation of permanent governorships and a hereditary timar-holding class, this is a recipe
for stagnation, not for reform. The advice was not followed; in fact, the practices decried
by the advice-writers were, or resulted from, the decisions of the state.®* Government
policy moved in the direction of discontinuing the devsirme, which was performed only
infrequently after the early seventeenth century. Although Osman II was not successful in
eliminating the Janissaries, subsequent Sultans completely altered their character, creat-
ing a corps somewhat like the one Osman had planned, drawn from the Anatolian Turkish
population and other groups rather than the devsirme.

Some Authors with One Foot on the Ground

The disapproval of the authors above had virtually no effect on the shape of Janissary
recruitment. The units which were the subject of contention remained in place, and by the
reign of Murad IV, Aziz Efendi in his Kanunname-i sultani describes the aga ¢iragr and
ferzend-i sipahi as having become acceptable, although he does not mention a kanun.®*
He blames their creation for the increase in Janissary numbers and what he calls the
destruction of their ancient customs and the invasion of the Sultan’s palace by “low,
undesirable types and city boys”.% Nevertheless, he says, the entry of these people into
the system in the era of Murad III was “capable of being borne” (that is, it did not in
actual fact destroy the corps, although it changed some of its practices) because these
new recruits were required to work as acemi oglans for a number of years and were only
accepted into the regular regiments after receiving sufficient training and, presumably,
becoming socialised in the Janissary outlook. According to Aziz Efendi, the entry of real
outsiders into the corps without prior service or training began only in 1623, after the
execution of Osman I1.° Aziz is wrong about that, however, since the Kitdb-1 miistetdb
had already complained about them in 1621.°7 Why would he contradict the earlier work
in this way, unless he was trying to exonerate the older outsiders for the defeat in Poland,
for which the author of the Kitdb-1 miistetdb had blamed them so harshly?%® We perhaps
see here an echo of the conflicting factions in the Ottoman administration, contending
over where to draw the line of acceptability for the non-devsirme recruits.®

63 R.A.Abou-El-Haj, ‘The Nature of the Ottoman State in the Latter Part of the XVIIth Century’,
in A. Tietze (ed.), Habsburgisch-osmanische Beziehungen, (Vienna 1985), 181.

64 Aziz Efendi, Kaniin-ndme-i sultdni li "Aziz Efendi, Aziz Efendi’s Book of Sultanic Laws and
Regulations: An Agenda for Reform by a Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Statesman, ed. R. Mur-
phey, Sources of Oriental Languages and Literatures 9 (Cambridge, MA 1985), 6. Neverthe-
less, he wanted them abolished, from which it can be deduced that they had never been legiti-
mated by kanun; ibid., 10.

65 Ibid., 6.

66 Ibid., 7.

67 Kitab-1 miistetab, ed. Yiicel, 8-10, 13-14.

68 Did these authors not read each other’s work? Perhaps they did not, and the phrases that sound
as if they were copied from one another represent instead a common oral culture of abuse of
outsiders that was current among the devsirme recruits and palace society.

69 The intimate court factions of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries have begun
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Aziz Efendi, writing in 1632-1633, was not of devsirme origin but a scribe, probably
in the divan, with access to imperial orders and registers.” Like the Kitdb-1 miistetab and
the Kavanin-i yeniceriydn, his work was written in the aftermath of a military failure for
a young Sultan in need of advice. And like his predecessors, Murad IV appears to have
disregarded this particular bit of unsolicited advice.”! We hear much about his reform of
the timar system but little or nothing of a reform of the Janissaries. Godfrey Goodwin
describes two devsirmes carried out in 1637 and 1638, which in his eyes amounted to a
reform.” The second of these is attested by Naima, but he does not imply that it was part
of a reform; rather, its purpose was to replace 5,000 acemi oglans who had graduated
from the palace school and gardens to go on the Baghdad campaign of 1637.7* Other
historians do not mention a Janissary reform in this period, and for that there may have
been a political reason. The Janissaries were the main prop for the power of Kdsem, the
Valide Sultan who exercised power intermittently from her husband’s death in 1617 until
her own death in 1651. She would not have favoured any reduction of Janissary numbers,
salaries, or privileges that risked the loss of their support. Murad IV, as her son, may well
have been guided in his Janissary policy by his mother’s interests, and indeed, they may
have been his own as well.

Kogi Bey (?) composed a second treatise in very simple language for the newly en-
throned Sultan ibrahim (1640-1648), but at the same time an anonymous author, perhaps
aspiring to rival him, wrote another treatise on how the good order of the Ottoman army
and society had been broken.”* This work, Kitdbu mesdlihi’l-miislimin ve Mendfi’i ‘I-
mii ’'minin, was written for the reforming Grand Vizier Kemankes Kara Mustafa Pasha
(1639-1644), apparently by someone close to him, hypothetically a bureaucrat with a
non-Turkish background (judging by the mistakes in his Turkish).”> His book is supposed

to be studied: Fetvaci, Picturing History at the Ottoman Court; G. Borekei, ‘Factions and Fa-
vorites at the Courts of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603-17) and His Immediate Predecessors’, unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 2010. Patronage and factionalism, however,
spread widely throughout the ruling class, in the provinces as well as at the capital: D. Ze’evi,
An Ottoman Century: The District of Jerusalem in the 1600s (Albany 1996); J. Hathaway,
The Politics of Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of the Qazdaglis (Cambridge 1997);
M. Nizri, Ottoman High Politics and the Ulema Household (Basingstoke 2014). Grasping its
effects, and understanding what happened with the appointment of Kopriili Mehmed Pasha,
demands detailed investigation of the social networks among both the greater and the lesser
elites, including social network analysis of the chronicles, the tax records, and literary and
ulema circles, as well as attention to the circulation and activities of provincial elites and the
appointment and salary registers.

70 Aziz Efendi, Kantin-name-i sultani, vii.

71 “The author has again made bold to importune your majesty with his effrontery”, ibid., 4.

72 G. Goodwin, The Janissaries (London 1994), 35. There are no references for these descrip-
tions.

73 Naima Mustafa Efendi, Tdrih-i Na ‘imd, ed. M. Ipsirli (Ankara 2007), 2:859, 881.

74 Anonymous, Kitabu mesdlihi’l-miislimin ve mendfi’i ‘I-mii 'minin, in Yicel (ed.), Osmanli dev-
let teskilatina dair kaynaklar, 91-141 + text.

75 Ydcel (ed.), Osmanli devlet teskilatina dair kaynaklar, 62.
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to have provided advice for the Vizier’s reforms, but the part on the Janissaries seems
somewhat frivolous. For example, after a forthright disquisition about what Janissaries
ought to wear, its main complaint is that young and bribable yayabasis, at the behest
of some great men (whose factions they probably belonged to, although the book does
not say so) were being sent in place of old and upright yayabasis to head the devsirme.
Seeing this, peasants would sell their fields in order to raise the money to bribe these of-
ficials not to take their sons. The peasants then had no homes and emigrated from their
registered locations, to the detriment of the tax revenue.”® In actuality, such an event must
have been exceedingly rare, especially in an era when the frequency of the devsirme
was rapidly decreasing. If this is the worst the author can find to say about the Janissar-
ies, things had apparently improved considerably since Ko¢i Bey’s treatise was written.
While the book’s world view and concept of social structure are largely the same as those
of the other nasihatnames, it apparently did not share their pessimism, since it has been
analysed as demanding change in the laws and it specifically separated kanun from reli-
gious obligation.”” The bureaucrat author seems here to be distancing himself from the
devsirme point of view represented by Kogi Bey.

By this time the Janissaries had many functions in addition to fighting, and their
number had increased accordingly, along with that of other salaried staff, such as scribes
and ulema. In order to balance the budget, Kemankes Kara Mustafa did cut the number
of Janissaries back to its 1574 level, but this policy was reversed after his death, suggest-
ing that these men may not have been as useless as the advice works make them sound.
In miihimme register 90 (1646/47), which contains orders sent primarily to the provinces
soon after Kara Mustafa’s death, Janissaries are most often found in an administrative
capacity, petitioning the Porte on behalf of officials or residents in various parts of the
Empire and reporting crimes. A number of entries show Janissaries solving crimes, en-
forcing laws, and escorting ambassadors, and one Janissary in this register acts as a
moneylender.”® In Istanbul, where they have been studied most intensively, the Janis-
saries’ roles in supplying the palace and the corps itself had led them into occupations

76 Kitabu mesdlih, ed. Yiicel, 98-100.

77 K. Inan, ‘Remembering the Good Old Days: The Ottoman Nasihatname [Advice Letters] Lit-
erature of the 17" Century’, in A. Gémes, F. Peyrou, and I. Xydopoulos (eds), Institutional
Change and Stability: Conflicts, Transitions and Values (Pisa 2009), 120.

78 Miihimme 90 (7 out of 22 entries); see entries 64, 74, 75, 96, 128, 141, 157, 219, 264, 268,
271, 330, 334, 366, 370, 389, 421, 423, 433, 439, 492. There is one complaint of Janissaries
being taxed, one of a Janissary oppressing the peasants, and one of a Janissary being arrested.
Two Janissaries are robbed, one is almost killed by bandits, and one has a merchant father who
is killed and robbed. One entry concerns people pretending to be Janissaries. One Janissary
is married with a son, and two die leaving estates. In the first half of the seventeenth century,
about half the Janissaries of Istanbul were married; G. Yilmaz Diko, ‘Blurred Boundaries be-
tween Soldiers and Civilians: Artisan Janissaries in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul’, in S. Fa-
roghi (ed.), Bread from the Lion's Mouth: Artisans Struggling for a Livelihood in Ottoman Cit-
ies (New York 2015), 175-193.
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that also supplied the city with food, fuel, and raw materials.” They were increasingly
active in tax collection, credit, and moneylending.®’ As their economic activities multi-
plied, they developed associations with more and more guilds; by the mid-seventeenth
century about half the guilds that had cases in the Istanbul court registers had military
associations; examples are the kebab-sellers, boza-makers, tanners, metalworkers, can-
dle-makers, butchers, coffee-house owners, and barbers.®! Janissaries took up similar
occupations throughout the Empire where they were stationed as fortress garrisons in the
cities or on the frontiers. As they adopted civilian pursuits, civilians (many in the same
occupations) acquired Janissary status, which gave them protection and freed them from
taxation. Janissaries obtained economic monopolies, especially in the provinces, which
provided most of their wealth and gave them a certain autonomy from the state and its
representatives.®?

In terms of imperial policy, the main problem with the Janissaries at this point was
not their identity or fitness for battle but the financial difficulty of paying their salaries.
This is in fact the only complaint that Katip Celebi makes about the Janissaries in his
1653 treatise, Diistiirii'l-amel li-islahi’l-halel.?* Like phlegm in the body, he says, the
military is necessary for the health of the state, but too much of it indicates some sick-
ness or imbalance of the humours. He gives the following list of figures for the salaried
military forces (mainly the Janissaries and palace cavalry); these differ somewhat from
Kogi Bey’s figures but sound equally horrifying.

DATE NUMBER OF TROOPS TOTAL OF SALARIES
970/1562 41,479 1223 yiik of akges
974/1566 48,316 1264 ”
997/1588-89 64,425 1782 ”?
1004/1595 81,870 2512 ”?
1018/1609 91,202 3800 ”

Osman & Mustafa 100,000 ?

Murad IV 59,257 (Janissaries 30,000+) 2631 ”

(under Mehmed, Bayram, and Kara Mustafa Pashas)

79 Yilmaz, ‘The Economic and Social Roles of the Janissaries’, 197-200.

80 Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy, 169; Yilmaz, ‘The Economic and Social Roles of
the Janissaries’, 208-243.

81 E.Yi, Guild Dynamics in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul: Fluidity and Leverage (Leiden 2004),
139.

82 E. Kostopoulou, ‘Cretan Janissaries in the Ottoman Army, 1750-1826°, a review of The Social,
Administrative, Economic, and Political Dimensions of the Ottoman Army: Cretan Janissaries,
1750-1826 (in Greek), by Y. Spyropoulos, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Crete,
2014, http://www.dissertationreviews.org/archives/12097, accessed 25 October 2015. See also
Spyropoulos’ contribution in the present volume.

83 Katip Celebi, Bozukluklarin diizeltilmesinde tutulacak yollar (diistiiru’l-amel li-islahi’l-halel),
trans. A. Can (Ankara 1982), 26-27.
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The treasury, the empty stomach of the body politic, was unable to meet so large an
expenditure, said Katip Celebi, and the Empire needed a “man of the sword” who could
reduce the toll of salaries and corruption by force. Kopriilii Mehmed Pasha (1656-1661)
took this literally; when he came to power, he is supposed to have dismissed or executed
10,000 of the elite, replacing them with his own followers. In this way he seems to have
gained control of the ballooning expenditures and created an entirely new set of condi-
tions among the military elite, to which the political literature of the second half of the
seventeenth century responded.

Conclusion

On the issue of the Janissaries, the nasihatnames written by men of the devsirme take the
most extreme position, vociferously demanding the elimination of all Janissaries who
were not, like themselves, devsirme recruits or sons of devsirme recruits. The kanun-
name takes the same position, and its author belongs to the same group, but by virtue
of its genre and its early date it is more moderate in tone. The nasihatnames authored
by men of other origins take intermediate positions: Aziz Efendi, a bureaucrat, recom-
mends elimination of the outsiders but recognises that they are both more acceptable and
less pernicious than other writers have said, while the scribal author and Katip Celebi
have few complaints beyond the expense of their salaries. For the miihimme registers,
however, the question of Janissary origins is a complete non-issue; governmental edicts
on the Janissaries are concerned with their assignments, their salaries, their discipline,
and their well-being. When discussing individuals, these edicts never mention how they
became Janissaries or who their fathers were.

The issue of outsiders in the Janissary corps, to which the advice writers devoted
so much anguished rhetoric, was never treated as problematic in actual state policy.
As Kafadar put it, “the administrations of Selim II (r.1566-74) and Murad III (r.1574-
95) chose to be more flexible on the incorporation of new elements into the standing
army”.3* The Sultans themselves ordered the enlistment of men outside the devsirme,
and their officials created the additional units to which outsiders belonged. Reforms of
the Janissary corps had to do with reducing the cost of their salaries for the treasury
rather than discharging Janissaries on the basis of their origins or eliminating the new
recruitment methods. Indeed, it was the old recruitment method, the devsirme, that was
eliminated, and as Yilmaz argues, this must have been a conscious policy adopted to
control the elite as much as to deal with conditions of the early seventeenth century.®’

84 C. Kafadar, ‘Janissaries and Other Riffraff of Ottoman Istanbul: Rebels without a Cause?’
LJTS, 13.1-2 (2007), 116.

85 Yilmaz, ‘Becoming a Devsirme’, 130; she discusses a mistrust of the devsirme that arose ow-
ing to their rebellions, which may have contributed to their defensiveness. Radusev notes that
the curtailment of the devsirme coincides with an escalation of conversions to Islam and won-
ders if the cause of the conversions is partly Balkan men not wanting to lose their opportunity
for upward mobility; Radusev, ‘The Ottoman Ruling Nomenclature’, 66.
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It struck hardest at those who complained the loudest. The rhetoric of the few devsirme
recruits who remained grew more shrill as they saw their numbers diminish and their
advice ignored. We can hardly consider their complaints as representing the mainstream
of Ottoman political thought. It was the actions of the government, about which no
advice works or even kanunnames were written, that truly represent Ottoman political
thought at this juncture. This cannot be discovered by reading only what is commonly
considered political literature; the nasihatnames are no shortcut to the political thought
of this period.

Treated as representing a minority view, however, these works, in conjunction with
other sources, do provide insight into issues of contention among the elites and the terms
on which their battles were fought out. If they were not manuals of political thought, the
nasihatnames nonetheless represent a political position. The question then arises, did
their authors speak for a consistent minority faction, or did they re-combine in different
groupings over different issues? Comparing the writers’ positions on different questions
may allow us to see the extent to which their alliances shifted or remained stable. Bring-
ing their works into dialogue with other forms of literature—chronicles, laws, registers,
poetry—will assist in the identification of genre-specific and period-specific features, as
well as further alliances among the elite, or the conditions with which changes in state
institutions can be associated. If the nasihatnames represent minority views, we need to
identify ways to discern the dominant political views, since literary arguments for them
seem to be absent. Moreover, the writing of a nasihatname was itself a political act, and
that act must be situated in the political context of the moment when it occurred, and sur-
rounding acts by others must be identified.

Armed with this knowledge, we can return to the chronicles and miihimme registers
and reassess the decisions and actions recorded there to uncover the concepts behind the
actual political directions taken by the Empire. The majority view in Ottoman political
thought was apparently that the devsirme was unnecessary, that the Janissaries were use-
ful for many purposes other than fighting, and that the benefits of intensifying patronage
outweighed the disadvantages. The state in which these positions made sense was not
the declining state depicted in the nasihatnames but a state that was becoming less of a
military machine and was experiencing economic and social change and even growth.

As several scholars have pointed out, the anxiety of the devsirme men arose from a
shift towards a commercialised and monetarised society, with its consequences for men’s
relations to each other and to the state. The analysis in the advice literature attributes
these changes to the personal ethics of the individuals involved or to specific conditions
in Ottoman institutions, but they were part of a global transformation that had similar
effects in Europe and China. The study of Ottoman political economy in a comparative
context will greatly illuminate the cultural manifestations of this shift; by the same token,
greater attention to the actual political culture and not just the complaints of a few will
further illuminate the economic and social consequences of the commercialisation of
society. And what were the effects of each country’s experts thinking that the problem lay
within their own country alone? The study of the Ottoman nasihatnames as symptomatic
of social changes undesired by some can thus contribute to the understanding of the intel-
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lectual responses to the ‘seventeenth-century crisis’ on a larger scale. At the same time,
uncovering the ideas that actually guided the state will radically change our assessment

of Ottoman politics in this period.



“AND THE QUESTION OF LANDS IS VERY CONFUSING”:
BiRGIVI MEHMED EFENDI (D. 981/1573)
ON LAND TENURE AND TAXATION

Katharina IVANYT"

THE LEGAL STATUS OF LAND OWNERSHIP AND TAXATION was a topic of heated debate
among Ottoman ulema of the early modern period. This paper will focus on Birgivi
Mehmed Efendi’s discussion of the question of lands in al-Tariga al-muhammadiyya, a
popular manual of exhortation (wa 7) and advice (nasiha).! One of the most vociferous
conservative dissidents in the negotiation of Islamic orthodoxy of the sixteenth century,
Birgivi was involved in a number of debates concerning questions of great political, ethi-
cal and socio-economic import. These included the debate over the so-called cash wagf,
the question of whether or not Muslims should receive payment for the performance of
communal duties, the relative status of imperial law vis-a-vis the sharia, and so on.?

The fact that the question of land ownership and taxation would feature in a manual of
popular ethics, devoted to the cultivation of personal piety in everyday life, is significant.
Indeed, as this paper will argue, for Birgivi the cultivation of a pious self, which included
the eradication of vices such as anger, envy, and arrogance, was intimately connected to
issues of larger economic and political concern. Since the believer was not isolated from
the world at large, he had to understand the implications of his economic relations—in
the widest sense of the word—for salvation or damnation after death, respectively. In
fact, it was not only individual virtue, but societal virtue that mattered. The question of
state revenues, including the legal status of land ownership, was one of the most funda-

* Independent scholar.

1 Birgivi, al-Tariga al-muhammadiyya wa ‘I-siva al-ahmadiyya, ed. A. S. *Al1 (Cairo 1937). For
a detailed discussion of the work and secondary literature, see K. Ivanyi, ‘Virtue, Piety and the
Law: a study of Birgivi Mehmed Efendi’s al-Tariga al-muhammadiyya’, unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, Princeton University, 2012.

2 For the cash wagf, see J. E. Mandaville, ‘Usurious Piety: The Cash Waqf Controversy in the
Ottoman Empire’, IJMES, 10 (1979), 289-308. For an excellent recent appraisal of the debates
relating to the question of imperial kanun vs. the sharia and the development of Hanafi legal
discourse in the early modern Ottoman Empire more generally, see G. Burak, The Second For-
mation of Islamic Law (Cambridge 2015). For some of the other debates, see Ivanyi, ‘Virtue,
Piety and the Law’, 31-32 and 48-63.
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mental issues when it came to the establishment of societal virtue to begin with. Indeed,
it could not be ignored. Just as in the case of the cultivation of individual virtues, such as
forbearance, temperance, or generosity, the point of departure in Birgivi’s discussion in
economic matters was personal obligation. Thus, it was not so much the case of a move
from ‘private’ to ‘public’ that we witness in Birgivi’s discussion, but rather a question
of the adherence to the laws of God, as understood by man, through the process of figh.
The five ahkam of Islamic Law and the proper interpretation and understanding of the
situation at hand ( i/m al-hal) were thus central to the establishment of societal virtue.

As Colin Imber and others have argued, Ebussuud’s tenure as seyhiilislam saw the
radical re-interpretation (in legal terms) and practical systematization of what was a
patchy and complex field of administration.? Indeed, Snjezana Buzov has convincingly
shown that it was following Grand Vizier ibrahim Pasha’s (d. 942/1536) failed attempt
to ‘purify’ the kanun of its un-Islamic characteristics that Ebussuud embarked upon his
project of providing a harmonizing legal framework for the status and administration of
lands under Ottoman dominion.* What Ebussuud did was to, in effect, justify many of the
pre-existing, customary practices of the lands that had come under Ottoman rule in terms
of Hanafi doctrine. According to Imber, “it was above all this redefinition which gained
[Ebussuud] the reputation of having reconciled the kanun with the sharia.” Indeed, “his
statements on Ottoman [land] tenure and taxation came to occupy a central position in
the Ottoman legal canon.”®

This was a thorn in Birgivi’s side, since he considered Ebussuud’s re-interpretation of
the law on land tenure and taxation not only misguided, but actually contrary to the origi-
nal intent of the sharia, as expressed by the earliest authorities. Indeed, Birgivi would
proceed to contest Ebussuud’s pronouncements regarding the status of land as passion-
ately as he fought the cash wagf. In the last part of the Tariga we thus find a section on
the question of land tenure and taxation that is worth investigating in some detail.”

3 For a good introduction to Ebussuud’s legal doctrines regarding Ottoman land, see C. Im-
ber, Ebu s-su ‘ud: The Islamic Legal Tradition (Edinburgh 1997), 115-138; for post-classical
Hanafi theories of the legal status of land, with particular reference to Mamluk and Ottoman
Egypt, see B. Johansen, The Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent: The Peasants’ Loss of Prop-
erty Rights as Interpreted in the Hanafi Legal Literature of the Mamluk and Ottoman Periods
(London 1988).

4 For Pargali Ibrahim Pasha, also known in the sources as both makbul (“the favorite”) and mak-
tul (“the one who was executed”), see /4, s.v. ‘Ibrahim Pasa’ (T. Gokbilgin), 908-915. For his
H.936/1530 CE kanunname of the Bosnian sancak, as well as that of the Vlachs of Hersek, and
the ultimate failure of his ‘purge’, see S. Buzov, ‘The Lawgiver and His Lawmakers: The Role
of Legal Discourse in the Change of Ottoman Imperial Culture’, unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, University of Chicago, 2005, 46-75. For Ebussuud’s preamble to the kanunname of Buda
as well his fatwas on land questions (later compiled under the title Kanun-i Erazi), see ibid.,
82-100.

5 Imber, Ebu s-su ‘ud, 51, and, in similar terms, p. 136.

Ibid., 51.

7 Birgivi, al-Tariga, 213-215. See also M. Mundy and R. Saumarez Smith, Governing Proper-
ty, Making the Modern State: Law, Administration and Production in Ottoman Syria (London

N
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Birgivi begins by stating that “the question of land (amr al-arddi) is very confusing
(mushawwash jiddan) in our age.” This is, he says,

“Because those who hold [land] (ashabaha) act as if they were the actual owners (mullak), in
terms of selling, renting, cultivating, and so on; and they pay the [different forms of] kharaj
to the military (mugqatila) or other persons appointed by the Sultan (mimman ‘ayyanahu al-
sultan). But if they sell [it], then the person appointed by the Sultan to collect the taxes takes
part of the price. And if they die, and if they leave sons, only they inherit the land, to the exclu-
sion of the rest of the heirs; and his debts are not demanded, nor are the bequests [of the one
who had held the land] executed. Otherwise [if there are no sons], the person appointed by the
Sultan sells the land.”®

According to classical Hanafi jurisprudence, ownership of land was originally vested in
the individual, arising from a recognition by the imam of those who possessed lands at
the time of the conquest.’ The religious status of the owners at the time of conquest de-
fined the nature of the tax that had to be paid: (i) ‘ushr in the case of Muslims, (ii) khardj
in the case on non-Muslims. The status of kfaraj lands remained fixed, however, even
when the owners later converted to Islam or when the lands were sold to Muslims. Thus,
from a relatively early stage, the initial connection between the legal status of the owner
and land was severed.!® Also, while Hanafi doctrine provided for the possibility of the
ruler designating conquered land as wagqf property or as property of the treasury, this was
treated as an exception, rather than as the rule, as both Mundy and Johansen have pointed
out.!! The basic understanding was thus one of individual ownership, not ownership by
the state.

Under the Mamluks, however (and possibly also in Central Asia, in a parallel de-
velopment), a new principle was formulated in post-classical Hanafi legal theory which
understood land ownership to be lodged in the treasury (bayt al-mal). The argument was
that, while ownership had indeed originally been vested in the individual, over time, as
the original owners and their descendants had died, the land gradually passed into the
hands of the treasury.'? Thus, a new strand of Hanafi jurisprudence, as represented in the
works of Ibn al-Humam (d. 861/1457) and Ibn Qutlubugha (d. 879/1474), for example,
came to see state ownership of land as the norm, rather than individual ownership."* In

2007), 17-18. Mundy and Saumarez Smith have translated and analyzed large parts of this sec-
tion and I am greatly indebted to their efforts. The translation offered here is my own.

8 Birgivi, al-Tariga, 213.

9 See Mundy and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 11, and O. L. Barkan, ‘Miilk topraklar
ve sultanlarin temlik hakki1’, in the posthumously published collection of his essays, Tiirkiye 'de
toprak meselesi (Istanbul 1980), 231-247.

10 Cf. Mundy and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 12.

11 Ibid. and B. Johansen, The Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent, 18.

12 See B. Johansen on the ‘death’ of the kharaj-payer, The Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent, §2-
85.

13 Opening up another potentially important avenue in the study of the development of Hanafi
doctrine, Mundy and Saumarez Smith argue (on the basis of a/-Fatawa al-tatarkhaniyya) that
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this scheme, the right to cultivate lands was delegated by the ruler to the cultivators, in
various kinds of arrangements, with middle-men administrators, usually military tax-
farmers, assigned the duty of collecting taxes.

Ottoman administrative practice seems to have followed this basic understanding of
treasury ownership from the beginning. Thus, upon conquest, the Ottomans would usu-
ally designate new lands as miri (i.e., ‘of the ruler’), and confirm, by way of a kanun-
name, the tax arrangements that had previously governed the province in question. Thus,
the feudal structure of much of the old system of land tenure in the Balkans, for example,
remained unchanged, with taxes paid by the cultivators (i.e., the lessees) as before, while
the land itself came to be designated as property of the treasury (miri).'

Indeed, as Halil Inalcik has argued, “[...] in the Balkan countries the peasantry in
general had never been proprietors of the soil which they worked, and this state of things
facilitated the Ottoman policy of establishing there a régime of state property. It simply
replaced the old native aristocracy and the small Balkan states in the proprietorship of
lands. Now a universal state succeeded to the feudal lords and the old practices persisted,
it must be pointed out that in this way many instances of bid ‘a, that is innovation, slipped
into the Ottoman legislation.”"® Birgivi could not have agreed more.

In fact, it was the changes brought about by the Balkan conquests, in particular, and
later that of Hungary (with the kanunname of Buda, issued in 948/1541), which guided
much of the legal debate. For while Ottoman administrative practice did recognize the
category of miilk land (i.e., personal property that could be sold and bequeathed, as clas-
sical Hanafi doctrine envisioned), the great majority of Ottoman lands were understood
to be miri, i.e., state lands (arazi-i memleket), belonging to the treasury.!

In Birgivi’s view, this was the first fundamental aberration in the land tenure system
as it pertained, although it is not one that he addresses in the above excerpt directly.
Rather, he deals with the complicated and often contradictory legal consequences the
doctrine of treasury ownership entailed for those who cultivated the lands. Since those

“there may have been a second Central Asian genealogy for this doctrine.” See Governing
Property, 240, fn. 8.

14 For a very useful discussion (including an overview of some of the extensive literature) on the
use of the term ‘feudal’—much debated even in its European context—with regard to Ottoman
history, see J. Matuz, ‘The Nature and Stages of Ottoman Feudalism’, Asian and African Stud-
ies, 16 (1982),281-292.

15 H. Inalcik, ‘Land Problems in Turkish History’, The Muslim World, 45, 3 (1955), 221.

16 Different Ottoman jurists of the sixteenth century tried to justify or explain this new doctrine of
state ownership in different ways. Kemalpasazade, for instance, adopted a historical argument
similar to the ‘death-of-the-kharaj-payer’ argument of Ibn al-Humam in Egypt, saying that the
original presumption of individual ownership was superseded by historical events. Ebussuud,
on the other hand, gives two main explanations for treasury ownership: (i) the ‘Sawad argu-
ment’, (i) an argument on the basis of practicability and public interest. For both, see Mundy
and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 15 and 242f., fn. 30. For the malikane divani as per-
sonal property in the sixteenth century (not to be confused with the malikdne of later centuries),
see N. Beldiceanu, Le timar dans I’Etat ottoman (début XIV*-début XVI¢ siécle) (Wiesbaden
1980), 33.
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who cultivated the land were not its owners, the kharaj could not actually be demanded
of them. Furthermore, if they were not the actual owners, common legal transactions
pertaining to property, such as ‘sale’, ‘inheritance’, or ‘the right to pre-emption’ could not
apply either. Nonetheless, Birgivi complains, the lessees “act as if they were the actual
owners”, not only “in terms of selling, renting and cultivating”, but also in that “they pay
the kharaj [...] to the military or other persons appointed by the Sultan”.

According to the earlier Mamluk interpretations, what cultivators owed when land
was owned by the treasury was not a tax, but rent (ij@ra). This idea was taken up in
modified form in the Ottoman context, too, as when Ebussuud first described the rela-
tionship between cultivators and the treasury as one of “defective rental” (ijara fasida)."”
However, the problem was that in order for a contract of rental to be valid according to
the law, the duration of the lease had to be specified, which was not the case here.'® In-
deed, as opposed to Mamluk jurists, Ebussuud in his later years prefers to avoid the term
ijara altogether, as Mundy has shown, instead arguing that the relationship between the
treasury and cultivators was one of “delegation” (Tr. tefviz, Ar. tafwid) of the use-right
or ‘object utility’ (manfa ‘a) of the land, while the ownership (raqaba) remained with the
treasury, much as in a rental agreement, but without the actual rental. At other points he
also speaks of the relationship as a “loan” (Tr. ariyet, Ar. ‘ariya), or he explains the land
to be “an object held in trust” (Tr. vedia, Ar. wadi ‘a)."®

In whichever way the relationship between cultivators and the treasury was con-
ceived, there were two aspects of the Ottoman land system that would complicate any
strictly Islamic appropriation (i.e., any straightforward justification in terms of Hanafi
figh). First, there was the so-called tapu fee (resm-i tapu), which was a fee collected by
administrators, generally sipahis, whenever a new cultivator took over miri land (i.e.,
when land was passed on from an old cultivator to a new one).?? Often interpreted as an
‘entry-fee’, it is what Birgivi refers to when he says that “if [those who hold the land]
sell it, then the person appointed by the Sultan [...] takes part of the price”. No such ar-
rangement could exist if the proper Hanafi terms of a rental contract (ij@ra) were adhered
to, nor indeed in the case of either a ‘delegation’ (fafwid), a ‘loan’ (‘ariya), or a ‘deposi-
tion as a trust’ (wad ). Indeed, Ottoman jurists before Birgivi, such as Kemalpasazade,
for instance, had already argued that the fapu fee could not be justified in terms of the
sharia, but derived from imperial kanun alone. Ebussuud, however, argued that the fee
was valid in Hanafi terms, representing an “advance on rent” (Tr. iicret-i muaccele, Ar.
ujra mu ‘ajjala).®' Like the idea of a ‘defective rent’, this was an interpretation Birgivi
was to vehemently reject.

17 Mundy and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 16.

18 Birgivi speaks of it in terms of tawgit.

19 Mundy and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 16.

20 See EP, s.v. ‘Tapu’ (S. Faroghi), 209-210.

21 See H. Inalcik, ‘Islamization of Ottoman Laws on Land and Land Tax’, in C. Fragner and K.
Schwarz (ed.), Festgabe an Josef Matuz: Osmanistik—Turkologie—Diplomatik (Berlin 1992),
102.
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The second aspect of the fapu system that was difficult to defend in terms of the sharia
was the practice by which land conferred by tapu deed could only be inherited by sons
(in some cases, brothers) of the deceased cultivator. This, of course, ran blatantly counter
to sharia provisions of inheritance for both male and female heirs, including wives and
daughters. Hence Birgivi’s comment that “if they die, and if they leave male children,
only they [i.e., the sons] inherit the land, to the exclusion of the rest of the heirs”.

This was not the only thing unlawful according to the sharia, however. Indeed, Birgivi
continues to lament that “his debts [i.e., the debts accrued by the deceased cultivator] are
not demanded”, either. For according to Hanafi figh, all of a deceased person’s debts had
to be paid before any property or possessions could be passed on to the heirs. This was
not the case with fapu land, however, which—since it was understood as belonging to the
treasury—was ‘sold’ on to new cultivators for usufruct if there were no male descendants
of the previous cultivator to take over.

Birgivi embarks upon a detailed analysis and critique of the consequences of the tapu
system in a discussion that, as Martha Mundy has argued, would “prove utterly damning
for the legality of the Ottoman land regime”.?*> Birgivi offers two possible approaches
to the problem, as he saw it. First, he says, the issue could be tackled from the ‘classi-
cal’ point of view, which considered ownership of land to be vested in the individuals in
whose ‘hand’ it actually was (i.e., those who cultivate it): “If we consider the question of
actual possession (fa-idha i ‘tabarnd bi-l-yad)”, he says, “we would say that the land is
owned by the individual who has possession of it (anna al-ard mulk li-dhi al-yad), which
means that it must be inherited by all of the heirs, after deduction of debts and bequests
(ba'd an tugda minha duyinuhu wa-tunfadh wasdayahu). To deprive [rightful heirs] other
than sons, and to fail to honor [payment of debts and the execution of special bequests
of the deceased] constitutes injustice (zu/m). But if [only the male heirs] dispose of it, or
those appointed by the Sultan, if no male children exist, this represents disposal of prop-
erty by a third party [who has no right to dispose of it], the result of which is reprehen-
sible (khabith).”*3 Furthermore, “if the person appointed by the Sultan takes all or part
of the price of sale of the land, it is unlawful (haram)”. That is to say, Birgivi explicitly
says that the tapu fee, which was collected by the administrator when land deeds were
transferred, was illegal.

After laying out the fundamental problems of the issue at hand in such a clear way,
Birgivi next addresses the argument according to which individual ownership of land
came to be replaced by state ownership. For even when the assumption of state owner-
ship was conceded, many of the details of the system were still unlawful. “If we assume”,
Birgivi says, “that the lands are not owned by those who hold them (anna al-ardadi laysat
bi-mamlikat™ li-ashabiha), but that their ownership (ragaba) belongs to the treasury, as
is the understanding in our age (al-ma ‘hiid fi zamanind), and as our fathers and grandfa-
thers knew it, that the Sultan, when he conquered a place, did not divide its lands among
those entitled to take booty—this is permissible, because the imam can choose between

22 Mundy and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 17.
23 Birgivi, al-Tariga, 213.
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dividing [the land among those entitled to booty] and keeping it for the Muslims until the
Day of Resurrection, by stipulating a tax (bi-wad ‘ khardaj). Then those who are on it have
the right to cultivate it (wa-yakiin tasarruf dhi al-yad fihd@).”** Birgivi thus reiterates the
classical doctrine that the ruler had the right to choose to either divide conquered lands
among his army, or “keep it for the Muslims until the Day of Resurrection”.

“This”, he says, “can happen in one of two ways [...]: They are either considered as in
the position of owners (igamatuhum maqgam al-mullak), in terms of cultivating and pay-
ing the kharaj; or [they pay] rent (ijara) equal to the value of the kharaj, in which case
what is taken from them is khardj for the ruler, but rent for them. In either case, neither
sale, gift, the right of pre-emption, the foundation of a wagf, inheritance, or the like are
possible.”? That is to say, the cultivators who ‘hold’ the land (i.e., in whose ‘hands” it
is) cannot sell it, bequeath it as a gift, endow it as wagf, or inherit it. This is because they
are not the rightful owners; they just stand in the place of owners. They are like owners
for cultivation and tax-paying purposes, but nothing more, since the state (or rather the
treasury, to be more precise) is the true owner.

As for the second possible interpretation of the status of cultivators, namely as ten-
ants who pay rent, Birgivi believes that “it is less in contradiction with the law and less
harmful to people” than arguing that they are stand-in owners. While it should thus be
preferred to the first option, he also stresses that it is “clear that the sale [of such land by
them] is invalid (batil), and the price paid a bribe (rishwa)”.2° That is to say, the ‘sale’
or transfer of state land from one cultivator to another (under the legal term ‘sale’) was
not legally valid for Birgivi, nor was the fapu fee, which he argued constituted an illegal
‘bribe’.

What was happening, on a practical level, was that cultivators would exchange lots of
miri land between themselves according to sharia prescriptions of ‘sale’. Indeed, as Mun-
dy and Smith have argued, “there was a kind of market wherein cultivators exchanged
their rights to lots and drew up contracts governing factors of production, such as plough-
ing, weeding and harvesting. Yet this was a market heavily conditioned by administrative
control over permanent exchanges of lots, subject to a tapu fee extracted by the zmari.”?’
Thus, in order to transfer a given lot, for example, the incumbent cultivator, the fimari
administrator, and the person who was aspiring to secure the lot for himself composed a
contract stipulating the ‘sale’ of the deed from the incumbent to the aspiring cultivator,
with the tapu fee being paid to the zmart for official recognition.

According to Suraiya Faroghi, “conditions of holding a piece of land by tapu showed
certain common features throughout the Ottoman Empire [...] 7apu-held land consisted
of fields, and was in principle leased to the cultivator in perpetuity, as long as the latter
cultivated the land. Land left fallow for three years [...] could be taken from the holder
and turned over to another. According to the kanunname of Vize, it did not matter if the

24 Tbid.
25 Tbid.
26 Ibid.
27 Mundy and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 19.
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original holder of the land had been the one who had first brought it under cultivation;
once the land was reassigned, he had lost all rights to it.”?

Even though Birgivi disgruntledly accepted the idea of state ownership and the as-
sumption that cultivators could be interpreted as ‘renters’, he reiterates at several points
in his discussion that he accepted this assumption only out of necessity and that there was
“great corruption” in this. For while those who cultivated the lands were supposed to be
considered ‘renters’ (i.e., as paying ‘rent’—rather than ‘tax’—in exchange for the right
to cultivate), the tapu deeds that were drawn up in the exchange of lots were drafted in
a language of ‘sale’. “Rental”, however, Birgivi argues, “cannot be contracted with the
words denoting a sale (al-ijara la tun ‘aqid bi-lafz al-bay )”.*°

Meticulously seeking out the many inconsistencies and contradictions (from the
point of view of Hanafi figh) in the arguments of those who supported the tapu system,
Birgivi’s discussion is long and detailed, and sometimes not devoid of inconsistent rea-
soning itself. For example, although he initially agreed (albeit disgruntledly) to interpret
the money cultivators paid to the state as ‘rent’, he later focusses on the fact that it is “rent
only from their point of view”, not from “the point of view of the owner”, i.e., the state,
for which it is ‘tax’. Thus, at some later point he reverts to saying that what they pay “is
in fact a tax [...] not a true rent”.>" This lets him include a number of direct attacks on
Ebussuud, whose classification of the relationship as one of “defective rent”, he explic-
itly rejects as “very corrupt” (fasid jiddan). The same verdict is meted out on Ebussuud’s
interpretation of the fapu fee as “an advance on rent”.’! Indeed, time and again, Birgivi
will return to what he regarded as the clear illegitimacy of the fapu fee, in one instance
even arguing that it would be more logical for the ‘seller’ to have to pay a fee rather than
the ‘buyer’.®

Finally, what preoccupied him most, apart from the tapu fee, was the fact that only
direct male descendants could ‘inherit’ a fapu deed—a practice that ran directly counter
to Islamic provisions on inheritance. With regard to this problem, in particular, however,
Suraiya Faroghi has pointed out that “in the course of time, the impact of ser 7 rules of
inheritance was felt to an increasing degree”.?3 Indeed, from the late sixteenth century on

28 Faroghi, ‘Tapu’, 209.

29 Birgivi, al-Tariga, 215. In fact, Mundy and Saumarez Smith have noted, with great perception,
that “the legal vocabulary in which the rights of the cultivator were expressed was composed
of the terms governing rights to office”, not those governing personal property. Thus, “the de-
volution of the cultivator’s plot from father to son followed the model of devolution of office”.
And while Ottoman figh treated the cultivator like a quasi-office-holder, social and ideological
requirements necessitated the restriction of the category of ‘office’ to the elite, leading to con-
fusion—as Birgivi rightly laments—when it came to the peasantry. See Mundy and Saumarez
Smith, Governing Property, 19.

30 Birgivi, al-Tariga, 215.

31 Ibid.

32 Ibid: “Thus, if what is paid is considered as part of the tax, then the seller [i.e., the incumbent]
should pay, not the buyer, what he received as part of the tax due.”

33 Faroghi, ‘Tapu’, 210.
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(and certainly so from the seventeenth), wives, daughters, and even mothers came to be
included among those entitled to ‘inherit’ tapu deeds from a deceased cultivator. Despite
significant regional variation in actual practice (in some provinces women were excluded
up until the nineteenth century), there can be no doubt that it was pious legal criticism
such as Birgivi’s that must have contributed to this change.

With regard to the question of the designation of lands, too, criticisms like that of
Birgivi gradually made themselves felt over the course of the next century. The Cretan
kanunname of 1080/1670, for instance, has long been argued to represent a deliberate
departure from Ebussuud’s interpretation of the status of lands. More consciously in
line with classical Hanafi legal theory, the Cretan kanunname rejected Ebussuud’s inter-
pretation of land as miri (‘of the ruler’), instead adopting a concept of lands as private
property on which tax was due in the form of khardj. Considering the “possible con-
nection between the land regime imposed on Crete and the Kadizadeli movement”, as
Molly Greene has argued, a century after Birgivi formulated his critique of the Ottoman
land regime, his influence was clearly being felt.>* Gilles Veinstein, too, believes that
Kadizadeli influence must have played a significant role in the promulgation of the Cre-
tan kanunname.’

The fact that Birgivi served as a direct inspiration for a number of active members
of the Kadizadeli movement is undisputed. However, by the seventeenth century, he and
his work had taken on somewhat of a life of their own, becoming the focus of contention
between those of Kadizadeli leanings and their opponents. Irrespective of that, what is
certain is that even in his own time, Birgivi was not the only one criticizing the Ottoman
land regime for being “confusing” or not in agreement with the percepts of classical
Hanafi figh. Mundy and Saumarez Smith, for instance, have found an anonymous fatwa,
possibly dating from the era of Siileyman I, that is surprisingly similar to Birgivi’s in its
critique.*® Indeed, four decades before Birgivi formulated his criticism of contemporary
land practices in the Tariga, Pargali ibrahim Pasha had already attempted to ‘purify’
the kanun by imposing, among other things, the jizya on Vlachs and Martoloses in the
preamble to the Bosnian kanunname.’” Thus, the ideas Birgivi expounded regarding the
status of lands, the illegality of the fapu fee, and the restriction of ‘inheritance’ to male
descendants only were clearly in the air at the time.

34 M. Greene, ‘An Islamic Experiment? Ottoman Land Policy on Crete’, Mediterranean Histori-
cal Review, 11 (1996), 61.

35 G. Veinstein, ‘Le législateur ottoman face a I’insularité: L’enseignement des Kantinname’, in
N. Vatin and G. Veinstein (eds.), Insularités ottomanes (Paris 2004), 104. Veinstein explains
this influence in terms of the connection between Vani Efendi, the famous Kadizadeli preacher
of the third (and last) wave of the movement, and Grand Vezier K&priilii Fazil Ahmed Pasha.
For a detailed discussion of the debate, see E. Kermeli, ‘Caught in Between Faith and Cash:
The Ottoman Land System of Crete, 1645-1670°, in A. Anastasopoulos (ed.), The Eastern
Mediterranean under Ottoman Rule, Crete, 1645-1840: Halcyon Days in Crete VI: a sympo-
sium held in Rethymno, 13-15 January 2006 (Rethymno 2008), 17-48.

36 See Mundy and Saumarez Smith, Governing Property, 16 and 244, fn. 42.

37 See Buzov, ‘The Lawgiver and His Lawmakers’, 50, and above, fn. 111.



146 KATHARINA IVANYI

In fact, pious conservative opposition to Ottoman legal and administrative practices
was nothing new. Over half a century prior to Birgivi, for instance, we find Sehzade
Korkud voicing severe criticism of what he regarded as the illicit nature of funds ac-
cumulated by the Ottoman beytii'I-mal.*® Indeed, pious opposition to Ottoman fiscal and
administrative policies often found itself at the very helm of the Ottoman religious hi-
erarchy, as in the case of seyhiilislam Civizade.®® As in the case of the cash wagf (which
was the main bone of contention between Civizade and Ebussuud), Ebussuud’s inter-
pretations regarding the status of land did not go unchallenged either, and Birgivi was
certainly not the only one to confront him.

Birgivi’s call for a narrow interpretation of the law when it came to the question
of land tenure shows the great gap he conceived between ideal and reality—a gap that
needed to be overcome, or at least narrowed, for virtue to be established. As in the case
of the cash wagf, or the problem of how to remunerate individuals for the performance
of religious services on behalf of the community, Birgivi understood the land system of
his day to be falling seriously short of the standards articulated in the classical texts of
Hanafi figh.** Dissecting the inconsistencies and internal contradictions of everyday land
practices (such as the exchange of lots between cultivators, payment of ‘entrance’ fees
and so on), in mostly dispassionate legal language, Birgivi’s discussion is successful in
conveying the difficulties the Ottoman land system would have posed to the pious man
in practical terms. Societal virtue, just like individual virtue, could only be established
through correct practice, which in the case of land included the implementation of ca-
nonically valid taxes and the avoidance of innovation (bid ‘@) such as ‘entrance fees’.

Indeed, the individual believer had to be on his guard not to implicate himself in un-
lawful practices and in general to “abstain from doubtful financial schemes (al-shubuhat
al-maliyya)”, as Birgivi warns.*! The connection between individual virtue and wider
economic and social questions was clear. For the “uprightness of the body” (gawam al-
badan) and “the orderliness of one’s livelihood” (intizam al-ma ‘ash) were both achieved,
he reiterates, “by way of coins, grain and other things like it produced by the earth”
(bi-l-nuqiid wa-I-hubith wa-nahwihima mimma yakhruj min al-ard).*> The body, as the
“pack animal” that carried man’s virtue (mativat al-fada’il) was thus intimately linked
to the earth, the things produced by it, and the way these were put to use. Moreover,

38 See. C. Fleischer, ‘From Seyhzade [sic.] Korkud to Mustafa Ali: Cultural Origins of the Otto-
man Nasihatname’, in H. W. Lowry and R. S. Hattox (eds.), /Ilrd Congress on the Social and
Economic History of Turkey (Istanbul 1990), 67-77. The most detailed survey of the contents
of Sehzade Korkud’s nasihatname has been made by N. al-Tikriti, ‘Sehzade Korkud (ca. 1468-
1513) and the Articulation of Early 16" Century Ottoman Religious Identity’, unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 2004, Chapter 5 (“Every soul tastes death”), 193-
233.

39 See Mandaville, ‘Usurious Piety’, 297-304.

40 For the question of remuneration for the performance of religious services, see Ivanyi, ‘Virtue,
Piety and the Law’, 31-32 and 258-262.

41 Birgivi, al-Tariga, 216.

42 Tbid., 213.
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as with ritual practice, the rules governing the acquisition and expenditure of worldly
wealth were clearly laid down by God’s law. To make these rules as widely accessible
as possible, as Birgivi saw it, to propagate right practice in the economic arena just as
in the area of ritual practice, was thus an integral part of his overall project of nasihat
al-muslimin. For “the wagqf and the treasury”, as Birgivi says, “when the conditions of
the law are respected regarding the two, there is nothing better in terms of goodness. But
when they are not respected, there is nothing worse in terms of evil.”*

43 Tbid., 210.






POWER, PATRONAGE, AND CONFESSIONALISM:
OTTOMAN POLITICS THROUGH THE EYES OF A CRIMEAN SUFI,
1580-1593F
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THERE IS A PARADOX INHERENT IN LATE MEDIEVAL and early modern Sufism:! even though
its practitioners believed this world to be nothing but an apparition, and aspired to esc-
hew it in their pursuit of divine reality, Sufi masters who had fully detached themselves
from this world were also thought to be in possession of tremendous power in the here
and now. Even if the rise of more powerful territorial empires — most notably, those of
the Ottomans, Safavids, and Mughals — reined in the political ambitions of the Sufis in
the early modern era, charismatic Sufi leaders continued to use their spiritual authority
and worldly connections to weigh in on a variety of political matters in the new imperial
contexts also. Because of a narrow conceptualisation of early modern Ottoman politics as
the affairs of an increasingly bureaucratised state, however, Ottomanists have paid only
scant attention to the political roles of Sufis after the fifteenth century.?

T I dedicate this article to the memory of my dear friend Vangelis Kechriotis. He was a brilliant
historian, a kind-hearted person, and a true embodiment of the Aristotelian idea of “man as a
political animal”.

* Bogazi¢i University.
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The present article aims to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of both the
politics of Sufism and the practice of politics in the Ottoman Empire in the late sixteenth
century through a contextual study of the collection of letters written by the Halveti she-
ikh ibrahim-i Kirimi (d. 1593) to Murad III (r. 1574-1595). This was a period when Sufis
became especially prominent in Ottoman courtly politics thanks, in no small part, to the
strong interest Murad III took in Sufism. In the earlier scholarship, Murad’s infatuation
with Sufism was linked with his purported lack of interest in politics and was mentioned
among the factors that contributed to the onset of Ottoman ‘decline’ in his reign. Today,
however, this approach no longer finds favour, as the decline paradigm has been rejected
as a useful framework for understanding Ottoman history after the sixteenth century, and
as religion and politics are no longer seen as having represented separate and competing
spheres of activity in the early modern Ottoman world. Instead, the most recent study on
the topic has argued that Murad turned to Sufism not to withdraw from politics, but to
fashion himself as a ruler who combined in his person the highest spiritual and temporal
authority as part of his efforts to transition to a more ‘absolutist’ mode of government.’

Curiously, however, even as Ottomanists have reconsidered the political dimensions
of Murad’s Sufi entanglements, they have paid little attention so far to the politics of the
Sufis who attached themselves to his court.* This omission stems from a rather one-sided
understanding of the relationship between the Ottoman Sultan and the Sufis in his court,

(eds), Studien Zur Geschichte und Kultur des Vorderen Orients: Festschrift fiir Bertold Spuler
zum siebzigsten Geburtstag (Leiden 1981), 79-92; C. Fleischer, ‘The Lawgiver as Messiah:
the Making of the Imperial Image in the Reign of Siileyman’, in G. Veinstein (ed.), Soliman
le Magnifique et son temps, Actes du colloque de Paris, Galeries nationales du Grand Palais,
7-10 mars 1990 (Paris 1992), 159-179; idem, ‘Ancient Wisdom and New Sciences: Prophe-
cies at the Ottoman Court in the Fifteenth and Early Sixteenth Centuries’, in M. Farhad and
S. Bagci (eds), Falnama: the Book of Omens (London 2009), 232-243; N. Clayer, ‘Quand
I’hagiographie se fait 1’écho des déréglements socio-politiques: le Mendkibndme de Miiniri
Belgradi’, in G. Veinstein (ed.), Syncrétismes et hérésies dans I’Orient seldjoukide et ottoman
(XIVe-XVllle siecle): Actes du Colloque du College de France octobre 2001 (Paris 2005), 363-
381; for explorations of Sufi political thought in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, see
D. Terzioglu, ‘Sufi and Dissident in the Ottoman Empire: Niyazi-i Misti (1618-1694)’, un-
published Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1999, 277-354; eadem, ‘Sunna-Minded Sufi
Preachers in Service of the Ottoman State: the Nasihatname of Hasan Addressed to Murad IV,
ArchOtt, 27 (2010), 241-342; M. Tabur, ‘Ismail Hakki Bursevi and the Politics of Balance’, un-
published M.A. thesis, Bogazigi University, 2011; and B. Tezcan’s contribution in this volume.

3 O. Felek, ‘(Re)creating Image and Identity: Dreams and Visions as a Means of Murad III’s
Self-Fashioning’, in O. Felek and A. D. Knysh (eds), Dreams and Visions in Islamic Societies
(Albany 2012), 249-272; eadem (ed.), Kitabii'l-menamat: Sultan I1I. Murad i riiya mektupla-
r1 (Istanbul 2014).

4 For arare exception, see J. J. Curry “The Meeting of the Two Sultans”: Three Sufi Mystics Ne-
gotiate with the Court of Murad III’, in J. J. Curry and E. S. Ohlander (eds), Arrangements of
the Mystical in the Muslim World, 1200-1800 (London and New York 2014), 223-242. See also
A. Niyazioglu, Dreams and Lives in Ottoman Istanbul: A Seventeenth-Century Biographer's
Perspective (Abingdon 2017), Chap. 3, for a discussion of Sufi and scholarly perspectives on
the Ottoman bureaucracy in this period.
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not to mention the dynamics of court relations more generally. As the voluminous scho-
larship by early modern Europeanists has shown, the growing importance of royal courts
as centres of power and patronage after the late sixteenth century did not necessarily
bring about the eclipse of other power groups; rather, the royal courts became the new
settings in which a variety of powerful individuals and groups strove to exert ‘influence’
over royal policy.” While Ottomanists have only recently begun to explore the politics
of patronage, faction, and court, a number of pioneering studies have also demonstrated
the significance of court factions in the making of Ottoman domestic, and even more so,
foreign, policy in the second half of the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries.®

Even though the Sufis are yet to be integrated into the aforementioned scholarship,
we know of at least one area of policy-making that was of direct relevance to them, and in
which some Sufis began to have a greater say in the second half of the sixteenth century:
namely, religious and, especially confessional, politics. Here I have in mind primarily the
Ottoman promotion of Sunnism as the only acceptable form of Islam and the policies of
Sunnitisation which were implemented by the state authorities, and secondarily, various
steps undertaken to demarcate the confessional boundaries between Muslims, Jews, and
Christians of various denominations living under Ottoman rule.” In this article, I use the

5 For key studies on court, faction, and patronage in early modern Europe, see S. Kettering,
Patrons, Brokers and Clients in Seventeenth-Century France (New York and Oxford 1986); R.
Mettam, Power and Faction in Louis XIV's France (Oxford 1988); R. G. Asch and A. M. Birke
(eds), Politics, Patronage and the Nobility (Oxford 1991); P. Campbell, Power and Politics
in Old Regime France, 1720-1745 (London and New York 1996); M. Fantoni, The Court
in Europe (Rome 2012); for a comparative perspective on royal courts, see J. Duindam, T.
Artan and M. Kunt (eds), Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective
(Leiden and Boston 2011).

6 For studies that explore the sixteenth-century Ottoman royal court from diverse perspectives,
see I. M. Kunt, ‘Sultan, Dynasty and the State in the Ottoman Empire’, The Medieval History
Journal, 6 (2003), 217-230; idem, ‘Turks in the Ottoman Imperial Palace’, in J. Duindam, T.
Artan and M. Kunt (eds), Royal Courts, 289-312; B. Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire: Po-
litical and Social Transformation in the Early Modern World (Cambridge 2010); G. Borekei,
‘Factions and Favorites at the Courts of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603-17) and his Immediate Pre-
decessors’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, The Ohio State University, 2010; E. Fetvaci, Pic-
turing History at the Ottoman Court (Bloomington and Indianapolis 2013). For studies on the
importance of court factions for policy-making, see G. Casale, The Ottoman Age of Explora-
tion (Oxford 2010), Chap. 4; E.S. Giirkan, ‘Espionage in the Sixteenth-Century Mediterranean:
Secret Diplomacy, Mediterranean Go-Betweens and the Ottoman-Habsburg Rivalry’, unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Georgetown University, 2012; idem, ‘Fooling the Sultan: Informa-
tion, Decision-Making and the Mediterranean Faction (1585-1587)’, O4, 45 (2015), 57-96.

7 On Ottoman Sunnism and Ottoman policies of Sunnitisation in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, see H. Sohrweide, ‘Der Sieg der Safaviden in Persien und seine Riickwirkungen auf
die Schiiten Anatoliens im 16. Jahrhundert’, Der Islam, 41 (1965), 95-223; M. Dressler, ‘In-
venting Orthodoxy: Competing Claims for Authority and Legitimacy in the Ottoman-Safa-
vid Conflict’, in H. T. Karateke, M. Reinkowski (eds), Legitimizing the Order: the Ottoman
Rhetoric of State Power (Leiden 2005), 151-173; Nabil al-Tikriti, ‘Kalam in the Service of
State: Apostasy and the Defining of Ottoman Islamic Identity’, in ibid., 131-149; D. Terziog-
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term ‘confessionalism’ to highlight the new centrality of doctrinal and ritual conformity
to social and political forms of belonging in the early modern era — a phenomenon that
cut across boundaries of confession and state in a vast geography extending from the
Atlantic to the Indian Ocean.?

Because Sufis were a rather heterogeneous group in their religious, social, as well as
political orientations and affiliations, their experiences in the Ottoman age of confessiona-
lism also varied substantially. In the late fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries, it was mostly
the antinomian Sufis with Alid tendencies and questionable political loyalties who tended
to find themselves at the receiving end of a variety of punitive and disciplinary measures.
Sufis who were, or who were perceived to be, sharia-abiding, on the other hand, largely
preserved their place within the religious mainstream, and some of the Sufis in the second

Iu, ‘How to Conceptualize Ottoman Sunnitization: A Historiographical Discussion’, Turcica
(2012-2013): 301-338. On the demarcation and reinforcement of boundaries between Mus-
lims, Jews, and Christians in the early modern Ottoman Empire, see N. Al-Qattan, ‘Dhimmis
in the Muslim Court: Legal Autonomy and Religious Discrimination’, I/MES, 31 (1999), 429-
444; B. Tezcan, ‘Ethnicity, Race, Religion and Social Class: Ottoman Markers of Difference’,
in C.Woodhead (ed.), The Ottoman World (London and New York 2012), 159-170; K. Barkey,
Empire of Difference: the Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge 2008), 109-153.

8 I prefer the term ‘confessionalism’ to ‘confessionalisation’, because it allows us to recognise
the importance of confessional identities for early modern forms of social and political belong-
ing without positing a strong causal link between confessional differentiation, state-building,
and social disciplining. It seems to me that while the first phenomenon is broadly attested in
different parts of the Eurasian world, the evidence for the second is rather patchy especially
outside the German-speaking areas. While the literature on this debate is huge, for a sampling
of some of the more important studies, see T. A. Brady, ‘Confessionalization — The Career of
a Concept’, in J. M. Headly, H. J. Hillerbrand and A. J. Papalas (eds), Confessionalization
in Europe, 1555-1700: Essays in Honor of Bodo Nischan (Aldershot 2004), 1-20; U. Lotz-
Heumann, ‘The Concept of ‘Confessionalization’: A Historiographical Paradigm in Dispute’,
Memoria y Civilizacion, 4 (2001), 93-114; A. Pettegree, ‘Confessionalization in North West-
ern Europe’, in J. Bahlcke and A. Strohmeyer (eds), Konfessionalisierung in Ostmitteleuropa:
Wirkungen des religiosen Wandels im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert in Staat, Gesellschaft und Kul-
tur (Stuttgart 1999), 105-120; R. C. Head, ‘Catholics and Protestants in Graubunden: Confes-
sional Discipline and Confessional Identities without an Early Modern State?’ German His-
tory, 17 (1999), 321-345; P. Benedict, ‘Confessionalization in France? Critical Reflections and
New Evidence’, in The Fate and Fortunes of France's Huguenots, 1600-85 (Aldershot 2001),
309-325; T. M. Safley (ed.), 4 Companion to Multiconfessionalism in the Early Modern World
(Leiden and Boston 2011). For discussions on the applicability of the paradigm of ‘confession-
alization’ to the Ottoman context, see T. Krsti¢, ‘Illuminated by the Light of Islam and the Glo-
ry of the Ottoman Sultanate: Self-Narratives of Conversion to Islam in the Age of Confession-
alization’, Comparative Studies in Society and History 51, 1 (2009), 35-63; eadem, Contested
Conversions to Islam: Narratives of Religious Change in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire
(Cambridge 2011); Terzioglu, ‘Where “/lm-i Hal Meets Catechism: Islamic Manuals of Reli-
gious Instruction in the Ottoman Empire in the Age of Confessionalization’, Past and Present
220 (2013), 79-114; eadem, ‘How to Conceptualize’; G. Burak, ‘Faith, Law and Empire in the
Ottoman ‘Age of Confessionalization’ (Fifteenth-Seventeenth Centuries): the Case of ‘Renew-
al of Faith”, Mediterranean Historical Review, 28 (2013), 1-23.



POWER, PATRONAGE, AND CONFESSIONALISM 153

category even began to lend their support to the campaigns of religious and moral indoct-
rination in the middle decades of the sixteenth century.® It was also these politically loyal
and religiously conformist Sufis who benefited most from elite and royal patronage and
who found new opportunities to shape public opinion, and even royal policy as mosque
preachers, army sheikhs, and royal companions, during the reign of Murad III.

The Sufi writer whose letters to Murad III are examined in this article, Ibrahim-i
Kirimi, was also one of these politically-connected and confessionally-minded Sufis.
Specifically, he belonged to the Muslihuddin Nureddinzade branch of the Halveti order,
which was perhaps the most active of the ‘Sunnitising” Sufi groups and which was es-
pecially well-represented in Istanbul and the European provinces of the Empire. While
Kirimi himself hailed from Crimea and retained his ties to his land of origin in later years,
he also spent most of his adult life in eastern Rumelia and Istanbul, where he built up for
himself a wide social and political network while serving as Sufi sheikh, preacher, and,
ultimately, royal companion.

Kirimi’s letters to Murad I1I span the years 1580 to 1593, and provide fascinating in-
sights into the religious and political issues that preoccupied a Sufi in court circles. These
issues covered a wide range from the affairs of the ulema to the affairs of the Imperial
Harem, and from state policies towards nonconformist Muslims living under Ottoman
rule to military and diplomatic relations with Safavid Iran, Muscovy, and Poland-Lithu-
ania. On most of these issues Kirimi articulated views that were strongly informed by
the rampant Sunni confessionalism of the time, but which were nevertheless also quite
distinctive, owing to his Sufi beliefs, personal ties, and group loyalties.

Despite their rich contents, however, Kirimi’s letters have not yet received the critical
attention that they deserve. In fact, Kirimi’s name barely surfaces in Ottomanist scho-
larship, while his letters to Murad III have been widely (but erroneously) attributed to
a more famous Sufi: the Celveti master Aziz Mahmud Hiidayi (d. 1628). Remarkably,
this misattribution has not been corrected either by the numerous Hiidayi scholars, who
have used the letters to add fanciful elements to this master’s biography, or by Mustafa

9 For a general treatment of the issue, see D. Terzioglu, ‘Sufis in the Age of State-Building and
Confessionalization’, in C. Woodhead (ed.), The Ottoman World (Abingdon and New York
2012), 86-99; cf. R. Ongodren, Osmanlilar’'da tasavvuf: Anadolu’da sifiler, deviet ve ulema
(XVI. Yiizyil) (Istanbul 2000); on Ottoman policies directed at Sufi groups deemed ‘hereti-
cal’, see A. Tietze, ‘A Document on the Persecution of Sectarians in Early Seventeenth-cen-
tury Istanbul’, Revue des études islamiques, 60 (1992), 161-166; S. Faroghi, Der Bektaschi-
Orden in Anatolien: vom spdten fiinzehnten Jahrhundert bis 1826 (Vienna 1981); A.Y. Ocak,
Osmanli toplumunda zindiklar ve miilhidler (15.-17. yiizyillar) (Istanbul 1998), Z. Yiirekli, Ar-
chitecture and Hagiography in the Ottoman Empire: The Politics of Bektashi Shrines in the
Classical Age (Birmingham 2012); A. Karakaya-Stump, Vefailik, Bektasilik, Kizilbaslik: Ale-
vi kaynaklarini, tarihini ve tarihyazimini yeniden diistinmek (Istanbul 2016); on ‘Sunnitizing’
Sufis, see N. Clayer, Mystiques, état et société: les Halvetis dans I’aire balkanique de la fin
du XVe siecle a nos jours (Leiden 1994); J. J. Curry, The Transformation of Muslim Mystical
Thought in the Ottoman Empire: the Rise of the Halveti Order, 1350-1650 (Edinburgh 2010);
and Terzioglu, ‘Sunna-Minded Sufi Preachers’.
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Salim Giiven, who prepared a modern Turkish transcription of the letters in his unpublis-
hed MLA. thesis.!? Even the Ukrainian scholar Mykhaylo Yakubovych, who has recently
published an informative article on another work by Kirimi, does not seem to be aware
of his letters to Murad IIL."!

This article, then, represents essentially the first attempt to situate the letters of Kirim1
in their proper historical context. In the first section of this article, I shall present the
evidence for Kirimi’s authorship of the letters, and provide a brief biographical sketch of
the author. Readers who are willing to take me at my word can skip this section and pro-
ceed directly to the next two parts, in which I examine the letters (in dialogue with other
sources from the period) to gain insight into Kirimi’s politics. In the second section, my
aim will be primarily to analyse Kirimi as a participant in Ottoman court politics. Close
attention will be paid in this regard to his relations with the Ottoman Sultan as well as a
number of other Ottoman and Crimean political players. The social, political, and cul-
tural codes that informed these relations and the ways they are represented in the letters
will also be analysed. Then, in the third part, I will examine the interplay between religi-
on and politics, and between ideology and personal and group interests, in Kirimi’s advi-
ce about which policies to follow towards ‘heretics’ and ‘infidels’. The uses and limits of
Sunni confessionalism will be a major focus of this discussion. Finally, I will conclude
by considering some of the broader implications of the letters regarding Ottoman court
and confessional politics and the place of Sufis in it at the turn of the sixteenth century.

The authorship of the letters: a correction

There is a simple reason why modern scholars have, until now, unanimously identified
Aziz Mahmud Hiidayi as the author of the Tezakir, as the letters of Kirimi are known.
While the author does not mention his name in the individual letters, in all of the 14 ex-
tant manuscript copies of the epistolary compilation, he is identified either by the copyist
or by a later reader as Aziz Mahmud Hiidayi.'> Before we review the textual evidence

10 For the principal biographical studies which use the letters to reconstruct Hiidayi’s life, see
Z. Tezeren, Seyyid Aziz Mahmiid Hiiddyi, 2 vols (Istanbul 1984-1985), and K. Yilmaz, Aziz
Mahmuid Hiiddyi: Hayati - Eserleri — Tarikat: (Istanbul 1990); for a modern Turkish transcrip-
tion of the letters, see M. S. Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle Aziz Mahmid Hiidayi’nin mektuplar1’,
unpublished M.A. thesis, Marmara University, 1992.

11 M. Yakubovych, ‘A Neglected Ottoman Sufi Treatise from 16% century: Mawahib al-Rahman
fi bayan Maratib al-Akwan by Tbrahim el-Qirim©’, O4, 45 (2015), 137-160.

12 Thirteen of these manuscript copies are located in diverse public libraries in Turkey: Ha-
c1 Selim Aga Ktp. (hereafter HSAK), Hiidayi 251 (copied in H.1225/1810); HSAK, Hiida-
yi 260 (copied in H.1271/1854); HSAK, Hiidayi 277; Silleymaniye Ktp. (hereafter SK), Fa-
tih 2572 (copied before 1748-1749); SK, Hact Mahmud Efendi 2508; SK, Kasidecizade 323
(copied in H.1288/1871); SK, Yazma Bagislar 213/1; Arkeoloji Miizesi 141/1, 1b-84b (copi-
ed in H.1273/1856); Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Ktp. (hereafter TSMK), Hazine 269 (copied in
H.1265/1849); Bayezid Ktp. 3497 (copied in H.1252/1837); Istanbul Universitesi Ktp. (here-
after TUK), T.Y. 447 (copied in H.1241/1825); UK, T.Y. 6444 (copied in H.1285/1868); IUK,
T.Y. 9927. The fourteenth manuscript copy, which belongs to a private collection, forms the ba-
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that suggests otherwise, it might be worth pointing out that the earliest extant manusc-
ript copy of the Tezakir was made at least a century and a half after the original letters
were written. We learn from a reader’s note that prefaces one of the later copies that the
original letters remained in the form of loose sheets in a chest in the Imperial Treasury
until the reign of Mahmud I (1730-1753), and came to light only after this Sultan ordered
all loose tracts (resail) and letters (tezakir) in the palace collections to be collected, re-
arranged, bound, and deposited in the library that was to be constructed adjacent to the
recently rebuilt Fatih Mosque in 1749.13

While the whereabouts of the original letters remain unknown, it is almost certain
that MS. Fatih 2572 is the earliest extant manuscript copy of the original letters. The ma-
nuscript in question was previously part of the manuscript collection of Mahmud I at the
aforementioned library, and appears under the title Kitab-1 Tezakire-i Hiidayi Mahmud
Efendi in the library’s first catalogue, prepared in H.1162 (1748/9).'* Despite this entry,
neither the individual letters compiled in MS. Fatih 2572 nor the manuscript as a whole
bears a title that identifies the text as the work of Aziz Mahmud Hiidayi. The latter’s
name is mentioned only in the final notes appended to folio 303b by a later reader. This
suggests that the original letters also bore no trace of their author’s name, and that the
letters were attributed to Hiidayi only after this compilation was made, though no later
than the mid eighteenth century.

As we shall presently see, the attribution to Hiiday1 is actually not supported by textu-
al evidence, and can only be explained by the fact that when the letters were rediscovered
in the mid eighteenth century, memory of their actual author had faded, while Hiidayi
was remembered as the most famous of the Sufis to have hobnobbed with the Ottoman
Sultans a century and a half earlier. Once the letters were connected with Hiidayi, mo-
reover, this, in effect, created a ready readership for the letters, as Hiidayi enthusiasts,
many of them Celvetis, rushed to make their own copies of the letters as a relic from this
beloved Sufi.!> This dynamic seems to have been especially evident in the nineteenth
century, when most of the dated manuscript copies were made.

sis of the modern Turkish transcription made by Giiven. Even though this manuscript copy was
copied at the relatively late date of H.1258/1842, it actually closely follows the earliest extant
manuscript copy, which is SK, Fatih 2572 (Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 33-36). I have myself
checked all thirteen of the publicly available manuscript copies, but will make references here
to Giiven’s transcription, as it is more readily accessible to modern readers than the manuscript
versions. References will be given to the manuscript copies only when they contain an additi-
onal remark not found in Giiven’s transcription.

13 [Kirimi], Tezakir, TUK, T.Y. 447, ib-iva.

14 Defter-i Atik-i Sultan Mahmud-1 Evvel, SK, Yazma Bagislar 242, 36b. The same manuscript is
mentioned with the same attribution in a later catalogue, dated H.1284/1867: Fatih Cami ‘i Kii-
tiiphanesinin Kadim Defteri, SK, YB 252, 29b.

15 For instance, Seyyid Salih Mehmed, who made the abovementioned note about how the letters
were originally discovered in the reign of Mahmud I, also relates how he learned of the letters’
existence from the Celveti sheikh Ali Efendi in his hometown of Ilbasan in Albania and how
he remained restless until he obtained a copy for himself ([Kirimi], Tezakir, {UK, T.Y. 447, ii-
ia-iva.). Quite possibly, the three manuscript copies of the letters preserved in the library of the
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Because Hiidayl was known to have been particularly close to Sultan Ahmed I (r.
1603-1617), in several of the manuscript copies, the addressee of the letters is identified
as Ahmed 1.'° In other manuscripts, however, no such identification can be found, while
at least one Ottoman reader was careful enough to note the references to the Hijri year of
1001 (1592/93) and to conclude on this basis that the letter(s) must have been written in
the reign of Murad I11.!7 Interestingly, even though modern scholars have found further
evidence linking the letters to Murad III, they have not entirely given up on the idea that
at least some of the letters could have been addressed to Ahmed 1.'3

In fact, however, there is overwhelming textual evidence that the 7ezakir brings to-
gether letters addressed to one Sultan, and that is Murad III. Apart from the references
to the new millennium, Murad is mentioned by name in at least three other letters.!® In
numerous other letters, we find references to well-known officials who served under the
same Sultan, including the royal tutor Hoca Sadeddin (d. 1599), the seyhiilislams Bostan-
zade Mehmed (d. 1598) and Bayramzade Zekeriyya (d. 1593), Diigmecizade, the Chief
Justice of Rumelia, Hizir Pasha, the Beglerbegi of Rumelia, and Hafiz Ahmed Pasha,
the Governor-General of Cyprus, and later, Egypt.?° The letters also contain references
to various events that took place during the reign of Murad 11, including Ferhad Pasha’s

Hiidayi lodge in Uskiidar were also reproduced by such Celveti devotees. In fact, it is explicitly
stated in the colophon of one of these manuscripts that a certain Hafiz Halil Ibrahim of Uskii-
dar made this copy and then gave it as a gift to the Hiidayi lodge in the same neighbourhood
([Kirimi], Tezakir, HSAK, Hiidayi 251, ib).

16 [Kirimi], Tezakir, HSAK, Hidayi 251, ib; SK, Hact Mahmud Efendi 2508, 1a; TSMK, H.K. 269.

17 [Kirimi], Tezakir, Bayezid Ktp. 3497, ia.

18 See Bayezid Ktp. 3497, ia for a reader’s note which reads: “The ninth folio contains congratu-
lations on account of the arrival of the year H.1001/1592, which shows that the text should da-
te not from the time of Sultan Ahmed but from the time of Murad I1I”. Among the more recent
scholars to address the topic, Giiven has argued that while many letters can indeed be shown
to have been addressed to Murad III, the possibility cannot be discarded that others were ad-
dressed to Ahmed I, and even Mehmed III, Osman II, and Murad 1V, the latter also being rulers
who ruled when Hiidayi was alive. The only piece of evidence that Giiven presents in support
of his argument about Ahmed I being the addressee is a letter in which the author interprets a
dream of the Sultan about a meeting with the Prophet, and mentions the mystical properties
of the letters in the name ‘Ahmed’. However, since Ahmed was also one of the names of the
Prophet Muhammad and since the said passage discusses the esoteric meaning of the name
Ahmed to draw a link between the sighting of the Prophet (Ahmad) and the sighting of God,
literally the One (4had), 1 am inclined to read the name here as a reference to the Prophet, and
not to the Sultan. (‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 37-39; for the letter referred, see 139-140.) In any case,
whether one finds Giiven’s reading or mine to be more convincing, the fact remains that the
letters contain no other reference to Ahmed I or to events in his reign.

19 Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 56, 177, 186.

20 For Kirimi’s remarks on Hizir Pasha, who served served as Beglerbegi of Rumelia between
Saban H.997/June-July 1589 and Rebiii’l-ahir H.999/January-February 1591, see ibid., 57-59;
for the beginning and end of the tenure of Hizir Pasha as Beglerbegi of Rumelia, see Selaniki,
Tarih, 222-223, 231. References to the specific passages discussing the other names and events
will be given when discussing them in greater detail below.
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entry into Tabriz (1586), Adil Giray’s capture and execution by the Safavids (1579), and
the banishment of the royal astronomer Takiyiiddin (1580). These references, together
with the thematic continuities and cross-references between the different letters, indicate
that the vast majority of the letters were written during the reign of Murad II1.

There is nevertheless one clear exception to this rule, and it is a letter addressed to
Selim II (r. 1566-1574). The main subject of this letter (or at least the part that is extant)
is the Seyhiilislam Ebussuud (d. 1574), who is referred to as “deceased” and who is pra-
ised as a high-ranking official who served “Islam, Muslims and the padishah of Islam”,
a scholar who authored a highly commendable Qur’an commentary during “the serene
days of your reign” (eyyam-i saltanat-i selimelerinizde) [note the pun on the name of
Selim, meaning ‘serene’] and a Sufi-like figure who is “possessed of God-fearingness
(takva) and gnosis and who is the son of a Sufi sheikh (seyhzade), who brings together
in his person the sharia, the Sufi path (farikat) and divine truth (hakikat) and who has
reached the state of sainthood [literally, the state of one who can be asked for succour
(istimdad makamindadur)]”.?' The letter must have been written sometime in the second
half of the year 1574, after the death of Ebussuud in August and before the death of Selim
in December. Interestingly, the letter lacks a proper ending, and a marginal note made by
the copyist in the earliest extant manuscript copy, MS. Fatih 1572, and which reads “I
have copied this letter until this point™, suggests that it was left incomplete on purpose.??

Even though it is theoretically possible that the Tezakir brings together the letters of
more than one Sufi, there is compelling evidence that all the letters addressed to Murad
IIT were penned by the same writer. The letters begin and end in the same stylised man-
ner, make use of the same turns of speech, evoke the same concepts, evince interest in the
same types of issues, and contain many autobiographical passages which were clearly the
product of the same pen. Below are the facts that we can ascertain about the author in the
light of these autobiographical passages:

1) The author completed his education during the reigns of Siileyman I and Selim I1.%3

2) He became a disciple of Muslihuddin Nureddinzade (d. 1573), a Halveti sheikh at
the dervish lodge of Kiiglik Ayasofya in Istanbul, and lived in the same lodge two
years before the Szigetvar campaign (1565-1566).24

3) At an unspecified point, the author moved to Babaeski (called Baba in the text),
where he lived until shortly after the “martyrdom” of his beloved patron, the Crime-
an kalga, Adil Giray, in Safavid captivity (1579). While in Babaeski, the author also
clashed with some of the local Muslims, whom he characterises as Shiites (rafizi),
Kizilbas, and Simavnis (i.e., followers of the teachings of Sheikh Bedreddin).?®

4) Apart from Babaeski, the author was also familiar with and had contacts in a num-
ber of other places around the Black Sea and the region of Thrace, including Bender

21 Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 35-36.

22 [Kirimi], Tezakir, SK, Fatih 2572, 53a.
23 Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 80.

24 Ibid., 80, 167-168.

25 1Ibid., 58-59, 61.
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6)

7)

8)

9)

10)
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(Bendery) in present-day Moldova, Akkirman (Bilhorod-Dnistrovskyi), and Kili
(Kiliya) in present-day Ukraine, Dobruja in present-day Romania, Zagra (Stara Za-
gora) in present day Bulgaria and Yanya (Ioannina) in present-day Greece.

The author visited Istanbul twice during the reign of Murad III. It was already du-
ring his first visit (which he dates in one passage to H.985/1577-1578 and in another
to circa 1579) that he established a close relationship with the royal tutor Hoca Sa-
deddin (d. 1599), who tried unsuccessfully to persuade him to stay in Istanbul.?® He
then came to Istanbul for a second time, “seven years ago”, and this time he ended
up staying there, when Sadeddin and several other high dignitaries once again insis-
ted that he stay. Since the author wrote this note shortly after the establishment of
peace with the Safavids (1590), his second arrival at Istanbul must have taken place
around 1583.%7

Five months into his second stay in Istanbul, the royal tutor, the Agha of the Porte
(kapu agast), and Hafiz Ahmed Aga/Pasha, who was “previously chief storekeeper
(kilercibast) and currently governor of Cyprus”, helped secure the author the positi-
on of sheikh at the lodge of Kiigiik Ayasofya, which had fallen vacant upon the death
of the previous sheikh.?

The author accompanied the Ottoman army led by Ferhad Pasha when it entered
Tabriz (H.994/1586).%°

The author was still sheikh in the Kiiciik Ayasofya lodge at the time of his writing.
He also writes of having been appointed preacher in the Sultan Mehmed Mosque
“this year”.3°

One of the author’s works was about the twelve modes of spirituality that are ex-
hibited by the spiritually “perfect” in twelve regions of the world, which are iden-
tified as follows: 1) the Black Sea, Crimea and what is around them; 2) Istanbul;
3) Antioch; 4) Cairo; 5) the tomb of Moses and its environs; 6) Jerusalem and its
environs; 7) the tomb of Abraham and Mecca; 8) Medina; 9) Damascus; 10) Basra
and Baghdad; 11) Qazvin and its environs, and 12) Bukhara and its environs. The
author wrote this work in instalments. He had already completed the part on the five
manners when he came to Istanbul seven years previously, but he finished the rest
of the work around the time peace was concluded between the Ottomans and the
Safavids following the long-drawn-out wars in Transcaucasia (i.e., circa 1590).3!
Sometime during his residence in Istanbul the author also completed the commen-
tary that his master Nureddinzade had begun to write on the Nusus of Sadreddin-i
Konevi and presented it to Murad 111.32

26
27
28
29
30
31

32

Ibid., 16-19.

Ibid., 80.

Ibid., 150-151.

Ibid., 59-61.

Ibid., 119-120, 132, 167-168.

Ibid., 80-81; see also 105-106 for a letter that was composed prior to the completion of the
work, and which mentions that three chapters still remained to be written.

Ibid., 80.
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11) The author also mentions various other tracts that he had recently completed and

submitted or was about to submit to the Sultan for his approval. These consist of a)
a tract titled Merdtib-i kuliib ve mendzil-i ‘izzeti’l-guyub;>® b) a tract on the staff of
Moses;** ¢) a tract about the esoteric meaning of the the Qur’anic verse al-Qalam
68/1;3 d) a tract on the night of Kadir;’® €) a tract which was a reworking of one of
his sermons about the esoteric meaning of the stories of Zachariah, John (Yahya),
Mary, and Jesus,?” and f) a tract titled Feth-i medain ve kesf-i menazil u meyadin,
which was inspired by one of his dreams.>®

When we compare these snippets of biographical information with the facts that we

can ascertain about Hiidayl based on his certified writings and the entries about him in
the earliest biographical sources, a number of incongruities become apparent. To begin
with, items 3, 4, and 9 above indicate that the author of the Tezakir was a man with strong
connections to both Crimea and Rumelia, whereas no such strong connections can be
documented for Hiidayi.3* Secondly, neither Hiidayi nor any of his contemporary and
near-contemporary biographers mentions his having attached himself to Nureddinzade
in any period of his life.*? Even if we presumed, as have several modern scholars, that
Nureddinzade had been one of several sheikhs with whom Hiiday1 had associated prior to
his attachment to the Celveti sheikh Uftade, we could hardly explain how he could omit

33
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36
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40

Ibid., 167-168.

Ibid., 10.

Ibid.

Ibid., 130-131.

Ibid., 135.

Ibid., 62, 88, 100.

Hiidayi had spent the early years of his life in Kochisar and Sivrihisar in Central Anatolia;
then as an aspiring scholar and junior member of the judiciary he had lived briefly in Edirne
(H.978/1570-1571), Damascus, and Cairo, before moving to Bursa in H.981/1573, where he
attached himself to the Celveti master Uftade and devoted himself entirely to Sufism; and fi-
nally, as a Sufi sheikh in his own right, he had first spent a few years back in the region of his
birthplace as well as Bursa and then settled and spent the rest of his life in Uskiidar on the Asi-
an side of Istanbul.

Tezeren, Seyyid Aziz Mahmid Hiidayi, 1:19-21; and Yilmaz, Aziz Mahmiid Hiidayi, 49-52. The
most reliable source of information about Hiiday1 is, of course, his own writings, particularly
the diary that he kept in Arabic during the period of his spiritual training, Kalimat ‘an tibr al-
masbitk al-mushtamilu ‘ala ma jara bayna hadha al-fakir wa hadrat al-shaykh fi athna al-
sulitk (Words of gold which were exchanged between this poor one and the venerable master
during initiation), also known as Wak: ‘at (Occurrences), and another autobiographical piece,
in Turkish, which brings together the dream visions that he had after the completion of his trai-
ning and which is known by the title Tecelliydat (Manifestations). Important complementary in-
formation on his life can be found in the biographical dictionaries of Atayi and Muhibbi as well
as in the commentary written by Abdulgani Nablusi on the Tecelliydt and in the Silsilename-i
Celveti by Ismail Hakk1 Bursevi. For a brief but nonetheless reliable piece that reconstructs
Hiidayi’s life on the basis of these sources and not the 7ezakir, see 1. Beldiceanu-Steinherr,
‘Hiida’1’, EI2.



160 DERIN TERZIOGLU

mention of his final and beloved master and instead identify himself as the disciple of
Nureddinzade as late as 1592-1593. Likewise, there is no indication in any of Hiidayi’s
own writings or in those of his contemporary and near contemporary biographers that he
lived for any period in Babaeski, or that he was sheikh in the Kiigiik Ayasofya lodge in
Istanbul. Nor do we find among his numerous works any tracts that bear a resemblance
to the texts the author of the Tezakir mentions as his own.

By contrast, the autobiographical information provided in the letters matches remar-
kably well the information which we can gather about Ibrahim-i Kirimi from his own
writings as well as from several Ottoman and Tatar biographical and historical sources.*!
The full name of this Sufi was Sheikh Ibrahim b. Hak Muhammed el-Kirimi, but he was
also popularly known as the ‘Tatar Sheikh’. As his epithets indicate, Kirimi was a Tatar
by descent, and a Crimean by birth, though his father, Hak Muhammed Efendi, had origi-
nally come to Crimea from Desht-i Qipchak, namely the steppes north of the Black Sea.*?
Kirimi is presumed to have received his early education in Bahgesaray, where, according
to the Tatar historian Gulnara Abdullaeva, he also made the acquaintance of the Crimean
Khan Devlet I Giray (r. 1555-1577).4

Eventually, however, Kirim1 left Crimea for the lands of Rum, where his path seems
to have crossed that of the ‘Sunnitising’ Sufis of Rumelia. Both the Ottoman and Tatar
sources report that once in Istanbul, Kirim1i attached himself to the Halveti master Mus-
lihuddin Nureddinzade at the lodge of Kiiciik Ayasofya, who, it will be remembered, is
none other than the master mentioned in the letters. In his Mawahib al-rahman fi bayan
maratib al-akwan (The Gifts of the Merciful in the Exposition of the Cosmic Hierarchy),
Kirimi further relates that he also spent some time in Sofia, where he stayed in the lodge
of his master’s master, Sofyali BAli (d. 1552).4

The eighteenth-century Tatar historian Seyyid Mehmed Riza reports that after a while
Kirimi returned to Crimea, where he stayed until certain unjust and unlawful incidents
that he witnessed led him to return to the lands of Rum.* Yakubovych dates Kirimi’s
second sojourn in Crimea to between the death of his master Nureddinzade in 1573 and

41 The earliest Ottoman biographical sources are Atayi, Hadai'ku'l-Hakai’k fi Tekmiletii’s-
Saka’ik in A. Ozcan (ed.), Sakaik-1 Nu maniye ve Zeyilleri, 5 vols. (Istanbul 1980), 111:370, and
Belgradi, Silsiletii’l-mukarrebin ve menakibu’l-muttekin, SK., MS. Esad Ef. 105a-105b; for the
modern Turkish transcription, see T. Biti¢i, ‘Miiniri-i Belgradi ve Silsiletii’ l-mukarrebin adli
eseri’, unpublished M.A. thesis, Marmara University, 2001, 188. Some information on Kirimi
can also be found in Bursalt Mehmet Tahir, Osmanli miiellifleri, 3 vols. (Istanbul 1975), 1:118.
The earliest Tatar history to mention Kirimi, Seyyid Mehmed Riza’s (d. 1755/56) Es-seb i s-
seyyar fi ahbar-i miilik-i Tatar) (Kazan 1832), was actually written considerably later, in the
early eighteenth century; nevertheless, this text makes use of some earlier written and oral sour-
ces, and is generally considered the most important Tatar source on the history of the Khanate.

42 Seyyid Mehmed Riza, Es-seb i s-seyyar, 152.

43 Gulnara Abdullaeva, Zolotaya epoha Krymskogo hanstva (Simferopol 2012), 143-148, cited in
Yakubovych, ‘A Neglected Ottoman Sufi Treatise’, 140-141.

44 Kurimi, Mawahib al-rahman fi bayan maratib al-akwan, cited in Yakubovych, ‘A Neglected
Ottoman Sufi Treatise’, 142.

45 Seyyid Mehmed Riza, Es-seb i s-seyyar, 153
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the death of his patron Devlet Giray in 1577.4 If Yakubovych’s reconstruction of this
period of Kirim{’s life is correct, it might have been in this period that the Sufi sheikh de-
veloped an attachment to Adil Giray, who was one of the eight sons of Devlet Giray and
who became kalga (the second highest rank after the khan) after the latter’s death. While
neither the Ottoman nor the Tatar sources mention Kirimi’s link with Adil Giray speci-
fically, a particularly important Ottoman writer, Miiniri-i Belgradi, who was a disciple
of Nureddinzade and a contemporary of Kirimi’s, confirms that the Crimean Sufi spent
some time in Babaeski, where, it will be remembered, the author of the Tezakir mentions
having been when he learned of the news of Adil Giray’s death. Since Babaeski was a
region with a significant Crimean Tatar presence since at least the late fifteenth century, it
is quite likely that it was once again his Crimean connections that had led Kirimi there.*’
Interestingly, the Tatar historian Seyyid Mehmed Riza also mentions Kirimi’s sojourn in
“the mountain of Baba”, which he attributes to the latter’s divine mission to fight against
heresy and rebellion.*®

However long he stayed in Babaeski, Kirim{ also seems to have had a foot in Istanbul
between the years 1577 and 1580. In an autobiographical passage of the Mawahib, he
writes that he was already in Istanbul at the beginning of H.985/1577, the same year that
is identified in the 7ezakir as the date of his first visit to the capital during the reign of
Murad III. From the same text we learn that while in Istanbul, the Sufi sheikh stayed in
the lodge of Koca Mustafa Pasha, where he may have briefly attached himself to the post-
nisin and Halveti sheikh Yusuf Sinaneddin (d. 1581), to whom he refers as “my master”
(seyhind). Since Sheikh Yusuf actually left Istanbul as Seyhii’l-harem in the same year,
however, Kirimi’s discipleship to the latter must have been of short duration; in any case,
he does not refer to it in his other writings.*

As we have seen above, the author of the Tezakir dated his second and final trip to
Istanbul to 1583, adding that it was five months after his second arrival in the city that
his highly-placed patrons arranged for him to be appointed sheikh at the lodge of Kiigiik
Ayasofya. That Kirimi eventually settled in Istanbul and served as sheikh at the lodge of
Kiigiik Ayasofya is also corroborated by both the Ottoman and Tatar sources. This was,
of course, the lodge where Kirimi’s one-time master Nureddinzade had once been sheikh.
Upon Nureddinzade’s death, the office had fallen to his eldest son, Sheikh Mahmud, who
had in turn died in 1583, clearing the way for Kirimi.>® The biographical sources confirm
that in addition to serving as postnigin at the Kiigiik Ayasofya lodge, Kirimi also began to

46 Yakubovych, ‘A Neglected Ottoman Sufi Treatise’, 142.

47 On the settlement of Crimean Tatars in general and some members of the Giray family in par-
ticular in Babaeski, see H. Kirimly, Tiirkiye ‘deki Kirim Tatar ve Nogay koy yerlesimleri (Istan-
bul 2012), 8-9.

48 Seyyid Mehmed Riza, Es-seb i 5-seyyar, 153.

49 For a discussion of the passage, see Yakubovych, ‘A Neglected Ottoman Sufi Treatise’, 155.
It seems that a slightly different version of the same passage circulated as a free-standing text,
and it is from this version that the reference to Yusuf Sinaneddin is taken. See Kirimi, [Kizil-
baslik hakkinda risale], SK, H. Hiisnii Paga 132a-133b.

50 For information on Sheikh Mahmud, see Biti¢i, ‘Miiniri-i Belgradi’, 188, and BOA, Mithimme
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double as a mosque preacher. He seems to have served first in more minor mosques like
the Cerrah Mosque, but eventually made his way to the prestigious Fatih Mosque, where
the author of Tezakir also mentions having preached.”!

At least one early Ottoman source, Belgradi, mentions that the Crimean Sufi became
sheikh and advisor to Murad III at this period.’> Corroborating evidence comes from
another piece by Kirimi, a short text that he seems to have composed to preface the let-
ters that he had received from Sultan Murad, but which are missing from the only known
manuscript copy. In this text, Kirimi writes that he became Murad’s sheikh only after the
latter’s first master Sheikh Siica died in H.996/1587-1588. He also claims to have been
completely taken by surprise when the Sultan invited him to become his “companion”.>?
However, we need not take him at his word on this matter. In all likelihood, he wanted
to represent the beginning of his attachment to Murad III in a manner that would fit the
time-honoured ethos of the ideal man of religion, who would be courted by, rather than
court the company of, Sultans. In fact, judging by the datable letters in the 7ezakir, he was
already addressing letters to Murad 111 a decade earlier, during his first stay in Istanbul.>*
However, these letters are relatively few in number, and there is a long hiatus between
them and the next and much larger corpus of letters, dating from circa 1590 and 1593.
This suggests that even if Kirimi started to seek the audience of Murad III from the time
of his first visit to Istanbul in the late 1570s, it was only after the death of Siica that the
Sultan returned the attention that Kirimi had been lavishing on him, and chose the Cri-
mean Sufi as his master.

It is clear that Kirim1 had become a political player of considerable significance du-
ring the early 1590s. This was a particularly turbulent period, characterised by monetary
instability and military rebellions, and it was also a military revolt that tested Kirimi’s
skills as a power-broker. The military revolt in question broke out on 23 Rebiii’l-ahir
1001/27 January 1593, when members of the imperial cavalry, in protest at being paid
in defective coins, demanded the heads of the Grand Vizier Siyavus Pasha, the Treasurer
Emir Efendi, and the Imperial Stewardess (Kethiida Kadin). Kirimi and another Hal-
veti sheikh and preacher, Emir Efendi, rushed to the scene with Qur’ans in their hands
and pleaded with the rebellious soldiers to give up their demands. The angry soldiers,
however, were clearly not at all impressed with these appeals to the Qur’an and Islam,
and mocked the sheikhs, saying that they (the soldiers) had become infidels and were

Defteri 25, entry no. 2024, dated 3 Ramazan H.982/1574. This seems to have been the year that
Sheikh Mahmud replaced his father as sheikh at Kii¢lik Ayasofya.

51 For references to his appointments as preacher, see Seyyid Mehmed Riza, Es-seb i s-seyyar,
154 and Bursali, Osmanli miiellifleri, 1:118; for the relevant passage in the Tezakir, see fn. 29.

52 Biti¢i, ‘Miiniri-i Belgradi’, 188. Note that the Tatar historian Seyyid Mehmed Riza also stres-
ses Murad III’s strong love for and faith in Kirimi when describing the appointment of his son
Afifiddin as miiderris to a Dahil medrese (Seyyid Mehmed Riza, Es-seb ‘i s-seyyar, 154-155).

53 Kirimi, [Sultan Murad’a dair bir risale], SK, H. Hiisnii Pasa 763/19, 103b-111b. The specific
reference is from folios 103b-104a.

54 See, for instance, Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 92, 162; and Kirimi, [Kizilbaslik hakkinda risa-
le], SK, H. Hiisnii Pasa 763/23, 132a-133b.
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not even beyond slaying Hasan and Hiiseyin, if it came to that. In the end, it was only a
bloody counter-attack by the imperial gatekeepers which prevented the cavalrymen from
entering the Imperial Harem and from taking the lives of the targeted officials with their
own hands.>

Even though Kirimi was not able to prevail upon the rebellious cavalry on this oc-
casion, his efforts in this direction did not damage his standing at the Ottoman court,
and possibly even enhanced his reputation as a loyal servant of the Ottoman house, for
when he died a few months later, on 13 Cumadelala 1001/15 February 1593 according
to Selaniki, or in the month of Sevval/July according to Atayi, his funeral was held at
the Fatih Mosque and was attended by “all men of the state, viziers and ulema dignitari-
es”. Selaniki, in his obituary, memorialised the sheikh as “the elect of the ulema and the
sheikhs” (muhtarii’l-ulema ve’l-mesayih) as well as “the ascetic of the age, a singular
worshipper, a teller of truths and preacher to the people” (zdhid-i zemane, abid-i yegane,
natik-1 hakaik, vaiz-i halaik).>

This, then, sums up the story of Kirimi’s life, which as we have seen, matches remar-
kably well with the biographical information provided in the 7ezakir. There is also a sig-
nificant degree of matching between the certified works of Kirimi and the texts that the
author of the Tezakir mentions as his own. At least four texts mentioned in the 7ezakir can
be identified as Kirim1’s. They are: 1) Risala fi bayan asrar asa Miisa wa yadd al-bayda
[Treatise explicating the secrets of the staff of Moses and the white hand];>7 2) Kitab fath
maratib al-kuliib wa kashf manazil ‘izzat al-guyiib [Book on the conquest of the degrees
of the heart and the discovery of the way-stations of the glory of the unknown], which
appears in the Tezakir under the slightly abbreviated title Merdtib-i kuliib ve mendzil-i
izzetii'-guyiib;’® 3) Madarij al-malik al-mannan fi bayan ma ‘arij al-insan [The paths
of the beneficent ruler in explication of the stages of ascent of the human], which was
originally written as a work that associates the seven stages or circles of the soul (el-
deva’ir el-seb ‘a, or el-etvar el-seb ‘a) with the seven climes, and 4) Mawahib al-rahman
[T bayan maratib al-akwan, which was originally written as a work that discusses the five
stages of descent (nziziil) as part of the 12 stages of the cycle of existence. Later, however,
Kirimi combined these last two pieces in a single work which discusses the 12 stages of
the cycle of existence in connection with the 12 regions of the world. The longer work,
dealing with all 12 stages, can be found listed under either title in various manuscript
collections of Turkey. Both works are described in the 7ezakir, albeit without mention
of the title, as a work on the 12 modes of spirituality that are prevalent in the 12 regions
of the world. The dates of composition given in the letters are also identical with those

55 Selaniki, Tarih-i Selaniki (H.971-1003/1563-1595), ed. M. Ipsirli, 2 vols., Vol. 1 (Ankara 1999
[27 ed.]), 302.

56 Ibid., 306-7 and Atayi, Hadai’k, 370. In contrast to Selaniki and Atayi, Belgradi erroneously
gives H.999/1590 as the date of Kirimi’s death. See Bitici, ‘Miiniri-i Belgradi’, 188.

57 Kurimi, Risala fi bayan asrar 'asa Miisa wa yadd al-bayda, SK, Laleli 1512/5, 46b-51a.

58 Kiurimi, Kitab fath maratib al-kulitb wa kashf manazil ‘izzat al-guyiib, SK, H. Hiisnii Paga
763/5, 43b-49a; Carullah 2079/11, 68-82.
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mentioned in the preface of the actual work: accordingly, Kirimi started writing this text
in H.991/1583-4 and completed it in Saban H.998/June-July 1590.5° In addition to these,
Kirimi also authored many short treatises on the esoteric meaning of various verses of the
Qur’an, and further examination of these texts, which are often untitled, might enable us
to match them with the untitled exegetical pieces referenced in the Tezakir.

In the light of all the evidence presented above, we can now safely conclude that the
letters wrongly attributed to Aziz Mahmud Hiidayi were, possibly with a single excepti-
on (the letter addressed to Selim II), authored by Ibrahim-i Kirimi. This discussion has
also revealed several facets of Kirimi’s background, which will be of central importance
to us when we examine his political entanglements. These include his life-long links to
Crimea and its political elites, his membership of a circle of Rumelian Sufis known for
their strong advocacy of Sunni Islam, and the close relationship he cultivated with the
Ottoman Sultan Murad III, as well as various other figures in his court. In the next two
sections, we shall see how Kirimi negotiated these three dimensions and reconciled the
contradictory demands they made upon him when he sought to comment on and steer the
direction of Ottoman politics.

Sufi as courtier: negotiating power and patronage at the Ottoman court

As is well known, politics, even high politics, in the late sixteenth-century Ottoman Em-
pire was not restricted only to the Ottoman Sultan and members of the Imperial Council.
Some of the ulema dignitaries, Sufi sheikhs and preachers, royal women, and even some
wealthy Jewish and Christian merchants and bankers with court connections could also
have a say in it. At the same time, of course, there were unwritten rules of protocol that
governed who could say what, when, and in what ways. We primarily learn of these
unwritten rules of protocol when they became the subject of debate. In the late sixteenth
century, members of the scribal service and military administration frequently expressed
exasperation at mosque preachers, because they thought that the latter were exceeding
their formal duties by discoursing on state matters. Critics like the bureaucrat and man
of letters Mustafa Ali (d. 1600) argued that the duty of preachers was simply to recite
and expound the Qur’an and hadiths, and not to opine about matters about which they
had little experience and knowledge. To Ali, preachers who “interfere[d] in the business
of state and (...) compete[d] at arrows with vezirs and sancak beyis” represented “the
height of impertinence”.% It was considered less objectionable if a preacher informed a

59 For copies of manuscripts, listed under the title Madarij al-malik al-mannan fi bayan ma ‘arij
al-insan, see SK, Bagdatli Vehbi 699/1, 1b-195a; Reisiilkiittab 1135 (copied in H.1088/1677);
Musalla Medrese 120; for works listed under the title Mawdahib al-rahman fi bayan maratib
al-akwan, see Kastamonu il Halk Ktp. MS. 3649. For a recent study of the longer work, based
on Kastamonu il Halk Ktp. MS. 3649, see Yakubovych, ‘A Neglected Ottoman Sufi Treatise’,
137-160. More research is needed to reconstruct the short and early versions of the text and to
establish the relationship between the extant manuscripts. For the passage in the Tezakir, see
fn. 32.

60 Mustafa Ali, The Ottoman Gentleman of the Sixteenth Century: Mustafa Ali’s Meva idii 'n-
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grandee of his views on politics in private, but even in this case, a considerable degree
of delicacy was expected. In a telhis to Murad III, the Grand Vizier Koca Sinan Pasha
complained extensively about the above-mentioned Halveti master and preacher, Emir
Efendi, because the latter was constantly commenting on state affairs and statesmen in
his sermons, writing letter upon letter to Murad III and giving him political advice, and
as if all this was not enough, he was adding insult to injury by reading the Sultan’s letters
to others to show off.°!

This raises the question of how Kirimi himself managed to write so many letters of
advice to Murad III, and to guide and steer him on not just religious but also political
matters. It is easiest to account for the letter-writing. Writing was the primary medium
of communication between Murad and the outside world, because he had taken the Ot-
toman custom of royal seclusion to a new high, and was spending nearly all his time in
the inner sanctuary of his palace, refusing to go on campaigns, and towards the end of
his reign, even failing to present himself to the public for the Friday prayers, as custom
dictated.®? Clearly, however, Murad still wished to be in touch with the outside world,
and being fond of reading and writing, he had very much taken to corresponding on a
regular basis with his Grand Vizier, as well as with his favorite Sufis.®® It is clear that the
correspondence between Kirimi and the Sultan was not one-sided; the Sultan was also
writing to Kirimi.%

It probably helped, too, that Kirimi wrote to Murad not just as any ordinary Sufi or
preacher, but as his personal sheikh. However, it was no light matter to act as spiritual
guide to a monarch who was said to be the shadow of God on earth, and who very much
aspired to be Sultan of both this world and the next. This must be why in the preface he
wrote to the (now missing) letters of Murad, Kirimi cleverly chose to represent the Sultan
as an active seeker of his own gnosis rather than an ordinary disciple who is required to
submit his will to that of his master. As Kirimi put it, Murad had recognised “out of the
perfection of his sagacity and intelligence” the meaninglessness of this lowly world and
re-orientated himself towards the higher realms. In his great wisdom, he had also unders-

nefd’is fi kava’idi’l-mecalis, ‘Tables of Delicacies Concerning the Rules of Social Gatherings’,
annotated English translation by D. S. Brookes (Cambridge MA 2003), 172-173.
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tood that spiritual perfection can be attained only through attachment to a “master of tra-
ining” (miirsid-i irsad), and he had consequently entered into an intimate companionship
(musahabet ve mukarenet) first with Sheikh Siica, and later with Kirim{.%

The concept of ‘companionship’ evoked by Kirimi had both religious and political
connotations. On the one hand, musahabet was a close cognate of sohbet, which in the
technical sense of companionship and conversation with an authorised master was seen
by many Sufis as a valuable tool in attaining spiritual insight.®® On the other hand, musa-
hib, derived from the same triliteral Arabic root s-A-b, denoted a ‘royal companion’ or
‘favourite’. Even though Ottomanists have until now discussed under this rubric mainly
musahib-viziers or musahib-aghas, it could be argued that in the reign of Murad III, a
number of Sufis who became sheikhs to the Sultan, most notably Siica and Kirimi, also fit
the bill as ““creatures’ of the Sultan, empowered to act as his power-brokers™.%

The ambiguity of Kirimi’s position as sheikh and ‘creature’ of the Sultan is in full
evidence in his letters. On the one hand, the Sufi sheikh assumed the voice of a humb-
le subject when he referred to the Sultan as the “shadow of God on earth”, “Caliph of
God”, and “Caliph of the Messenger of God”, as well as “renewer of faith” (miiceddid-i
iman) of both the new century and the new millennium.®® He also described meeting the
Sultan, when he (Kirimi) was with the Grand Vizier in the palace, as a rare incident that
threw him off base and transported him to a different state almost like experiencing an
intimation of the divine.®® On the other hand, Kirimi also guided the Sultan, as a master
would guide an initiate on the Sufi path. When, for instance, Murad chided Kirimi for not
showing him the essence of divine reality and for making him suffer as a result, the Sufi
sheikh politely explained that God hides himself from the ignorant but reveals himself in
signs and allusions to the gnostic. Hence the Sultan should know that it is on account of
his gnosis that God has been shown to him in this manner.” On another such occasion,
the Sufi master uncharacteristically allowed himself to address the Sultan in the second
person singular, saying “Your passion (istiyak) for the divine exceeds all bounds; it is
too much. I have seen so many seekers, adepts, and visionaries in my life but have found
none to surpass my Padishah in his yearning (A7) and passion for divine gnosis”.”!

Perhaps because Murad considered himself an already ‘arrived’ Sufi by the 1590s, he
no longer reported his dreams and asked for their interpretation, as he had done earlier
with Sheikh Siica. Rather, it was Kirimi himself who related his dreams to the Sultan
and who then provided his own interpretations of them. In most cases, the reported dre-

65 Kirimi, [Sultan Murad’a dair bir risale], SK, H. Hiisnii Pasa 62, 103b-111b. The specific refe-
rence is from folios 103b-104a.
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Ibrahim Pasha and the Making of the Universal Sovereignty in the Reign of Sultan Siileyman
(1516-1526)’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 2007.
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ams were about the Sultan. Considering how rarely Kirimi and Murad met in real life,
it is tempting to think that the Sufi sheikh relied on these dreams to compensate for the
absence of physical contact with the Sultan. At the same time, however, the Sufi sheikh
often used his dreams as a pretext to advise Murad about political matters.” In several
instances, Kirimi also justified his advice-giving as an integral part of his duties as a man
of religion, citing the hadith ‘Religion is counsel’ (El-din el-nasiha).” Interestingly, the
word megveret, or ‘consultation’, never surfaces in the letters, even though it was also
part of the juridical language of Islamic rulership and would have been well known to
Kirimi as a learned sheikh with the equivalent of a madrasa education.” Perhaps the Sufi
master avoided the latter concept because it implied an obligation on the Sultan’s part,
and by extension, a limitation of the latter’s power.

Yet it would be wrong to read Kirim{’s letters as if they were presenting a program-
matic case for Ottoman ‘absolutism’, not only because there was no one else in sight
making a contrary argument, but also because Kirimi’s primary reader was the Sultan,
who did not need to be convinced of his great power. It seems that in many cases Kirimi
evoked the Sultan’s power and used sacralising language to do so also because he wished
him to realise that this great power brought responsibilities. In one letter, the Sufi writer
assured his royal reader that he (Murad) possesses greater political power (devlet ve kuv-
vet) than all the Sultans before him, but he should, for this reason, be all the more vigilant
to maintain it.”> In other letters, Kirimi evoked the quasi-sacral nature of the royal office
to get Murad to forgive the trespasses of various high-ranking officials, arguing that for-
giveness and mercy are divine qualities.”®

In one letter, Kirimi also reminded Murad that his power ultimately depends on the
“soldiers of Islam and the reaya”, and that he should show “mercy and affection” (mer-
hamet ve sefkat) to the reaya, and “respect and service” (riayet ve hizmet) to the soldiers
of Islam.”” That royal power depended on the prosperity of the reaya and the strength of
the army was a point that was often made in the political literature of the time, and often
a connection was made between all three through the metaphor of the circle of justice,
which, in the most common version, went something like this: “No power without troops
— No troops without money — No money without prosperity — No prosperity without
justice and good administration”.”® Interestingly, however, Kirimi chose not to mention
the treasury in this connection, and in fact hardly ever alludes to fiscal and monetary
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matters in his letters. This omission is striking, because fiscally-motivated monetary de-
basements were the primary cause of grievance of the discontented ku/ soldiers in this
period, including in the incident in which Kirimi himself had played the role of mediator
between the palace and the imperial cavalry on 27 January 1593.7°

Unfortunately, we do not know in which context Kirimi made the above-mentioned
remark about the need to respect and serve the soldiers, but the overall analysis of his
letters indicates that he was much more likely to speak on behalf of specific high-ranking
officials than for larger entities like “the reaya” or even the “soldiers”. He was, in this
regard, very much a man of the Ottoman court, concerned first and foremost with the
power games in this ultimately rather constricted, privileged environment.

The late sixteenth century was a time when factional struggles were particularly in-
tense at the Ottoman court. The personal and factional rivalries that divided it are, howe-
ver, barely visible in Kirimi’s letters. Perhaps the Sufi sheikh thought it best for a man of
religion to position himself above the worldly squabbles for power. Perhaps, too, he was
extra cautious because his letters could have been read by any one of the officials who
conveyed them to the Sultan, or because the Sultan himself could have the letters read
in the presence of others. Either way, in most cases, the Sufi sheikh prudently limited his
criticisms to unnamed “scoundrels” (erazil), and when he named specific officials to the
Sultan, it was almost always to praise them, and not to criticise. A rare exception to this
rule would be his remarks about the “accursed Takiyiiddin”, but in this case, too, Kirimi
was actually playing it safe, since the controversial astronomer had already been banis-
hed at the time of writing. Kirimi was also obviously jealous when he learnt that Davud
Efendi from the zaviye of Ali Pasha had been invited to the palace. However, rather than
malign his rival, he simply made it clear to Murad that there was nothing special about
this man, who was just one of the Sultan’s many well-wishers.%

At the same time, however, as the Sultan’s sheikh and companion, Kirimi also did
what any self-respecting courtier would do: namely, he used his proximity to Murad to
procure benefits for himself and others. It was presumably for his own benefit that he
asked Murad to convert the Arslanhane (literally, Lion’s Den) into a Sufi lodge, or that
failing, to allow the kapu agas: to do the same instead.®! The said building had originally
been a Byzantine church, before its basement was converted by Mehmed II into a royal
menagerie in the late fifteeenth century, and in the sixteenth century, its upper floor ser-
ved as the workshop of court artisans (Nakkashane). Presumably, Kirimi wished to move
to the Arslanhane, because it was in very close proximity to the Topkapi Palace, and
would have facilitated his access to the court even further.3?
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When Kirimi intervened on behalf of others, he typically stressed his indebtedness
to them. Significantly, the people on whose behalf Kirimi interceded came from several
different branches and ranks of the imperial administration. Among the men of religion,
he put in a good word not only for fellow Sufis like Medeni Sheikh Ahmed, Sheikh Meh-
med Efendi of the Sabani branch of the Halveti order, and a certain “holy fool” (meczub)
from Kastamonu, but also for top-ranking ulema like the royal tutor Hoca Sadeddin, the
seyhiilislams Bostanzade Mehmed, and Bayramzade Zekeriyya, and the kadiasker of
Rumelia, Diigmecizade.®* Kirimi also hastened to the defence of the kadis who had an-
gered Murad I1I and the Grand Vizier Koca Sinan Pasha, when a large group of them had
convened at the Fatih Mosque to protest against the dismissal of the kadi of Samakov.
Since Kirimi himself was a preacher at the same mosque, he might also have been invol-
ved in the incident, but writing one month after the event, he clearly found it in his power
to plead with the Sultan to forgive the errant kadis. He argued that the latter had already
apologised for their “disobedience” (fugyan) and that “they, being members of the ulema
should not be treated like other people” (ulema ziimresindendir; saire kiyas olunmaya).®*

In addition to men of religion like himself, Kirimi also lent his support to various
members of the palace corps and military administrators of ku/ background. In connec-
tion with the ulema protest over the dismissal of the kadi of Samakov, for instance, he
asked Murad to forgive “the fault, if there is any” of a certain Hiiseyin Aga, who “was
formerly master of the stables (mirahur) and who now serves as kapicibasi”.®> He also
closely followed the career tracks of his patrons and clients among the palace-reared ku/
administrators. He congratulated Murad for appointing a certain Hiiseyin Beg as the Go-
vernor of Jerusalem, while he recommended his benefactor Hafiz [Hadim] Ahmed Pasha
for the lucrative governor-generalship of Egypt. Kirimi’s wish was granted, and Ahmed
Pasha was appointed Governor-General of Egypt in H.999/1590-1591 .86

Perhaps the most interesting person the Crimean Sufi recommended to Murad from
within the palace was, however, the Haseki Sultan Safiye. In a long and elaborate letter,
interwoven with mystical themes, Kirim1 praised Safiye Sultan as Murad’s “loyal servitor
of many years” (kadim emekdariniz), and he urged the Sultan to reward her services by
manumitting and then marrying her. He argued that such an act would also be good for
the Sultan’s own spiritual progress.®” It might be worth pointing out that Kirimi could
give this kind of advice not only because he was the Sultan’s sheikh, but also because
sex and marriage in the royal household were very much regarded as “state affairs” and
thus open to some degree of public scrutiny and comment. As for the content of Kirimi’s
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advice, it went against the royal tradition that maintained that Ottoman Sultans were not
supposed to marry, but to enjoy sexual relations with and reproduce through their female
slaves; however, it was not entirely unprecedented either. Murad’s grandfather Siileyman
had broken with the existing norms by manumitting and marrying his favorite consort,
Hiirrem, circa 1534. There is some evidence that this unprecedented action created scope
for similar action, even if it did not completely overturn the existing norms. The Venetian
ambassador Jacobo Ragazzoni claimed that Siileyman’s son and successor, Selim, had
also manumitted and married his royal consort, Nurbanu; however, this marriage is not
reported in any of the Ottoman sources. In Murad’s case, only one Ottoman writer, Mus-
tafa Ali, and no European contemporary, reported his having manumitted and married
Safiye. Ultimately, we do not know whether Murad heeded Kirimi’s advice and followed
the example of his father and grandfather, but if he did so, he, too, seems to have been
discreet about it like his father.®®

In addition, Kirimi mentioned in his letters a variety of high-ranking officials in a
highly complimentary manner, though without necessarily asking for a favour for them.
One of the officials he praised in this manner was the Venetian-born Gazanfer Aga (d.
1603), who was one of the most powerful officials at the time as the holder of two major
offices within the palace, that of Agha of the Porte (Kapu agasi, Babiissaade agasi) and
Head of the Privy Chamber (Hasodabast).%® Another official of whom Kirimi spoke with
praise was the Grand Admiral Cigalazade Yusuf Sinan Pasha (d. 1606), who had been
a member of the aristocratic Genoese family of Cicala, before being taken captive by
Ottoman corsairs, and entering Ottoman imperial service.”’ Significantly, both of these
men were part of the same court faction as Safiye Sultan and Hoca Sadeddin, which was
in fact the most powerful court faction at the time.

That Kirimi, too, participated in Ottoman court politics thanks in part to his links with
this powerful faction seems clear. In fact, the Sufi sheikh seems to have shown a remar-
kable propensity to work with whoever was in a position of ascendancy in this period. A
case in point would be his relations with Koca Sinan Pasha, a powerful official who was
appointed to and dismissed from the office of Grand Vizier a total of five times in the late
sixteenth century (three of them in Kirimi’s lifetime). It seems that particularly during
Sinan Pasha’s second term as grand vizier, Kirimi went out of his way to express support
for the Grand Vizier. He specifically praised Sinan Pasha’s aborted plan to connect the

88 For a discussion of the actual and/or imputed marriages between Siileyman and Hiirrem, Selim
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Black Sea with the Gulf of Izmit via the Sakarya river in order to bring wood to Istanbul,
and he compared this project to the restoration of Istanbul’s water supply system during
the reign of Siileyman I. He even related having had a dream in which the Grand Vizier
was building “a grand bridge” over the Bosporus.®! Despite these words of praise, howe-
ver, the Crimean sheikh did not always see eye-to-eye with the Grand Vizier. As we shall
see in the next section, Sinan Pasha favoured peaceful relations with Poland-Lithuania,
while Kirimi preferred all-out war, or at least an extension of the diplomatic bickering.
Sinan Pasha wanted to punish the top ranks of the ulema for their role in the protests
at the sacking of the kadi of Samakov, while Kirimi wished them to be forgiven. Sinan
Pasha was engaged in a bitter feud with Ferhad Pasha, whereas the latter was a long-time
associate of Kirimi. Significantly, however, even as Kirimi let his views be known on
some of these matters, he was careful not to directly target the Grand Vizier.*?

Political prudence was probably also the reason why Kirimi made so few references
to the Crimean ruling elites in his letters to Murad III. Even though the Crimean Khanate
was a vassal state of the Ottoman Empire, it nevertheless enjoyed a great deal of auto-
nomy, and Kirimi might have found it impolitic as a Crimean at the Ottoman court to pro-
fess his attachment to members of another, albeit vassal, dynasty.”® Quite appropriately,
the only Crimean royal whom Kirimi mentioned by name to Murad was one who was
safely dead: namely, the kalga Adil Giray, who had been killed by the Safavids while in
captivity in Iran.* From the way Kirimi describes his grief upon learning of Adil Giray’s
death, it would seem that he was quite close to the kalga.

It is not clear how Kirimi comported himself when relations between the Ottomans
and the Crimean Khan Mehmed Giray soured shortly after the kalga’s death, and when
Mehmed Giray was forcibly replaced with Islam II Giray in 1584. However, considering
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that the Crimean Sufi did not suffer any setback in his Istanbul career in subsequent ye-
ars, we may presume that he had successfully adapted to the new political situation. In
fact, there is considerable parallelism between the political positions of the Crimean Sufi
and the new Crimean Khan: just as Kirimi would position himself as a loyal subject of
the Ottoman house in his letters to Murad III, Islam II Giray, too, would prove himself
an ardent Ottoman loyalist and initiate the custom of having the Ottoman Sultan’s name
read before his own in the Friday sermons delivered in Crimean mosques.®

The next person to be appointed Khan, Gazi Giray (r. 1588-1597), was also a son of
Devlet Giray like Adil and Mehmed Giray. He too participated in the Transcaucasian
campaign under Adil Giray’s command, was taken captive by the Safavids, but managed
to return safely to the Ottoman lands before being appointed Khan. Given Kirimi’s re-
puted acquaintance with Devlet Giray during his youth in Crimea, and his attachment to
Adil Giray during his Rumelian years, and given the fact that his patron Hoca Sadeddin
himself had warm relations with Gazi Giray, it would be surprising indeed if the Crimean
Sufi did not know the new Khan personally. It seems, however, that in his correspon-
dence with Murad 111, Kirimi also refrained from making references to this Khan for the
reasons stated above.

To recapitulate, the discussion so far has revealed Kirimi to have been a skilled politi-
cal player who was able successfully to juggle his roles as Sufi sheikh and royal favouri-
te, to maintain an impressive web of connections that extended from Crimea to Istanbul,
and even to weather the intense infighting and factional struggles at the Ottoman court.
Yet it would be wrong to say that Kirimi’s concern as a court player was simply to pre-
serve his privileged position as the Sultan’s sheikh and favourite. As a ‘Sunnitising” Sufi,
with loyalty to both the Ottoman and Crimean dynasties, Kirimi also had a distinctive
perspective on Ottoman politics, and he used his influence over the Ottoman Sultan to
promote policies in line with this distinctive vision. It is only when we examine these po-
licy recommendations of his and place them in their proper historical context that we can
truly appreciate how an early modern Sufi with multiple affiliations navigated his way
through the complex demands of religious and political ideology as well as realpolitik at
the turn of the sixteenth century.

Religion in the service of the state?
The uses and limits of Sunni confessionalism

Even though in his letters to Murad I1I Kirimi dwelt more on practical politics than on
political theory, his basic approach to Ottoman politics can be said to have followed the
line of the ‘Sunnitising” Halvetis of Rumelia such as his master, Muslihuddin Nureddin-
zade, and his master’s master, Sofyali Bali. On the one hand, he drew on the Sufi, and
particularly Akbarian, idea of the body politic as a mirror image of the cosmic order to
describe the Sultan as the soul (ru/) and sometimes the heart (kalb) of the body politic
and the guarantor of order in this world. On the other hand, he also drew on the juridical
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discourse of Islamic rulership to emphasise the duties of the Sultan to dispense justice, to
enforce the sharia and the Sunna of the Prophet, and to wage war in the name of religion
(gaza and jihad being words he used interchangeably and often jointly in this connec-
tion).

For Kirimi, as for other confessionally-minded Halvetis, the only admissible form of
Islam was Sunnism, albeit a Sunnism that was tempered by Sufism, and which accommo-
dated the historical experiences and political needs of the Ottoman state. In fact, the Sufi
writer equated political loyalty to the Ottoman house and religious conformity to such an
extent that he even claimed that someone who refuses to pray for the well-being of the
Ottoman Sultan can no longer be be considered “a believer and a Muslim”.”® Kirimi also
highlighted the Islamic credentials of the Ottoman Sultan as well as the Ottoman harmo-
nisation of Sufism with the sharia when he contrasted Ottoman religio-political history
with that of Safavid Iran. He argued that it was because the ulema, the sheikhs, and
military rulers (iimera) of Iran had tried to pursue the path of gnosis (mearif-i ilahiyye)
without showing respect for the sharia and the Sunna that the “Kizi/bas tribes” (kabail-i
Kizilbag) had managed to extend their rule over that geography. The lands of Rum, by
contrast, had been spared the same calamity, as the Ottoman rulers from the beginning
had shown great respect for the sharia and the Sunna, and as they had built countless
“imarets, mosques, dervish lodges (tekye), medreses and other charitable foundations,
which extend in an unbroken line from Istanbul to Yanya”.®’

Even though Kirimi mentioned the dervish lodges and imarets (a term which had
originally denoted a multi-functional hospice but which by the late sixteenth century had
come to mean a soup kitchen) along with mosques and medreses among the institutions
that had helped implant religious orthodoxy in the lands of Rum, he clearly excluded
from this category the isik zaviyeleri, namely the dervish lodges frequented by the Shii-
tising antinomian dervishes in the Ottoman lands. In fact, Kirimi called on the Ottoman
Sultan actively to survey and punish the antinomian dervishes, whom he regarded as “he-
retics” (zindik, miilhid), and “not Muslim”. He also specifically targeted the Bedreddinis
— or as he called them, the Simavnis — a heterodox Muslim community which had its
origins in the messianic movement associated with the famous Sufi and scholar Bedred-
din of Simavna (d. 1420), but which by the sixteenth century had come under Shiitising
influences and “turned Kizilbas”. According to Kirimi, the Bedreddinis lived mainly “on
the other side of the Balkans”, in Dobruja and in the villages known by the name of
Tavigeler (or Toygalar)®® in the same region, but they were also to be found in Babaeski,
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matikova, courtesy of Rossitsa Gradeva, that the correct reading should be Tavigeler or Toyga-
lar, a word that is thought to be of either Slavic or Mongol origin, and which denoted officers
of the light cavalry stationed along the Danube. I thank both scholars for their assistance in
this matter. For a reference to the Taviges in the Ottoman archival records as well as a discus-
sion of the word’s etymology, see A. Kayapinar and E. Erdogan Oziinlii (eds), Mihalogullari-
na ait 1586 tarihli akinci defteri (Ankara 2015), 6, 260.



174 DERIN TERZIOGLU

where the Crimean sheikh himself had come into contact and clashed with them. On the
basis of his own experiences, and, presumably, also of information that he would have
picked up from his numerous associates in the region, Kirimi labelled the Bedreddinis
as Rafizis (a derogatory term for Shiites), and claimed that they supported or were even
indistinguishable from the Kizilbas (Kizilbasla birdiir). He directed at them the standard
forms of accusation that were directed at the Kizi/bag, such as having no respect for the
sharia and the Sunna, and habitually cursing the first four (!) Caliphs openly in public.
He also highlighted the threat that these groups presented to the Ottoman political order
by referring to the incidents of banditry and Celali disturbances that habitually erupted in
places where this community lived. He also blamed the widespread incidents of military
desertion among the timar-holding cavalrymen in the region on their being Bedreddinis,
claiming that these men regularly abandoned their timars in order not to fight against the
Kizilbas (i.e., the Safavids).”

When Kirimi wrote to Murad about the Bedreddinis, the Ottomans had just signed
a peace treaty with the Safavids (1590), but the Sufi writer urged the Ottoman Sultan
now to channel his campaign inwards and to perfect his gaza and jihad by going after
the Bedreddini heretics. He advised the Sultan first to target the military personnel in the
fortresses and to subject them to inspections (yoklama) to weed out the heretics. He also
called for inspections to be undertaken at the lodges of the zs2k: “if the dervishes agree to
give up their reprehensible practices such as cursing the Companions of the Prophet and
the Four Rightly Guided Caliphs and to abide by the Sunna and the Sharia, fine; if not,
then they should also be eliminated (ref”)”. The Sufi sheikh was a little more optimistic
about the possibility of reforming the reaya. He argued that they would largely follow
suit, if they saw their religious and military elites brought into line. However, he also
advised in more proactive fashion that “a Sunni imam should be sent to every village, and
he should be in charge of educating the children, women, and men”.!%

Kirimi’s advice about the Bedreddinis may seem a good deal harsher than the policies
that the Ottoman state officials were implementing on the ground. Scholarship based on
the Ottoman miihimme records has pointed out that at this period the political authori-
ties were mainly going after those Kizilbag who had recently ‘converted’, or who were
actively helping the Safavids by sending them taxes, by missionising on their behalf,
or by trying to migrate to the Safavid lands. Moreover, the Kizi/bas and Shiite com-
munities which bore the brunt of the state surveillance and punishment were located in
the frontier provinces of the Empire, most notably in the provinces of Rum, Dulkadir,
Sehrizor, and Baghdad, while the Kizilbas communities which inhabited the Empire’s
western provinces as well as Mt Lebanon were largely spared.'®! Still, it would be wrong

99 Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 57-59.
100 Ibid., 58-59.
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to dismiss Kirim1’s harsh discourse on the Bedreddinis as ideological ranting which had
no chance of application. Even if in the late sixteenth century the extreme persecuting
measures advocated by Kirimi were not put into action in a domestic context, it should be
borne in mind that shortly after Tabriz had come into Ottoman lands, the Ottoman soldi-
ers stationed there had reportedly killed “thousands” of civilians (mostly merchants and
shopkeepers) in retribution for the killing of some Ottoman soldiers in a public bath.!%?
Since Kirimi himself had arrived in the same city a year later, he would almost certainly
have heard of this massacre and possibly had this kind of purge in mind when he advised
Murad to eliminate the Bedreddinis living in Ottoman Rumelia.

In addition, it is important to remember that Kirimi was not alone in targeting the
Bedreddinis as he did; rather, several other Rumelian sheikhs in his branch of the Halveti
order, including his master, Nureddinzade, and his master’s master, Sofyali Bali, had
done the same, and would continue to do so in the decades to come.!®® This suggests
that the non-conformist Muslims in Rumelia were not exactly left alone, as some recent
studies would seem to suggest, but, rather, that they were pressured by a number of local
groups, including, no doubt, the Sunnitising Halveti sheikhs as well as their followers
and sympathisers among the military administrators and the civilian population.

At present, we do not know through what channels a network of Sufis in Ottoman
Rumelia could internalise imperial discourse that paired heresy with political treason.
What is clear, nevertheless, is that these Sufis still viewed confessional matters through
a highly localised perspective. In fact, as intimately as Kirimi knew the distribution of
Bedreddinis in the eastern Balkan countryside, he had only the vaguest idea about the
presence of Kizilbas-Alevi, Shiite, or other non-conformist Muslim communities in other
parts of the Ottoman Empire. He had nothing to say about the Kizilbas-Alevi commu-
nities living in different parts of Anatolia, for instance, presumably because he was not
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102 It should be noted, however, that most of the Ottoman accounts relate the massacre with a deg-
ree of disapproval and try to absolve the Ottoman commander Ozdemiroglu of direct respon-
sibility for them. See Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii'l-ahbar. Dordiincii riikn: Osmanli tarihi, (Ankara
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familiar with this region. Likewise, regarding the province of Baghdad, his sole comment
was that “the people of Baghdad have been mired in heresy (ilhad) and libertinism (iba-
hat) since the time of Hallac-1 Mansur”, suggesting only a vague, and rather bookish,
familiarity with the confessional make-up and history of this province.'%

In comparison, Kirimi must have been more familiar with the confessional map of
Iran, since he had accompanied Ferhad Pasha into Tabriz in 1586, and since he had follo-
wed the development of the rest of the Ottoman-Safavid wars of 1578-1590 quite closely.
As we have already seen, Kirimi’s discussion of Safavid Iran, both during and after the
end of the Ottoman-Safavid campaigns, was extremely negative. In fact, he denied the
Safavids even the minimal respect that was granted by Ottoman officials in diplomatic
correspondence, and even in some of the Ottoman histories. Rather than acknowledge
the Safavid Shah as a rival dynasty, Kirimi described Iran simply as a land overrun by
“Kizilbas tribes” and “Kizilbas gypsies” (Kizilbas kiptisi) and in a permanent state of
chaos. It is worth noting that even though tribalism was also a potent force in the Tatar
polity as well as in parts of the Ottoman Empire, Kirimi, with close links to the Crimean
and Ottoman dynasties, associated tribes with lawlessness and chaos. Simultaneously, he
coupled the Kizilbas with the gypsies because he associated both with a lack of respect
for Islamic social and religious norms.'%

In many letters as well as in his Mawahib al-rahman, Kirimi gave strong support to
the Ottoman campaign against the Safavids, and in one letter, written in 1579, a year af-
ter the start of that campaign, he even expressed hope for a total conquest of the Safavid
realms.'% Moreover, even after a peace treaty was signed between the two empires in
1590, he reminded Murad that peace with heretics could not be permanent and he urged
the Sultan to come to the aid of the people of Gilan, as they were “Sunni” but were now
facing political subjugation by the Safavids.!? Still, the Crimean sheikh was not an in-
discriminate advocate of continual warfare against the Safavids. Quite the contrary: in
several letters he composed after the conclusion of the Ottoman-Safavid peace treaty, he
stressed the futility of waging war against the Safavids. Interestingly, it was less on an
ideological basis and more on pragmatic grounds that Kirimi urged the Sultan to wage
war against the “infidels” in the West instead. “If only one-tenth of the effort invested in
the Safavid campaigns had been invested in campaigns against the Franks, many lands
would have been conquered”, he wrote. He also urged the Sultan to take advantage of the
peace with the Kizilbas and turn to the much neglected western frontier. Possibly with
the Qur’anic verse 2:115 (Unto Allah belong the East and the West, and whithersoever
ve turn, there is Allah’s Countenance. Lo! Allah is All-Embracing, All-Knowing) in mind,
he reminded Murad that perfect justice is bounded neither by the West nor by the East.
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Hence if Murad was to perfect his rule, he was not to occupy himself with the conquest
of the East alone, but also turn his attention to the West, where the infidels had been ha-
rassing Muslims for some time.!%8

It might be presumed that Kirimi’s greater enthusiasm about war against the “infi-
dels” in the West reflected, in part, the general mood at the Ottoman court, where many
saw the conclusion of the Safavid campaign as an opportunity to attend to more profi-
table military engagements on other fronts. Circa 1590-1591, different factions had dif-
ferent ideas about which of these fronts they wanted to prioritise. Some favoured going
after Venetian-held Crete, while others favoured targeting Malta as part of a broader
effort to weaken Spain. To all appearances, Kirimi himself did not have a strong opinion
about whether the Ottomans were to take on Venice or Spain. Instead, he advised Murad
simply to attend to the “gaza on the seas” and try to take Crete and Malta.'” In another
letter, possibly written sometime in 1592, he related a dream about the capture of Vienna,
seemingly in a gesture of support for those who favoured a war against the Habsburgs
instead.!?

If, however, Kirimi played it safe by making rather generic remarks in support of
war against the “Franks”, he was far more specific and informed when he advised Murad
about how to deal with Poland-Lithuania and Muscovy. It is reasonable to think that the
author’s Crimean background had much to do with the strong interest he took in these
two major powers of eastern Europe. Both the Grand Duchy of Muscovy and Poland-Lit-
huania were immediate neighbours of the Crimean Khanate, and intricate ties of military
conflict and rivalry as well as diplomacy connected the three states closely. Of course,
relations with both countries also mattered to the Ottomans, but not as much as did rela-
tions with their more immediate rivals, the Safavids and the Habsburgs.

This basic difference between Ottoman and Crimean priorities came to the fore espe-
cially during the Ottoman-Safavid wars of 1578-1590. As Ottoman vassals, the Crimeans
had to contribute actively to the war efforts, and this took a heavy toll on the security of
the Khanate itself, tipping the power balance in favour of Muscovy and Poland-Lithuania
and exposing the Khanate to numerous raids by the Muscovites as well as by the irregu-
lar Cossack units which inhabited the Ukrainian steppes and were controlled only very
loosely by Poland-Lithuania. All these developments caused a good deal of resentment
among the Crimean ruling elites,!!! and it is more than likely that Kirimi was also voicing
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some of this resentment, when he complained about the neglect of the defences of the
Empire’s western territories during the Ottoman-Safavid wars.!!?

In the late 1580s, however, Ottoman and Crimean interests had begun once more to
converge, as both parties blamed Poland-Lithuania for her failure to stop the Cossacks of
Dnieper from raiding Ottoman, Crimean, and Moldavian settlements around the Black
Sea. In 1587, the Ottomans authorised the Crimeans to organise a punitive raid on the Pol-
ish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, and even sent a contingent of Janissaries to support them
in this effort. However, Islam Giray died unexpectedly before the raid was undertaken,
and in 1588, the new Khan, Gazi Giray, extended offers of peace to Cracow in return for
overdue “gifts”. The tensions were once again stirred up when the expected gifts failed
to arrive, and there was talk, for a while, of an Ottoman invasion of Poland-Lithuania. It
seems that at this point in time, opinion was also divided at the Ottoman court between
those who favoured peaceful relations with the Poles (largely because they prioritised
military confrontation elsewhere) and those who wanted, rather, an all-out war against
them. A powerful official favouring the former position was Koca Sinan Pasha, while the
opposing faction included the new Beglerbegi of Rumelia, Saat¢i Hasan Pasha, and the
influential Jewish dignitary David Passi, who had been playing the role of go-between be-
tween the Ottoman and Polish courts. Ultimately, it was Sinan Pasha’s clique that had its
way, mainly by convincing the Sultan that members of the other faction were in the pay of
the Spanish or the Venetians, and were purposefully sabotaging Ottoman-Polish relations
behind Murad’s back. The disgrace of Passi and the arrival of a diplomatic mission from
Cracow with the promised gifts finally sealed the Ottoman peace with Poland in 1591.113

It seems that Kirimi himself sympathised with the losing faction in this affair. In a
letter that he must have written shortly after the arrival of the Polish envoy, the Crimean
Sufi expressed relief that the “Polish treasury” (Leh'in hazinesi) was finally delivered,
and he reported with a touch of disbelief that he had heard rumours that the Poles had
promised to send the agreed amounts on a yearly basis thereafter. Even though Kirimi
was prudent enough not to go against the prevailing trend at the Ottoman court, he still
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urged the Sultan not to tolerate similar insolence from these “infidels” in the future. If
the Poles are remiss in paying their tribute again, he advised, then the Ottomans should
go and simply conquer their lands. To whet Murad’s appetite for such a venture, Kirimi
portrayed Poland-Lithuania as a weak power, and downplayed the distance that separated
this country from the Ottoman capital, claiming that “it would take no more than ten days
to go from here to Poland, if only the Black Sea were land”. !

Kirimi likewise followed the Ottoman negotiations with Muscovy very closely. In a
letter he wrote in Muharrem 1001/October-November 1592, he told the Sultan that he
had heard of the arrival of the Muscovite ambassador in Istanbul. He added that if the
Muscovites should ask for the renewal of peaceful relations with the Ottomans, a deal
could be struck with them so that the Muscovites could get to keep the fortress they had
built over the Terek river, but give Astrakhan (Han in the text) and Kazan in return. Mus-
covy should also promise not to build a fortress over the Kuban river. However, even in
the event of such a truce, the Sultan would do well to watch the Muscovites carefully,
Kirimi cautioned, as the latter were known for their deceit and as they had close to 10,000
soldiers with rifles in the fortress on the Terek river alone.'3

It could be argued that Kirimi advised Murad to offer to the Muscovite ambassador
terms of peace that served Crimean more than Ottoman interests. The Terek fortress,
which the Sufi sheikh was willing to leave in Muscovite hands, was in the North Cauca-
sus and thus much closer to the Ottoman sphere of operation than both Kazan and Astrak-
han, which he wanted “back”. In fact, it had been the Muscovite construction of the Terek
fortress that had first alarmed the Ottomans about Muscovy’s expansion to the south, but
clearly, by 1592, Muscovite control of this fortress was firmly established, and the issue
was now simply to prevent the Muscovites from building further fortresses in the region.

Kazan and Astrakhan, which Murad was supposed to demand from Muscovy, were
important former centres of the Golden Horde, whose capture by Moscow in the mid six-
teenth century had been a major blow to the Girays, undermining their claims of succes-
sion to the Golden Horde, while bestowing on the Grand Duchy of Muscovy a new im-
perial prestige and aura. Even though Kazan and Astrakhan lay far beyond the Ottomans’
conventional areas of operation, between 1567 and 1569 the latter had also briefly toyed
with the idea of evicting the Muscovites from Astrakhan by digging a channel between
the Don and the Volga and using it to transfer the Ottoman ships and heavy guns up north.
Yet the plan had come to nothing, in part because of logistical difficulties and in part be-
cause the Crimeans had failed to render the Ottomans their full support, probably because
they had not wanted their powerful Ottoman overlords to extend their rule and influence
over lands that they regarded as their own patrimony.'!® In any case, after the failure of
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this project, the Ottomans had lost pretty much all interest in the issue, and it is unlikely
that their interest would have been revived at a time when they were turning their attenti-
on from their eastern frontiers to the west, and preparing for a new campaign against the
Habsburgs. On the other hand, around the time that Kirimi wrote his letter, Gazi II Giray
was threatening Muscovy with an Ottoman invasion of Astrakhan to strengthen his hand
in negotiations. In this context, it is quite possible that Kirimi gave Murad the advice
that he did not because he actually expected the Ottomans to go to war over Kazan and
Astrakhan, but because he thought that the renewal of Ottoman demands as to these two
important lands would help the Crimean Khan’s negotiations with Moscow.

Having discussed at some length Kirimi’s views on Ottoman policies towards the
Empire’s non-Sunni Muslim subjects as well as towards non-Sunni and non-Muslim ne-
ighbouring states, it might be appropriate to round off this discussion by considering
what the Crimean Sufi had to say on Ottoman policies towards the non-Muslim, spe-
cifically Jewish and Christian, communities which lived under Ottoman rule. This is a
question of considerable significance, since the second half of the sixteenth century also
witnessed the beginning of a long process within the Empire whereby the confessional
boundaries between Muslims and non-Muslims would become progressively hardened.
Until now, scholars have tried to account for this process in a number of different ways.
Some have stressed the toll that the growing social, political and economic tensions and
intensified inter-elite conflicts took on intercommunal relations, while others have put the
emphasis instead on the growing weight of shar‘i norms among the Ottoman ruling elites
as well as ordinary Muslim subjects, leading them to reject the earlier accommodationist
policies in favour of policies that would institutionalise the subordinate position of Jews
and Christians under the legal category of dhimmirhood. Of course, the two explanatory
frameworks do not actually exclude each other. In fact, several scholars have pointed out
that both religious and pragmatic considerations impacted the policies of the Ottoman
state, and that the state authorities actually engaged in a complex process in the inter-
communal conflicts that flared up, going along with the Islamising demands when and
where it suited them, but restraining them at other times to safeguard intercommunal
peace and public order.!!"” Interestingly, nevertheless, scholarship has tended to present
a more monochrome picture as far as the so-called ‘non-state’ actors and especially reli-
gious figures are concerned. In some of the recent studies, the latter have been portrayed
almost exclusively as agents of Islamisation rather than as complex actors with complex
material as well as ideological considerations.''®
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Kirimi’s letters indicate the need to introduce greater nuance and complexity into
our analyses of even the most confessionally-minded religious actors. Remarkably, even
though the letters are suffused with a rhetoric of religious antagonism towards “heretics”
and “infidels”, this rhetoric is not deployed against the Christians and Jews living under
Ottoman rule. The only statement in Kirimi’s letters that could be construed as showing
Islamic zeal against the Empire’s Christian subjects would be his celebration of the con-
version of the Pammakaristos Church into a mosque circa 1590.'!° This was actually one
of several instances in which churches were converted into mosques in this period, but
it carried particular significance as the Pammakaristos Church had served as the seat of
the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate for about a century and a half prior to its conversion.
It has been argued that the conversion of Pammakaristos was “driven by two factors:
the search for imperial prestige in an age of diminished opportunities and the increasing
difficulty of building in Istanbul”.'?® Indeed, it was the rather modest Ottoman gains in
Georgia against the Safavids that had provided the Ottomans with the pretext to seize the
Pammakaristos and rename it the Fethiye (Conquest) Mosque in commemoration. In his
comments on the incident, Kirim1 himself emphasised the prestige that the conversion of
the church conferred on Murad personally, arguing that it had been an act of divine grace
(inayet-i ildhiyye) that the Church of Pammakaristos had come intact down to Murad’s
time, allowing the latter to enjoy the unique honour of conquering this building for Islam.
Unlike other sharia-minded commentators who showed an interest in the issue, Kirimi
did not, however, urge Murad to convert other churches into mosques. It is true that the
royal menagerie he wanted converted into a dervish lodge had once been a Byzantine
church, but at the time he was writing, the building had lost its religious significance, or
at least function.

If Kirimi diplayed a relatively low dose of religious zeal against the local Christians
in his letters to Murad, he did not display even that low dose towards the Jews. In fact,
even though the Sufi sheikh barely commented on flesh-and-blood Jews in his letters, he
often reminded the Sultan of the importance of the Old Testament prophets revered by
both Jews and Muslims, and he urged Murad to take good care of the tomb of Abraham
in Jerusalem.'?! This neutral, and even positive, treatment of Judaic themes in Kirimi’s
letters is quite interesting, and demands further analysis. It is possible that as an Akbarian

teenth century. For a particularly monochrome characterisation of the Kadizadelis (and their
Ottoman patrons) as dichard agents of Islamisation, see M. D. Baer, Honored by the Glory of
Islam: Conversion and Conquest in Ottoman Europe (Oxford 2008); for a more recent study
which has emphasised the social and economic dynamics behind the movement, see M. Sari-
yannis, ‘The Kadizadeli Movement as a Social and Political Phenomenon: the Rise of a “Mer-
cantile Ethic”?’ in A. Anastasopoulos (ed.), Political Initiatives from the Bottom-Up in the
Ottoman Empire (Halcyon Days in Crete VII, A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 9-11 January
2009) (Rethymno 2012), 263-289.

119 Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 167-168.

120 M. Greene, The Edinburgh History of the Greeks, 1453 to 1768: the Ottoman Empire (Edin-
burgh 2015), 65-66.

121 Giiven, ‘Cesitli yonleriyle’, 7-10, 16-19, 22-25, 26-28, 32, 52, 92-93,146, 170.



182 DERIN TERZIOGLU

Sufi, Kirimi was simply enacting Ibn Arabi’s teaching that each and every Muslim saint
would inherit the spiritual legacy of one or more of the earlier prophets; in his case, that
of Abraham, with whom he shared his first name.'?? It is also possible, though difficult to
prove, that with this kind of statements the Crimean Sufi was subtly taking a more pro-
Jewish position at the Ottoman court. This was, after all, a time when the Jewish digni-
taries at the Ottoman court were coming under attacks from both disgruntled ku!/ soldiers
and some high-level officers. While opponents of Jewish court influence often expressed
their objection in religio-legal terms, arguing that it went against the sharia and the Sunna
to employ “infidels, and especially Jews” in state service, in reality, a variety of social,
political, and economic as well as religious factors fuelled the conflicts. The ku/ soldiers,
in particular, targeted the Jewish bankers and female courtiers known as kiras because
they held the latter to be responsible for the monetary instability of the 1580s and 90s,
and particularly, for the 1589 debasement of Ottoman coinage, which had reduced their
purchasing power by nearly half. Other attacks on individual Jewish dignitaries were
rooted in the incipient factionalism of the period, as was the case with the conflict that
pitted Koca Sinan Pasha against David Passi. Considering that several of Kirimi’s own
patrons, including Safiye Sultan and Ferhad Pasha were aligned with the Jewish dignita-
ries under attack, it is tempting to think that the Crimean Sufi’s sympathies, too, lay with
the latter rather than with their Muslim critics.'?3

Conclusion

Having discussed various facets of the political advice offered by Kirimi to Murad III
between the years 1580 and 1593, we can now conclude by considering some of the bro-
ader implications of the letters for our understanding of Ottoman court and confessional
politics at the turn of the sixteenth century. To begin with, Kirimi’s letters have shown us
that a Sufi sheikh and preacher who held no administrative office and who is not known
to have done so at any point of his life could nevertheless be deeply involved in Ottoman

122 On Ibn Arabi’s prophetology, see M. Chodkiewicz, Seal of the Saints: Prophethood and Sa-
inthood in the Doctrine of Ibn Arabi (Cambridge 1993); for an exploration of the use of Akba-
rian prophetology by another politically-minded Ottoman Sufi, see D. Terzioglu, ‘Man in the
Image of God in the Image of the Times: Sufi Self-Narratives and the Diary of Niyazi-i Misri
(1618-94)’ SI, 94 (2002), 139-165.

123 On the Jewish bankers, merchants, physicians, and kiras connected with the Ottoman court,
and the challenges they faced during the reign of Murad III, see J. H. Mordtmann, ‘Die jii-
dischen Kira im Serai der Sultane’, Mitteilungen des Seminars fiir Orientalische Sprachen,
32 (1929), 1-38; C. Roth, The House of Nasi: The Duke of Naxos (Philadelphia 1948), esp.
187-221; S. Baron, 4 Social and Religious History of the Jews: Late Middle Ages and Era of
European Expansion (New York and Philadelphia 1983 [27 ed.]), X VIII:122-181; M. Rozen,
A History of the Jewish Community in Istanbul: the Formative Years, 1453-1566 (Leiden and
Boston 2010), 197-214; S. A. Skilliter, ‘Three Letters from the Ottoman ‘Sultana’ Safiye Sul-
tan to Queen Elizabeth I’, in S. M. Stern (ed.), Documents from Islamic Chanceries (Cambrid-
ge 1965), 119-157.
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imperial politics. | have argued that what enabled Kirim1 to become a prominent political
player was, on the one hand, his proximity to the Sultan as his sheikh and companion,
and on the other, his reputation and track record as a sharia-abiding, Sunnitising Sufi.
Both of these facets of his identity appear to have served him well in a time when court
and confessional politics together constituted much of what we might regard as Ottoman
high politics.

While proximity to the Sultan had always been an important asset for those who wan-
ted to participate in the making of Ottoman royal policy, recent scholarship has argued
that it became even more crucial in the late sixteenth century. A number of different fac-
tors are thought to have contributed to this process, from “the sedentarisation of the Sul-
tanate” to the “destabilisation of the Grand Vizierate” and from the empowerment of the
palace aghas and royal favourites to the cessation of the practice of princely governors-
hips (which started slightly later, during the reign of Murad’s son and successor Mehmed
IIT). At the same time, however, it has been argued that this development towards ‘abso-
lutism’ was countered by a powerful ‘constitutionalist’ coalition of religious and military
elites, who invoked the kanun and the sharia to limit royal authority.'?* Finally, a number
of pioneering studies in Ottoman conceptual history have traced the emergence of a more
depersonalised and more institutionalised understanding of the Ottoman state in the wri-
tings of Ottoman literati between the late sixteenth and late seventeenth centuries.!'?

While this study has concerned itself with a more micro-level, synchronic analysis
of Ottoman imperial politics in the late sixteenth century, some of its findings might also
have a bearing on what has been said so far about the transformation of Ottoman political
culture during the early modern period. For instance, the letters reveal no evidence that
there was anything resembling an ‘absolutist’ versus ‘constitutionalist’ divide in the Ot-
toman court in this period. In fact, just about every major player in the sixteenth-century
Ottoman court can be said to have paid lipservice to the ‘absolute’ power of the Otto-
man Sultan, regardless of his or her social and political affiliations and opinions. What
is perhaps more crucial to note is that such lip service did not translate into ‘absolute’
power for the Ottoman Sultan. In fact, one could easily say of the Ottoman Sultans in
the late sixteenth century what has already been said about the paradigmatically ‘absolu-
tist” French monarchs in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, namely that, in actual
practice, the power of these rulers was far from absolute, and depended on the successful
management and co-option of diverse power groups within their realms. Along the same
lines, the Ottoman royal court, too, was not just a site for the performance of the Otto-
man rites of sovereignty and the production of cultural forms representing the power and
magnificence of the Ottoman Sultans, but also a political platform where members of
the ruling elites vied with one another to ‘influence’ the Ottoman ruler and royal policy.
Kirimi himself was no exception. Even as this Sufi courtier eulogised Murad as the “sha-
dow of God on earth” and the “renewer of faith”, he also felt free to inform, advise, and

124 Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire.
125 M. Sariyannis, ‘Ruler and State, State and Society in Ottoman Political Thought’, THR, 4
(2013), 83-117.
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sometimes gently rebuke the Sultan on a wide variety of religious and political matters,
no doubt conveying in the process not just his own thoughts and concerns but also those
of his diverse patrons and clients.

While the early modern Ottoman state has been described as a polity with both
‘bureaucratic’ and ‘patrimonial’ features, Kirim1’s letters point to a political system in
which relations of patronage and clientage weighed far more than seemingly impersonal
rules and regulations. In letter upon letter, the Sufi sheikh put in a good word for various
officials in the military administration, the palace, and the religio-legal establishment
with the aim of procuring for them better positions, or more often, to help them preserve
their current positions, which was a difficult task given the rapid turnover of officials in
this period. It is striking that when Kirimi recommended an official, he often stressed
how he was personally indebted to the said official. Clearly, the reciprocity of patron-
client relations and the exchange of favours and benefits were such taken-for-granted
features of Ottoman court politics that Kirimi did not feel the need to hide his personal
interests in recommending this or that official to the Sultan. Of course, in several instan-
ces, he also stressed the recommended officials’ loyalty to the Sultan and their previous
good service, but in general, ‘experience’ and ‘expertise’ were not central features of
his political discourse, as they arguably were of the political discourse of a number of
military administrators and civil bureaucrats in this period.!?® Neither do we see any
references to kanun or Ottoman state law and tradition in Kirimi’s letters, as we see in
the political tracts and histories written by some other members of the Ottoman imperial
administration.

It could be argued that Kirimi as the Sultan’s sheikh with no administrative position
represented the more ‘patrimonial’ features of the Ottoman political system, while its
‘bureaucratic’ face was represented by writers who held offices in one of the three prin-
cipal branches of the state. This is a defensible position, provided that we remember that
there were also serious limits to the sixteenth-century Ottoman bureaucratic mentality.
As the letters of Kirimi remind us, members of the imperial administration, too, owed
their offices in no small part to patron-client relations. Moreover, it remains an open
question how much the Ottoman holders of administrative offices internalised principles
that we associate with the bureaucratic mindset such as the separation of functions. For
instance, Koca Sinan Pasha, who, like Mustafa Ali, argued that the job of preachers was
strictly to recite Qur’anic verses and hadiths and not to meddle in ‘state affairs’, was not
averse, when he saw it fit, to advising the Sultan about “his afterlife”, or to quoting verses
from the Qur’an to get him on his side.'?’

This brings me to the third and last general issue, on which Kirimi’s letters shed light:
namely, the uses of religion and specifically, Sunni confessionalism, in sixteenth-century
Ottoman politics. Until recently, the rise of Sunni confessionalism in the sixteenth-cen-
tury Ottoman Empire was discussed in a largely state-centric framework, as the result

126 On the importance of ‘expertise’ in early modern European state-building, see E. H. Ash, ‘Ex-
pertise and the Early Modern State’, Osiris, 25 (2010), 1-24.
127 Sahillioglu (ed.), Koca Sinan Pasa 'nin telhisleri, 12-16.
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of state action, taken in response to the Shiitising policies of the rival Safavid dynasty,
on the one hand, and to the multiple challenges of ruling a multi-ethnic, multi-religious
empire, on the other. As scholars have begun to pay closer attention to the political deve-
lopments and to the intellectual output of this period, however, a more nuanced picture
has begun to emerge of sixteenth-century Ottoman confessionalism.!?® In a similar vein,
this study, too, has been an attempt to bring to the fore both the multiplicity of agents
involved in the making of Ottoman Sunnism and the complexity of considerations that
informed their positions.

In a sense, Kirimi’s letters might seem a peculiar choice for a scholar who wishes to
introduce greater complexity to our understanding of sixteenth-century Ottoman confes-
sional politics, since the Crimean writer belonged to a line of Sufis who had lent their
active support to the Ottoman Sunnitisation efforts for about three generations, and since
he, too, continued this position in his own lifetime. Add to this the fact that as a preacher
in one of the most prestigious royal mosques in Istanbul as well as the Sultan’s sheikh,
Kirimi would almost certainly have considered himself to be a member of the imperial
establishment. For all these reasons, it is not surprising to find a high degree of matching
between Kirim1’s religious discourse and what is sometimes labelled ‘official’ religious
discourse at this period. In particular, Kirimi’s emphasis on the performance of the cano-
nical religious rituals, and especially, the five daily prayers as an indicator of orthodoxy,
his synthesis of sharia-abiding Sufism with Sunnism, and his equation of Kizi/bas Islam
with political treason were in perfect alignment with the dominant religio-political outlo-
ok among the Ottoman ruling elites in the last decades of the sixteenth century.

At the same time, however, this study has also revealed that as important as Sunni
Islam was for Kirimi as a source of religious and political identity, it did not provide him
with a ready-made political agenda. In fact, like other political players in this period,
Kirimi was quite discriminating, when it came to advising the Ottoman Sultan about
specific policies. Certain matters that we associate with the sharia-minded politics of this
period — such as calls for banishing Jews and Christians from state service, converting
churches into mosques, or imposing sartorial restrictions on non-Muslims — are discussed
only marginally, or do not figure at all in Kirimi’s letters. While we can only speculate
about the social and political connections that might have made the Sufi sheikh less than
vigilant on these matters, it is easier to account for the specificities of his foreign policy
recommendations. It is quite clear, for instance, that in the early 1590s, Kirimi was much
more enthusiastic about a possible Ottoman war against the Poles or the Muscovites than
about the possibility of war against the Spanish, the Venetians, or for that matter, even
the Safavids. It is quite clear, too, that his preferences had more to do with his desire to
protect Crimean territorial interests than a concern for religious glory.

128 For recent notable studies that highlight the complexity of Ottoman religious and political
alignments in the early sixteenth century, see Z. Yiirekli, Architecture and Hagiography in the
Ottoman Empire: The Politics of Bektashi Shrines in the Classical Age (Abingdon 2012) and
E. Cipa, The Making of Selim: Succession, Legitimacy, and Memory in the Early Modern Ot-
toman World (Bloomington and Indianapolis 2017).
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In fact, Kirimi was not unlike other Ottoman court players with his multiple loyalties
and affiliations. Recent research has shown that once in positions of power, Ottoman
administrators of devsirme background often reactivated their ties to their original fa-
milies and homelands, and tried to safeguard the interests of their family members and
even their original countries without necessarily compromising their service to the Ot-
toman house. Even though as a freeborn Muslim and a member of the Crimean ruling
elite, Kirim1’s standing at the Ottoman court must have been different from that of ku/
administrators, his ability to serve both Ottoman and Crimean political interests is still
strongly reminiscent of the endeavours of, say, Gazanfer Aga or Cigalazade Sinan Pasha
to safeguard Venetian interests even while serving the Ottoman house as a loyal Sunni
Muslim administrator.

This article has argued that we also have to take into consideration all these personal
ties and group loyalties when we examine how confessionalism worked as a political for-
ce in the early modern Ottoman Empire. In this regard, one of the important conclusions
of this study has been that confessionalism in the sixteenth-century Ottoman context was
less the straightforward implementation of religious ‘ideology’ from the top down, and
more the working out of a loose set of religio-political orientations whose formulation
(not to mention implementation) was mediated in practice by power relations as well as
by personal and group loyalties.



THE PORTRAIT OF THE PREACHER AS A YOUNG MAN:
TWO AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL LETTERS BY KADIZADE MEHMED
FROM THE EARLY SEVENTEENTH CENTURY

for Michael Cook

Baki TEzcaN®

Kap1zape MenMED (D. 1635) 1S A WELL-KNOWN NAME for those who are interested in
the quotidian politics of the mid to late seventeenth-century Ottoman capital, not to men-
tion the provinces. The Kadizadelis and their revivalist interpretation of Islam, as well as
their social ties and political alliances, have been the subject of various studies.! What we

* UC Davis. I would like to thank the organisers of the Halcyon Days in Crete IX Symposium,
Antonis Anastasopoulos, Elias Kolovos, and Marinos Sariyannis for giving me an opportunity
to share my work. I am also indebted to the participants, especially Derin Terzioglu, for their
feedback, which shaped the first draft of the present chapter. I must acknowledge a UC Da-
vis Academic Senate Small Grant which helped me finance part of the research for this study
which involved a trip to Cairo. I am grateful to Amira Ayman, who kindly helped me in Cai-
ro in securing a digital copy of the manuscript that most of this article is based on, and to the
UC Davis Humanities Institute for providing me with a fellowship which allowed me to com-
plete the first draft of this study in the spring of 2016. I owe special thanks to Derin Terzioglu,
who read that draft and offered invaluable feedback, which led me to reconsider and revise the
framework of the conclusion. I am also indebted to Siikrii Hanioglu for checking my reading of
a handwritten note, to Hossein Modarressi for his generous help in identifying one of the Per-
sian texts in the manuscript of central importance for this study, to Lucia Raggetti, who exam-
ined one of the treatises in the same manuscript, to Mehmet Kalayci, who mailed me a copy of
his book that was not available in American research libraries, and to the anonymous reviewer
who provided comments and suggestions which shaped the final version of the article. I would
like to dedicate this piece to Michael Cook, Class of 1943 University Professor of Near Eastern
Studies at Princeton University, where [ was lucky enough to attend several of his seminars, in-
cluding the one on primary sources of Islamic Studies which offered the kind of graduate train-
ing which I recalled with a great deal of appreciation while working on this piece. He has con-
tinued to read my work and provide invaluable advice whenever I sought his help since I left
Princeton, including with this piece, which he was kind enough to read, to correct my reading
or translation of some of the Arabic material, and to ask several important questions about it.
I was not able to address all his questions adequately in the final version; and I am, of course,
responsible for all the remaining shortcomings.

1 Arepresentative —but by no means exhaustive— list would include A.Y. Ocak, ‘XVII. Yiizyilda
Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda dinde tasfiye (piiritanizm) tesebbiislerine bir bakis: ‘Kadizadeliler
Hareketi”, Tiirk Kiiltiirii Arastirmalar:, 17-21 (1983), 208-225; N. Oztiirk, ‘Islamic Orthodoxy
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know about Kadizade Mehmed himself, however, has been limited to, mostly, what Katip
Celebi (d. 1657) wrote about him.? In this study I introduce two letters that Kadizade
wrote himself, in which he provides some further details about his early education and
career in Istanbul. While these autobiographical letters do not contradict what his one-ti-
me student Katip Celebi wrote about him, they do provide some important details, comp-
licating what one perceives from Katip Celebi’s account and also supplying evidence
which supports the important nuances Dina Le Gall and Derin Terzioglu’s studies bro-
ught to the earlier portrayal of the Kadizadeli — Sivasi conflict as one between ‘ortho-
doxy’ and Sufism. The first and shorter part of the chapter presents the context of the let-
ters, the second section focuses on the new biographical details which the letters provide,
the third part concentrates on the authorship of some political works which, thanks to the-
se letters, can now be safely attributed to Kadizade Mehmed, and the last section articu-
lates some of the political implications of these new details for a more nuanced unders-
tanding of Kadizade and his contemporary and posthumous followers, the Kadizadelis.

The context of the letters

The letters are not autographs. They are copies included in a mecmua of the early eighte-
enth century which contains, among other works most of which are in Arabic, Kadizade
Mehmed’s Turkish treatise on horses: Kitab-1 makbul der hal-i huyul.’ The mecmua, and

Among the Ottomans in the Seventeenth Century — with special reference to the Qadi-Zade
movement’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Edinburgh, 1981; M. Zilfi, ‘The Ka-
dizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul’, Journal of Near Eastern
Studies, 45 (1986): 251-269; eadem, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Post-
classical Age (1600-1800) (Minneapolis 1988), 97-181; S. Cavusoglu, ‘The Kadizadeli Move-
ment: an Attempt of Seri‘at-Minded Reform in the Ottoman Empire’, unpublished Ph.D. dis-
sertation, Princeton University, 1990; C. Giindogdu, ‘XVII. ylizyilda tekke-medrese miindse-
betleri agisindan Sivasiler — Kadi-zadeliler Miicadelesi’, ILAM Arastirma Dergisi, 3 (1998),
37-75; D. Terzioglu, ‘Sufi and Dissident in the Ottoman Empire: Niyazi-i MisiT (1618-1694)’,
unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1999, 190-276; D. Le Gall, ‘Kadizadelis,
Naksbendis, and Intra-Sufi Diatribe in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul’, 7SA4J, 28 (2004), 1-28;
idem, A Culture of Sufism: Nagshbandis in the Ottoman World, 1450-1700 (Albany 2005),
150-156; M. Sariyannis, ‘The Kadizadeli Movement as a Social and Political Phenomenon:
The Rise of a “Mercantile Ethic”?” in Political Initiatives “From the bottom up” in the Otto-
man Empire: Halcyon Days in Crete VII — A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 9-11 January 2009,
ed. A. Anastasopoulos (Rethymno 2012), 263-289.

2 Katib Chelebi, The Balance of Truth, trans. G. L. Lewis (London 1957), 132-133; idem, Fe-
zleke, 2 vols (Istanbul H.1286-1287/1869-1870), 11:182-183; see also Ibrahim bin Abd al-Baki
Usakizade, ‘Usaqizade’s Lebensbeschreibungen beriihmter Gelehrter und Gottesmdnner des
Osmanischen Reiches im 17. Jahrhundert (Zeyl-i Saqd’iq)’, ed. H. J. Kissling (Wiesbaden
1965), 43-45.

3 The copy of the treatise is described in Fihris al-makhtitat al-turkiyya al- ‘uthmaniyya allati
iqtanatha Dar al-Kutub al-Qawmiyya mundhu ‘am 1870 hattd nihayat 1980 M, 5 vols (Cai-
ro 1987-1997), 111:296-297 (for a reference to one of the letters, see at 296, n. 1); the mec-
mua is categorised under Turkish mecmuas with the call number 97 Majami‘ Turki Tal‘at (97
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perhaps its master copy too, must have belonged to Damadzade Ahmed (d. 1741), as a
note on the flyleaf indicates that he had the copy made in 1714, when he was the senior
justice of the European provinces.* Damadzade Ahmed came from a scholar-jurist family.
His father Mustafa (d. 1684), originally from Cankir1 in northern Anatolia, affiliated him-
self in Istanbul with Samizade Mehmed, who served as the chief of the chancery (reisil-
kiittab) during the 1650s and the early 1660s.> Mustafa eventually became the senior jus-
tice of the Asian provinces in 1670-72.° Ahmed’s maternal grandfather was Minkarizade
Yahya (d. 1678), who was Grand Mulfti in 1662-74.7 Ahmed himself and his son Feyzul-
lah were to become Grand Muftis in 1732-33 and 1755-56, respectively.® In short, the
manuscript belonged to someone well-entrenched in the scholar-jurist aristocracy.

The contents of Damadzade’s manuscript, which is described on its flyleaf as a col-
lection pertaining to Prophetic traditions,” have not much to do with Prophetic traditions.
The first piece is Omar Khayyam’s Arabic treatise on existence and responsibility (kawn
wa l-taklif), which was written in 473/1080-81.!° The second one is a Persian work,
Abdullah-1 114hi (d. c. 1491)’s Manazil al-quliib, which is a commentary on the fifth part
of the Risala-i Quds by Ruzbihan al-Baqli (d. 1209)."" After two short extracts on two

MTT hereafter) in the Dar al-Kutub al-Qawmiyya, the National Library of Egypt. For a mod-
ern Turkish adaptation of this treatise, see Kadizade Mehmed, Kitab-1 Makbul: atalarimizin
goziiyle at, ed. T. Galip Ser’atli (Istanbul 1986); for the question of authorship, see below,
n. 177. For a short summary of the treatise and a list of several of its manuscripts, see M.
Sen, ‘Baytarnameler’, in Tiirk kiiltiiriinde at ve ¢agdas at¢ilik, ed. E. Glirsoy-Naskali (Istanbul
1995), 177-263, at 188-189.

4 “Istaktabahu al-faqir Ahmad qadi bi- ‘asakir Riim IIi, kafa’a Allah la-hu wa-li-aslafihi wa-

akhlafihi, sanat 11267, 97 MTT, f. lla — I would like to thank Siikrii Hanioglu for taking the

time to confirm my reading of this grammatically somewhat problematic note. The pagination
of the manuscript, which I could only examine through a digital copy of its microfilm, is not
perfect. By “flyleaf”, I am referring to the first couple of folios, which I am numbering as I and

I1, starting to count the left-hand side of the third manuscript image on the microfilm as f. 1a so

that my pagination is consistent with the pagination of the manuscript in the later folios. The

copy date of H.1126/1714 is also noted in Fihris al-makhtitat al-turkiyya, 111:297.

Ahmed Resmi Efendi, Halifetii r-riiesa, reprint indexed by R. Ahiskali (Istanbul 1992), 39-40.

Usakizade, ‘Usagizade’s Lebensbeschreibungen, 515-517.

TDVIA, s.v. ‘Minkarizade Yahya Efendi’ (M. Ipsirli),

TDVIA, s.v. ‘Damadzide Ahmed Efendi’ (M. ipsirli); TDVIA, s.v. ‘Feyzullah Efendi,

Damadzade’ (M. Ipsirli); for other members of the family, see H. Duran, ‘Cankirili bir ulema

ailesi: “Damad-zadeler’”’, Cankirt Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 4 (2009), 85-90.

9 “Majmii ‘a fi ‘ilm al-hadith wa-ghayrihi,” f. 1a.

10 97 MTT, ff. 1b-6a; for an edition and English translation of this treatise, see S. G. Tirtha,
The Nectar of Grace: ‘Omar Khayyam's Life and Works, trans. A. Quddus (Allahabad 1941),
Ixxxiii-Ixxxix, xIv-x1vi, xc-xcix; for a brief assessment of'it, see S. H. Nasr, ‘The Poet-Scientist
Khayyam as Philosopher’, in Mélanges Luce Lopez-Baralt, ed. A. Temimi, 2 vols (Zaghouan
2001), 11:535-553, at 542-543.

11 97 MTT, ff. 7b-23a; described by N.A.M. al-Tirazi, Fihris al-makhtitat al-farisiyya allatt
taqtaniha Dar al-Kutub hatta ‘am 1963, 2 vols (Cairo 1966-67), 11: 182, # 2302; this version of
the work has some variations, including the date of composition, which is noted as “awakhir Ra-
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Prophetic traditions which pertain to the relationship between jurisprudence, principles
of religion, and mysticism (the “hadith of Gabriel”), and to invoking blessings on the
Prophet, respectively, the fifth work is Ibn Arabi (d. 1240)’s own list of his writings.!?
Then comes an Arabic treatise on the plague consisting of selections from Yusuf Ibn Abd
al-Hadi’s (a.k.a. Ibn al-Mibrad, d. 1503) Funiin al-muniin fi’l-waba’ wa’l-ta ‘iin, which
is a collection of Prophetic traditions on the plague.'® The next two short pieces on me-
dicine, also in Arabic, are those of the great polymath al-Razi (d. 925): Bur’ al-sd ‘a and
Risala fi’l-nazla."* The ninth work in the manuscript is a treatise on the properties of ani-
mals, trees, plants, jewels, minerals, and stones entitled the ‘Ayn al-khawass."> Finally,

12

13

14

jab, sanat 888 (August-September 1483)” [f. 21b] from the published version, which carries the
date of H.889/1484; compare M. Taqi Danish-pazhuh, ed., Rizzbihan-nama (Tehran 1347), 64-
66, 387-421, at 420-421 — note the added alif to the chronogram in the published version. While
al-Tirazi attributes the title to al-Baqli and notes that the commentary is that of Abdullah-1 i1ahj,
the title is the title of the commentary. The manuscript which the published version is based on is
described by Muhammad Taqi Danish-pazhuh, Fihrist-i mikrifilmha-yi Kitabkhana-i Markazi-i
Danishgah-i Tihran (Tehran 1348), 778-779, #2998. I am grateful to Hossein Modarressi for his
help in properly identifying this work by locating a copy of it in the Rizzbihan-nama which I did
not have access to. For Abdullah-1 {l4hi, a sheikh from Anatolia who is regarded as the first rep-
resentative of the Naksibendi order in Ottoman lands, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Abdullah-1 {1ahi” (M. Ka-
ra and H. Algar), :110-112; for Ruzbihan al-Bagqli, see C. W. Ernst, Riizbihan Baqli: Mysticism
and the Rhetoric of Sainthood in Persian Sufism (Richmond 1996).

See 97 MTT, f. 24 for the two extracts (ff. 23b and 25 are blank), and ff. 25b-31a for Ibn Ara-
bi’s list of his own works. The source of the extracts, which are anonymous in the manuscript,
could be Abd al-Wahhab al-Subki (d. 1370)’s Tabagat al-shafi iyya al-kubra, eds. Mahmud
Muhammad al-Tanahi and Abd al-Fattah Muhammad al-Hilw, 10 vols (Cairo 1964-1976),
[:117-118, 180-181. Ibn Arabi’s list is probably another copy of the one which Ibn Arabi com-
posed for Sadr al-Din al-Qunawi (d. 1273); see J. Clark and S. Hirtenstein, ‘Establishing Ibn
‘Arab1’s Heritage: First findings from the MIAS Archiving Project’, Journal of the Muhyiddin
Ibn ‘Arabi Society, 52 (2012), 1-32, at 1, n. 2.

97 MTT, ff. 31b-35a; a complete copy of this treatise is to be found at the Topkap1 Palace Lib-
rary; see F. E. Karatay and O. Reser, Topkap: Saray: Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi Arap¢a Yazmalar Ka-
talogu, 4 vols (Istanbul 1962-1969), 11:254, # 3026; see also Katib Celebi, Kesf-el-zunun, eds
S. Yaltkaya and K. R. Bilge, 2 vols (Istanbul 1941-1943), 11:1292; on the author, see TDVIA s.v.
“Ibnii’l-Mibred’ (F. Koca).

97 MTT, ff. 36b-39a, and 39b-41b, respectively. For the former, see al-Razi, ‘Kitab bur’ al-
sa‘a’, ed. Duktur Gig [Paul Guigues] al-Mashrig, 6 (1903), 395-402. I could not identify an
edition of the latter, which seems to be a copy of a letter al-Razi wrote in response to a ques-
tion he received from Shahid bin al-Husayn al-Balkhi about a malady of Abu Zayd Ahmad bin
Sahl al-Balkhi (d. 934), another great physician; see TDVIA s.v. ‘Razi, Ebt Bekir’ (M. Kaya);
TDVIA s.v. ‘Belhi, Eba Zeyd’ (I. Kutluer).

97 MTT, ff. 42b-49a (f. 42a is blank). While the author is mentioned in the manuscript as Naw
Asghar bin Rustam, I could not identify this person. Katip Celebi attributes this title, which he
does not seem to have seen as he does not provide any information on it, to a certain al-Dayl-
ami, see Kegf-el-zunun, 11:1182. M. al-Damiri (d. 1405) refers to al-Daylami’s ‘Ayn al-khawdass
in his Hayat al-hayawan (A Zoological Lexicon), trans. A. S. G. Jayakar, Vol. 2, part I (Lon-
don 1908), 171, 209. Lucia Raggetti, a scholar of medieval science in Arabic, kindly examined
the first section of the treatise devoted to animals and also identified additional references by
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the last piece before Kadizade’s writings is an anonymous page-long report in Turkish on
good and inauspicious marks on horses.!®

In short, Damadzade Ahmed (and the owner of the master copy of this manuscript or
the receiver of the copy which Damadzade had made) seems to have been interested in
such things as philosophy, mysticism, medicine, the natural world, and horses. It is clear-
ly these wide-ranging interests which must have attracted the owner(s) to Kadizade’s
Turkish treatise on horses, which is the last piece in the manuscript.!” It is preceded by
the endorsement (fakriz) of the Grand Mufti Esad and a title page recording the name of
the work, its presentation to Osman II (r. 1618-22), who was known to have been fond
of horses, and the name and the occupation of the author.!® The two autobiographical
letters of Kadizade are copied immediately before the preface.!” What is at first sight
rather surprising is to find Kadizade in the company of philosophers and Sufis, especially
Ibn Arabi, whom Kadizadelis are well known to have regarded as an infidel.?° As will be
shown in this study, however, Kadizade himself seems to have had mixed feelings about
him in his twenties.

Kadizade’s letters are addressed to Hocazade Mehmed, who served as Grand Mufti in
1601-03, and then again from June 1608 until his death in July 1615. One of the biograp-
hical details provided by Kadizade himself suggests that he could not have written these
letters before 1609 and another one makes it more likely that he wrote them after 1611;2!
so we can date them roughly to the first half of 1610s. While the letters themselves are
in Arabic, they are introduced by statements in Turkish which were originally written by
Kadizade Mehmed himself — perhaps as titles in his letter collection or private papers.??
The introduction of the first letter reads:

al-Damiri to the work of al-Daylami. According to her analysis, the treatise in this manuscript
is not identical to the ‘Ayn al-khawass referred to in the Hayat al-hayawan, although there are
some resemblances. Thus she suggests that the treatise in the manuscript may be an abridge-
ment of al-Daylami’s work, or an adaptation. Her conclusion is that the available evidence does
not lend itself to a definitive conclusion about the question of whether Naw Asghar bin Rustam
may be the same person as al-Daylami. [ am deeply grateful to Dr Raggetti for examining the
treatise with such care.

16 97 MTT, £. 49b (f. 50a is blank); another copy of this short notice seems to be found in Siiley-
maniye Kiitiiphanesi, Esad Efendi 3695, ff. 123b-124a, where it precedes a copy of Kadizade’s
treatise on horses; see Sen, 208, #44.

17 97 MTT, ff. 57b-76a.

18 97 MTT, ff. 56b-57a, the latter page is also to be found in another copy of the Kitab-1 makbul,
see Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Kadizade Mehmed 420 (possibly an autograph), f. 1a. For Os-
man II’s interest in horses, see B. Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire: Political and Social
Transformation in the Early Modern World (New York 2010), 118-19.

19 97 MTT, ff. 50b-55b (f. 56a is left blank).

20 Orztiirk, ‘Islamic orthodoxy’, 401-404.

21 See p. 204 below.

22 Kadizade must have had some private papers which had some limited circulation as attested by
the copy of his record of a dream he had on 2 December 1629; see Forschungsbibliothek Go-
tha, Ms. orient. T 17, 1b-2b.
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This letter was written and sent when we heard that mischievous enviers were talking nonsen-
se with invention of lies to the late and praiseworthy Mufti Mehmed Efendi in order to make
him hate this well-wisher of his.?

Right after this statement in Turkish, Kadizade’s first letter starts with an invocation
of God and four citations from the Qur’an:?*

O you who believe, if a dissolute person brings some news, verify it first lest you attack a peo-
ple ignorantly and later regret what you had done [Qur’an, 49:6].

... and (when) you said what you did not know, and took it lightly — though in the sight of God
it was serious — Why did you not say when you heard it: “It is not for us to speak of it; God
preserve us, it is a great slander”? God counsels you not to do a thing like this... [Qur’an, from
24:15-17]

Do not follow that of which you have no knowledge... [Qur’an, from 17:36]

Do not heed a contemptible swearer, or backbiter, calumniator, slanderer [Qur’an, 68:10-11].

Kadizade then paraphrases al-Ghazali’s (d. 1111) discussion of slander from the third
volume of the Revival of Religious Sciences by stating that scholars had laid down six
concerns which someone to whom slanderous remarks about someone else is communi-
cated is obliged to have. First, he should not believe the slanderer as the latter is a sinner.
Second, he should forbid him to slander people and denounce his action in accordance
with God’s words: “bid what is known to be right and forbid what is wrong (Qur’an, from
31:17)”. Third, he should hate him for God’s sake because he is defying God. Fourth,
he should not suspect the absent and slandered man of evil as God demands one to
“avoid most suspicions (Qur’an, from 49:12)”. Fifth, he should not try to gain informa-
tion about the facts of the matter as God states: “do not pry into others’ secrets (Qur’an,
from 49:12)”. And, finally, he should not relate his slander to others as he would then
become a slanderer himself.?

After relating two anecdotes from al-Ghazali’s chapter on slander in an abbreviated
fashion,2® Kadizade amends a third anecdote to better suit his needs. Al-Ghazali relates
a story about the Umayyad Caliph Sulayman (r. 715-17) in which Sulayman asserts to
someone who came to him that he had heard that the latter spoke negatively about him.

23 “Merhiim ve mebrur Miifti Mehmed Efendi’ye bu dailerini tebgiz igiin hussad-1 fesad ihtira-1
miifteriyat idiib tiirrehat sdyledikleri mesmumuz oldukda bu varaka ketb olunub irsal olunmus-
dr”, 97 MTT, f. 50b.

24 Tbid., The English translations of the Qur’anic verses quoted by Kadizade Mehmed are based
on Al-Qur’an, rev. trans. A. Ali (Princeton 2001) throughout this chapter.

25 See al-Ghazali, Revival of Religious Sciences, trans. M. M. al-Sharif, 4 vols (Beirut 2011),
I11:257-58; my paraphrase in this paragraph is based on Kadizade’s Arabic text, reproduced in
the appendix to this chapter with references to the Arabic text of al-Ghazali.

26 These are the ones on a sage visited by one of his brethren who gave him news about one of
his friends and the response of Ali (the fourth Caliph, the cousin and son-in-law of the Prophet)
to someone who carried slanderous news about someone else; see al-Ghazali, Revival of Reli-
gious Sciences, 111:258-259, and the appendix of this chapter.
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The man rejects the Caliph’s allegation. Then the Caliph states that the man he heard it
from is a truthful person. Al-Zuhri (d. 742), a well-known scholar who happened to be
in the presence of the Caliph, states that a slanderer would not be truthful. The Caliph
agrees with al-Zuhri and tells the man to leave in peace.?” Kadizade substitutes al-Zuhri
for the well-known early Hanafi jurist Abu Yusuf (d. 798), thus moving the story to Ab-
basid times, does not name the Caliph, and edits the unnamed man who comes into the
presence of the Caliph out of the story.?® The revised version starts with an anonymous
man slandering Abu Yusuf to the Caliph, who could be imagined as Harun al-Rashid (r.
786-809). The Caliph tells Abu Yusuf: “you said such and such”. Abu Yusuf responds: “I
did not say that”. The Caliph asserts that a trustworthy man reported it to him. When Abu
Yusuf reminds the Caliph that a slanderer would not be trustworthy, the Caliph agrees
and resents the slanderer.”” Clearly, Kadizade would like to be compared to Abu Yusuf
and hopes that the Grand Mufti will act like the Abbasid Caliph in his story, which he
attributes to al-Ghazali.’

Then Kadizade inserts two couplets of Arabic and 14 couplets of Persian verse, which
he adapts —without acknowledgment— from one of the poems of al-Nabigha (d. c. 604),
and the first and seventh chapters of Sadi (d. 1291)’s Bostan:3!

I swore—and I left no doubt in your mind
and a man has no pursuit beyond God.
Surely, if you had been informed of crime on my part,
then your embroidering informant was indeed false and lying.3?

Beware that you hear not the speech of the designing man;
Because, if you set to work (on his speech), you will repent.
An enemy, whom my position disgraced,
It is necessary to fly from his deceit to the distance of a league

27 1Ibid., 111:258-259.

28 On al-Zuhri and Abu Yusuf, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Ziihri’ (H. Ozkan); and TDVIA s.v. ‘Ebd Yisuf’
(S. Ogiit); respectively.

29 97 MTT, f. 50b.

30 While there is the remote possibility that the copy of the Revival manuscript Kadizade used in-
cluded this version of the story, I find it rather unlikely. Kadizade seems to have decided to skip
the original version of this story at first as the anecdote about Ali, which he relates before this
story, actually comes after it in al-Ghazali’s chapter on slander; compare Revival of Religious
Sciences, 111:258-259. It is also quite likely that Kadizade was not using an actual manuscript
of the Revival but instead writing from memory.

31 All of the following poetry is skipped in the other copy of the letter (A 2688, 62b), which I in-
troduce below; see n. 41 and the appendix.

32 Keeping in mind the variants in Kadizade’s version of the distichs (see the appendix of this
study), | have adapted this translation from A. J. Arberry, Arabic Poetry: A Primer for Stu-
dents (London 1965), 34, lines 3-4; note that his Arabic edition (35) has a variant in the first
line of the second distich when compared with a more recent critical edition (see the appen-
dix).
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But, I fear not the king’s wrath;
For an innocent one is bold in his speech.
If the inspector of measures seizes, there is sorrow to that one
whose weight of the standard balance-weight is deficient.
When words flow correctly from my pen,
What fear have I of the word-seizers?
Oh, the lucky one! That is not my form,
but the pencil is in the hand of the enemy.
Since the skirt (of my garment) is free from (the stain of) crime,
I fear not the malignity of the evil-intent one.
The faithful one is a basin, and the evil-intent one an ant;
The ant cannot make a breach in the basin by force.
In like manner I have a good name; but,
For his own interests, the evil-intent one speaks not good (of me).>?
Whosoever tells to you “so and so is a bad man”;
Know this much, that he is slandering himself.
For (while) it is necessary to prove that one’s bad deed,
(This one’s) evil is made manifest by this act.
In the act of breathing (speaking) ill of mankind,
Even if you speak truth, you are bad.
A person let loose his tongue in slander;
A sagacious and eminent one spoke to him:
“In speaking of people, malign them not before me;
Make me not suspicious of yourself”.3*

The Qur’anic citations, the story of Abu Yusuf and the Abbasid caliph, and the Arabic

and Persian couplets all lead the reader to anticipate that Kadizade is going to defend
himself against some allegations in this letter. We finally read about these allegations
after a page and a half:

[ hear from my friends that people say about me that “he reviles the Greatest Sheikh [i.e., Ibn
Arabi] and denies the saints”. [ am free from both (of these charges) because reviling someone
is among the acts of fools and the denial of truth among the distinguishing marks of the igno-
rant. God the Sublime already blessed me —praise be to God!— with that which is necessary
from the Arabic (linguistic) and rational sciences and religious and legal knowledge for me
to distinguish between healthy and sick, strong and weak, and the erroneous and the correct.

33

34

97 MMT, 50b-51a; Kolliydt-e Sa ‘di, ed. M. Ali Faroghi, (Tehran 1379 [7™ printing]), 196, 195,
194, 192, 195; keeping in mind Kadizade’s version of the verses (see the appendix), I have
adapted this translation from H. Wilberforce Clarke, The Bustdn by Shaikh Muslihuddin Sa ‘di
Shirazi (London 1879), 52 (verse 247), 49-50 (verses 222-225), 49 (verse 219), 48 (verse 202),
44 (verse 160), 49 (verse 221); and Ziauddin Gulam Moheddin Munshi, The Bostan of Shaikh
Sadi, rev. R. Davies (Bombay 1889), 34 (verse 33), 32 (verses 7-8, 11, 9, 4), 31 (verse 76), 28
(verse 34), 32 (verse 6).

97 MTT, Sla; Kolliyat-e Sa ‘di, 319-320; the translation is adapted from Clarke, The Bustan,
314 (verses 136-40), and Munshi, The Bostan, 210 (verses 3-5), 211 (verses 3-4), keeping in
mind Kadizade’s version of the verses (see the appendix).
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In the next part of the first letter Kadizade lists some of the books he had studied in
order to impress upon the Grand Mutfti that he is neither a fool nor an ignorant man, but a
well-read scholar.?® He ends this brief bibliography by stating that earlier he had also read
Ibn Arabi’s al-Futithat al-Makkiyya and wrote down parts of it in a mecmua of his own.
However, in 1014/1605-6, he came across four books which created a great ambivalence
in his heart about Ibn Arabi because they included hundreds of fatwas against him.3¢
Thus he related what he had read to some contemporary scholars, who instructed him to
suspend judgement about Ibn Arabi. Kadizade states that he followed their instructions
and stopped mentioning him after that time. And yet what he related about the things he
had read about Ibn Arabi became known among the people. So his enemies traced these
back to him and rushed to grandees to take revenge on him with their complaints.

Kadizade concludes by declaring that on the Day of Judgment it will become clear
who is truthful and who is a liar. He does not state anything but the truth. Yet the truth is
bitter, whereas falsehood is sweet. All that the slanderers could do to him are three things,
which happen to correspond to the same three that Bahaeddinzade Muhyiddin Mehmed
(d. 952/1545-6), who happens to be the paternal cousin of Birgivi’s (d. 1573) father Pir
Ali, listed as things that could happen to him when he was warned by his friends to stop
his criticism of Ibrahim Pasha, the Grand Vizier of Siileyman the Magnificent: an unjust
execution, which would make him a martyr; imprisonment would mean seclusion and
solitude, which are his way (fariga); and exile, which would be emigration (hijra), the
sunna of the prophets.’’ Either way, he would be rewarded, as he is firm on the upright
truth and the straight path, observing the book of God, the Sunna of the Prophet, and the
sayings of the mujtahid jurists. He finishes his letter with two citations, the first from the
Qur’an and the second from al-Ghazali’s Revival:

And the oppressors will come to know through what reversals they will be overthrown!®®
Imam al-Shafii (may God the Most High have mercy on him) said: “Among the people of rea-
son, knowledge [builds] an unceasing kinship”. Therefore I do not understand how a commu-
nity, among whom knowledge has become [the source of] a sharp enmity, claims to emulate
the predecessors!3’

We do not know whether or not Kadizade had really stopped talking about Ibn Arabi.
The complaints about him definitely did not. In the Turkish introduction to his second
letter, Kadizade states that he wrote it when the Grand Mufti heard false rumours about

35 97 MTT, f. 51.

36 1 will introduce these books in the next section of the chapter; see n. 139ff.

37 Taskopriizade, al-Shaqa’iq al-nu ‘maniyya fi ‘ulama’ al-dawla al- ‘uthmaniyya (Beirut 1975),
260. On the well-known scholar Birgivi, who had a major impact on Kadizade and his follo-
wers, see H. Marti, Birgivi Mehmed Efendi: hayati, eserleri ve fikir diinyasi (Ankara 2008).

38 From the Qur’an, 26:227.

39 My translation is a modified version of the one in Revival, 1:91. Kadizade changed al-Ghaza-
li’s original “to emulate his way (madhhabihi)”, which would refer to the Shafii school, to “to
emulate the predecessors (al-salaf)”, also al-Ghazali has it as “the people of virtue and reason”
rather than “the people of reason”; compare /hya’, 1:41.



196 BAKI TEZCAN

him again.*’ In short, one could regard these two letters as Kadizade Mehmed’s defence
against allegations of reviling Ibn Arabi which were brought to the attention of the Grand
Mufti Mehmed, probably in the early 1610s. Not surprisingly, the only other copy of the
letters I was able to identify was named the ‘Defence of Kadizade’ by the cataloguers
of the National Library of Turkey.*! This second copy of Kadizade’s letters are in the
company of an extract from Seyhzade (d. 1543)’s hasiye on Baydawi’s exegesis (Qur’an,
5:1-25),*> Nabi (d. 1712)’s mesnevi entitled Hayrdbad,” Kemalpasazade (d. 1534)’s
treatise on the faith of the Pharaoh,** Mustafa bin Ebu Bekir (d. 1240/1824-5)’s Per-
sian grammar in Arabic, al-Mafatih al-durriya,® Ali Ferdi bin Mustafa (d. 1127/1715)’s
Arabic commentary on Tuhfe-i Sahidr, which is a Persian-Turkish dictionary in verse by
Ibrahim Sahidi (d. 1550),% an Arabic treatise by one of Birgivi (d. 1573)’s students on
supererogatory prayers,*’ Abu al-Jaysh al-Ansari al-Andalusi (d. 549/1154-5)’s short and
very popular treatise on prosody in Arabic,*® and Hiidayi (d. 1628)’s Arabic treatise on
the love of God, the Prophet, and his family, Habbat al-mahabba,*® not to mention other

40 For the first letter, see 97 MTT, 50b-52a; compare A 2688, 62b-63a; for the second letter, see
97 MTT 52a-55b; compare A 2688, 63a-64a, which does not include the end of the second let-
ter, as will be discussed below; see n. 41 and the appendix.

41 See ‘Risale-i Miidafaa-y1 Kadizade’, Milli Kiitiiphane, A 2688 [A 2688 hereafter], 62b-64a. The
actual title in the manuscript reads “Risala mansiba li-Ibn al-Qadr, rahimahu Allah”, . 62b.

42 A 2688, 3b-28b; compare Seyhzade, Hashiyat Shaykhzada ‘ald tafsir al-qadr al-Baydawr, 4
vols (Istanbul 1988-1991 [reprint of the 1306 Istanbul ed.]), 11:187-207; on the author, see
TDVIA s.v. ‘Seyhzade’ (E. Bas).

43 A 2688, 34b-56a; this copy of the mesnevi does not include the invocation and dedication sec-
tions and thus starts with the reason of the composition; compare S. Ulger, ‘Nabi — Hayrabad:
Inceleme — Metin’, unpublished M.A. thesis, Yiiziincii Y1l Universitesi, 1996, 82-145 (the part
that is skipped in the manuscript), 145-337.

44 A 2688, 67a-b; on the author and his works, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Kemalpasazade’ (S. Turan, S.
Ozen, 1. Celebi, M. A. Y. Sarac).

45 A 2688, 68b-77b; compare Mustafa Ibn Abu Bakr al-Sivasi, Mafatih al-Durriya fi ithbat al-
gawanin al-dariyya (Bulag, 1242); on the author, see Bagdatl Ismail Pasa, Hadiyyat al- ‘Arifin,
Asma’ al-Mu’allifin va Asar al-Musannifin, eds K. R. Bilge and 1. M. K. Inal, 2 vols (Istanbul
1951-1955), 11:455.

46 A 2688, 80b-85b; on the author, see Bagdatli Ismail Pasa, Hadiyyat al-‘Arifin, 767; on the
work commented upon, see Muglali Sahidi Ibrahim Dede, Tuhfe-i Sihidi: Farsca-Tiirkce man-
zum sozliik, ed. A. H. Imamoglu (Mugla 2005); see also Y. Oz, Tuhfe-i Sahidi Serhleri (Konya
1999), 102-104. Oz used this very copy of the work to date its composition, but I believe he is
mistaken in assuming the date of the copy to be the date of the composition.

47 A 2688, 85b-87a; one could probably call it “waza’if nawafil al-‘ibadat” after the introducto-
ry sentence; see [N.] Atsiz, Istanbul Kiitiiphanelerine gore Birgili Mehmet Efendi (929-981 =
1523-1573) Bibliyografyas: (Istanbul 1966), 39, # 15; compare A. Kayli, ‘A Critical Study of
Birgivi Mehmed Efendi’s (d. 981/1573) Works and their Dissemination in Manuscript Form’,
unpublished M.A. thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2010, 108.

48 A 2688, 90b-94a; Katib Celebi, Kesf-el-zunun, 11:1135.

49 A 2688, 96a-103a; this treatise was translated into Turkish by A. Remzi ([Akyiirek], d. 1944)
and published by R. Deniz as Mahbiibu’l-ehibbe: Sevenlerin sevgilisi (Kayseri 1982); see
TDVIA s.v. ‘Aziz Mahmud Hiidayi’ (H. K. Y1lmaz).
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shorter extracts and notes. The only nineteenth-century work in the collection, al-Mafatih
al-durriya, is copied by a different hand in a fascicle which could have been bound with
the rest of the manuscript at a later time.*® More important, the copy date of Ali Ferdi’s
commentary on Tuhfe-i Sahidi is 3 April 1731 (25 Ramadan 1143).>! Therefore, this copy
of Kadizade’s letters may also be dated to the first half of the eighteenth century, although
a more detailed examination of the manuscript and the different hands involved in copy-
ing it is necessary to ascertain this.

Regardless of its copy date, this second manuscript represents a different reading
community from the first one. Instead of philosophy and the sciences, mysticism is cou-
pled with a treatise of Kemalpasazade which could be cited to support the Kadizadelis in
one of their debating points with the followers of Sivasi,* and another one by a student of
Birgivi, who is justifiably regarded as the intellectual founding father of the Kadizadelis.
Not surprisingly, therefore, one notices some variants in the copies of Kadizade’s letters
which are to be found in these two manuscripts some of which relate to skipped pieces of
poetry while others are more significant, as will be pointed out below.>

The first three decades of Kadizade's life

At the beginning of his second letter, Kadizade states his full name as “Seyh Mehmed bin
Mustafa bin Ilyas” and adds that his father was a judge resident in Balikesir and known
as Doganzade. And, apparently, it was his father who named him “Seyh Mehmed”, thus
the designation ‘sheikh’ in his case appears to be part of his name rather than his title.
He also provides his date of birth as the first Friday night of the month of Rajab in 990,
the year of which was apparently recorded by his father with a chronogram, mahdum-
miikerrem, or “revered son” — this date corresponds to a day in late July 1582.3* His first
teacher was one of the students of Birgivi, a certain Sheikh Alaeddin, who taught him the
Qur’an, the Muslim articles of faith (or akaid), and grammar.

Katip Celebi’s account of Kadizade’s biography jumps from this point to Kadizade’s
arrival in Istanbul to become a student of Dursunzade, which does not help us much with
a chronology. It also creates the impression that Kadizade’s early life was dominated by
the students of Birgivi, a master with quite a revivalist reputation. Kadizade has a few
more details that help us both establish his approximate time of arrival in Istanbul and
also bring some nuances to his early education.

50 In A 2688, ff. 68a-78b seem to constitute a fascicle, but my impression is based on the digital
images of the manuscript and should be confirmed by an examination of the actual copy.

51 A 2688, 85b.

52 On this point of the debate, see Katib Chelebi, 75-79; on Kemalpasazade’s view, see TDVIA
s.v. ‘Firavun’ (O. F. Harman and M. Uzun).

53 A detailed comparison of the two manuscripts in their representation of the first letter is to be
found in the appendix of this study. As for the variants in the second letter, see below n. 138.

54 97 MTT, 52a; the numerical values of the Arabic letters in which one writes the expression
mahdiim-1 miikerrem with add up to 990 (40+600+4+6+40+40+20+200+40). The exact date
could be either the night of July 19-20 or 26-27.
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Kadizade states that he continued to study grammar under a certain Kadi1 Halil and
a certain Miderris Tbrahim. Then he notes that he studied the Kitabh al-daw’ under a
certain Kadi1 Abdurrahman, which must refer to al-Isfarayini (d. 1285)’s commentary
on al-Misbah fi al-nahw of Nasir al-Mutarrizi (d. 1213),>> a book on Arabic grammar.
Next comes the “Book of Sadr al-Sharia”, which must refer to the commentary by Sadr
al-Sharia the Second (d. 1346) on the work of his grandfather, the Wigayat al-riwaya
fi masa’il al-Hidaya by Burhan al-Sharia, which is, in turn, a work that relates to al-
Marghinani (d. 1197)’s al-Hidaya, a teaching manual on Hanafi jurisprudence that was
part of the Ottoman medrese curriculum.>® This happens to be one of the titles that Katip
Celebi notes that Kadizade taught at the mosque of Murad Pasha in Istanbul.>” Appar-
ently Kadizade had studied it in Balikesir under a certain Kadi Muslihuddin. The first
of the last couple of books he studied in his home town was the Mukhtasar Isaghii,
that is the “Summary of Isagoge”, a text on logic the origins of which go back to the
third-century Neoplatonic philosopher Porphyry from Italy, who wrote the Isagoge as
an introduction to Aristotle’s Categories. Kadizade must have read its thirteenth-century
reworking by al-Abhari, which was read in many medreses.>® He also read Husam al-Din
Hasan al-Kati (d. ¢. 1359)’s commentary on al-Abhari’s study of logic.>® He studied these
two texts under Mufti Lutfullah, who is the last person he names among his teachers in
Balikesir and the first one I was able to identify with any certainty in his biography. Atayi
has a short entry for Lutfullah, who was appointed to teach at the madrasa of Balikesir
and to act as the mufti of the city around 1591-92 and died there in September or October
of 1600.%° Thus Kadizade must have left Balikesir at the latest by 1600. The names of
those he studied with in Istanbul and their appointment dates, which will be touched upon
below, suggest that he actually arrived there a little earlier in the middle of the last decade
of the sixteenth century while he was still a teenager.

55 Muhammad ibn Muhammad Isfarayini, A/-Sharh al-nafi* al-misrah al-musamma bi-Daw’ al-
misbah ([India:] al-Matbaah al-Ahmadiyah 1262); on al-Mutarrizi, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Mutarrizi’
(M. S. Cogenli).

56 On the author, his family, and his work, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Sadriisseria’ (S. Ozen). For the place
of al-Marghinani (d. 1197)’s al-Hidaya in the Ottoman medrese curriculum, see S. A. and N.
Filipovic, ‘The Sultan’s Syllabus: A Curriculum for the Ottoman Imperial medreses prescribed
in a ferman of Qaniini I Siileyman, Dated 973 (1565)’, Studia Islamica, 98-99 (2004), 183-218,
202; for the use of Wigaya in Ottoman medreses, see 1. H. Uzuncarsili, Osmanli devletinin il-
miye teskilati (Ankara 1965), 29-30.

57 Katib Celebi, Fezleke, 2 vols (Istanbul 1286-1287), 11:182.

58 On the Isagoge and the many texts and commentaries on logic inspired by it in the Islamic
world, see TDVIA s.v. ‘isﬁgﬁci’ (A. Bingdl); on al-Abhari, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Ebheri, Esiriiddin’
(A. Bingol). For the use of Abhari’s work in Ottoman medreses, see Uzungarsili, Osmanli dev-
letinin, 21, 30-31.

59 Husam al-Din Hasan al-Kati, Sharh kitab Isaghuji fi ‘ilm al-mantiq lil-Imam Athir al-Din al-
Abhart al-mutawaffa sanat 663 H (Amman 2013); Uzuncarsili, Osmanli devletinin, 31.

60 Nevizade Atayi (d. 1635), Hadai ku’l-Hakai’k i Tekmiletii’s-Saka’ik, 2 vols in one (Istanbul
H.1268/1852), reprinted with indices in A. Ozcan, ed., Sakaik-1 Nu'maniye ve Zeyilleri, 5 vols
(istanbul 1989), Vol. 2 [hereafter Atayi], 442.
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It is important to note that Kadizade’s early education seems to have been quite in
the mainstream of an Ottoman Hanafi education, both in terms of the texts he studied
and the people he studied them under. These texts are related to the Ottoman madrasa
curriculum, and most of his teachers are judges or professors, with the exception of the
first one, the student of Birgivi, who is depicted as a sheikh. This self-portrayal is quite
different from the portrait drawn by Katip Celebi, who depicted Kadizade’s education in
Balikesir in these words:

Having acquired the rudiments of knowledge in his native town, from the disciples of Birgili
Mehmed Efendi, he came to Istanbul and became a student-instructor under the teacher Tur-
sunzade.®!

Kadizade also provides additional details about his early life in Istanbul. He states
that he moved there after the death of his father in order to seek a career in the judiciary.
He adds that even though his father had set him up as a ¢avus, an administrative-military
rank, he terminated that and entered on the course of a scholarly career.®? This interest-
ing detail, coupled with the family name of his father, Doganzade (falcon-son), might
suggest that Kadizade’s paternal ancestors might have included a falconer with a palace
connection which his father must have had recourse to in order to secure a cavus career
for his son. So it is quite possible for Kadizade’s grandfather to have been a devsirme.5

In Istanbul Kadizade first worked with a certain Miiderris Muslihuddin, who might be
the same person he mentioned earlier in Balikesir as Kadi Muslihuddin, as some small-
town judges went back to teaching for advancement in their later judicial careers. After
teaching him some al-Hidaya, the above-mentioned text of Hanafi jurisprudence which
was an essential part of the Ottoman medrese curriculum, Muslihuddin sent him to anot-
her miiderris, a certain Yusuf. Then Dursunzade Abdiilbaki took Kadizade under his wing
for the sake of the friendship he had with his father. This identification corrects a mistake
that seems to have entered the scholarship through some Katip Celebi manuscripts in
which the Dursunzade in Kadizade’s biography is identified with Abdiilbaki’s brother
Abdullah.®* While Dursunzade Abdiilbaki’s career is well documented by Atayi, it is dif-
ficult to date when Kadizade started studying under him. Dursunzade was teaching in Is-
tanbul until August 1593, after which he moved to different cities, probably coming back
to Istanbul in between his appointments and during his judgeship in Uskiidar in 1597-
98.95 Kadizade lists three titles which he studied with him: Mukhtasar al-talkhis, which

61 Katib Chelebi, The Balance of Truth, 132.

62 97 MTT, 52b.

63 Incidentally, Ahmed Rumi, another revivalist like Kadizade, was a recent convert to Islam; see
Y. Michot, L opium et le café: edition et traduction d’un texte arabe anonyme, précedées d 'une
premiere exploration de |'opiophagie Ottomane et accompagnées d 'une anthologie (Beyrouth
2008), 54.

64 See, for instance, Katip Celebi, Mizanii 'I-hakk fi ihtiyari’l-ahakk (En dogruyu se¢mek icin hak
terazisi), ed. O. S. Gokyay (Istanbul 1980), 111; compare, Lewis, 132.

65 Atayi, 513-514.
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is probably Sad al-Din al-Taftazani (d. 1390)’s summary of his own commentary on
Khatib al-Qazwini (d. 1338)’s summary of the third part of the Miftah al- ‘uliim by Abu
Yaqub al-Sakkaki (d. 1229) on rhetoric — also part of the Ottoman medrese curriculum;®°
Abd al-Rahman Jami (d. 1492)’s well-known work on Arabic grammar, al-Fawa’id al-
diya’iyya, which was also in the reading lists of the Ottoman madrasas;®” and a large
part of the Tafsir al-Qadr, which must refer to Baydawi (d. 1286)’s commentary on the
Qur’an, another standard work in the Ottoman madrasa curriculum.®®

Another professor Kadizade studied with was Yusuf, better known as Arab Sinan.
With him he read al-Mutawwal, which must be al-Taftazani’s above-mentioned commen-
tary the summary of which he had read with Dursunzade — a must read in the Ottoman
madrasa curriculum,® and the Sharh al-‘aqa’id, most probably Dawwani (d. 1502)’s
commentary on ‘Adud al-Din al-Iji (d. 1355)’s work on theology, also to be found in
the reading lists of Ottoman madrasas.”® Kadizade must have studied under Arab Sinan
in 1600 while the latter was teaching at the Sahn-1 Seman in Istanbul as he had appoint-
ments in different cities both before and after this date.”!

Kadizade also lists al-Tawdih, which must refer to al-Tawdih fi hall ghawamid al-
Tangth by the above-mentioned Sadr al-Sharia the Second (d. 1346), “a commentary on
the author’s own work on Hanafi jurisprudence entitled al-Tangih fi al-usil”.”> He stu-
died this book, which was also part of the Ottoman medrese curriculum, under a certain
Mullah Abdullah.” He read the Sharh al-Manar, a commentary on al-Nasafi (d. 1310)’s
Manar al-anwar, a work on legal theory that was also part of the Ottoman medrese
curriculum,” under Kadi Abdiilcabbar. Kadizade also notes that he attended the study
assembly (majlis dars) of Mullah Ibrahim, whom he identifies as the “mudarris of the

66 On al-Taftazani and his work, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Teftazani’ (S. Ozen), 299-308; for the signifi-
cant place of his work and the Miftah al- ‘uliim in Ottoman medreses, see Uzungarsili, Osmanl
Devletinin, 21, 27; on al-Sakkaki, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Sekkaki, Ebai Ya‘kiib’ (I. Durmus); and on
al-Qazwini, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Kazvini, Hatib’ (I. Durmus).

67 On Jami, see E. Okten, ‘Jami (H.817-898/1414-1492): his Biography and Intellectual Influence
in Herat’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 2007; for the use of his work
on grammar in Ottoman medreses, see Uzungarsili, Osmanli devletinin, 30.

68 Ahmed and Filipovic, ‘The Sultan’s Syllabus’, 197-198.

69 Uzungarsili, Osmanli devletinin, 13, 21, 26, 30, 39.

70 On Dawwani, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Devvani’ (H. Anay); on al-lji’s theological work and its im-
portance in the Ottoman medrese curriculum, see TDVIA s.v. ‘el-Akaidii’l-Adudiyye’ (Y.
S.Yavuz), 11:216; see also Uzungarsili, 23.

71 Atayi, 536.

72 Ahmed and Filipovic, ‘The Sultan’s Syllabus’, 205.

73 There are several Abdullahs who could be this person, see the index of Atayi, 1. I have re-
frained from attempts at identification of the names mentioned by Kadizade unless I could
safely narrow down the possibilities to one person.

74 For the author, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Nesefi, Ebii’l-Berekat’ (M. Bedir); for the many commentaries
on his work in Ottoman medreses, see TDVIA s.v. ‘Menarii’l-envar’ (F. Koca); see also Uzun-
carsili, Osmanli devletinin, 22.
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medrese of Sinan Pasha for a long time”.”> This must be ibrahim bin Mustafa, who taught
at the Darii’l-hadis of Sinan Pasha from May 1596 until his death in April 1606.7°

To reiterate: Kadizade appears to have arrived in Istanbul sometime in the 1590s,
probably during the last years of the reign of Murad III (1574-1595), or first years of the
reign of Mehmed III (1595-1603), while he was still a teenager. As he himself states, his
initial aim seems to have been a judicial-scholarly career in medreses and judgeships.
After noting his attendance at the lectures of Mullah ibrahim, he ends this part of his
autobiography by stating that he started teaching at the Mosque of Murad Pasha in late
March — early April 1602 (awa il shahr Shawwal min shuhiir sanat ‘ashar wa-alf), a few
months before he turned 20 years old, in our reckoning.

It is at this point in his life that he seems to have moved to a preaching career under
the patronage of Sheikh Omer, the Halveti sheikh of the Terciiman (or Dragoman) lod-
ge and a preacher at the imperial mosques of Istanbul.”” He states that he attended his
sermons and then his lectures. He also entered the “forty days of solitude”, al-khalwa
al-arba ‘iniyya, with Sheikh Omer three times. When Sheikh Omer went on a military
campaign with Ali Pasha, he apparently left Kadizade as his successor for purposes of
his sermons. Thus Kadizade preached at the Mosque of Sultan Selim for nine months
and also commented upon the second half of the second chapter of the Qur’an during
this period, which must be during the military campaign of the Grand Vizier Ali Pasha
in 1604 against the Habsburgs, as Topcular Katibi Abdiilkadir confirms Sheikh Omer’s
participation in this campaign.”® Kadizade also notes that he got married during these
months in his neighbourhood of Cavus, which might be near Silivrikap1.”” When Sheikh
Omer came back from the military campaign, he invited Kadizade to his own neighbo-
urhood, settled him in a house endowed to be occupied by scholars, and appointed him
as his successor at the Terciiman Mosque, where Kadizade preached and commented
upon the Qur’an for a year, after which Sheikh Omer and Kadizade fell into a disagree-
ment on some issues which he does not specify. Then Kadizade notes that he separated
himself from Sheikh Omer, returned to his former neighbourhood and to his teaching at

75 97 MTT, 52b.

76 Atayi, 508; Baltaci, 888; cf. 426-427.

77 Katib Chelebi, The Balance of Truth, 132. On this sheikh, see F. Idiz, Omer Féni Efendi ve ta-
savvufa dair ii¢ eseri: ddab, cehri zikir, semd’ve tasavvufa dair bazi meseleler (Istanbul 2011).

78 Abdilkadir, Topcular Katibi ‘Abdiilkadir (Kadri) Efendi Tarihi, ed. Z. Y1lmazer, 2 vols (Anka-
ra 2003), 1:403, 412, 416.

79 Evliya Celebi mentions two neighbourhoods the names of which include “Cavus”, but they are
in Kasimpasa and Tophane, whereas the Murad Pasha Mosque is located near Aksaray in the old
city. That is why I believe that the neighbourhood around “Cavus mescidi”, which Evliya Cele-
bi locates in the vicinity of Silivrikapi, might be a more appropriate choice for Kadizade to li-
ve in; see Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi: Topkapt Saray: Bagdat 304 Yazmasinin
Transkripsiyonu — Dizini, Vol. 1: Istanbul, ed. O. S. Gokyay (Istanbul 1996), 1:129; see also the
index, 353. There is another “Cavus mescidi” in Balat, which the anonymous reviewer of this
piece drew my attention to; see H. Ayvansarayi, Ali Sati‘, and Siileyman Besim, Hadikatii’l-
cevami': Istanbul camileri ve diger din — sivil mi’mari yapiar, ed. A. N. Galitekin (Istanbul
2001), 117. Ayvansarayi refers to two other mosques with the same name; see 117, 119.
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the Murad Pasha Mosque. I will return to Kadizade’s separation from his sheikh in the
last section of this study.
Katip Celebi’s summary of this part of Kadizade’s life reads:

He then chose the career of a Sufi sheikh, entering the service of Umar Efendi, Sheykh of the
Terjuman lodge (tekke), and occupying himself with spiritual purification. Finding, however,
that the Sufi path did not suit his temperament, he adopted the way of speculation.

Kadizade, however, does not seem to have given up on Sufism. Right after noting his
return to the Murad Pasha Mosque, he states that he became a companion of a certain
Naksibendi Sheikh Mehmed, who resided in Yalova and whom he describes with the
loftiest of adjectives as an eminent sheikh and the perfect spiritual guide, and adds that
he pledged allegiance to him. He further asserts that he later associated with some other
Naksibendi sheikhs as well, and found them consistent with and adhering to the sublime
law and the exalted religion in the articles of faith, in words, actions, and attitudes.?! In
short, Kadizade is telling the Grand Mufti that he became a Naksibendi.

Following this sharp turn in his Sufi allegiance from the Halveti to the Naksibendi
order, Kadizade lists another series of teachers and the books he read with them, starting
with a certain Behram, whom he identifies as one of the students of a certain Sheikh Ah-
mad al-Mugri, and under whom he studied the Qur’an. Then he read the Qur’an, memo-
rising it, with Evliya Mehmed Celebi, who was to become the Imam of the Sultan aro-
und December 1616. Evliya Mehmed had specialised in Qur’an recitation and studied it
with a certain Ahmad Misri, who is described as the best of the sheikhs of recitation,?
and who is perhaps the same person as Ahmad al-Muqri mentioned by Kadizade. The at-
tention Kadizade started paying to his Qur’an recitation after studying law for at least a
decade must be related to his shift to a career in mosques.

After perfecting his Qur’an recitation, Kadizade turned to hadith and studied al-
Masabih, which must refer to al-Baghawi (d. 1122)’s Masabih al-sunna, another well-
known work in the Ottoman medrese curriculum,®® under Abu al-Suud al-Qudsi, who
granted him an oral as well as a written licence to relate all that which was licensed for
him to relate.

His next teacher is Ibrahim al-Laqani (d. 1632), a Maliki Sufi scholar from Egypt who
is best known for his didactic poem of 144 couplets on Muslim theology, the Jawharat
al-tawhid. Kadizade states that he studied with him this poem and a part of the Sahih al-
Bukhari, the most revered compilation of hadith among Sunni Muslims. Kadizade notes
that he received an oral as well as a written licence from al-Lagani as well. Since neither
Atayi nor other sources refer to any trip that al-Laqani might have taken to Istanbul,

80 Katib Chelebi, The Balance of Truth, 132.

81 97 MTT, 53a.

82 Seyhi Mehmed (d. 1145/1732-33), Vekayiii'l-fudald, 2 vols., Beyazit Kiitiiphanesi, Veliyiiddin
Efendi 2361-2362; facsimile edition with indices in Ozcan (ed.), Sakaik-1 Nu 'maniye ve Zeyil-
leri, Vols 3—4 [hereafter Seyhi, all references are to Vol. 3 unless otherwise stated], 60.

83 Ahmed and Filipovic, ‘The Sultan’s Syllabus’, 200.

84 Atayi, 763; TDVIA s.v. ‘Lekant, Ibrahim b. Ibrahim’ (M. Yurdagiir).
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Kadizade must have visited Egypt at some point. And he indeed notes in another of his
writings that he was in Egypt in 1020/1611-12. Perhaps it was part of a pilgrimage trip,
as he also notes in one of his better known works that he conversed with the scholars of
Mecca, Medina, Jerusalem, Damascus, Aleppo, Morocco, Central Asia, and India. Since
one of his teachers and the close friend of his father Dursunzade Abdiilbaki served as the
chief judge of Egypt from May 1606 until his death in January 1607, he might even have
visited Egypt twice, or stayed there for a few years after the death of his teacher. This visit
could also explain how he would have worked with Abu al-Suud al-Qudsi, who seems to
be a scholar from Jerusalem and does not appear in the Turkish biographical dictionaries.®

After mentioning al-Laqani, Kadizade stops listing books he read and teachers he
studied them under and starts listing what he taught. Perhaps his visit to Egypt, or his
extended pilgrimage trip, was an escape from Istanbul, where he had first fallen into a
major disagreement with his Halveti sheikh, and then, after the death of Dursunzade, he
had lost his most reliable supporter. He might have decided that it would be very dif-
ficult to secure a miilazemet without a powerful patron, or, even if he secured a licence
to teach, it would be difficult to obtain desirable professorial or judicial appointments.®°
Back in Istanbul, he probably embraced his position at the Murad Pasha Mosque and
taught books on grammar, logic, exegesis, principles of jurisprudence, and related sub-
jects. He notes specifically that he taught the “Sadr al-Sharia”,®’ the book he had first
studied in Balikesir, probably when he was around 12 years old, and the Durar, which
must be Mullah Khusrav (d. 1480)’s famous commentary on his own Ghurar al-ahkam
— also an essential part of the Ottoman medrese curriculum,?® and completed them both,

85 Atayi, 514; Kadizade, “Mas’alat sahib al-‘udhr,” Dar al-Kutub al-Qawmiyya, Majami‘ Tal‘at
809, ff. 90b-95a, at f. 94b; as noted by Fihris al-makhtitat al-turkiyya, IV:98, this piece is in
Kadizade’s own handwriting which is attested by the colophon; while the catalog does not at-
tribute the authorship to Kadizade, the self-reference to the starting date of his position at the
Mosque of Murad Pasha as Sevval 1010 (March-April 1602) confirms him as the author, f. 94a.
For the reference to the geographical origins of the scholars he conversed with, see Mehm-
et Ozkan, ‘Osmanli’da ilmihal gelenegi: Kadizide Mehmed Efendi (1045/1635) ve ‘Risale-i
Kadizade’ adli alismasy’, Islam Hukuku Arastrmalar: Dergisi 27 (2016): 553-74, at p. 571.
Abu al-Suud was the kunya of the famous Najm al-Din al-Ghazzi (1570-1651), whose family
was originally from Palestine but living in Damascus. He also visited Istanbul; see TDVIA s.v.
‘Necmeddin el-Gazzi’ (C. 1zgi). Kadizade may have referred to him as al-Qudsi, but it is diffi-
cult to be sure.

86 He could have secured a licence to teach as a former student of a deceased mullah, which was
one of the ways to receive a miilazemet; see Y. Beyazit, Osmanli Ilmiyye Mesleginde Istihdam
(XVI. Yiizyil) (Ankara 2014), 75-86. But in the absence of a patron, his future would not be
very secure. Ismail Hakki [Uzungarsili] claims that Kadizade received a licence to teach from
Dursunzade and served the latter as his teaching assistant. Yet this claim seems to be based on
Ismail Hakk1’s own assumption as his source, which he does not cite, seems to be Katip Celebi
for this part of Kadizade’s life; see his Karesi Megahiri, Vol. 1: ‘Ulemad ve Mesayih Fasl (Ka-
resi 1339/1342), 34.

87 Katip Celebi confirms that he taught this book at the Murad Pasha Mosque; Fezleke, 11:182.

88 On Mullah Khusrav, see TDVIA s.v. ‘“Molla Hiisrev’ (F. Koca); on the use of his works in Otto-
man medreses, see Uzungarsili, Osmanli devletinin, 22.
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while writing down his own thoughts on some of the issues raised in them. Clearly, he
was not just a preacher but also used the mosque as a classroom in the longstanding
Muslim tradition of public instruction, which had a longer history in the Islamic world
than the medreses.®’

Kadizade also taught Baydawi’s exegesis of the Qur’an, supplementing it with read-
ings from Zamakhshari (d. 1144)’s al-Kashshaf and the Irshad, which must refer to Ebus-
suud (d. 1574)’s exegesis. He states that he finished it all in seven years and then started
again, reaching as far as the 31st verse of the second chapter. Even if one were to assume
that he started teaching Baydawi as soon as he arrived at the Mosque of Murad Pasha in
1602 and included the years he spent at the Mosque of Selim I when he was substitut-
ing for his Halveti sheikh, and his visit to Egypt within these seven years, this period of
his life would be over by 1609, thus helping us to date Kadizade’s second letter safely
to 1609-1615, when Kadizade was in his late twenties and early thirties, and Hocazade
Mehmed, the addressee of the letters, occupied the position of Grand Mufti. Unless he
made several trips to Egypt, Kadizade’s presence in Egypt in 1020 and his reference to
al-Laqgani in his second letter, which means that it was written after the trip that included
a stay in Egypt, might suggest that he must have written it after 1020/1611-12, thus in
1612-15.0

After summarising his teaching activities, Kadizade goes back to the books he stu-
died, but this time with no names of teachers attached to them.”! According to my own
identification of the books he describes, he lists the following titles, starting with major
works on Sufism: al-Kalabadhi (d. 990)’s al-Ta ‘arruf li-madhhab ahl al-tasawwuf, as
well as Ala al-Din al-Qunawi (d. 1329)’s commentary on it;’?> al-Qushayri (d. 1072)’s
treatise on Sufism;* Shihab al-Din Umar Suhrawardi (d. 1234)’s ‘Awarif al-Ma ‘arif, an-
other work related to Sufism,’* and al-Ghazali (d. 1111)’s Ihya’ ‘uliim al-din,”> which he
was apparently teaching at the time of his writing the second letter.

89 On the continuation of this old practice during the Ottoman era, see M. Akgiindiiz, Osmanl
Dersiamlari (Istanbul 2010).

90 See note 85 above.

91 Kh. El-Rouayheb discusses the rise of “deep reading” in the seventeenth-century Ottoman Em-
pire; this emphasises individual encounters with texts rather than learning a text through the
guidance of a teacher; see his Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century: Scho-
larly Currents in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb (New York 2015), 97-128.

92 TDVIA s.v. ‘Kelabazi, Muhammed b. Ibrahim’ (S. Uludag); trans. A. J. Arberry, The Doctri-
ne of the Sifis (Kitab al-ta ‘arruf li-madhhab ahl al-tasawwuf) (Cambridge 1935); TDVIA s.v.
‘Konevi, Alaeddin’ (T. Ozcan); ‘Al al-Qtinawi, Husn al-tasarruf li-sharh al-ta ‘arruf, ed. Taha
al-Dasuqi Hubayshi, 4 vols (Cairo 2016).

93 TDVIA s.v. ‘Kuseyri, Abdiilkerim b. Hevazin’ (S. Uludag); trans. A. D. Knysh, A/-Qushayri’s
Epistle on Sufism: Al-Risala al-qushayriyya fi ‘ilm al-tasawwuf (Reading 2007).

94 For an English translation, see al-Suhrawardi, 4 Dervish Textbook [based on al-Kashani’s Per-
sian translation], trans. H. Wilberforce Clarke (London 1980 [reprint of the Calcutta edition of
1891)).

95 On this book, see K. Garden, The First Islamic Reviver: Abu Hamid al-Ghazali and his Revival
of the Religious Sciences (Oxford 2014).
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He also taught Birgivi (d. 1573)’s al-Tariga al-Muhammadiyya wa’l-sira al-
ahmadiyya,’® which he notes he had taught several times, as well as his other works and
treatises, such as Jila’ al-qulib (a book of ethical and spiritual advice), Igaz al-na ‘imin,
Ingadh al-haligin (both on the illegality of performing religious services in return for
monetary compensation),’” al-Sayf al-sarim (on the illegality of cash waqf), Dhukhr al-
muta ahhilin (on menstruation), and Izhdr al-asrar (on syntax).’® This categorisation
of books is important to note as Kadizade lists the works of Birgivi right after several
works on Sufism. Clearly, he did not see these groups of works as mutually exclusive.
Birgivi himself wrote on Sufism and his magnum opus, al-Tariqa al-Muhammadiyya,
has come to be embraced by many Sufis.” This list of works by Birgivi also underli-
nes the impact their author must have had on Kadizade, who does not list more than
one or two works for most other authors in his letter.!®® However, this impact, which
has been noted in modern scholarship,!’! should not be overemphasised, as most of
Kadizade’s foundational bibliography actually consists of Ottoman medrese textbooks
and Sufi classics.

After listing the books he studied and taught, Kadizade moves on to his own works
and lists several books he translated: Ibn al-Hajib (d. 1249)’s work on Arabic grammar,
al-Kafiya, which was part of the Ottoman medrese curriculum,'?? and the gist of its com-
mentaries; al-Talkhts, which must be Khatib al-Qazwini (d. 1338)’s summary of the third
part of the Miftah al- ‘uliim by Abu Yaqub al-Sakkaki (d. 1229) on rhetoric mentioned
above;'® the above-mentioned ‘Summary of Isagoge’ on logic,'*
ogy by Abu al-Muin al-Nasafi (d. 1115).1%

and a work on theol-

96 On this work, see K. A. Ivanyi, ‘Virtue, Piety and the Law: A Study of Birgivi Mehmed Efen-
di’s al-Tarika al-Muhammadiyya’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 2012.

97 Kadizade might also have translated the latter treatise into Turkish; see Terceme-i Inkdzii’l-
Halikin, which is attributed to “Kadizade Efendi” in Milli Kiitiiphane, A 3994, 135b-143b — 1
did not have a chance to examine this manuscript, which I identified in the online catalogue of
the Turkish National Library.

98 Ivanyi, ‘Virtue, Piety and the Law, 24-45; TDVIA s.v. ‘Birgivi’ (E. Yiiksel), at 193. Some of
these treatises have been published; see, for instance, Dhukhr al-muta ‘ahhilin wa-al-nisa’ fi
ta ‘rif al-athar wa-al-dima’ (Damascus 2005).

99 See Birgivi, The Path of Muhammad: A Book on Islamic Morals and Ethics & the Last Will
and Testament, trans. T. Bayrak (Bloomington 2005). The translator Bayrak is a Cerrahi-
Halveti sheikh in the US. On Birgivi’s ideas on Sufism, see Marti, Birgivi Mehmed Efendi,
153-166. Another Sufi reader of Birgivi was al-Nabulusi (d. 1731), see Samer Akkach, ‘Abd
al-Ghani al-Nabulusi: Islam and the Enlightenment (Oxford 2007), 106.

100 I will dwell upon another implication of some of these works below, see n. 2571f.

101 Both Oztiirk and Cavusoglu start their discussions of the historical background of the move-
ment inspired by Kadizade with Birgivi, see Oztiirk, ‘Islamic Orthodoxy’, 135-143; Cavusog-
Iu, ‘The Kadizadeli Movement’ 48-59.

102 Uzungarsili, 30, 40, 68.

103 See TDVIA s.v. ‘Kazvini, Hatib’ (I. Durmus); TDVIA s.v. ‘Sekkaki, Eb Ya‘kib’ (I. Durmus);
see also n. 66 above.

104 Probably Kadizade is referring to al-Abhari’s work mentioned above, nn. 58-59.

105 Tt is most probably his al-Tamhid; see TDVIA s.v. ‘Nesefi, Ebii’l-Muin’ (Y. S. Yavuz).
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Then Kadizade lists the works he authored himself: Irshad al- ‘uqil al-mustagima ila
al-tariqa al-qawima bi-ibtal al-bida * al-saqima, which was briefly summarised by Ne-
cati Oztiirk in his Ph.D. dissertation;'% a treatise on the deeds of the companions of the
Prophet;'"” the mathalib al-rawafid, or the “shortcomings of the renegades”,'® which
is probably a critique of Shiism; a treatise on the refusal of the congregational recital of
the prayers for Ragha’ib, Bara at, and Qadr, holy nights which are popularly associat-
ed with the conception of the Prophet, the descent of the Qur’an to earthly heavens, and
the beginning of its revelation to Muhammad, respectively, which has been identified by
Oztiirk with its original title;'® a title that reads amthila mufassala, which is probably
about the Arabic language;''? a commentary on al-Magsiid, an anonymous work on Ar-
abic grammar which was part of the Ottoman madrasa curriculum;!!! a commentary on
Ibn Malak (d. after 1418)’s Arabic-Turkish dictionary,''? and other treatises on some of
the books he taught or studied, such as the exegesis of Baydawi, the Durar of Mullah
Khusrav, the “[Book of] Sadr al-Sharia”, and al-Islah, which must refer to Ibn al-Sikkit
(d. 858)’s Islah al-mantig.'"

Kadizade’s letter continues with other books he studied, such as Ibn Malak’s com-
mentary on Radiyy al-Din al-Saghani (d. 1252)’s Masharik al-anwar al-nabawiyya,
which was also part of the Ottoman medrese curriculum and on some subjects of which
Kadizade wrote interpretative notes (hashiya).!'* He also studied the chapters on rit-
ual purity, ritual prayer, and some subjects in the chapter on dealings (mu ‘Gmalat) in
Ibn al-Humam (d. 1457)’s Fath al-Qadir and Akmal al-Din al-Babarti’s (d. 1384) al-
‘Indya, both of which are among the well-known commentaries of the above-mentioned
al-Hidaya, a foundational work of Hanafi jurisprudence and the Ottoman medrese cur-
riculum.!’® The last title he notes in this group is North African scholar al-Sanusi (d.
1490)’s ‘Aga’id.'®

Then Kadizade lists several other works which he studied, the common denomina-
tor of which seems to be advice on keeping on the straight path. He is now moving out

106 Oztiirk, ‘Islamic Orthodoxy’ 152-153; this work is recorded with a slightly different title but
the same content as described by Oztiirk by Katip Celebi as well; see Kashf al-zuniin, 1:66.

107 ‘Risala fi mandgqib al-sahaba’, 97 MTT, 53a; this title is also mentioned by Bursali Mehmed
Tahir, ‘Osmdanl Mii’ellifleri, 3 vols (Istanbul 1333-1342), 1:402.

108 97 MTT, 53b.

109 Oztiirk, ‘Islamic Orthodoxy’, 154. As Derin Terzioglu kindly reminded me, Kadizade is not
against individual performance of superogatory prayers during these special nights but is op-
posed to their congregational performance.

110 Birgivi has a work on the Arabic language which bears a somewhat similar title; see Yiiksel,
193.

111 TDVIA s.v. ‘el-Maksid’ (K. Demirayak); Uzuncarsili, Osmanli devletinin, 30, 40.

112 TDVIA s.v. ‘ibn Melek’ (M. Baktr).

113 TDVIA s.v. ‘Islahu’l-mantik’ (N. U. Karaarslan).

114 TDVIA s.v. ‘Mesariku’l-envari’n-nebeviyye’ (I. Hatiboglu); Uzuncarsili, Osmanli Devletinin,
19.

115 TDVIA s.v. ‘Ibnii’l-Hiimam’ (F. Koca); TDVIA s.v. ‘Baberti’ (A. Aytekin).

116 TDVIA s.v. ‘Akaidii’s-Senusi’ (Y. S. Yavuz).
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of the Ottoman medrese curriculum and taking us to a wide-ranging reading list in the
early modern Islamic world. The first book in this group is a title that may no longer be
extant, or its authorship is misattributed: the Tanbih al-ghdfilin by Sheikh Baha al-Din
al-Nagshbandi (d. 1389), which is attested by Katip Celebi in his bibliographical diction-
ary but not described in any detail; it is also not listed among the works of the founder of
the Naksibendi order, who is not known to have authored any works.!'” The next book
Kadizade lists carries the same title as the first: the Tanbih al-ghdafilin by Abu al-Layth
al-Samarqgandi (d. 983), the contents of which reminds one of written sermons on various
subjects.!'® After the two Tanbihs come two titles by al-Ghazali: the Minhaj al- ‘abidin,
which discusses the seven obstacles on the way to heaven and how one may overcome
them, and al-Arba ‘n fi usil al-din, which was originally conceived by its author as the
third part of his Jawahir al-Qur an.'"®

Next, Kadizade lists four titles which he attributes to the well-known Hanbali author
from Baghdad, Abu al-Faraj Ibn al-Jawzi (d. 1201): the Minhaj al-qasidin ila al-janna,
the Ighathat al-lahfan min maka’id al-shaytan, the Ta ‘rif al-talbis wa-tab ‘td al-iblis, and
the Tahdhir al-igaz min akadhib al-wu “‘az. While the first has been translated into Eng-
lish from the summary produced by one of Ibn al-Jawzi’s students,'?° the second must be
the Ighathat al-lahfan min masa’id al-shaytan by Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya (d. 1350),'?!
another Hanbali author and a student of Ibn Taymiyya (d. 1328). The latter work has been
described as a summary of Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya’s social reform project, which was
to inspire Salafi Muslims.'?? The third could be Ibn al-Jawzi’s Talbis Iblis, or the Delu-
sion of the Devil, a very large part of which is a critique of various Sufi practices.!?* But
there is also a title identical with the third title which Kadizade provides and yet is that
of a certain Muhammad bin Idris al-Nakhjiwani, who might be the son of Idris Bitlisi
(d. 1520), the well-known Kurdish-Ottoman bureaucrat.!>* As for the fourth, the Tahdhir
al-iqaz, this is not mentioned among the known works of Ibn al-Jawzi and is attributed
to al-Suyuti (d. 1505).'%° Kadizade, however, notes that he studied a similar title, the

117 Katib Celebi, Kesf-el-zunun, 1:488; TDVIA s.v. ‘Bahaeddin Naksibend” (H. Algar).

118 TDVIA s.v. ‘Semerkandi, Ebii’l-Leys’ (1. Yazict)

119 Al-Ghazali’s authorship of the first of these titles was questioned by Ibn Arabi; see TDVIA s.v.
‘Gazzali — Eserleri, Tesirleri’ (H. B. Karliga).

120 Ibn Qudama al-Maqdisi, Towards the Hereafter: Mukhtasar Minhaj al-qasidin, trans. W. A.
Shihab, rev. S. Faris (El-Mansoura H.1422/2002); also see TDVIA s.v. ‘ibnii’l-Cevzi, Ebii’l-
Ferec’ (Y. S. Yavuz and C. Avcr).

121 This work is attested with two slightly different titles; the one that Kadizade cites is less
common; see Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya, Ighdathat al-lahfan fi masa’id al-Shaytan (Cairo
H.1320/1902); idem, Mukhtasar Ighathat al-lahfan min maka’id al-Shaytan, summ. Abd Al-
lah ibn Abd al-Rahman Aba Butayn (Al-Yamama 1972).

122 See TDVIA s.v ‘Ibn Kayyim el-Cevziyye’ (H. Y. Apaydm and Y. S. Yavuz).

123 Tbn al-Jawzi, Talbis Iblis: Delusion of the Devil, trans. D. S. Margoliouth, ed. N. Kr Singh, 2
vols (New Delhi 2003).

124 For a summary of the work, see Katib Celebi, Kesf-el-zunun, 1:421; for the author’s identifica-
tion as Idris Bitlisi’s son, see Bagdatli ismail Pasa, Hadiyyat al- ‘Arifin, 11:253.

125 Muhammad bin Abd al-Rahman Ibn al-Ghazzi (d. 1753-4), Diwan al-Islam wa-bi-hashiyatihi
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Tahdhir al-khawass min akadhib al-qussas, which he identifies as al-Suyuti’s summary
of Ibn al-Jawzi’s Tahdhir al-iqaz."*

Kadizade continues his list of the books he read with four more titles by the well-
known Egyptian scholar al-Suyuti. The Kitab al-itgan must be al-ltqan fi ‘ulim al-
Qur’an, which is an introduction to the sciences of the Qur’an. And the Khasayis al-
habib must be Unmiizaj al-labib fi khasa’is al-habib, which is al-Suyuti’s summary of
his own al-Khasa ’is al-kubra, a book on the attributes and qualities of the Prophet.!?” The
third, the Mukhtasar badhl al-ma ‘iin must be Ma rawahu al-wa ‘an fi akhbar al-ta ‘in,
which is a summary of Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani (d. 1449)’s Badhl al-ma ‘an fi fadl al-ta ‘in,
a collection of Prophetic traditions on the plague.'?® The last title, the Sharh al-nugaya,
refers to /tmam al-diraya, al-Suyuti’s commentary on his own al-Nugdaya, which deals
with 14 objects of knowledge, such as grammar, calligraphy, jurisprudence, and medi-
cine.'?® Kadizade adds that he also read other treatises by al-Suyuti, suggesting that this
Egyptian scholar was one of his favourite authors alongside Ibn al-Jawzi and Birgivi.

The next couple of titles Kadizade mentions are North African scholar Qadi Iyad (d.
1149)’s al-Shifa’, which is a work on the Prophet,'? and al-Kalabadhi’s (d. 990) Ma ‘ani
al-akhbar, a mystically inclined commentary on a selection of hadith.'*' Then he cites
three great classics of Persian poetry: Rumi (d. 1273)’s Mathnavi and the collected works
(kulliyyat) of Sadi (d. 1291) and Attar (d. 1221) — he actually cited verses from Sadi in
his first letter (without acknowledgment). It is very important to note that both Rumi’s
Mathnavi and Attar’s Conference of the Birds,'>? which would be included in his collec-
ted works, are among the most inspiring works of Sufism.

Then Kadizade states that he studied a “precious treatise on the prohibition of the
vocal dhikr (risala nafisa fi man ‘ al-dhikr al-jahri)” by al-Sayyid al-Sharif, who must be
Abu al-Hasan Ali al-Jurjani (d. 1413). While I could not identify such a treatise among
the known works of al-Jurjani, Katip Celebi attributes to him a treatise on the glorious

asma’ kutub al-a‘lam, ed. S. K. Hasan, 4 vols (Beirut 1990), III:57, n.; for a manuscript that
carries the same title and is also attributed to al-Suyuti; see Beyazit Devlet Kiitiiphanesi, Veli-
yiiddin Efendi 1885, which I did not have a chance to examine.

126 97 MTT, 53b; see al-Suyuti, Tahdhir al-khawass min akadhib al-qussas, ed. Abd Allah ibn
Muhammad ibn al-Siddiq al-Maghribi (Cairo 1403).

127 For al-Suyuti and his works, see TDVIA s.v “Siiyati’ (H. Ozkan, M. S. Mertoglu, S. Sensoy,
and S. S. Yavuz).

128 Al-Suyuti, Ma rawahu al-wa ‘iin fi akhbar al-ta ‘in, ed. Muhammad Ali al-Barr (Damascus
1997); Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani, Badh! al-ma ‘un fi fadl al-ta ‘in, ed. Ahmad Isam Abd al-Qadir
al-Katib (Riyad 1411); Ibn Hajar’s work was also summarised by al-Munawi (d. 1467); see
TDVIA s.v “Miinavi, Yahya b. Muhammed’ (M. Kogak).

129 E. d. W. Root, ‘A Translation of Kitab al-nuqaya containing the Essence of the Fourteen Sci-
ences by Jalal al-Din al-Suyit?’, unpublished M.A. thesis, Hartford Seminary, 1940.

130 TDVIA s.v ‘Kadi lyaz’ (M. Y. Kandemir).

131 On al-Kalabadhi and his work, see n. 92 above.

132 The Mathnawi of Jalaluddin Rumi, trans. R. A. Nicholson, 6 vols (London 1925-1940); Farid
al-Din ‘Attar, The Conference of the Birds, trans. D. Davis and A. Darbandi (Harmondsworth
1984).
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deeds of the founder of the Naksibendi order, Sheikh Baha al-Din al-Nagshbandi.!33 If
al-Jurjani had Naksibendi sympathies, he could have been critical of vocal dhikr, as al-
Nagshbandi reputedly “abandoned the vocal dhikr”.!3* The Naksibendi practice of silent
dhikr might have been one of the reasons why Kadizade chose to pay allegiance to a
Naksibendi sheikh.

The next title in Kadizade’s reading list is the North African Maliki scholar Ibn al-Hajj
(d. 1336)’s al-Madkhal, a book which draws attention to those customs and traditions
which are deemed to be opposed to the fundamentals of religion, and criticises innovations
(bid ‘a).'** Kadizade then notes that he studied Ibrahim al-Halabi (d. 1549)’s commentary
on al-Kashghari (d. 1305)’s Munyat al-musallr, which is about ritual purity and prayer, ad-
ding that he also taught al-Halabi’s own summary of his commentary.'*¢ Another treatise
Kadizade read was on the above-mentioned Ragha ‘ib prayers by one of the Ibn Nujaym
brothers, Hanafi scholars from Ottoman Cairo (d. 1563, 1596).137 The last treatise he notes
is by a certain Sheikh Ali al-Qudsi, who was apparently knowns as a commentator of al-
Nasafi (d. 1310)’s Kanz al-daqa’iq. The tension in the last sections of Kadizade’s letter
between well-known Sufi texts such as the Mathnavi of Rumi, whose followers adopted
whirling as a fundamental component of their rituals, and other works, such as the treatise
on the prohibition of vocal dhikr, should prepare us for what comes next, which was edited
out of the other copy of the second letter, a point to which I will return.'3®

What comes next is Kadizade’s long anticipated discussion of Ibn Arabi. First, he
repeats his statement in the first letter, reminding the Grand Mufti that he used to have a
notebook in which he wrote things that Ibn Arabi stated in his al-Futithat al-Makkiyya,
and then citing four books which caused a great deal of ambivalence about Ibn Arabi
in his heart when he read them in 1014/1605-6. He identifies the first one as Kashf al-
Ghita’ [fi radd al-fusiis] by the highly respected Shafii jurist and hadith scholar Ibn Hajar
al-Asqalani (d. 1449),'3 which he describes as a big book comparable in size to Mullah

133 TDVIA s.v ‘Ciircani, Seyyid Serif’ (S. Giimiis).

134 Le Gall, 4 Culture of Sufism, 117; while Le Gall also notes on the same page that some
Naksibendis practised vocal dhikr, she cites three seventeenth-century Ottoman authors “who
all used the yardstick of silent versus vocal dhikr to distinguish between two categories of Ot-
toman tariqas, with the Nagshbandiyya and its silent dhikr on one side and the Khalwatiyya
and its vocal one on the other”: ibid., 113. And, of course, al-Jurjani may have been critical of
vocal dhikr for reasons other than being a Naksibendi sympathiser as well.

135 TDVIA s.v ‘ibnii’l-Hac el-Abder?’ (S. Kose).

136 For these two works, see TDVIA s.v ‘Halebi, Ibrahim b. Muhammed’ (S. S. Has).

137 TDVIA s.v ‘ibn Niiceym, Zeyniiddin® (A. Ozel); TDVIA s.v ‘Ibn Niiceym, Siraceddin’ (A. N.
Serinsu). A copy of the treatise in question is quite possibly held at the Beyazit Devlet Kiitii-
phanesi, MS 1275.

138 The copy of the second letter at Milli Kiitiiphane, A 2688, ff. 63a-64a, ends here with a short
notice by the copyist acknowledging the existence of the verses at the end of the letter that s/
he left out and thus suggesting that there was nothing else between the reference to the treatise
by Sheikh Ali al-Qudsi and the verses.

139 97 MTT, 54a; the second half of the title is from the first letter; 97 MTT, 51b; see also Milli
Kiitiiphane, A 2688, 63a.
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Khusrav’s above-mentioned Durar. Although I have not been able to identify such a
book written by Ibn Hajar, there are some references which do suggest that Ibn Hajar
might indeed have been very critical of Ibn Arabi.!4? Alexander Knysh’s overall opini-
on on this question is that Ibn Hajar was elusive about Ibn Arabi. But this might have
been his way of protecting himself against the Mamluk court, which seems to have been
frequented by scholars who were admirers of Ibn Arabi.'*! However, the presence of
contradictory pieces of evidence makes it difficult to make a call on Ibn Hajar’s stance
regarding Ibn Arabi at this point.'+?

The last book Kadizade cites is “another book on the refutation of the Fusis [al-
hikam]” by the above-mentioned al-Taftazani. This very well respected medieval scholar
who produced major works on exegesis, theology, jurisprudence, logic, and Arabic lan-
guage, was indeed known to have been critical of Ibn Arabi.'*> However, the book which
Kadizade had in mind, which must be the Fadihat al-mulhidin wa-nasthat al-muwahhidin,
is actually that of Muhammad al-Bukhari (d. 1437), a student of al-Taftazani.'** Yet Ka-

140 On Ibn Hajar, see TDVIA s.v ‘ibn Hacer el-Askalani’ (M. Y. Kandemir). Ibn Hajar notes that
when he asked his teacher al-Bulqini (d. 1403) about Ibn Arabi, he asserted that [bn Arabi was
an unbeliever (kafir); see Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani, Lisan al-mizan (Multan 1330-1331), IV:318,
cited by his student Burhan al-Din al-Biqai (d. 1480-1), Masra ‘ al-tasawwuf, aw, Tanbih al-
ghabt ila takfir Ibn ‘Arabi wa-tahdir al-‘ibad min ahl al-‘indd, ed. Abd al-Rahman Wakil
(Bilbis 1989), 176. See also the story which his contemporary Taqi al-Din al-Fasi (d. 1429)
relates directly from Ibn Hajar, Juz’ fihi ‘agidat Ibn ‘Arabt wa-hayatuhu wa-ma qgalahu al-
mu arrikhiin wa’l- ‘ulama’ fihi, ed. Ali Hasan Ali Abd al-Hamid (Hofuf 1988), 75-76 [this
short book is an extract from al-Fasi’s A/- ‘Iqd al-thamin fi ta rikh al-balad al-amin, ed. Mu-
hammad Abd al-Qadir Ahmad Ata, 7 vols (Beirut 1998), 11:277-300, the story is at 299-300].
Ibn Hajar and al-Fasi seem to have had a close relationship; see TDVIA s.v ‘Fasi, Takiyyiid-
din’ (C. Izgi). Al-Biqai cites the same story with some more detail; see Masra* al-tasawwuf,
149-150. For a summary in English, see A. D. Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi in the Later Islamic Tradi-
tion: The Making of a Polemical Image in Medieval Islam (Albany 1999), 132, 332, n.102.
Evidence of Ibn Hajar’s negative opinions on Ibn Arabi may be found in other works of his as
well; see S. Ozen, ‘Ottoman ‘Ulama’ Debating Sufism: Settling the Conflict on the [sic] Ibn
al-Arabi’s Legacy by Fatwas’, in El sufismo y las normas del Islam — Trabajos del IV Con-
greso Internacional de Estudios Juridicos Islamicos: Derecho y Sufismo, (Murcia, 7-10 mayo
2003), ed. A. Carmona (Murcia 2006), 309-341, at 313, n. 16.

141 Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi in the Later Islamic Tradition, 128, compare 135.

142 While the council of chief judges Ibn Hajar presided over seems to have taken a negative at-
titude toward Ibn Arabi’s teachings in the late 1420s, Ibn Hajar is also credited with a fatwa
which is supportive of Ibn Arabi; compare Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi in the Later Islamic Tradition,
207-208; A. Tek, ‘Ibnii’l-Arabi’yi miidifaa amaciyla kaleme alinan fetvalar’, Tasavvuf: IImi
ve Akademik Arastirma Dergisi, 23 (2009), 281-301, at 284-285. Also, Bursali Mehmed Tahir
lists Ibn Hajar among the authors who wrote positively about Ibn Arabi and attributes to him a
book on this subject, al-Intisar li-a ‘immat al-amsar, which 1 could not identify, see Terciime-i
hal ve fezail-i Seyhii’l-ekber Muhyiddin-i Arabi (Istanbul 1316), 15.

143 Ozen, ‘Teftazani’, 303.

144 Muhammad bin Muhammad al-Bukhari, ‘Fadihat al-mulhidin wa-nasthat al-muwahhidin’,
ed. Muhammad bin Ibrahim al-Awdi, unpublished M.A. thesis, 2 vols, Jamiat Umm al-Qura,
H.1414.
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dizade should not be blamed for this misattribution, as there are several manuscript co-
pies of the work, as well as a print edition, which have been attributed to al-Taftazani.
To make things more complicated, in some manuscript copies, the work starts with a
poetic epigraph attributed to al-Taftazani and is quite critical of the Fusis al-hikam.'*>
Modern scholars continued this misidentification all the way to the late twentieth cen-
tury, even though late nineteenth and early twentieth-century Ottoman scholars pointed
out the problems with it and also identified the correct author.'*® As noted by Bakri Ala
al-Din, the origin of this confusion might well be related to al-Bukhari’s doctrinal loyalty
to his master, al-Taftazani. Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulusi (d. 1731), for instance, devoted a
very long section to a critique of al-Taftazani in his defence of Ibn Arabi and the theory
of the unity of being, frequently citing al-Taftazani’s major work on theology, the Sharh
al-magasid, which was part of the Ottoman madrasa curriculum, and making very vague
allusions to the Fadrhat al-mulhidin without ever mentioning the name of al-Bukhari.'4’
Thus while Kadizade’s identification of the author he read was mistaken, most of the
ideas represented by this author were traceable to his teacher, a major authority whose
works were read in Ottoman madrasas.

The other two titles Kadizade mentions are identifiable: the Ni‘mat al-dhari‘a fi
nusrat al-shart‘a and Tasfih al-ghabt fi [tanzih] Ibn ‘Arabi, both of them by the well-
known Arab-Ottoman scholar of the early sixteenth century Ibrahim al-Halabi, who was
very critical of Ibn Arabi, whom he accused of changing the meaning of the Qur’an and
being an enemy of God, and of his ideas, which he described as “satanic views”.!#8 Al-
Halabi had also taken the time to copy al-Bukhari’s Fadihat al-mulhidin, and he was the

145 See al-Bukhari, ‘Fadihat al-mulhidin’, 1:394-398 (for a discussion of authorship, including
references to the manuscripts), and I1:4, n. 4 (for the poem); for an English translation of the
poem, see Knysh, Ibn ‘Arabi in the Later Islamic Tradition, 147-148. The print edition is the
first treatise in the Majmii ‘at rasa’il fi wahdat al-wujiid ([Istanbul] 1294), 2-47.

146 Bursali Mehmed Tahir identified the correct author as al-Bukhari, also citing Cerkes-Sey-
hizade Mehmed Tevfik, who stated that the author of this text could not be al-Taftazani
(Levayihii’l-kudsiye [H.1303/1886], 5), see his Terciime-i hal, 14, n.; see also 1. Fenni [Er-
tugrul], Vahdet-i viicud ve Muhyiddin Arabi (Istanbul 1928), 101-102. Yet the misattributi-
on persisted; see Knysh, /bn ‘Arabi in the Later Islamic Tradition, 147-148 (338 n. 50), esp.
206 (362 1n.30). In the French introduction to his edition of Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulusi’s 4/-
Wujiid al-haqq wa-al-khitab al-sidq (Damascus 1995), Bakri Ala al-Din devotes a chapter to
this question and notes how he himself had erred by attributing the Fadrhat al-mulhidin to al-
Taftazani in 1985, see 15-30, esp. 16.

147 Al-Nabulusi, Al-Wujiid al-haqq, 117-148; ‘Ala’ al-Din’s French introduction, 16. As mentio-
ned above, the Sharh al-magdsid was al-Taftazani’s commentary on his own al-Magasid; see
TDVIA s.v ‘el-Makasid’ (M. Sinanoglu); see also Uzuncarsili, Osmanli devletinin, 55. Whi-
le Elizabeth Sirriyeh believes that al-Nabulusi himself might have been “unaware of the true
authorship” of the Fadiha, according to Bursali Mehmed Tahir, al-Nabulusi was aware of the
misattribution of this treatise to al-Taftazani; Terciime-i hdl, 14, n.; see also I. Fenni [Ertugrul],
Vahdet-i viicid, 101; compare Sirriyeh, Sufi Visionary of Ottoman Damascus: ‘Abd al-Ghant
al-Nabulust, 1641-1731 (London and New York 2005), 95.

148 TDVIA s.v ‘Halebi, ibrahim b. Muhammed’ (S. S. Has).



212 BAKI TEZCAN

actual author of the short poetic epigraph that is to be found in the copies of the work
attributed to al-Taftazani.'* Thus he was very familiar with the critical tradition directed
against Ibn Arabi, to which he contributed with the two works Kadizade cites.

Kadizade asserts that Ibn Hajar, al-Taftazani, and al-Halabi utter vicious words about
Ibn Arabi; they quote legal opinions from 280 muftis and cite 700 works by eminent
scholars, accusing him of infidelity and rejecting his work al-Fusiis.">° He notes that all
of this created a great deal of ambivalence in his heart and then repeats his statements
from the first letter about how he related what he read to some of the contemporary scho-
lars who instructed him to suspend judgment (or stop talking, tawagquf) about Ibn Arabi.
Kadizade adds, as he did in his first letter, that he followed their instructions.

But then Kadizade adds a new twist to this discussion in the second letter by stating
that some books he later read resolved his ambivalence about Ibn Arabi. All of these
books were authored by Abd al-Wahhab al-Sharani (d. 1565), an Egyptian Sufi who
defended Ibn Arabi.!'’! He lists the titles as Mashariq al-anwar fi tabaqat al-akhyar,
which must be the Lawdagqih al-anwar fi tabaqat al-akhyar, a biography of scholars and
Sufis;'5? Lawagqih al-anwar wa-mandaqib al-Shaykh al-Akbar quddisa sirruh al-anwar,
which is probably Lawagih al-anwar al-qudsiyya, a summary of Ibn Arabi’s al-Futithat
al-Makkiyya; al-Yawagit, a theological work that aims to explain the views of Ibn Arabi
and other Sufis and theologians on articles of faith; Talkhis al- Futithat, which is likely
to be al-Kibrit al-ahmar fi bayan ‘ulim al-Shaykh al-Akbar, a summary of the Lawagih
al-anwar al-qudsiyya; and al-Bahr al-mawrid fi al-mawathiq wa-al- ‘uhiid, a work on

149 See Muhammad al-Bukhari, Fadihat al-mulhidin wa-nasihat al-muwahhidin, Balikesir il
Halk Kiitiiphanesi, MS 1135, 23b-55a, at f. 55a, where the copyist identifies himself as “Ib-
rahim bin Muhammad bin Ibrahim al-Halabi” and notes that he was in Damascus at the mad-
rasat al-Qijmasiyya, which must be the college of law endowed by the Mamluk governor of
Damascus Qijmas al-Ishaqi (d. 1487). When he completed the copy on 24 Shawwal 894 (20
September 1489), al-Halabi must have been in his thirties; compare TDVIA, loc.cit. In the sa-
me copy of the treatise, the poetic epigraph is preceded by a biography of al-Bukhari and int-
roduced by the phrase “min nazm al-faqir Ibrahim al-Halabi” (f. 23b), a very clear attribution
of the poem to al-Halabi by himself. Interestingly, in the same manuscript one finds yet anot-
her copy of the same treatise, which was copied much later, in October-November 1666, this
time with an attribution to al-Taftazani, see ff. 59b-87b. It thus seems that the circulation of
al-Bukhari’s work under the name of al-Taftazani must have started after 1489, most probably
in Ottoman lands during the sixteenth century, and perhaps in Balikesir, where Kadizade was
born and received his early education, and this manuscript is to be found today.

150 97 MTT, 51b, 54a.

151 R.J. A. McGregor, ‘Notes on the Transmission of Mystical Philosophy: Ibn ‘Arabi According
to ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Sha‘rant’, in Reason and Inspiration in Islam: Theology, Philosophy
and Mysticism in Muslim Thought, ed. T. Lawson (London 2005), 380-392; A. Sabra, ‘Illiter-
ate Sufis and Learned Artisans: the Circle of ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Sha‘rani’, in Le développe-
ment du soufisme en Egypte a [’époque mamlouke, eds R. J. McGregor and A. Sabra (Cairo
2006), 153-168; M. Winter, Society and Religion in Early Ottoman Egypt: Studies in the Writ-
ings of Abd al-Wahhab Sharani (New Brunswick 1982).

152 Al-Sharani also wrote a book entitled Mashariq al-anwar al-qudsiyya fi beyan al- ‘uhiid al-
Muhammadiyya, see TDVIA s.v ‘Sa‘rani’ (H. Kaplan).
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the right moral principles for Sufis which are shaped by the conversations the author had
with sheikhs he met.'?

Kadizade does not forget to thank God for guiding him to waive the ambivalence
about Ibn Arabi from his heart by aptly quoting from the Qur’anic verse 7:43: “We are
grateful to God for guiding us here. Never would we have been guided if God had not
shown us the way”. In conclusion, Kadizade claims that he was envied by people — that
is why they were slandering him with many lies and defaming him with false accusa-
tions. And then he starts citing fitting verses of poetry, mostly in Arabic, taken from
various unidentified authors, some of whom might be Abu al-Aswad al-Duali (d. 688-9),
al-Buhturi (d. 897), al-Mutanabbi (d. 965), and al-Farazdaq (d. c. 729).* To convey a
sense of the length of this concluding section of poetry, I should state that while the first
letter, an edition of which is appended to this study, is a little less than three and a half
pages in the manuscript, and the part of the second letter I gave an account of above a
little longer than four pages, the poetry cited occupies more than two and a half pages.'>
Kadizade ends his second letter with these two lines, which are attributed to Abu al-Fath
al-Busti (d. 1010):13¢

Cultivate tolerance, enjoin justice, as you were ordered, and avoid the fools.
Speak gently to all of humankind as gentleness is deemed good for those who possess high
rank.

Before moving to the next section, I should address the possibility of a forgery, which
my colleague Nicolas Vatin rightly raised when I presented an earlier version of this
study in Rethymno in 2015. The mecmua within which I located these letters add some
urgency to this question because Damadzade Ahmed, the Ottoman jurist who had it cop-
ied in 1714, could probably not be farther from the Kadizadelis, as he is definitely inter-
ested in Ibn Arabi and in what we may call the rational sciences, or al- ‘uliim al- ‘aqliyya,
as evidenced by the contents of the manuscript discussed in the first section. These were
far from popular subjects among the people who were inspired by Kadizade. In Cairo,
where the manuscript ended up or perhaps its original was copied,'>” Kadizade’s name
meant something around 1714, when it was copied. The 1711 incident, in which Sufis
and their critics took their differences to the streets,!*® was quite fresh in everyone’s

153 Kaplan, ‘Sa‘rani’.

154 After some more research into the identification of this poetry, I am hoping to publish an edi-
tion of the second letter as well.

155 97 MTT, 50b-52a, 52a-54a, S4a-55b, respectively.

156 97 MTT, 55b; A. Qabbish, Majma " al-hikam wa’l-amthal fi al-shi‘r al-‘arabi (Damascus
1979), 334. The words in italics in the first line are from the Qur’an, 7:199.

157 In addition to its current location, the quotation from al-Subki (see n. 12 above), a Mamluk era
Shafii scholar, could be cited in support of the possibility of a Cairene origin for the manuscript.

158 B. Flemming, ‘Die vorwahhabitische Fitna im osmanischen Kairo 1711°, in Ismail Hakk
Uzungarsili'ya Armagan (Ankara 1976), 55-65; R. Peters, ‘The Battered Dervishes of Bab
Zuwayla: a religious riot in eighteenth-century Cairo’, in Eighteenth Century Renewal and
Reform in Islam, eds N. Levtzion and J. O. Voll (Syracuse 1987), 93-115.



214 BAKI TEZCAN

memory. So someone could have had a vested interest in producing a piece which would
demonstrate that even Kadizade himself respected Ibn Arabi.

But for such a demonstration, one would not need two letters, I believe. Furthermore,
identifying all the people who could possibly have been around Kadizade in the first
three decades of his life would be quite difficult, especially if the letters were produced
so long after he died. Also, the long section of poetry would definitely not come naturally
to a forger, while that section makes a lot of sense, given Kadizade’s appreciation of the
poetic medium for his message, which I touch upon in the next section of this study.
Most importantly, however, there are two clues in the letters which tie them to Kadizade
very closely. The first is his attribution of Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya’s Ighathat al-lahfan
min masa’id al-shaytan to Ibn al-Jawzi. He repeats this misattribution, including the use
of the word makd 'id instead of masa’id, in an advice work of his which he presented to
Murad IV.13® And the second is one of the very few pieces of Turkish poetry he cites in
the long concluding section of his second letter:'®

Ben ne topragim ki kendiim gosterem
[Satdugum kah ola gendiim gosterem]

Haceniindiir ciimle ¢lin mal u menal
Kise-i dellal olur ber-geste

Kadizade must have been quite fond of this quatrain, which he cites (without acknow-
ledging its author) from the well-known Ottoman Naksibendi author and poet Lamiti (d.
1532)’s preface to his own compilation of his poems, as he also inserts it also into the
introduction of his Kitab-1 makbul der hal-i huyul."°!

A final question may be raised about the part of the second letter in which Kadizade
takes a step back from his stance in the first and declares his peace with Ibn Arabi by
invoking the works of al-Sharani. That part of the letter is missing in the second copy of
the letters, together with the section about Ibn Arabi immediately before it and the long
poetic section after it.'®? Could that be a later addition to vindicate Ibn Arabi? I would
not think so because Kadizade had to persuade the Grand Mufti Hocazade Mehmed that
he would not revile Ibn Arabi. This was the second time complaints had been raised
about him. And more importantly, the Grand Mufti would certainly censor him for re-
viling Ibn Arabi. There is indeed a legal opinion of Hocazade Mehmed in which he is

159 See Kadizade Mehmed, Mesmuatii'n-nekayih mecmuatii'n-nasayih, Stileymaniye Kiitiiphane-
si, Hiisrev Pasa 629, f. 110a; compare n. 121 above. I will discuss the authorship of Mesmuat
in the next section, see below, n. 165ff.

160 97 MTT, 55a; the second line, which the copyist mistakenly skipped in the text of the manu-
script, has been inserted by a reader on the margin of the page.

161 Siilleymaniye Kiitiphanesi, KM 420, 6b; Ser’atli, ed., 11; compare H. Tolasa, ‘Klasik
edebiyatimizda divan 6ns6z (dibace)leri: Lami’1 Divani 6ns6zii ve (buna gore) divan siiri san-
at gortisii’, JTS, 3 (1979), 385-402, at 398, where it reads “asiifte” instead of “ber-geste”; but
the “ber-geste” variant is not unique, see Bursali Lami’i Celebi Divani 'ndan se¢meler, ed. H.
B. Burmaoglu (Ankara 1989), 190.

162 See n. 138 above.
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consulted about an imam-preacher who curses Ibn Arabi and criticises his Fusiis. Ho-
cazade’s response is quite clear: if this man does not repent, he would lose his job and
be severely reprimanded.'® Whether or not this particular legal opinion concerned the
young Kadizade (and it very well might have), Kadizade must have known about Hoca-
zade’s stance on this issue and written his second letter accordingly once he heard about
a second round of complaints about him. It is possible to imagine that an older Kadizade
who would have had the support of the large masses he was going to appeal to at the
imperial mosques of the capital in the 1620s and 1630s could have written a different
kind of response. But at this point in time, he was just trying to hold on to his post at the
Murad Pasha Mosque and took a more conciliatory approach toward Ibn Arabi in his
second letter. Another possibility is that he indeed had changed his opinion about Ibn
Arabi.'%* Either way, I will treat these letters as authentic. In the last section of this study,
I will articulate some of the implications of the new pieces of information that they pro-
vide. Before doing so, however, I would like to correct my own misattribution of some
of Kadizade’s works in the light of these letters. This correction will also provide a few
additional biographical as well as bibliographical details about Kadizade.

Kadizade's works of royal advice

There are three books of royal advice that carry Kadizade’s name and were presented to
Murad IV. Yet ‘Kadizade Mehmed’ is a relatively common name; there are at least three
men who were called Kadizade Mehmed, lived in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries, and found a place in biographical dictionaries as preachers. Thus, perhaps it is
not surprising that the identification of the authorship of works which bear the name of
Kadizade Mehmed has proved to be prone to mistakes.

Tayyib Gokbilgin introduced two of the three works discussed in this section in 1957:
Nushii’l-hiikkam ve sebebii'n-nizam and Mesmuatii'n-nekayih mecmuatii 'n-nasayih.'®’
Gokbilgin ascribed these two works to Kadizade 1lmi Mehmed from Amasya.'® In 1962,
Agéh Sirr1 Levend introduced a translation of Ibn Taymiyya (d. 1328)’s al-Siyasa al-
Shar ‘iyya entitled Tacii r-resail ve Minhacii’l-vesail, also attributing it to Kadizade IImi

163 Tiirk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, 1841, f. 2a [actually, the third folio of the ma-
nuscript].

164 There is a treatise attributed to Kadizade on Ibn Arabi which starts with the statements he
made in these two letters and continues with a reference to al-Sharani’s al-Bahr al-mawrid,
see Manisa 11 Halk Kiitiiphanesi, 2937, 120b-129b [45 Hk 2937/12], ff 120b-121a. Since I
came across to this treatise in the copyediting stage of the present work, I defer a detailed ex-
amination of its contents to another study; see n. 286 below.

165 Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Asir Efendi [AE hereafter] 327 and Hiisrev Pasa [HP hereafter]
629, respectively. I have followed the spelling of the titles as they appear in the manuscripts,
see AE 327, f. 36b; and HP 629, f. 1a.

166 M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, ‘XVII. asirda, Osmanli devletinde 1slahat ihtiya¢ ve temayiilleri ve
Katip Celebi’, in Kdtip Celebi: hayati ve eserleri hakkinda incelemeler (Ankara 1957), 197-
218, at 211.



216 BAKI TEZCAN

Mehmed from Amasya.'é” ‘Ilmi’ is indeed the pen name of the author of these works. In
the Mesmuatii 'n-nekayih the author introduces himself as “Seyh Muhammed [Mehmed]
el-‘Ilm1 as-Sagir, el-ma‘rif bi-Kadizade”.'%® In the Nushii 'I-hiikkdm, this pen name can
be found in some of the parts in verse.'® This pen name is also used on the flyleaf of
Tacii 'r-resail in identifying the author,'” as the author uses the pen name ‘Ilmi’ in some
of the poetry dispersed throughout the work.!”! While Gokbilgin and Levend’s attributi-
on of these works to Kadizade Mehmed from Amasya was not followed by many others,
it is still worthwhile to explore this particular Kadizade, if for nothing else, in order to
rule out his authorship firmly.

What is known about Kadizade Mehmed from Amasya is very sketchy. Necdet Yil-
maz mentions him among the followers of the Halveti sheikh Abdiilmecid Sivasi and his
nephew Abdiilahad Nuri, who is regarded as the founder of the Sivasiyye branch of the
Halveti order.'”> Yet while most of the followers of Sivasi are attested by a late seven-
teenth-century Halveti author Mehmed Nazmi (d. 1701), this Kadizade Mehmed first ap-
pears as a follower of Sivasi in the works of Mehmed Tahir (d. 1925) and Hiiseyin Vassaf
(d. 1929).!73 The latter two are two late Ottoman/early republican authors who produced
invaluable biographical dictionaries but had little time to check the names and nicknames
of the people whose biographies they provided, or the authorship of the books they listed
in their biographical entries. Mehmed Tahir states that this Kadizade from Amasya died
in 1045/1635-6, the same year that the well-known Kadizade died in Istanbul.'”* It was
most probably Mehmed Tahir whom Gokbilgin followed when he attributed the Nushii ’[-
hiikkam and the Mesmuatii 'n-nekayih to Kadizade from Amasya as he lists these titles

167 A. S. Levend, ‘Siyaset-nameler’, Tiirk Dili Arastirmalar: Yilligi-Belleten (1962): 167-194, at
179, n. 23. Levend’s remarks about a second copy of the work with a different title actually re-
fer to Nushii’l-hiikkam. Wilhem Pertsch had introduced the Tacii r-resail, correctly identified
its author, and also noted Asik Celebi’s earlier Turkish translation of a/-Siyasa al-Shar ‘iyya in
his Verzeichniss der Tiirkischen Handschriften der Koniglichen Bibliothek zu Berlin (Berlin
1889), 278-279, #255.

168 Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, HP 629, f. 1a.

169 See, for instance, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, AE 327, . 14b.

170 Topkap: Saray: Kiitiiphanesi, Hazine 371, f. 1a, where one also reads the designation “Seyy-
id”.

171 See, for instance, TSK, H 371, f. 4b.

172 N. Yilmaz, Osmanh toplumunda tasavvuf: sufiler, deviet ve ulema (XVII. Yiizy1l) (Istanbul
2001), 201.

173 See Cengiz Giindogdu, ‘Abdulmecid-i Sivasi: hayati, eserleri ve tasavvufi gorisleri’, unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Atatiirk Universitesi, 1997, 157-166; Giindogdu reads his name as
“Kadizade Seyh Kopiik Mehmed Efendi”, 164; compare Osmanzade Hiiseyin Vassaf, Sefine-i
Evliya, eds M. Akkus and A. Yilmaz, 5 vols (Istanbul 2006), 111:483; Mehmed Nazmi Efen-
di, Hediyyetii'I-Ihvan, ed. Osman Tiirer in Osmanlilarda Tasavvufi Hayat: Halvetilik Ornegi
(Istanbul 2005), 470-480; Bursali Mehmed Tahir, Osmanli Miiellifleri, 3 vols (Istanbul 1333-
1342), I:153.

174 Tahir, Osmanl Miiellifleri, 1:153; Vassaf, Sefine-i Evliya 111:483, compare Yilmaz, Osmanli
toplumunda, 202, n. 1.
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under his works.!”> While the pen name ‘Ilmi’ is not mentioned by either of these two
authors, Hiiseyin Vassaf notes that he was a Halveti sheikh and identifies him as “Kadi-
zade Seyh Kiiclik Muhammed Efendi”, perhaps on the basis of the self-identification of
the Mesmuatii 'n-nekayih’s author as “Seyh Muhammed [Mehmed] el-‘Ilmi as-Sagir, el-
ma ‘1af bi-Kadizade”. Mehmed Tahir and Hiiseyin Vassaf both state that he was a student
of Zileli Abdurrahman, became one of the halifes of Abdiilmecid Sivasi, preached at the
Bayezid Mosque in Amasya, and was burried next to Pir Ilyas Halveti. While Amasyali
Abdizade mentions him as well and confirms his preaching at the Bayezid Mosque in
Amasya (noting his death date as 1044/1634-5 and his pen name as {lmi), Mehmed Tahir
probably had recourse to another source, as some of the information he provides is either
not found or different (such as the date of Kadizade’s death) in Abdizade’s work.!”
Four (or five) of the seven works attributed to this Kadizade from Amasya by Hii-
seyin Vassaf and Mehmed Tahir are not his. The authorship of the Nushii’l-hiikkdm and
the Mesmuatii 'n-nekayih will be discussed below in some detail. The Kitab-1 makbul
der hal-i huyul, which Hiiseyin Vassaf attributes to this Kadizade from Amasya, belongs
to the well-known Kadizade of Balikesir. Perhaps the self-identification of Kadizade in
the preface of his book on horses as the preacher of the Mosque of Bayezid led Hiiseyin
Vassaf and Mehmed Tahir to attribute this work to Kadizade of Amasya, who was also
known to have preached at the Mosque of Bayezid — but the one in Amasya.!”” The
confusion of Mehmed Tahir is apparent as he also lists the same title under the works of
the well-known Kadizade from Balikesir.!”® The Niddii'l-ahbdb kahri’l-bab in Hiiseyin
Vassaf’s list of the works of Kadizade from Amasya, which Mehmed Tahir identified as
Nehrii’l-ashab ve kahrii s-sibdb, must be Nasr al-ashab wa’l-ahbab wa qahr al-kilab al-
sibab fi radd al-Rafida, a title which Katip Celebi, and, following him, Bagdatli Ismail
Pasha, identify as one of the works of the well-known Kadizade of Balikesir.!” Also, the

175 Tahir, Osmanl Miiellifleri, 1:153; Vassaf lists them, too, 111:483; however, Vassaf’s work was
not widely accessible until recently.

176 Abdizade Hiiseyin Hiisameddin [Yasar], Amasya Tarihi, 5 vols (1328/1330 [1912]-35), 1:222,
IV:70; for Pir ilyas Halveti and his tomb, see ibid., 1:188, 225; for the previous preacher at the
same mosque, see [V:51; for Zileli Abdurrahman, see I'V:19; for the probable father and brot-
hers of this Kadizade, see IV:16.

177 There are several reasons why Kadizade Mehmed from Amasya may not have been the au-
thor of the Kitab-1 makbul. If the author had been the preacher of the Mosque of Bayezid in
Amasya, one would expect the identification of the city on the title page of the manuscript as
the first Mosque of Bayezid to come to mind in Istanbul would be the one in the same city.
Also, most of the manuscripts of the work are in Istanbul libraries. And the few Anatolian li-
braries which hold a copy do not seem to include any in Amasya; see the online catalogue of
manuscripts in Turkey at http://yazmalar.gov.tr. For a discussion of the well-known Kadizade
Mehmed’s appointment to the Mosque of Bayezid, see n. 196 below.

178 Tahir, Osmanh Miiellifleri, 1:402.

179 Vassaf, Sefine-i Evliya, 111:483; Tahir, 1:153; Katib Celebi, Kesf-el-zunun, 11, 1955. Afyon Ge-
dik Ahmed Pasa Kiitiiphanesi, manuscript No. 17180, which Yilmaz, Osmanli toplumunda,
202, n. 8, identifies as the work in question which is attributed to Kadizade from Amasya is
a copy of the Nasr al-ashab by the well-known Kadizade Mehmed as it starts (f. 2b) with the
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Risale-i Regaibiyye which is to be found in the list of the works of Kadizade Mehmed of
Amasya might well refer to the treatise which Kadizade mentions as his own in his au-
tobiographical letter.'®" In short, the attribution of any work to this Kadizade of Amasya
has to be treated very carefully.

Having read Mehmed Simsek’s unpublished Ph.D. dissertation (1977), which dis-
cusses Kadizade’s works, Ocak attributed the Tacii r-resail to the well-known Kadizade
in 1983.18! Oztiirk in 1981 and Cavusoglu in 1990 did so as well.!®2 And they had good
reason: the author identified himself as “Seyh Muhammed [Mehmed] bin Mustafa el-
ma ‘rif bi-Kadizade”.'®3 While one does not know the paternal name of Kadizade Meh-
med from Amasya, the name of the well-known Kadizade’s father was certainly Mustafa.
Moreover, the fact that the Tacii r-resail was a translation of Ibn Taymiyya’s al-Siyasa
al-Shar iyya was probably seen as a good reason for being sure about this attribution. A
medieval Muslim scholar who is very well-respected by twentieth-century Salafis was
seen as a reasonable model for Kadizade, who spent a lot of his energy on opposing
bid ‘at (innovation).

In 2001, I indicated that all of the three works discussed in this section most probably
are those of yet another Kadizade Mehmed who was a contemporary of the well-known
Kadizade.'® This Kadizade Mehmed was, like the Kadizade Mehmed from Amasya, a
Halveti sheikh and had preceded the well-known Kadizade as the preacher of the Aya
Sofya (Hagia Sophia), to which post he was appointed in 1033/1624.!85 My reasoning
behind this supposition was based on the introduction of Nushii I-hiikkam, in which the
author relates a conversation he had had with the late Grand Mufti Esad after he had
given a sermon in Aya Sofya. Thus the author’s preaching career at Aya Sofya seemed to
have started before Esad died in 1625, which would rule out the well-known Kadizade
of Balikesir, who was appointed to the Aya Sofya in 1041/1631-2. Moreover, the author

first words that Katip Celebi notes in his bibliographical entry. Even though Katip Celebi does
not refer to Balikesir in his references to Kadizade Mehmed, the fact that he does not need to
specify the particular Kadizade he has in mind suggests that he is referring to the one from Ba-
likesir because that is the one he knows most closely as attested by his autobiographical wri-
tings; see his Balance of Truth, 135-136. Bagdatli Ismail Pasa, who uses Katip Celebi’s bib-
liographical work to create a biographical dictionary of authors, identifies three works as be-
longing to Kadizade Mehmed from Balikesir; see Hadiyyat al- ‘Arifin, 11:277; compare Katib
Celebi, Kesf-el-zunun, 1:66; 11:1461, 1955; Katip Celebi mentions three more works in con-
nection with the name Kadizade Mehmed, the last couple of which most probably are those of
the well-known Kadizade from Balikesir; see Kesf-el-zunun, 1:105, 868, 894.

180 See n. 109 above.

181 Ocak, ‘XVII. Yiizyilda’, 216, n. 27; for the full reference to M. Simsek’s work, see 211, n. 6.

182 Oztiirk, ‘Islamic orthodoxy’, 154-155; Cavusoglu, ‘The Kadizadel: movement’, 93.

183 This self-reference with paternal name is to be found in two copies of the Tacii'r-resail, see
Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Hact Mahmud Efendi 1926, f. 12a, and Pertsch, 278.

184 B. Tezcan, ‘Searching for Osman: A Reassessment of the Deposition of the Ottoman Sultan
Osman II (1618-1622)’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 2001, 252, 376,
n. 91; see also B. Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 125, n. 43.

185 Atayf, 765.
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of the Nushii’l-hiikkdam states that he had presented a previous version of the same work
to the Grand Vizier Murad Pasha, who passed it on to Ahmed I (r. 1603-17). Murad
Pasha was Grand Vizier from 1606 to 1611, a period during which the presence of the
well-known Kadizade in Istanbul was not reported in any source. So I assumed that even
if Kadizade had arrived from Balikesir in Istanbul, as a young immigrant from a small
north-west Anatolian town, he would not have the necessary patronage connections to
present his work to a Grand Vizier. The elder Kadizade Mehmed was also an immigrant
to Istanbul. Yet he was attested to have become the sheikh of the Halveti convent endo-
wed by Sokollu Mehmed Pasha upon the death of his master, Vaiz Emir, in 1015/1606-
7.13¢ Therefore he could have had the kind of connections that would enable him to
present his work to the Grand Vizier. I did not provide these details back in 2001 as the
question of the authorship of these works was not central to the argument I was making,
which was the rising significance of preachers in Ottoman politics. Since then, Derin
Terzioglu has published a very thorough comparison between Asik Celebi (d. 1572)’s
Mi ‘racii’l-eydle ve minhacii 'l-addle and the Tacii 'r-resail, clearly demonstrating that the
latter was very much a wholesale ‘borrowing’ from Asik Celebi’s earlier translation of
Ibn Taymiyya’s al-Sivasa al-Shar iyya. She also made a case for the elder and lesser-
known Kadizade having been the scholar who made this ‘borrowing” without a single
reference to the actual translator and having authored both the Nushii 'I-hiikkdm and the
Mesmuatii 'n-nekayih.'s’

The biographical details about the well-known Kadizade provided by his letters to the
Grand Mufti Mehmed, however, remove some of the reasons which led Terzioglu and
myself to attribute the three advice works mentioned above to the elder Kadizade. Not
only did Kadizade arrive in Istanbul, but also started a preaching career before he turned
twenty. He stood in for his Halveti sheikh Omer at an imperial mosque while the latter
attended a military campaign a few years before Murad Pasha was appointed to the grand
vizierate, and his name became sufficiently well known soon after - so much so that his
adversaries filed complaints with the Grand Mufti, most probably during the tenure of
Murad Pasha as Grand Vizier. It is not difficult to imagine how an earlier version of his
stern tone of his later years, which was going to bring him close to Murad IV, could have
appealed to Murad Pasha, who was also well known to have been a political leader with
an iron fist. While Kadizade does not refer to any treatise of advice which he presented
to a Grand Vizier in his autobiographical letters, he might well have written the Nushii ’l-
hiikkam in the immediate aftermath of the second letter with a view to securing strong
political allies against his adversaries.

186 Atayi, 597, 765.

187 D. Terzioglu, ‘Bir terciime ve bir intihal vakasi: Ya da Ibn Teymiyye’nin Sivasetii’s-
ser iyye’sini Osmanlicaya kim(ler) nasil aktardi?’, JTS, 31 (2007), 247-275; for another ar-
ticle which compares Asik Celebi’s translation with Kadizade’s ‘borrowing’ of it (identifying
the ‘borrower’ as the well-known Kadizade of Balikesir without a reference to Terzioglu’s
work), see A. H. Furat, ‘Selefiligin Osmanliya etkisi baglaminda kullamlan bir argiiman: ibn
Teymiye’ nin Es-Siyasetii’s-Ser’iyye isimli eserinin Osmanli diinyasinda XVI. ve XVII. asir-
daki terciimeleri’, Marife: Bilimsel Birikim, 9 (2009): 215-226.
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Another piece of evidence indicating Kadizade’s proximity to the upper echelons of
the imperial capital is provided by Katip Celebi, who notes that Kadizade wrote a treatise
on the mizan, or the (divine) scale, on the suggestion of the Grand Mufti Sunullah (d.
1612), who held the office of Grand Mulfti four times (1599-1601, 1603, 1604-06, 1606-
08). If Kadizade had managed to accumulate enough intellectual and political capital in
the early years of the seventeenth century for a Grand Mufti to suggest to him writing
a treatise on a subject which had been treated by the towering figure of Kemalpasazade
earlier,'® he might very well have been able to present a treatise to the Grand Vizier
too. Thus it might be worthwhile to have another look at the passage in the the Nushii’l-
hiikkam where the author and Esad both refer to the author’s sermon in Aya Sofya:

Ve dahi bu kitab-1 serifin tahririne sebeb bu olmusdur ki bu fakir Ayasofya-1 kebirde bir giin
va‘z itmege canib-i saltanatdan memur olub ve emre imtisal etdligiimiizden iic glin sonra mer-
hiim ve mebrur Esad Efendi hazretlerine ziyarete vardum. Buyurdilar ki “Ayasofya’da gayet
eyl ve nafi ve cami va‘z itmigsiz. Cemi huzzar-1 meclis va‘ziniz1 istihsan ve istisvab itmisler.
Hatta adaniz bile gayet eyiiligiine sehadet etdiler. A/-fadl ma shahidat bi-hi al-a ‘da manasi
sizde zahir old1. Rica olunur ki anda tefsir olinan ayat: ve nakl olinan hikayati simdi bize tekrar
tefsir ve nakl buyurasiz.”!%

While I had understood the underlined part as a reference to the beginning of the elder
Kadizade’s appointment to Aya Sofya, it could also lend itself to be understood in a way
to suggest that the author was instructed by the young Sultan, or one of his or his mother
Kosem Sultan’s agents, to give a sermon in Aya Sofya for one day, which was not unusu-
al.'%* Thus one could interpret this passage as a reference to a special sermon rather than
the beginning of a regular appointment, which, in any event, would not really be made
by the sultanate but the senior leadership of the lords of the law, most probably by one
of the senior justices (Anadolu or Rumeli kadiaskeri) or, in the case of imperial mosques
like Aya Sofya, the Grand Mufti.'"!

188 Katib Celebi, Kesf-el-zunun, 11:894; TDVIA s.v. ‘Sun‘ullah Efendi’ (M. Ipsirli); TDVIA s.v.
‘Mizan’ (S. Toprak); s.v. ‘Kemalpasazade’, 244