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ABSTRACT

“I CURSE NO ONE WITHOUT CAUSE™:
IDENTITY, POWER, RIVALRY, AND INVECTIVE
IN THE EARLY 17TH-CENTURY OTTOMAN COURT

Sheridan, Michael Douglas
Ph.D., Department of History
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mehmet Kalpakli

January 2018

In the early 17th-century Ottoman Empire, a series of sociocultural, administrative,
political, and economic changes were underway that left their mark on how the learned
and cultural elite viewed the empire and themselves. Though contemporary sources
reflect these shifts in many ways, this period’s rich corpus of invective verse, centering
around the poet Nef'1, has been understudied as a historical source. This dissertation
rectifies this neglect by examining this invective corpus as a locus of rivalries and
enmities revealing how those involved agonistically defined and were defined by their
others, thus necessarily defining themselves in the process. Observing this process of
definition and self-definition in the light of contemporary historical developments and
sources, the dissertation examines invectives produced against both patrons (i.e., vertical
invective) and fellow poet/clients (i.e., horizontal invective) in such a way as to
demonstrate how the ferocity of the period’s invective verse, and reactions thereto, laid
bare how Ottoman elites’ imaginary of themselves was in fact a marginalizing construct.
Through analysis of the discourse of the period’s invective corpus alongside
contemporary chronicles and advice literature, the dissertation explores how Ottoman

elite identity came to be defined, or redefined, during this turbulent period.

Keywords: Early Modern, Invective, Nef’i, Ottoman Identity, Siham-1 Kaza
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OZET

“YOK YERE BEN KIMSEYI SOGMEM”:
17. YUZYIL BASI OSMANLI SARAYINDA
REKABET, HICIV VE GUC CATISMALARI

Sheridan, Michael Douglas
Doktora, Tarih Bolimi
Tez Danismani: Dog. Dr. Mehmet Kalpakli

Ocak 2018

Osmanli imparatorlugu, erken on yedinci yiizyilda, egitimli, kiiltiirel segkinlerinin,
imparatorlugu ve kendilerini algilayis bi¢imleri tizerinde derin iz birakan bir dizi
sosyokiiltiirel, idari, siyasi ve ekonomik doniisiime sahne oldu. Her ne kadar bu déneme
ait yazili kaynaklar birgok yonden bu doniisiimii yansitsa da, bu donemde iiretilen ve
biiyiik bir boliimii sair Nef*1 ¢evresinde yogunlasan zengin hiciv kiilliyat: tarihsel bir
kaynak olarak bugiine degin yeterince incelenip irdelenmemistir. Bu tez, s6z konusu
hiciv kiilliyatini, donemin gii¢ catigsmalar1 agisindan, ilgili kisilerin tartisma yoluyla
kendi “6teki”lerini ve bunun zorunlu bir sonucu olarak ayni siiregte kendilerini de nasil
tanimladiklarini ortaya koyan bicimde rekabet ve husumetin odagi olarak inceleyerek bu
arastirma eksikligini gidermektedir. Tez, bu tanimlara ve istii kapali 6z-tanimlara
yonelik siirece donemin tarihi gelismeleri ve kaynaklari 1s18inda bakarak hem hamilere
(“dikey hiciv”’) hem de sair/istemcilere (“yatay hiciv” yoluyla) yazilan dénemin hiciv
siirlerini irdeleyerek s6z konusu hicivlerin siddetinin —ve buna kars1 gelen tepkilerin—
seckinlerin kendilik hayalini 6tekilestirici bir benlik algist olarak agiga vurdugunu
gostermektedir. Donemin hiciv kiilliyatininin sdylemini, cagdasi olan tarihi kaynaklar ve
nasihatnamelerin esliginde incelemek yoluyla, bu tez Osmanli’da seckin kimliginin s6z
konusu ¢alkantili tarihsel donemde nasil tanimlandig1 ya da yeniden tanimlandigini tiim

yonleriyle agimlamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Erken Modern, Hiciv, Nef’1, Osmanli Kimligi, Sthdm-1 Kaza
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Though they have been historically neglected, the evaluation of invectives as documents
is undoubtedly a fitting enterprise. And it is obvious that through such an enterprise,
certain new facts will come to light.'

In September 1621, two men were simultaneously appointed to the positions of chief
judge (kazi ‘asker) of the Ottoman Empire’s European and Asian provinces. To the more
prestigious European position went ‘Ali Efendi (d. 1623/24), a black eunuch who was
the first such man to hold this position, while to the somewhat less prestigious Asian
position went Miisa Efendi (d. 1646), who was the son of the physician Siica‘e’d-din
Ilyas Efendi (d. 1574/75) and was advanced to the chief judgeship directly from his post

as chief physician (re 7s-i ef1bba’).” Both were relatively unprecedented appointments,

" “Tarihe mal olmus hicvin vesika olarak degerlendirilmesi siiphesiz yerinde bir tesebbiistiir. Bu suretle
yeni ba’z1 hakikatlerin elde edilecegi de asikardir.” Saffet Sidki (Bilmen), ed., Nef’7 ve Siham-1 Kaza ’s:
(Istanbul: Aydinlik Basimevi, 1943), 4.

2 Nev izade ‘Ata’i, Hada 'iku’l-Haka ik fi Tekmileti’s-Saka’ik: Nev ‘izade Atayi’nin Saka’ik Zeyli, Vol. 2
ed. Suat Donuk and Derya Ors (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu Bakanlhig1 Yayinlari, 2017),
1694. For more on ‘Al Efendi, see Baki Tezcan, “Dispelling the Darkness: The Politics of ‘Race’ in the
Early Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Empire in the Light of the Life and Work of Mullah Ali,” in Identity
and Identity Formation in the Ottoman World: A Volume of Essays in Honor of Norman Itzkowitz, ed.



the eunuch “Al1 Efendi owing to his origins as a slave educated and trained in the
Ottoman palace system (and also, frankly, to the color of his skin) and the physician
Mausa Efendi owing to his lack of experience in the empire’s administrative and judicial
systems. Their dual appointment gave both of them a seat on the powerful imperial
council (divan-1 hiimayiin).” Representing on the council the empire’s religiojudicial
branch, called the ilmiyye, the chief judges also had the enviable power of supervision

and appointment within that branch throughout the empire.

For the occasion of ‘Al and Misa Efendi’s appointment, a poet and clerk in the
Ottoman financial branch who went by the pen name Nef'1 (c. 1572—-1635), meaning
“beneficial,” produced a poem in the kit ‘a form® not to celebrate but to decry the
situation:

behold the two ministers on the imperial council | who have presented to one another

their talon and beak || they have flayed the world to such an extent | they are like a
vulture and a raven feasting on a carcass’

Baki Tezcan and Karl K. Barbir (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2007), 76—82. For more on
Miisa Efendi, see Seyhi Mehmed Efendi, Vekayiii'I-Fudald, Vol. 1, ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan (Istanbul: Cagri
Yayinlari, 1989), 129.

3 The imperial council during this period was composed of the grand vizier, several other viziers with
strict hierarchical ranks (second, third, etc.), the governor (beglerbegi) of the province of Rumelia, the
grand admiral (kapudan pasa), the chief judges of the European and Asian provinces, the treasurers
(defterdar), and the head of the Ottoman chancery (nisanct), with the Agha of the Janissaries also
occasionally serving as a member. For detailed overviews of the imperial council, its historical
development, its duties, and associated offices and functionaries, see Ismail Hakki Uzungarsili, Osmanl
Devletinin Merkez ve Bahriye Teskilati (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1988), 1-387 and Ahmet
Mumcu, Hukuksal ve Siyasal Karar Organit Olarak Divan-1 Hiimayun (Ankara: Birey ve Toplum
Yayinlari, 1986).

* The kit ‘a is a variety of quatrain, consisting of two distichs rhyming in xa xa. Please note that, in this
dissertation, I will use the term “distich” to refer to two unrhymed lines of verse and “couplet” to refer to
two rhymed lines of verse.

> “seyr eylen iki sadrin divan-1 hiimayiini | kim mihleb i minkarin birbirine sunmislar || diinyaya
dosenmisler ol mertebe kim giiya | bir akbaba bir kuzgun bir 1aseye konmislar”; Istanbul University Nadir
Eserler Kiitliphanesi (henceforth IUNEK) TY 511, 75b. Throughout the dissertation, please note that,
unless otherwise indicated, all translations are mine. Also note that, in translations and transcriptions of



Nef'1 reimagines the two chief judges as scavenging birds, and particular emphasis is
laid on their color: Misa Efendi the “white” vulture (akbaba; literally, “white father” in
Turkish) and “Ali Efendi the black raven. As for the “carcass” (/d@se) on which they are
scavenging, that might be read in several ways: as the position of chief judge with all its
dignity and power over the empire’s religiojudicial branch; as the imperial council; or
most broadly as the Ottoman Empire itself. In any case, the implication is clear:
something is rotten in the Ottoman state, and the appointment of these particular men to

such positions of power is a sign thereof.

It is a truism that, in the Ottoman Empire, the early 17th century represents a period of
extensive social, demographic, political, economic, and cultural change and
transformation. These changes and transformations were, in large part, triggered by
extensive external and internal pressures that were stretching the empire’s economic,
administrative, and social resources to the breaking point. On an international front,
nearly half a century of continual warfare—first with the Persian Safavids between 1578
and 1590, then with the Austrian Habsburgs between 1593 and 1606, and then with the
Safavids again between 1603 and 1618—put significant strains on the empire’s finances
and manpower. This pressure was further exacerbated internally by an outbreak of
banditry and a series of rebellions in the empire’s Asian provinces, which flared up with

some regularity between the mid-16th and the mid-17th centuries and were prompted by

verse throughout the dissertation, one vertical bar
bars “||” represents the end of a distich or couplet.

“|’7

represents the end of a hemistich while two vertical



a variety of interconnected causes of an economic, political, social, and even climatic

nature.6

The changes and transformations that such events both signaled and helped to bring
about were of course recognized at the time, and have rightly continued to be recognized
and studied ever since, although some degree of debate and even argument has always
existed concerning the precise causes and extent of the changes that were occurring. A
multiplicity of contemporary sources can be used to trace the development and effects of
these changes, from the relatively empirical evidence found in the cadastral surveys
(tahrir defteri), to the somewhat more anecdotal evidence of court records (ser iyye
sicili) and registers of important affairs (miihimme defteri), to the highly subjective
advice literature (nasthatname) that flourished during the period in explicit reaction to

what was going on.

Yet if we turn to the period’s poetry—which among the Ottoman literati was always the
literary form par excellence—it is not so easy to trace contemporary changes: the
predominant lyric ghazal and panegyric kaside forms were relatively static, bearing as
they did a great deal of symbolic prestige owing to their long pedigree, and because of
this these forms were only very rarely used as vehicles to directly comment on societal
change, with the topically oriented panegyric more forthcoming in this regard than the
ghazal. The narrative mesnevi form did occasionally touch upon such issues—as seen,

-

for instance, in certain parts of Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1T’s (d. 1635) mesnevis—but, by the early

% For a recent overview of this situation in the empire’s Anatolian countryside, see Oktay Ozel, The
Collapse of Rural Order in Ottoman Anatolia: Amasya 1576—1643 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2016), 134—
181.



17th century, this form had grown largely outmoded and was entering a period of
relative eclipse as comparatively few poets apart from ‘Ata’1 undertook to produce
extended examples in this mode. As a result, the number of works in verse that might
easily be read as social criticism and used to shed light on the changes the empire was

undergoing during the early 17th century is quite small.

However, the picture is somewhat different when we examine this period’s corpus of
invective verse (hicv), of which Nef'T’s quatrain quoted above can be taken as a rather
typical example. On the one hand, it must be stated from the outset that, for the most
part, Ottoman invective verse did not engage in open social commentary: its currency
was personal attack and abuse, meaning that—as will be analyzed in the literature
review in Chapter 2—it cannot and should not be mistaken for “satire” in the usual sense
of that term in English. This resolutely ad hominem approach of Ottoman invective was
a consequence of its links with the established tradition of Islamicate invective in Arabic

and Persian, some aspects of which will be briefly discussed in the following section.

On the other hand, though, the fact that invective verse is characterized and even defined
by personal attack and abuse means that, if considered in context and as a mode of
discourse, it provides a window onto the predilections and prejudices of its authors; in a
word, it sheds light on the mentality that lay behind their choice to abuse a particular
target or targets, as well as on the possible roots of those predilections and prejudices. In
this regard, there are two fundamental questions to ask. First, who used invective to
abuse whom? And second, how did they abuse the target in the verse itself? The first is

an empirical question, the second one that is related to the discourse through which



invective verse receives expression. Once the researcher has established these as far as it
is possible to do so, the hostilities on open display in invective can be used as stepping
stones to approach the key question of why these works were produced. And this, in
turn, can lead on to the broader issue of Zow, and how much, the producers of invective
and their own mentality or mentalities reflect those of the larger sociocultural circles of

which they were a part.

In answering these questions and addressing these issues, this dissertation focuses
specifically on the invective corpus centered around—that is, both produced by and
targeting—the poet Nef 1. For three main reasons, this corpus is especially conducive to
an examination of the early 17th-century Ottoman elite circles from which this corpus
emerged, as well as the historical conditions and the mentalities that drove these circles.
Firstly, this corpus is significantly larger than any earlier, and most later, Ottoman
invective corpora. In Nef'1’s invective collection known as the Siham-1 kaza (Shafts of
Doom)—whose contents were produced between approximately the years 1606 and
1630—are found 250 pieces of invective verse, both short and long, targeting
approximately 70 distinct individuals. Alongside this, the number of invective poems
produced against and specifically targeting Nef'1 numbers nearly 70. This voluminous
corpus of verse provides the researcher with a plethora of material with which to work.
Secondly, the figures targeted by Nef'T in his invective verse range from such high-
ranking dignitaries as grand viziers, chief finance ministers (basdefterdar), and chief
judges to poets both distinguished and undistinguished, thereby covering a wide

spectrum of the Ottoman political and cultural elite. Such a variety of targets allows the



researcher to observe, both synchronically and diachronically, how a single person
approached, or rather attacked, figures of varying position and provenance. Moreover, as
will be examined in detail in Chapter 5, several of the most common targets of Nef'1’s
invective were in fact scholars ( ‘alim), judges (kadr), and men of letters who were close
friends and associates of one another, constituting a loose network of ‘alim-littérateurs
against whom Nef'T consciously aligned himself—with they, in turn, consciously
aligning themselves against him as well. Thirdly and finally, the ferocity and lack of
inhibition of this invective corpus’ diction permits the researcher to observe, with an
almost unprecedented degree of directness, the disagreements, conflicts, and
sociocultural clashes and prejudices developing among the Ottoman cultural elite during

this period of change and transformation.

Utilizing primarily this invective corpus and its unique properties as outlined above, this
dissertation’s basic aims are to undertake a comprehensive and in-depth analysis both of
the varied conflicts centering or touching on Nef'T and of the specific invective corpus
produced and consumed as a direct result of these conflicts; to show how this corpus and
the sociocultural and literary environment within and from which it emerged were
integrated with the elite culture of the early 17th-century Ottoman Empire; and to
investigate how this corpus reflects the specific concerns and anxieties that animated this

culture and its representatives at the time.

1.1 Defining invective in the Islamicate context

Used throughout this dissertation to translate the Arabic hija’ (s\a®), Persian hajw ($3R),

and Turkish hicv (sa), the word “invective” ultimately derives from the Latin root



invehere, meaning “to carry [something] in against [someone].” It is, to put it simply, a
manner of abusing, attacking, or insulting a person or institution through the medium of
verse or prose. In a Western context, it was a prominent element in ancient Greek and
Roman literature, with such figures as Arkhilokhos (fI. 7th century BCE), Cicero (10643
BCE), Catullus (c. 84—54 BCE), Martial (c. 40—c. 103 CE), and Juvenal (fI. 1st-2nd
century CE) becoming particularly well known for their invective.’ Significant to note in
regards to invective, because it applies also to the Islamicate® and Ottoman invective
traditions that are the focus of this dissertation, is the fact that it is not a literary genre in
and of itself, but rather a particular discursive mode that exists within literature. It is not
defined by a specific verse or prose structure, adopting as it does numerous structures
and forms within the scope of vastly different historical contexts and sociocultural
structures. Instead, it represents a manner of approach to the subject or topic at hand: just
as, for example, the panegyric mode is one of praise, the elegaic mode one of lament,
and the lyrical mode one of love or passion, so is the invective mode one of blame or,

perhaps more accurately, of attack.

In the remainder of this section, I will provide a definition of Islamicate invective based

in praxis rather than theory, by elucidating some of the more salient aspects of this

7 The literature on ancient Greek and, especially, Roman invective is vast. For some good introductory
overviews and studies of the tradition, see Anthony Corbeill, Controlling Laughter: Political Humor in
the Late Roman Republic (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996); Anna A. Novokhatko, ed. and
trans., The Invectives of Sallust and Cicero: Critical Edition with Introduction, Translation, and
Commentary (Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2009), 1-15; and Art L. Spisak, Martial: A Social
Guide (London and New York: Bloomsbury, 2007), 15-22.

¥ In this dissertation, following the lead of Marshall Hodgson, I use the term “Islamicate” to designate
(primarily) sociocultural aspects that, while existing within the pale of lands where Islam is the dominant
religion, do not themselves have any necessary connection with that religion. Likewise, when the term
“Islamic” is used, a connection to religion is implied. See Marshall G.S. Hodgson, The Venture of Islam:
Conscience and History in a World Civilization, Vol. 1 (The Classical Age of Islam) (Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press, 1974), 57-60.



discursive mode. It is important to note that this is by no means intended to provide a
historical overview, which anyway would be well beyond the scope of this work. Rather,
insofar as my primary aim here is to provide the necessary background for the detailed
analysis of early 17th-century Ottoman invective that is the crux of the dissertation, I
take a structuralist approach. Thus, the subsequent section concentrates primarily on the
earliest beginnings of invective in the period of transition into the Islamicate
Weltanschauung in the 7th and 8th centuries CE before moving on to an examination of
certain cases and concepts drawn from the Ottoman invective corpus of the 16th century.
I do this because it is my contention that, because invective has always been a decidedly
topical mode necessarily defined by its functions of assigning blame and insulting or
attacking, the fundamental characteristics of the mode have remained largely unchanged
within the scope of the Islamicate poetic tradition as a whole. That is to say, if one takes,
for instance, the invective verse of the Arabic-language poet Ibn al-Rim1 (836—896 CE),
the Persian-language poet Stizani (f. 12th century CE), and the Turkish-language poet
Mehmed Esref (1846—1912), while the historical circumstances within which they
operated and the targets at whom they took aim were indeed vastly different, what they
were actually doing with their invective, and in fact even to a great extent their register
and manner, one finds that they are all remarkably similar to one another when
considered from a structuralist standpoint. The structural similarities that unite different
iterations of Islamicate invective in widely varying places and times derive from the
functional or instrumental aspect of the mode, and to examine the invective tradition
with an acknowledgement of these similarities will, I argue, ultimately make the

historiographical differences that do exist emerge more sharply into the foreground.



All this is by no means meant to imply that the Islamicate invective tradition was a static
entity. On the contrary, it is my contention that certain periods when sociocultural,
political, and/or economic conditions were in flux have tended to produce a proliferation
and consequent enriching of the invective corpus: one of these periods was the transition
into the early Islamic era concentrated on in the following section, while another was the
early 17th-century Ottoman Empire that serves as the primary field of study for this

dissertation.

1.1.1 Aspects and functions of Islamicate invective

In the Islamicate context, the tradition of verse invective goes back to pre-Islamic
Arabia. The term used in the Arabic language for the discursive mode of invective is
hija’ (s\a&). Originally, this word appears to have referred to incantations or semi-
ritualistic curses uttered against one’s foes on the battlefield, a practice that was carried
out as a means of assaulting the honor ( ird, u2#) of a given foe, whether it be an
individual or a tribe, as a way of diminishing that foe’s power before or during actual
combat.” Indeed, the word that later came to mean “poet,” sha ‘ir (L&), originally
referred to a figure considered endowed with a knowledge of magic who would go
before troops marching to war and chant verses, including verses of hija’.'° Hija’ thus, at

least originally, was not simply a discursive mode but was also conceived of as

? See the summation in Charles Pellat, “Hidja’,” Encyclopaedia of Islam 2 (henceforth EI°), Vol. 3, 352—
353 and, especially, Bichr Fares, L honneur chez les Arabes avant I’Islam: Etude de sociologie (Paris:
Adrien-Maissoneuve, 1932), 214-218.

' Toufic Fahd, “Sha‘ir, 1. In the Arab World,” EF, Vol. 9, 225 and Toufic Fahd, La divination arabe:
Etudes religieuses, sociologiques et folkloriques sur le milieu natif de I’Islam (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1966),
127.
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performative, as pointed out by Ignaz Goldziher in his extensive study on the origins of
hija’:
The position of 4ija’ in the view of the Arabs [...] will become more coherent to us
if we assume that, in the most ancient times, it was not merely abuse and insult.
Instead, the poet of the tribe (or some other poet)—who had been advanced to his
position by virtue of his personal abilities and his relation with the higher powers

(the jinn)—was viewed as capable of [actually] harming enemies through his
vituperations. H

As such a status and performance indicates, pre-Islamic Arabic Aija’ was a practice that
was deeply embedded in the tribal-based social and political structure of Arabia.'?
Within this structure, individual identity was closely tied with familial (i.e., tribal)
identity such that any attack on individual honor was simultaneously an attack on the
honor of the target’s entire tribe or clan; thus, Aija’ was simultaneously ad hominem and
ad tribum. This fact is reflected in the discourse of the 4ija’ poems themselves, which
continuously associate the tribe with the individual, and vice versa, well into the early
Abbasid era. By the time of the advent of Islam in the mid-7th century, belief in the
incantatory material efficacy of 4ija’ seems to have fallen by the wayside, at least among

the more urbanized populations of the Arabian peninsula, but by this time the mode’s

" “Die Stellung des Higd’ in der Anschauung der Araber wird uns [...] verstindlicher werden, wenn wir
davon ausgehen, dass es sich dabei in den éltesten Zeiten nicht um blosse Schméahung und Beschimpfung
handelte. Man betrachtete vielmehr den Dichter des Stammes oder einen fremden Dichter, denn man zu
diesem Zwecke herbeiholte, kraft seiner personlichen Fahigkeiten und seiner Beziehung zu hoheren
Michten (Ginnen), als dazu geeignet, durch seinen Schmihspruch dem Feinde zu schaden.” Ignaz
Goldziher, Ueber die Vorgeschichte der Higa -Poesie, in Abhandlungen zur arabischen Philologie
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1896), 27; emphasis added.

"2 1t should also be noted, however, that such conceptions were by no means confined to Arabia, but could
be found in several societies throughout the world; for an example that bears numerous similarities to the
case of Arabic hija’, see Fred Norris Robinson, “Satirists and Enchanters in Early Irish Literature,” in
Studies in the History of Religions, Presented to Crawford Howell Toy by Pupils, Colleagues, and
Friends, ed. David Gordon Lyon and George Foot Moore (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1912):
95-130.
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discourse, diction, and approach had already been irrevocably shaped by the earlier

paradigm.

In conceptual terms, the attacks of which Aija’ was composed were considered dhamm
(3%), a word that is typically rendered as “blame” but that, in fact, “implies outrage and
blackens [one’s] honor” and “is far from being just blame or simple disapprobation.”"?
On one level, this assault on honor was initially derived from the aforementioned
incantatory aspects of pre-Islamic Aija’, in which the denigration of an individual and/or
tribe by name was thought to be capable of producing actual physical dissmpowerment.
On a less metaphysical level, however, the employment of dhamm to attack ird—which

was the fundamental activity of hija@ —was quite explicitly a power play, as outlined by

Bichr Farés when he links honor to the martial culture of the pre-Islamic Arabs:

[A]ny sign of failure in fighting or of loss of independence humiliated the Arab and
dishonoured him. Now humiliation (dhilla) is the opposite of power ( izza) simply
because it implies weakness; hence weakness is the condition of dishonour, while
power is the foundation of honour or ‘ird. In other words, everything that contributes
to power is an element of honour, while all that causes weakness is an element of
dishonour."*
This relation between power and honor also lies behind the discursive mode that was
considered to be in binary opposition to 4ija ’; namely, madih or madh, meaning
“praise.” Thus, where madih was a way of exalting the honor of an individual and/or his
tribe, thereby contributing to their power and prestige, Aija’ was a symbolic diminishing

of that power and, at least if effective, an actual diminishing of prestige. In this sense,

then, hija’ was quite explicitly a broadly socially sanctioned instrument of interpersonal

" Fares, L honneur chez les Arabes, 42. Also see Farés® discussion of ‘ird as “honor” in ibid., 34-38.
' Bichr Fares, “‘Ird,” EIZ, Vol. 4, 77; emphasis added.
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and inter- or intratribal conflict, as well as a means of social policing aimed at the
preservation of norms, and it would remain so during the transition to Islam in the mid-

7th century.

The advent of Islam, quite apart from its obvious religious dimensions, was a real
attempt at a social revolution. On the one hand, the introduction of the concept of the
umma, or community of believers, signaled an aim to upend, or at least override, the
dominant tribal social structure by means of what was effectively a supratribe “based on
religion and not on kinship.”"> On the other hand, and indeed in close connection with
the concept of the umma, Islam marked an attempt “to replace the traditional
anthropocentric ethos based on honour and shame with a new ethos that was theocentric
and based on guilt.”'® When we consider the fact that 4ija’ was a practice that served
very specific social functions in regard to local tribal structures—functions that radically
relied on the concepts of honor and shame to provide a means of social policing and
even waging war—then it is not difficult to understand how expressed attitudes toward
this practice would change, especially inasmuch as the new regime’s goal was to
conduct such policing via appeals to the “higher” authorities of God, the Qur’an, and the
prophet Muhammad (and later, to a lesser extent, his representative the caliph) and his
sunna. Within this structure, ostensibly little place could remain for 4ija’ in theory. In
practice, however, it was of course not something so easily gotten rid of, and almost

immediately concessions had to be made.

' Frederick M. Denny, “Ummah in the Constitution of Medina,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 36, no.
1 (Jan. 1977), 42.

'® Geert Jan van Gelder, The Bad and the Ugly: Attitudes towards Invective Poetry (Hija’) in Classical
Arabic Literature (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1988), 13.
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One of the clearest examples of this can be seen in the story relating to the occasion for
revelation (sabab al-nuziil) of the final verse of the Qur’anic sura “The Poets” (al-

Shu ‘ara). This sura appears, in all likelihood, to have originally concluded with the
following verses, which like the sura’s preceding verses were formulated before
Muhammad and his followers’ migration from Mecca to Medina in the summer of 622
CE: “And the poets—the deviators follow them. Don’t you see that they wander in every
valley, and that they say what they do not do?””"” The verses are in accord with the
Meccan suras’ general disparagement of poets and poetry, a tactic by means of which it
was strenuously denied that Muhammad was a poet and that the Qur’an was “mere”
poetry, which was what it was largely taken for by the non-Muslims of the time.'®
However—probably in the year 627 CE, five years after the Hijra'*—the following verse
was added to the above verses: “Except for those who believe, and perform righteous
deeds, and remember God much, and avenge themselves after they have been wronged.
And those who have done wrong will come to know to what return they will return!”*
The reason for the later addition of this verse is related in an anecdote recorded in the
Qur’anic exegesis of the scholar al-TabarT (d. 923 CE): in Medina, Hassan b. Thabit (d. c.
659 CE), ‘Abd Allah b. Rawaha (d. 629 CE), and Ka'b b. Malik (d. ¢. 670 CE) approached
Muhammad weeping and upset about verses 224 to 226, because they were poets

themselves and hence were among those being directly denounced by the verses. In

328 Gos

7o fslak ¥ sl 2l & sagn 315 K & gl 55 ATl Gl dga Soadliy Qur’an 26: 224-226; translation mine.
"% See Qur’an 52: 29-33.

' For this dating, see Irfan Shahid, “Another Contribution to Koranic Exegesis: The Siira of the Poets
(XXVI),” Journal of Arabic Literature 14 (1983): 16. For a stylistic analysis in support of the contention
that verse 227 is a Medinan addition, see Régis Blachére, “La poésie dans la conscience de la premicre
génération musulmane,” Annales Islamologiques 4 (1963): 95-96. o

200 & g i Gl T palla pall Aty T stk U kg e 15750l 150 6 157855 coallall 1 shae 5 5iale Gl ¥ Qur’an 26:
227; translation mine.
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response, Muhammad read out verse 227 and said that it was revealed as a change
(naskh) and an exception (istithna) to the preceding verses, thereby excluding from the

. . . .\ 21
denunciation those poets who were believers (i.e., Muslims).

Behind this exclusion favorable to Muslim poets lay something eminently practical: at
the time, Muhammad and his followers were being continually subjected to 4ija’ by the
people of Medina opposed to the new religion and its concomitant social and moral
understanding—people who were thus acting in line with the established and largely
accepted method of policing sociocultural deviation.”” The addition of verse 227,
however, created an exception that allowed Muslim poets to continue to produce work
and so paved the way for Muslim poets to fight fire with fire via retaliation through Aija’
of their own.”® And this they did, with Hassan b. Thabit in particular producing

. . i . . . 24
numerous scathing invectives against various opponents of the Muslims.

2! Abii Ja‘far Muhammad b. Jarir al-Tabari, Tafsir al-Tabari: Jami‘ al-Bayan ‘an Ta 'wil ay al-Qur’an,
Vol. 17, ed. “‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Mubhsin al-Turk1 (Riyadh: Dar ‘Alim al-Kutub, 2003), 682.

** From the point of view of the non-Muslims around them, of course, the adherents of the new religion
were deviators from sociocultural norms, whereas from the point of view of the Muslims and their attempt
to radically reorient society, it was these very norms that were the deviation, hence verse 224’s specific
reference to “the deviators” (al-ghawiina). Incidentally, the same verse’s specific use of the verb “follow”
(taba ‘a) may be a veiled reference to the aforementioned fact that poets would precede armies marching
off to war.

2 For more on this interpretation of verse 227, see Irfan Shahid, “A Contribution to Koranic Exegesis,” in
Arabic and Islamic Studies in Honor of Hamilton A.R. Gibb, ed. George Makdisi (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1965): 574-575 and Shahid, “Another Contribution,” 17.

** On some occasions, he was even personally requested to do so by Muhammad, as seen, for example, in
the hadith describing how, during the Muslims’ siege of the Jewish Banii Qurayza tribe’s neighborhood in
Medina in the year 627, Muhammad said to Hassan, “Ridicule them [i.e., the Jews], for Gabriel is with
you” (ee s 5[ a¢ald] s¢adl); Muhammad al-Bukhari, The Translation of the Meanings of Sahih Al-
Bukhdri, Arabic-English, Vol. 4, ed. Muhammad Muhsin Khan (Riyadh: Darussalam, 1997), 278 and
ibid., Vol. 8, 103; translation mine.
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One historical®® example of this may serve as an illustration of how %ija’ functioned
within this environment. Following the Muslim defeat by the armies of Mecca at the
Battle of Uhud in December 624, hard on the heels of a Muslim victory at the Battle of
Badr some nine months earlier, a woman of the Meccan Quraysh tribe named Hind bt.
‘Utba, several of whose family members had died at Badr, scoured the battlefield

mutilating the Muslim dead, after which she stood atop a rock and recited:

we have paid you back for Badr | and a war that follows a war is always violent || I
could not bear the loss of “Utba | nor my brother and his uncle and my first-born || I
have slaked my vengeance and fulfilled my vow | you, o Wahshi,*® have assuaged
my burning heart®’

When, after the battle, Hassan b. Thabit was informed that she had recited these lines, he

said to the informer, “Tell me some of what she said, and I will deal with her for you.”28

Then, after hearing Hind bt. “Utba’s words, he produced a 4ija’ that read, in part:

the vile woman was insolent, and she was habitually base, | since she combined
insolence with disbelief || may God curse Hind, distinguished among Hinds,” she
with the large clitoris, | and may he curse her husband with her! || did she set out for
Uhud on an ambling camel, | among the army on a saddled camel-colt? || [...] || her

% In referring to the example that follows as “historical,” I am fully cognizant that it—being first recorded
at least a century after the events it describes—features many signs of being partial propaganda for the still
relatively young, if by then quite dominant, religion. Nonetheless, inasmuch as the story as recorded is not
reticent about the words or actions of its protagonist Hassan b. Thabit, which showcase some decidedly
pre-Islamic elements, it certainly has much to say about both the period it recounts and the period in which
it was recounted.

% This refers to Wahshi ibn Harb, a manumitted slave who had killed Muhammad’s uncle Hamza ibn
‘Abdu’l-muttalib during the Battle of Uhud.

*" Ibn Ishaq, The Life of Muhammad, a Translation of Ishdaq’s Sirat Rastl Allah, ed. and trans. A.
Guillaume (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1967), 385. Translation by A. Guillaume.

8 Abii Ja‘far Muhammad b. Jarir al-Tabari, The History of Al-Tabart, an Annotated Translation, Vol. VII:
The Foundation of the Community: Muhammad at Al-Madina, A.D. 622—626 / Hijrah—4 A.H., ed. and
trans. W. Montgomery Watt and M.V. McDonald (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1987),
130. Translation by W. Montgomery Watt and M.V. McDonald.

* The term “Hind” (Indian) is here used to ostracize Hind bt. ‘Utba as an outsider, regardless of the fact
that she was not, of course, actually Indian. This rhetorical tactic will be seen again in abundance in
Chapter 4 and, especially, Chapter 5.
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backside and her genitals are covered with ulcers | as a result of prolonged swift
travel in the saddle®

And that is the end of the story as recounted in the history of al-TabarT: “dealing with”
Hind bt. ‘Utba amounted to producing an invective slandering and cursing her. While
there is certainly a degree of residual belief in the magical efficacy of 4ija’ involved in
Hassan b. Thabit’s recitation, it is just as likely that the intent was for the verses to be
subsequently spread orally and eventually come to the ear of their target, thereby
damaging her reputation and by proxy that of the non-Muslim Quraysh as well. Such a
reliance on the oral distribution of invective verse with the aim of reducing the target’s
esteem will be seen again, albeit in a very different context, in Chapters 3 and 4, in
relation to Nef'T’s invectives against the Ottoman chief treasurer Etmekg¢izade Ahmed

Pasha (d. 1618) and the grand vizier Giirct Mehmed Pasha (d. 1626).

Considered together, what the addition of a limiting verse to the end of the Qur’anic sura
26 and the advent of Hassan b. Thabit as a semi-sanctioned producer of 4ija’ for the
nascent Muslim polity show is that, regardless of the new social and moral paradigm
Muhammad was in the process of fashioning and instituting, circumstances nevertheless
compelled him to make certain concessions to the dominant moral understanding and
social practice. In the anecdote related in al-Tabari’s Qur’anic commentary regarding the
addition of verse 227 to sura 26, the concession made was to the actual praxis of poetry
within Arabian society, which of necessity included Aija’ as well. This is then

demonstrated by the same author’s account, in his history, of Hassan b. Thabit’s

3 Ibid. Translation by W. Montgomery Watt and M.V. McDonald.
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lampooning of Hind bt. “Utba, which reveals that the vaunted new moral paradigm of

the Muslim umma was, as it had to be, highly flexible and contingent.

The praxis of invective did not become obsolete once Islam had become the prevailing
paradigm in the region. However, as the religion became the dominant political force
and social authority, spreading beyond Arabia, the sociocultural environment perforce
also began to change, a process that was compounded by increasing urbanization.’'
Further affecting the practice of poetry, including invective, was the gradual
development—under the Umayyad caliphs of the late 7th and early 8th centuries and,
especially, under the Abbasids at Baghdad between the 8th and the 10th centuries—of a
relatively centralized administrative structure devolving authority outward toward the
periphery. This permitted the development of a stratified series of courts wherein literary
and artistic patronage was practiced, giving poets various loci within which to ply their
trade and various rival power foci against whose poet/clients (or rulers) they could direct
their invective.>? Such political and institutional changes necessarily altered the
environments within which 4ija’ was produced. From another perspective, however, a
seemingly novel development such as court-based patronage can be seen as simply a
different iteration of what was already in place: for instance, Muhammad’s sanctioning

of Hassan b. Thabit’s poetic practice—which was not limited to invective, as he also

3! For an overview of regional urbanization focused on the early Islamicate era, see Paul Wheatley, The
Places where Men Pray Together: Cities in Islamic Lands, Seventh through the Tenth Centuries (Chicago
and London: University of Chicago Press, 2001).

32 For an overview of the development of patronage and courts in the early Islamicate period, see Monique
Bernards and John Nawas, eds., Patronate and Patronage in Early and Classical Islam (Leiden and
Boston: Brill, 2005). For the same subject with regard to the medieval period, see Jocelyn Sharlet,
Patronage and Poetry in the Islamic World: Social Mobility and Status in the Medieval Middle East and
Central Asia (London and New York: [.B. Tauris, 2011).
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produced numerous panegyrics praising the Muslim prophet—is best understood if
Muhammad is viewed as a patron residing at his court in Medina and traveling with a
peripatetic court to the varied battlefields where he fought. While the structure and
trappings of the courtly and urban environments would be drastically different over
subsequent centuries according to the surrounding political, economic, and sociocultural
environments, the basic functions of invective (as well as of its fraternal twin, the
panegyric mode) within these macro and micro settings would remain remarkably stable,
largely as a consequence of the fact that, as discussed above, invective is a discursive

mode that is fundamentally defined by its functions.

In the following section, I will use a pair of specific cases to examine several different
aspects of the invective mode as practiced in the 16th-century Ottoman sociocultural
sphere, which will establish the immediate historical background against which the

subsequent in-depth examination of early 17th-century Ottoman invective can be set.

1.1.2 Aspects of 16th-century Ottoman invective

In the early 1520s, in the courtyard of the Mosque of Sultan Bayezid in Istanbul, a
confectioner originally from Bursa had a famed confectionery that the biographer ‘Asik
Celebi (1520-1572) said “was like the azure mansion of the sky, its doors and walls
luminous as the stars with its ceramic and glass pots.”> The confectioner was also a poet
who went by the pen name Kandi (d. 1555) and was especially well known for his

production of verse chronograms on current events both momentous and mundane.

3 “Kasr-1 mina-y1 felek gibi .(,:Tni vii sir¢a hokkalarla der {i divar-1 diikkkani piir-enciim-i tabdard:.” ‘Asik
Celebi, Mesa ‘irii’s-Su ‘ard: Inceleme — Metin, Vol. 3, ed. Filiz Kili¢ (Istanbul: Istanbul Arastirmalart
Enstitlisti Yayinlari, 2010), 1329.
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‘Asik Celebi tells the story of how one of these chronograms, directed against the poet

Hayali (d. 1557), led directly to Kandi’s professional ruin.

Hayali, the target of the chronogram, had himself originally come to Istanbul as part of a
ragtag band of antinomian HaydarT dervishes,”* but over time his penchant for verse—
and, in the view of many, his sycophantic nature—won him a succession of powerful
patrons, until finally he became favored by Sultan Siileyman the Magnificent (r. 1520—
1566) as well as his grand vizier Ibrahtm Pasha (d. 1536). Up to this time, despite his
burgeoning fame and wealth as a result of gifts bestowed in return for poetry, Hayali
continued to affect the manner and the clothing of an antinomian peripatetic dervish,
with earrings in his ears, bracelets round his wrists, and a collar round his neck (see
Ilustration 1).*> But then, so as to be given a regular military salary ( ‘uliife), he was
granted a nominal post in the Istanbul-based sipahi corps, and such dervish

accoutrements were no longer fitting.”® ‘Asik Celebi takes up the story from there:

3* Though many have described the group of dervishes Hayalf had joined as Qalandari, his manner of
dress as described in the invectives against him makes it clear that he was in fact affiliated with the
Haydart. For more information about the HaydarT during the period in question, see Ahmet T.
Karamustafa, God’s Unruly Friends: Dervish Groups in the Islamic Later Middle Period, 1200—1550
(Oxford: Oneworld, 2006), 67-70.

3 The engraving in Figure 1 is from Nicolas de Nicolay, Le Navigationi et Viaggi, Fatti nella Turchia
(Venice: Francesco Ziletti, 1580), 108. Note that de Nicolay mislabels this clearly HaydarT dervish as a
Qalandari. In the engraving, one can see the collar, earrings, and bracelets that Hayali is likely to have
worn, though one would assume he would not have so openly worn the penis ring, at least not while in the
presence of the sultan or grand vizier.

%6 This seems to have been the order of events as recounted in ‘Asik Celebi’s biographical entry on Kandi.
The same author’s biography of Hayali himself, however, seems to indicate that the dervish accoutrements
came off somewhat earlier, when Hayali first became a companion of the grand vizier; see ‘Asik Celebi,
Mesa ‘irii’s-Su ‘ard, Vol. 3, 1544. In any case, ‘Asik Celebi’s dense style of inga composition makes it
impossible to pinpoint exactly when Hayali’s dress changed; suffice it to say that it surely happened
sometime relatively soon after he began to enjoy the patronage and company of the Ottoman state’s
highest officials.
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The late Hayalt Beg was granted a military salary, and when the HaydarT collar went
from his head and neck and the Qalandar1 hooks fell from his arms, out of envy
Kandi recited a chronogram.

Verse: o Hayali! that hoop can never come off, alas!®’

Hearing this, one day Hayali, drunk, filled his skirts with stones and went and pelted
Kandi with them. Kandi, under attack, ended up [looking as ridiculous as] a monkey,
and he turned and fled. Hayali was reciting his own couplet [as he stoned Kand1’s
shop].

Couplet: the mad lover is he who, in the bazaar of love, | glazes the heavens’ nine
glasses with disdain’s stones

All of [Kand1’s] pots and bottles were shattered like the honor of a drunkard and the
heart of a lover and the whole shop became a cacophony of glass with the broken
fragments. The late Kandi went to that modern-day Hatim of generosity,*® that signet
ring on the finger of viziership, Ibrahim Pasha, to complain of and weep over what
had happened to him. In exchange for his tears, [the grand vizier] filled his skirts
with silver and gold pieces, and despite himself [Kandi] was consoled as easily as if
he were a little boy.>”

This anecdote, and the invective chronogram at its core, might be analyzed in terms of
three facets: (1) the cause of or reason for the composition of the invective; (2) the
immediate effect(s) that the invective produced; and (3) the medium- and long-term
effect(s) to which the invective, and its aftermath, led. These three facets, in turn,

provide a window onto the sociocultural, political, and economic aspects that lay behind

37 The chronogram (ey Hayali halka ge¢cmez oldi ah) records the date AH 932 (1525/26 CE). The version of
the verse used by Mustafa ‘Alf of Gallipoli in his account of the story (Gegmez oldi Hayaliya [hlulkuy)
records the date AH 931 (1524/25 CE); see Mustafa ‘All, Kiinhii’'I-Ahbar in Tezkire Kismi: Metin, ed.
Mustafa Isen, http://courses.washington.edu/otap/archive/data/arch_txt/texts/a_kunhul.html.

3 This is an allusion to Hatim al-Ta’1 (fI. 6th century CE), an Arab warrior and poet of the Tayy tribe, who
became proverbial for his generosity and magnanimity, with stories of these qualities of his frequently
used in works of adab; see Cornelis van Arendonk, “Hatim al-Ta’1,” EIZ, Vol. 3, 274-275.

39« Hayali Beg-i merhiima ‘uliife olup basdan ve gerdeninden tavk-1 hayderi ve kollarindan kullab-1
kalenderT gitdiikde Kandt hasedinden Misra * Ey Hayalt halka ge¢mez oldi ah diyii tarth didiikkde Hayalt
isidiip bir giin mestane damanin tas toldurup geliip Kandi’yi tasa tutdi[.] Kandt topa tutilmis maymuna
doniip kacdi[.] Hayali kendiiniifi bu beytin okiyarak Beyt ‘Asik-1 divane oldur ‘igk bazarinda kim | Bu
tokuz minay: sur bir seng-i istigna ile [h]okkalar1 ve siseleri ‘irz-1 mest ve kalb-1 ‘asik gibi pare pare olup
fers-i diikkani rize-i mintiyla ¢erh-i minaya dondi. Kandi-i merhiim Hatem-i zeman-1 miiriivvet, hatem-i
engiist-i vezaret Ibrahim Paga’ya halin agladi. Gozi yasindan bedel damanin stm ii zerle piir itdi ki tifl-1
kiidek-sale gibi bi-ihtiyar avundi.” ‘Asik Celebi, Mesd ‘irii 's-Su ‘ard, Vol. 3, 1329-1330.
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the production of Ottoman invective not only in the 16th century, when Hayali
vandalized Kand1’s confectionery, but also in the early 17th century, the period on which

the rest of this dissertation will focus.

1.1.2.1 Envy and rivalry

. 40
Alas, there is no return for the arrow once shot.

To discuss the aforementioned facets of the Kandi-Hayali anecdote in order, the cause of
or reason for Kand1’s production of the invective chronogram was, on a basic level,
simple envy: Hayalt received a special favor above and beyond the gifts of money or
clothing that he and other poets would be routinely granted for poetic compositions, and
this was looked at askance by Kandi, who, according to the contemporary biographer
Latift (1491-1582), was known for his “selfish jealousy, evil mind, and malicious

nature.”*!

Yet Kandi seems to have been by no means alone in his rancor toward Hayalt
on the occasion of his being granted this favor: in his own account of this incident, the
historian and polymath Mustafa ‘Ali of Gallipoli (1541-1600) mentions how “the rest of

the poets who envied him (e.g., Hayal1) made [Kandi’s] verse quite famous.”*

One of the other poets who “envied” Hayali was the soldier Dukaginzade Yahya Beg (d.
1582) of Taslica (today’s Pljevlja in Montenegro). These two poets had a quarrel,

punctuated by an exchange of invectives, that would ultimately play a part in Hayali’s

40 “Diriga ki donmek yokdur ol ok ki atilmisdur.” ‘Asik Celebi, Megd ‘irii s-Su ‘ard, Vol. 2, 880.

1 “Amma hasiid-1 hod-bin ve siyah-hatir u piir-kindiir.” Latift, Tezkiretii's-Su’ard ve Tabsiratii 'n-Nuzamad
(Inceleme — Metin), ed. Ridvan Canim (Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir Merkezi Baskanlig1, 2000), 450.

*> Walter G. Andrews, Najaat Black, and Mehmet Kalpakli, ed. and trans., Ottoman Lyric Poetry: An
Anthology (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1997), 235. The Ottoman text is ““ sa’ir su‘ara hasedlerinden
bu musra‘a sdhret virdi”’; Mustafa ‘All, Kiinhii’I-Ahbar in Tezkire Kismi.
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disappearance from the scene. The exchange began in earnest during Sultan Siileyman’s
1548 campaign against the Safavids around Van. Yahya Beg, who was participating in

the campaign, submitted a panegyric to the sultan that featured the following distichs:

had there been granted to me the honors shown to Hayalt | God knows, I’d have
made original verses like white magic || what a calamity that while he is as far
beneath me as my shadow | some flaming dervish should take a place above me like
the sun || I am the sword of bravery, he an impotent mystic | [ am a soldier on the day
of war, and he dares only strip naked*’

When these lines were heard by the grand vizier Riistem Pasha (d. 1561), who was no
patron of poets and harbored a special antipathy toward Hayali, he granted Yahya the

revenues of five different waqf trusteeships upon the latter’s return from campaig,n.44

By this time, nearly thirty years after the incident with Kandi, Hayali’s patrons had
largely disappeared, including the grand vizier ibrahim Pasha, whom Sultan Siileyman
had had executed in 1536. As a result of this situation, Hayali became something of a
sitting duck for the barrage of invectives that Yahya unleashed upon him, several of
which mocked Hayali’s headgear—specifically his use of the then fashionable hat called
a yelken takyesi (literally, “sail cap”)*—and one of which insinuated that his wife was
an adulteress.*® To the former insults, Hayali responded with the simultaneously

mocking and threatening couplet: “you put a fancy hat on your head and now you’re in

* “bana olaydi Hayali’ye olan hormetler | Hakk biliir sihr-i helal eyler idiim si‘r-i teri || ne beladur bu ki
sayem gibi altumda iken | giin gibi bir 151guy tisti yanum ola yéri || ben seca‘at kilictyam ol 1siklar puluct |
ben savasg giini ¢geriyem o heman cerde ceri”’; Yahya Beg, Yahyd Bey, Divan: Tenkidli Basim, ed. Mehmed
Cavusoglu (Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Matbaasi, 1977), 44. I have altered Cavusoglu’s transcription
slightly to accord with the style used in this dissertation. Translation from Andrews, Black, and Kalpakli,
Ottoman Lyric Poetry, 243.

* The wagfs in question were those of the mosques of Abii Ayyiib al-Ansari and Bayezid in Istanbul as
well as of Kapluca, Orhan, and Bolayir; see ‘Asik Celebi, Megd ‘irii s-Su ‘ard, Vol. 2, 677.

* For a detailed description of this cap, see Cemal Kafadar, Kim Var Imis Biz Burada Yog Iken: Dért
Osmanly: Yenigeri, Tiiccar, Dervis ve Hatun (Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari, 2009), 118, note 110.

% For the text of these invectives, see ‘Asik Celebi, Mesd ‘irii’s-Su ‘ard, Vol. 3, 1555-1556.
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vogue | don’t be hurt, hatboy, I’ll fuck your slanted cap.”*’ Against Yahya’s claim that
he was undeservedly enriching himself through poetry, then, Hayali counters with the
implicit (yet not unfounded) assertion that, at least in this instance, Yahya has in fact
done nothing different. As for the slander against his wife, Hayali answered with the
ruba 't quatrain: “[you] damned pimp of a poet with a hat | crazy pimp whose wife |
fucked | cast with your kohl-browed whore | and your kohl-eyed self around from city to
city.”*® Whatever Hayali’s responses may have been, though, they had no effect upon
the fact that he would not again be able to find a patron who could support him to the

extent that, for instance, Ibrahim Pasha once had.

Kandi and Yahya’s quarrels with Hayali show that the apparent envy that greeted the
latter’s rise to fame and wealth emerged, within the invective discourse that constitutes
the primary record of the quarrels, in the form of subtly sociocultural slander targeting
Hayal1’s rather socially stigmatized origin as a dervish. And in both cases, the slander
centered largely around the most readily apparent manifestation of these origins;
namely, the actual dervish accoutrements in the invective chronogram by Kandi and

poor fashion sense in those by Yahya.

Besides this, as Yahya’s panegyric to Sultan Siileyman reveals, the quarrel he had with
Hayali also rested on a dichotomy between a veteran soldier (Yahya) who had seen
combat and another (Hayal1) who had been officially registered as a sipahi to receive a

salary but who never put his life on the line in battle. This was not unlike the clashes

47
48 <

giydiip revace basuna bulduy revacuni | incinme sabkali sikeyim egri hagun1”; ibid., 1556.
su‘araniy be sabkali gidisi | ‘avretin sikdiiglim deli gidisi | kas1 rastikli kahbesiyle heman | sehrden
sehre stirmelii gidisi”; ibid., 1556—1557.
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sometimes seen between beat cops and pencil pushers on police procedurals. What is
more, as will be seen in Chapter 4, the distinction between “real soldiers” and
sycophants would emerge again in the late 16th and early 17th centuries, when it not
only saw use as a rather convenient fiction in the era’s advice literature, but also proved
one of the underlying causes behind the numerous uprisings of the Istanbul soldiery that

occurred in those years.

1.1.2.2 Power and retribution

Proximity to the sultan is a flaming fire.*

To turn now to the second facet of the Kandi-Hayali incident, the immediate effect(s) of
Kandt’s invective chronogram—namely, Hayal’s reaction and his drunken vandalism—
are clear enough as to call for little in the way of additional analysis. What does deserve
a closer look, though, is the matter of why Hayali’s reaction to what seems a relatively
innocuous line of verse took such an extreme and physically threatening form. At the
moment when Hayali was granted a regular military salary, his star had already been on
the rise for several years, with this grant cementing and even strengthening the
sociocultural status that this rise indicated: the sartorial fact of Hayali’s having to
remove his dervish accoutrements as part of the grant’s conditions was a symbolic
representation of his move to a higher status and his acceptance into the Ottoman

hierarchy. Contrary to this, Kandi’s verse implies that, regardless of Hayali’s change of

#9443 53 ) 3 i1 Ul 0 . This hemistich is taken from Farid al-din ‘Attar’s (c. 1145/46-1221)
Pandnama (Book of Counsels), from the eleventh chapter, entitled “On Four Things That Are Perilous”
(32 oba a1 4S 3 s 0w ), with the four things in question being proximity to the sultan,
companionship with wicked people, desire for the world or worldly things, and associating with women.
See Farid al-din ‘Attar, Pend-nameh ou Le livre des conseils de Férid-eddin Attar, ed. Silvestre de Sacy
(Paris: Imprimerie Royale, 1819), Y.
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status, as a person of unknown (but most likely humble) origin who had come to the
capital as a young hanger-on of a wandering dervish shaykh, there was in Hayalt an
essential “lowness” that neither removal of the dervish accoutrements nor the granting of
a regular military salary could efface. Coming from Kandi, himself a confectioner of
humble origin, such a veiled indictment of social mobility may seem to be an instance of

both the pot calling the kettle black and of potentially shooting himself in the foot.

Nevertheless, the chronogram needs to be considered in the context of the Ottoman
patronage of the time and how poets maneuvered within its rather unsystematic system:
Kand1’s chronogram was not simply railing against a social mobility that could elevate a
“lowly” figure like Hayal1, but also working to elevate its author’s own cultural status as
a producer of refined verse in an environment where such personal attacks were for the
most part accepted, owing to their ongoing presence throughout nearly ten centuries of
the Islamicate poetic tradition. Until the target Hayalt responded to the attacker Kand1’s
invective—preferably in kind (i.e., with invective adopting a similar approach or point
of attack)—the whole weight of the accusation would necessarily fall on the former. As
such, since the scales had thus been tipped in favor of the attacker, the target would be
expected and even, from a certain perspective, required to respond, whether that
response be studied silence or verbal or (as turned out to be the case) physical attack.
The point behind KandT1’s invective, then—and indeed behind virtually all invective—
was to aggressively devalue Hayali in the eyes of peers (i.e., fellow poet/clients) and
particularly of actual or potential patrons (i.e., figures like the sultan and grand vizier),

and in so doing to potentially raise his own value in the eyes of the same.
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In Kandt’s case, of course, this did not work out: his target Hayalt was protected directly
by the grand vizier ibrahim Pasha and even, albeit more remotely, by the esteem of the
sultan himself. When Yahya set his sights on Hayalt some three decades later, however,
the situation had changed. Riistem Pasha, who was initially appointed to the grand
vizierate in 1544, was a patron more of scholars than of poets,’® and as mentioned above
appears to have had a particular aversion to Hayali.”' As such, Yahya’s defamation of
Hayalt in his panegyric to the sultan did indeed manage to raise the former’s esteem in
Riistem Pasha’s eyes, creating a windfall for himself through the grand vizier’s bestowal
of waqf trusteeships. This brief period of prosperity for Yahya, however, would last for

no more than a few years, as ‘Asik Celebi describes:

Later [in 1555], [Riistem] used the excuse that [ Yahya] was misappropriating a small
amount from the sultanic favor to have him dismissed from his trusteeships and
investigated [for misconduct], ruining his honor ( 77z). Finally, he granted him a fief
(ze ‘amet) of 27,000 akges™* [in Izvornik in Bulgaria], jesting with his posterity.”
Though it is covered up by ‘Asik Celebi here, Yahya’s falling out with and exile by
Riistem Pasha was a result of his having produced an elegy (mersiyye) for the prince

Mustafa (1515-1553), who had been executed by Sultan Siileyman—an elegy in which

Yahya criticized the sultan for the prince’s execution. The content of this elegy was

> Haltk ipekten, Divan Edebiyatinda Edebi Muhitler (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1996), 154—155.
31 “[R]aghman 1i’1-Khayali”; ‘Asik Celebi, Mesa ‘irii’s-Su ‘ard, Vol. 2, 677.

32 According to Mustafa ‘Alj, the fief was of 30,000 akges; see Mustafa ‘Ali, Kiinhii 'I-Ahbar in Tezkire
Kismi.

>3 “Ba‘dehii ciiz'T nesneyi sehane ihsanlaridan riicii‘a bahane édiip tevliyetden ‘azl ve teftisler étdiiriip
‘irzin bezl étdiler. Ahir yigirmi yedi bin akca ze‘amet veériip ceddin hezl étdiler.” ‘Asik Celebi,

Mesa ‘irii’s-Su ‘ard, Vol. 2, 677.
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conveyed to Riistem, possibly in part by Hayali, when he returned to the grand vizierate

in 1555 after a brief period of dismissal, and Riistem used this fact to be rid of Yahya.>*

1.1.2.3 Favor and deprivation

The poem’s meaning is in the poet’s belly.”

Finally, to examine the implications of the medium- and long-term effect(s) of Kand1’s
invective chronogram, the relative ease with which he was bought off by Hayalt’s
patron, the grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha, is rather derisively criticized by ‘Asik Celebi,
who basically compares him to a little boy whose father shuts up his whining by giving
him something pretty. Similarly, Mustafa ‘Ali’s account accomplishes much the same
criticism by simply altering the amount of money the grand vizier used to buy the poet
off from ‘Asik Celebi’s skirt-filling mass of silver and gold to the dismissive “a few
akg¢es” (bir kag ak¢a).”® Given the expectations laid upon affronted poets within the
Ottoman patronage system, as mentioned above, the clear implication is that Kandi’s
going straight to Hayal1’s patron for restitution lacked a certain integrity, as he
effectively turned himself into a beggar rather than replying to the offender directly. In
any case, as both biographers point out, the whole incident put an end to Kand1’s
confectionery, since he never again opened a shop but instead chose to live in a room

rented from the waqf associated with the Mosque of Sultan Bayezid.

> Mustafa ‘Ali, Kiinhii'I-Ahbar'in Tezkire Kismi. See also Ahmet Atilla Sentiirk, Taslicali Yahyd Beg'’in
Sehzdde Mustafa Mersiyesi yahut Kanuni Hicviyesi (Istanbul: Biiyliyen Ay Yaynlari, 2014), 94-97.

>« jelall glay & 2l Swe”, This is an Arabic proverb that is generally used to mean that only the author of
a particular poem, particularly an obscure one, can know the poem’s real meaning; in this sense, the word
ke (bagn) refers to the notion of something that is internal, intrinsic, or unapparent. Here, however, I take
the liberty of rendering this word in its more fundamental meaning of “belly, stomach,” and thereby use
the proverb to indicate how poetry in the context of the Ottoman patronage system was often a means of
earning one’s livelihood.

36 Mustafa ‘All, Kiinhii’I-Ahbar’'in Tezkire Kismi.
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Nevertheless, this change in Kandi’s occupational fortunes appears to have had little, if
any, effect on his standing or reputation as a poet per se, because over the next decade
he continued to submit panegyrics to the sultan, primarily on the occasion of holidays
(‘7id), and to receive substantial cash gifts in return. This is evidenced by a government
register recording the gifts granted to poets in return for their verse between the dates of
Rajab 933 (April 3—-May 2, 1527) and Rajab 942 (December 26, 1535—January 24,
1536).%” During this period, beginning just a year after the destruction of Kandi’s shop
and corresponding to nearly the last ten years of Ibrahim Pasha’s grand vizierate, Kand1
received cash gifts on eleven separate occasions, with all but two of these being in the
amount of 1,000 akges, a quite significant sum, and the total amounting to 9,600 al_’cges.5 8
Thus, even if Kand1’s reputation among his peers may have been somewhat tarnished as
a result of his brush with the more highly favored Hayali, his ability to use poetry to

extract income from potential patrons clearly remained quite intact.

This was not the case, however, with all of Hayali’s rivals for favor. We saw above how
Yahya Beg had a brief period of prosperity in the late 1540s and early 1550s as a direct
result of invective against Hayali. Such had not always been the case, however. For
instance, in the same register of gifts to poets mentioned above, Yahya is recorded as
receiving remunerations on only three occasions, amounting to a total of no more than

2,000 akges. While it is true that, as a soldier, for a significant amount of this period he

>7 See Ismail E. Eriinsal, “Tiirk Edebiyat: Tarihinin Arsiv Kaynaklari II: Kanuni Sultan Siileyman Devrine
Ait Bir in’amat Defteri,” Osmanli Arastirmalart | The Journal of Ottoman Studies 4 (1984): 1-17.

*¥ It is worth noting that, over the same period, Hayali also received cash gifts on eleven separate
occasions, with each gift being in the amount of 1,000 akges and the total thus amounting to 11,000 akges.
That is to say, in terms simply of the money with which they were gifted (at least as recorded in the
register), there was relatively little to distinguish Hayali from Kandi.
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was in fact away on campaign, this only serves to further emphasize the complaint that
he would later level about Hayali’s being “an impotent mystic” (zsiklar puluct) while he
himself was “the sword of bravery” (seca ‘at kilict): Yahya, for much of his life, lacked
many opportunities to utilize the currency of poetry to earn economic capital, and his
apparent resentment at this particular contingency spilled over into resentment against

Hayali.

I have here dwelt upon the story of Kand1’s “fall”—if it can be considered such—as well
as Hayali and Yahya’s clash because they rather neatly encapsulate some of the aspects
of the practice of invective in Ottoman poetic circles during the early modern era. In
particular, these two conflicts centered on Hayali point, in their genesis and the
subsequent development of their invective discourse, to the social or sociocultural
elements underlaying the production of invective verse in the Ottoman context. Hayali’s
origins and, especially, group affiliation are employed by Kandi and Yahya as weapons
against him, weapons with the potential (unrealized in the case of Kandi, realized if only
briefly in the case of Yahya) to reduce the target Hayali’s esteem while simultaneously
raising the esteem of the invectives’ producers themselves. At the same time, in their
resolution the two conflicts hint at the variety of economic environment within which
poets operated and produced invective: this was a patronage system where poetry served
not only as an index of cultural achievement and sociocultural status, but also where, in
many cases, it functioned as an actual commodity, one that was able to secure definite
material advantages for the producer. Finally, there is a political aspect to the Ottoman

practice of invective that is especially apparent in the clash between Yahya and Hayali,
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but even to some extent in that between Kandi and Hayalt as well: the ultimate authority
deciding these poets’ fates was not their direct antagonist (Hayalt) and his reaction to
their invective, whether verbal or physical, but the patron (Ibrahim Pasha, Riistem
Pasha) who stood outside and above the conflict yet could also serve as a final and
irrevocable appeal in the matter—at least during this period, although, as will be seen in
Chapters 3 and 4, this situation would prove to be quite different in the early 17th -

century context.

These different aspects of the Ottoman practice of invective point to both a vertical (i.e.,
client-patron) dimension and a horizontal (i.e., client-client) dimension, a consideration

of which will serve as the subject of the following section.

1.1.3 Vertical and horizontal invective

The poets Kandi and Yahya, in writing invectives against their fellow poet Hayali, were
producing what, following and adjusting the work of Thomas Conley,” I choose to call
“horizontal invective.” By contrast, the invective produced by the poet Nef T against the
chief judges ‘Al and Musa Efendi, given at the beginning of this chapter, are examples
of “vertical invective.” Working in the broader area of insult, both written and oral,
Conley plots what he calls the “scenario” of insult along horizontal and vertical axes: the
former involves “exchanges [of insults] between equal parties” or social peers, while the

latter refers to insults “levied by (purported) superiors to inferiors or inferiors to

> Thomas Conley, Toward a Rhetoric of Insult (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press,
2010).

32



- 0
superiors.”

This is of course, as Conley himself readily admits, at best a rough rubric.
Indeed it must be, since for example a target who is de jure and/or de facto one’s
superior in a given sociopolitical hierarchy, such as the Ottoman administrative

structure, might simultaneously be considered one’s inferior in a given cultural realm,

such as literature or science.

Such would be the case applicable to NefT’s quatrain against the chief judges. At the
time of writing, he held a post in the financial sub-branch (maliyye) of the Ottoman
bureaucratic branch (kalemiyye), which was a quite separate part of the Ottoman
administration as compared to the positions held by “Alt and Miisa Efendi, which were
in the judicial sub-branch of the religiojudicial state apparatus ( ilmiyye). Moreover,
Nef'1’s post was a middling one quite far below the high level of dignity and power
accorded to a position such as chief judge. Thus, in Bourdieusian terms, which will be
mentioned in more detail below, this instance was not a matter of the figures involved
belonging to separate fields, but rather of their occupying distinct positions within the
same broad field that was the overall Ottoman state structure. In this sense, then, Nef'1’s
quatrain against the two chief judges must certainly be considered an “inferior” striking
at a “superior.” At the same time, however, Nef'1 held a degree of esteem as a poet who
had already produced sizable divans of collected poems in both Turkish and Persian,
while ‘Al1 and Miisa Efendi were, respectively, a scholar and a physician, with only the

former having a scholarly work credited to his name, the 1612 Rdfi * al-ghubiish fi

5 1bid., 3.
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faza ili’I-Hubiish (Dispelling the Darkness on the Merits of the Ethiopians).®! In this
case, then, Nef 1 might in a sense be taken as the cultural “superior” of both men—and
his quatrain certainly hints that he saw himself as such, since his response to their
appointment is to attack and insult them in a vehicle, poetry, that one might assume both

targets were much less versed in than him.

Similarly, in the case of Kandi’s invective chronogram against Hayali, in spite of the
fact that both men were poets, there was a clear difference between them in terms of
hierarchy, with the target Hayali, a companion of the grand vizier and the sultan,
noticeably higher on the totem pole than the confectioner Kandi. In fact, it was in large
part this difference in their status that prompted Kand1’s invective in the first place, as
was also the case with Yahya’s initial complaint against Hayali embedded in the
panegyric addressed to Sultan Siileyman. Nevertheless, the fact that Kandi and Yahya’s
objections to Hayalt were framed in these terms actually demonstrates that a roughly
horizontal relationship was in play: their insults and complaints were designed to reduce
Hayal1’s status and to even the playing field, as it were, while Hayal1’s response to
Yahya and even, in a sense, to Kandi were aimed at a kind of preservation of the status

quo.

Not all such “horizontal” exchanges of verse, it should be noted, were of such a serious

nature. Very often they were more in the nature of joking among fellow poets who were

%! Siileymaniye Library, Fatih collection, 4360; the definitive introduction to this work is Tezcan,
“Dispelling the Darkness,” 85-95. It should be noted, however, that regardless of how fascinating this
work is for the modern historian, the fact that it exists in just one known manuscript copy shows that it
exercised little to no influence in its time or after, and thus can hardly be taken to have been, to
contemporaries, an indication of ‘Al1 Efendi’s scholarly clout.
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friends, a variety of friendly rivalry to see who might come up with the wittier turn of
phrase or the more striking image. The exemplar of this is the poet Zatt’s (1471-1547)
collection under the rubric Latifehd (Pleasantries). This collection, as its rubric suggests,
is marked by a non-aggressive, mocking tone, and indeed the collection is structured as a
series of brief anecdotes, most of which explain the particular occasion for the
production of a given piece of verse by Zat1, with the verse generally given as the
anecdote’s punchline in such a way as to showcase the author’s skill and wit. The
following might be seen as a typical example, employing as it does clever punning on

the meanings of the words beyt (“distich” and “house”) and eh/ (“people” and “wife”):
Pleasantry: Master KesfT lampooned (Zicv eylemis) this weak and frail one [i.e.,
Zati], he recited many verses, he read them out at length to another poet (yaran).
That poet said, “Why did you write so much? All he’ll do is recite a verse against
you [in response].” Kesfl said, “He can recite what he wants, my verses have lots of
supporters (beytiimiin ehli).” When I heard this, I came up with this verse. Verse:
“Kesft said his verses have many supporters | bravo! I’ll go and fuck his wife (ehl-i
beyt) then.”®

However serious an insult or threat this may seem, there are two points that, taken in

conjunction, reveal that it is in fact little more than playful ribbing. Firstly, the poets Zati

and Kesfl (d. 1538/39) were operating in a male and highly masculinized homosocial

environment in which such “pleasantries” were by no means abnormal, albeit if taken

seriously they could certainly lead to a falling out between the parties involved.

62 «Latife: Mevlana Kesfi bu za if ii nahifi hicv eylemis, ¢ok beyitler démis, uzun uzak yaranun birine
okiyu vérmis. Ol yaran ayitmis: Ne ¢ok démissin? ol sana bir beyit dér ancak. KesfT ayitmis: Anuy dediigi
neye yarar, beniim beytiimiiy) ehli ¢okdur. Buni isidicek bu beyti dédiim Beyt: Kesfl ¢okdur beytiimiiy ehli
démis | vay ben anuy ehl-i beytini sikem.” Mehmed Cavusoglu, “Zati’nin Letayifi,” Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyati
Dergisi 18 (1970), 28. I have altered Cavusoglu’s transcription slightly to accord with the style used in
this dissertation.
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Secondly, and more importantly, both this collection by Zati and other sources® confirm
that Zat1 and Kesfi were close friends plying their trade in the same poetic circles.
Essentially, then, anecdotes and verse of this variety were no more than 16th-century
Ottoman locker room talk. As such, it would in fact be misleading to classify such
“pleasantries” (leta 'if) as invectives (hicv), as their context and intentions were
fundamentally different from, for example, the quarrel between Kandi and Hayali or,
indeed, between Nef'T and any number of other poets in the early 17th century, as will

be seen in Chapters 5 and 6.

In the case of what I call “vertical invective,” though, any such joking among friends is
more or less out of the question. A poet, and thus potential client, producing verse
against a figure who, due to his status or official post or wealth, was in a position to
serve as a potential patron, simply would not mockingly jest with that figure of higher
status in a manner touching upon the latter’s honor ( ird), as that would potentially
endanger the poet/client’s livelthood—and possibly his life as well. Therefore, all such
vertical invectives are inherently serious in nature. The history of Islamicate invective
affords numerous examples of such vertical invective. Straddling the pre-Islamic and
Islamic era, for example, was the poet al-Hutay’a (fI. 7th century CE), who was known to
travel along with different tribes from one city to another threatening figures of authority

with invective in such a way as to extort money from them so that he would not lampoon

5 For instance, when Kesfi’s brother, the poet Hasbi, was imprisoned by the grand vizier ibrahim Pasha,
Zati called together some from among his circle, including the aforementioned Kandi, to attempt to get the
grand vizier to pardon him; see Kinalizade Hasan Celebi, Tezkiretii’s-Su ‘ard, ed. Aysun Sungurhan
(Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi, 2017), 320.
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them.®® In the Persian sphere, the poet Anwari (d. ¢. 1186) was long a courtier under the
Seljuk sultan Sanjar (r. 1118—1157), a stable position from which he would produce
invectives against various authority figures not only demanding gifts or cash, but also

criticizing them for ostensible moral failings.®

In the Ottoman sphere, prior to Nef'1’s invective collection in the early 17th century, the
most extensive extant example of vertical invective was the flurry of work produced in
the wake of Sultan Siileyman’s execution of his son, the prince Mustafa, already
mentioned above in connection with the exile of Yahya Beg.®® All of these pieces are
framed as elegies for the deceased Mustafa, but many of them, such as Yahya’s, also
contain criticism of the figures perceived as involved in the execution, including the
sultan, his wife Hiirrem Sultan (Roxelana; d. 1558), and the grand mufti (seyhii 'I-Islam)
Ebii’s-su‘ud Efendi (1490-1574). For the most part these criticisms were rather veiled
and subtle, though in some cases the discourse took on an approach much more akin to

direct invective, as in these lines from the poet Nisay1’s elegy:

% For more on al-Hutay’a, whose real name was Jarwal b. ‘Aws, and his reputation, see Ignaz Goldziher
and Charles Pellat, “Al-Hutay’a,” EF,Vol. 3, 641 and Ishaq Olanrewaju Oloyede, “A Re-consideration of
the Life of the Arab Poet Al-Hutay’ah (590-679 C.E.),” ALORE: The llorin Journal of Humanities (n.d.):
67-86.

% For more on Anwarf, see J.T.P. de Bruijn, “Anwarl1,” Encyclopcedia Iranica, December 15, 1986.
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/anwari and Riccardo Zipoli, “Anvari, a Master of Obscene Verse,”
in Studies on the Poetry of Anvari, ed. Daniela Meneghini (Venice: Universita Ca’ Foscari di Venezia,
2006): 149-172.

% For collections of these pieces, see Mehmed Cavusoglu, “16. Yiizyilda Yasamis Bir Kadin Sair:
Nisayl,” Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi 9 (1978), 411-413; Mehmed Cavusoglu, “Sehzade Mustafa Mersiyeleri,”
Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi 12 (1981-1982): 641-686; Mustafa Isen, “Sehzade Mustafa i¢in Yazilmis Ug
Yeni Mersiye,” Tiirk Kiiltiirii Arastirmalar: 22, nos. 1-2 (1984): 104—109; Ayhan Giildas, “Bilinmeyen
Sehzade Mustafa Mersiyeleri,” Kubbealti Akademi Mecmuast 18, no. 3 (July 1989): 37-49; Sentiirk,
Taslhicalr Yahya Beg’in Sehzade Mustafa Mersiyesi; and Muvaffak Eflatun, “Hasbi’nin Sehzade Mustafa
Mersiyesi,” 21. Yiizyilda Egitim ve Toplum Egitim Bilimleri ve Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi 5, no. 15
(2016): 159-178.
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you [i.e., Siileyman] listened to the words of a Russian witch [i.e., Hiirrem] | duped
by [her] wiles and deceit you heeded that hag | [you] have slaughtered that tall
cypress [i.e., Mustafa], the fruit of your life’s garden | what has the pitiless shah of
the world done, Prince Mustafa! || you are the shah of the world yet the people
despise you | no one will show you the slightest pity now | [and] may the mufti [i.e.,
Ebii’s-su‘td] who caused this not obtain God’s mercy | what has the merciless shah
of the world done, Prince Mustafa!®’

Following the criticisms aimed at himself both openly and subtly, Sultan Siileyman
appears to have done nothing in the way of exacting punishment from his critics,
although as has been seen, Riistem Pasha did arrange for Yahya Beg to be exiled as a
result of the latter’s critical elegy. This lack of action on the part of the sultan, while
possibly partly attributable to personal regret, rests on a basis of power that is among the
main elements distinguishing vertical from horizontal invective. Within the horizontal
dimension, a poet who had been lampooned by another poet was generally expected to
reply or else lose face, which would effectively hand his antagonist the victory. Within
the vertical dimension, however, response to an invective would require actual
punishment of some variety, leading to a situation whereby clemency could be used as
an assertion (or reassertion) of power over the producer of invective. In connection with

medieval Islamicate invective, Zoltdn Szombathy describes this possibility as follows:

[T]he more powerful—and conspicuously powerful—a person, the more potential
for longanimity. The wider the gap, socially and politically, between offender and
offended, the greater the possibility of forgoing punishment, and the less likely the
act to be mistaken for a lack of power.®®

57 “bir Urus cadiisinuny sozin kulaguna koyup | mekr [ii] ale aldanuban ol ‘aciizaya uyup | bag-1 ‘6mriin
hasili ol serv-i azada kiyup | bi-terahhum sah-1 ‘alem n’étdi Sultan Mustafa || sah-1 “alemsin veli halk tutd:
senden nefreti | kimseniiy kalmadi hergiz sana meyl-i sefkati | ba‘is olan miiftiye de érmesiin Hakk rahmeti
| merhametsiiz sah-1 ‘alem n’étdi Sultan Mustafa”; Cavusoglu, “16. Yiizyilda Yagsamis Bir Kadin Sair:
Nisayi,” 412.

% Zoltan Szombathy, “Actions Speak Louder than Words: Reactions to Lampoons and Abusive Poetry in
Medieval Arabic Society,” in Public Violence in Islamic Societies: Power, Discipline, and the
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As will be examined in Chapters 3 and 4, this is a phenomenon that has much to reveal
about the early 17th-century situation at the Ottoman center in connection with Nef'1’s
production of vertical invective. As Walter G. Andrews and Mehmet Kalpakli point out

in this regard:

Nef'1, as a poet of the court, is caught up in a struggle to see which class will emerge
dominant from a highly fluid economic and political climate. [...] More than any of
the poetic greats, Nef'1 uses the powers of language—both the positive [i.e.,
panegyric] and the negative (satiric)—in the transactional economics of court

poetry.69
1.2 Methodology and theoretical framework

As can be gleaned from the foregoing discussion concerning the primacy of function in
invective, this is a discursive mode that is thickly intertwined with and reflective of the
sociocultural, political, and even economic environment within which it is produced.
While this is of course true for any literary production, for invective the relation between
text and context is necessarily even more direct than is the case with many other modes
of literature. Since invective is a relatively unmediated response to (usually) a person or
persons that is less concerned with aesthetic matters than with creating an immediate
effect upon its target, any analysis of invective that forgoes or deemphasizes the external
environment in which that effect is meant to be produced in favor of concentrating on
how an invective is internally constructed—i.e., on aesthetics—will of necessity be
telling far less than half the story. This, for example, has been one major element in the

problematic approaches plaguing the literature on Nef'1’s invective corpus, as will be

Construction of the Public Sphere, 7th—19th Centuries CE, ed. Christian Lange and Maribel Fiero
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009), 99.

% Walter G. Andrews and Mehmet Kalpakli, “Across Chasms of Change: The Kaside in Late Ottoman
and Republican Times,” in Qasida Poetry in Islamic Asia and Africa. Volume One: Classical Traditions
and Modern Meanings, eds. Stefan Sperl and Christopher Shackle (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996): 302, 304.

39



seen in the literature review in Chapter 2. Briefly, as will be fleshed out there, those
scholars who have dealt with this corpus—and, more broadly, this mode—have been
guided mainly by aesthetic and moral concerns, attempting to see whether the works that
constitute this corpus can be considered “literature” or “literary”—or even fit for reading
at all. This approach leads to analyses that fail to situate such texts within their contexts
and that neglect to look very deeply into the vital matter of why and to what purpose
they were produced. Invective is a discursive mode where, to be blunt, the ends (and
causes) are of significantly greater import than the means—as a result, the historical

context is everything.

With this in mind, the initial and most fundamental method I will bring to bear in this
dissertation is a close reading of the texts that make up the majority of the early 17th-
century Ottoman invective corpus; viz., Nef'T’s collection known as the Siham-1 kaza
together with the invective verse that was produced against or in direct response to
Nef‘1. However, because as discussed above invective is first and foremost a discursive
mode, this will be a variety of close reading informed by some of the techniques utilized
in critical discourse analysis. Moreover, since historical context is indeed everything as
relates to work in the discursive mode of invective, any variety of close reading would
necessarily remain extremely limited and perhaps even wholly ineffectual as a historical
tool if not fully contextualized within the time period when such works in question were
produced. As such, in the case especially of the vertical invectives that I examine, which
were directed against significant contemporary political figures, I will intially provide a

biographical preécis of the targets in question based on extensive use of contemporary
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chronicles, including analysis of these chronicles’ often conflicting viewpoints.
Supplementing these sources will be examples drawn from among the contemporary
advice literature, chiefly the Nushatii’s-selatin (Counsel for Sultans) of Mustafa ‘Ali, the
anonymous Kitab-1 Miistetab (The Agreeable Book), and one of the two treatises of
Koci Beg (d. c. 1650). Such works were produced as a direct result of and in an attempt
to understand and stem the varied sociocultural, administrative, and economic changes
that were underway in the Ottoman Empire during this period, changes that the
producers of the advice literature interpreted, or presented, as signals of a decline in the
empire’s fortunes. Due to such aims, these works have much in common with the
contemporary early 17th-century invective corpus insofar as they offer a relatively
unimpeded glimpse of the ideals and ideologies that drove their producers. As such, both
the invective corpus and the advice literature allow the researcher a view into how the
empire’s social and cultural elite reacted to contemporary events and sought to use what
power and ability they had to affect those events via communication with power brokers
and other influential figures of their time, whether in the form of mostly impersonal
criticism and counsel (the advice literature) or of personal attack and admonition (the

invective corpus).

When considering any variety of Ottoman poetry and literature, and indeed Ottoman art,
in conjunction with the historical context within which they were produced, the
researcher must take into account three particular pervasive phenomena: the patronage

system, the networks of association and affinity called intisab, and the power relations
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that form the interconnecting and hierarchical web among these. These phenomena will

thus necessarily serve as the essential foundation of my approach to the topic.

In connection with these issues, one of the fundamental concepts lying beneath this
dissertation’s argument is as follows: within the framework of the patronage system, the
patron-client relationship, whether actual or potential, was at least ideally meant to be a
symbiotic one, in which each party held a certain kind and degree of power over the
other. The patron’s power over the client was fundamentally economic in nature whereas
the client’s power over the patron was fundamentally sociocultural in nature. A simple
example of this within the paradigm of the Islamicate tradition and taking into account
the presence of invective might operate as follows. In the vertical dimension, the
poet/client has a particular economic need or desire and composes a poem, generally a
panegyric, for presentation to the patron as part of an effort to convince the latter to meet
this need or desire, though the particular need or desire need not always be openly
expressed in the poem. If, however, the patron does not provide the desired or at least an
acceptable response, the poet/client can level the threat of invective against him, which
brings with it the possibility of undermining the patron’s reputation and thus potentially
diminishing, however incrementally, his social status. One particularly stark example of
this 1s a quatrain by the aforementioned Persian poet Anwari, who addressed an

unknown patron in the following terms:
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I have given you praise as immaculate as a virgin cunt | I have totally worn out the
arse of my mind with passion || but if you don’t fuck me with the cock of a gift |
will crush the balls of satire from behind you”

An example quite similar to this but much more extensive will be seen in Chapter 4’s

discussion of Nef'1’s invectives against the grand vizier Giirct Mehmed Pasha.

In the horizontal dimension, the power exerted by the producer of any given invective
would initially be sociocultural in nature, reducing the target’s esteem in much the same
manner as described above with regards to the vertical dimension. However, given that
such horizontal exchanges between poet/clients occurred against a backdrop of patron-
client relations, then if the invective or series of invectives achieved its aim, the power
thus exerted could turn out to have an economic dimension as well. For instance, a
poet/client might attack another poet/client, whether actual or potential, by means of an
invective, and if that invective was judged successful by either other poet/clients or by
actual or potential patrons, the target poet/client’s social status or personal or poetic
reputation would be eroded, thereby reducing the chances that he would be able to have
his economic needs or desires met by either his actual patron or by potential future

patrons.

In line with such economic and sociocultural aspects, a number of recent studies have
begun to examine how, within the Ottoman patronage system just as within the
patronage systems of such earlier Islamicate polities as the Abbasids and the Seljuks, the

production and consumption of poetry, and particularly panegyric verse, operated

70 Zipoli, “Anvari, a Master of Obscene Verse,” 158; translation Zipoli’s.
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according to the principles of a gift economy.”' In such studies, the concept of a gift
economy—which was first elaborated upon by the anthropologist Bronistaw Malinowski
and the sociologist Marcel Mauss>—has successfully been employed to show that
panegyrics presented to a patron in expectation of some reward, whether immediate or
deferred, effectively functioned as a commodity within Islamicate patronage systems;
that is, they were a good produced and exchanged for cash, for other goods (e.g.,
rewards such as valuable caftans), or for favors or services (e.g., a post in the state
bureaucracy or the right to collect revenues). However, at least in the Ottoman context,
the role that invective played within such an economy has yet to be examined, as pointed

out by Walter G. Andrews:
[A]s can only be mentioned, the kaside [i.e., panegyric] economy [...] seems bound
inexorably to an obverse, backstage, obscene, sexual and excremental satyric poetry
that plays stick to the kaside’s carrot and serves as the kaside’s repressed other in the
silent spaces of our scholarly dialogues.”

This dissertation is, to some extent, meant to be a preliminary examination of precisely

the role played by this “repressed other” within the gift economy and changing

sociocultural environment of the early 17th-century Ottoman patronage system.

EIEE)

' For example, see Walter G. Andrews, “Speaking of Power: The ‘Ottoman Kaside’,” in Qasida Poetry in
Islamic Asia and Africa. Volume One: Classical Traditions and Modern Meanings, eds. Stefan Sperl and
Christopher Shackle (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996): 281-300; Sharlet, Patronage and Poetry in the Islamic
World; and Suzanne Pinckney Stetkevych, “Abbasid Panegyric and the Poetics of Political Allegiance:
Two Poems of al-Mutanabbi on Kafur,” in Qasida Poetry in Islamic Asia and Africa. Volume One:
Classical Traditions and Modern Meanings, eds. Stefan Sperl and Christopher Shackle (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1996): 35-63.

7> See Bronistaw Malinowski, Argonauts of the Western Pacific: An Account of Native Enterprise and
Adventure in the Archipelagoes of Melanesian New Guinea (London: George Routledge & Sons, 1932)
and Marcel Mauss, The Gift: Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies, trans. lan Cunnison
(Londra: Cohen & West, 1966).

3 Andrews, “Speaking of Power,” 288.
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Furthermore, as the economic historian Karl Polanyi has shown,”” prior to the
emergence of a fully developed market economy, the economy of a given place was both
more profoundly integrated with the social structure of that place and more closely
bound to the notion of reciprocity, one of the fundamental elements of a gift economy.
As a result, it would be highly misleading to examine as separate entities such an
economic system and the social structure within which it is embedded, especially when
the particular topic of research is one that, like invective, is so highly and directly laden
with the ramifications of social relations. It is for this reason that this dissertation will
also make occasional appeal to sociological concepts that can shed light on how
invective functioned within the gift economy of the Ottoman patronage system. Chief
among these are Pierre Bourdieu’s interrelated concepts of the field, capital of different
varieties (cultural, economic, social, symbolic), and habitus, concepts that Bourdieu
exhaustively explored over the course of his long career.”” Essentially, in Bourdieusian
terms, a field is a social space wherein different actors occupying different hierarchical
positions compete with one another to either improve or maintain their position. While
doing so, they simultaneously work to accumulate capital—whether cultural

(knowledge, aesthetic tastes, the works that represent these), economic, social (networks

™ Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time (Boston:
Beacon Press, 2001).

> Owing to Bourdieu’s voluminous work and the constantly developing and interacting nuances of these
concepts, no single work of his can be said to provide a simple overview of them. Some of the key works
are Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste, trans. Richard Nice
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984); “The Market of Symbolic Goods,” trans. Rupert Swyer,
Poetics: Journal of Empirical Research on Culture, the Media and the Arts 14, nos. 1-2 (April 1985): 13—
44; Language and Symbolic Power, ed. John B. Thompson, trans. Gino Raymond and Matthew Adamson
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1991); and Outline of a Theory of Practice, trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995). In terms of secondary sources, among the most clear and concise
expositions of these and other Bourdieusian concepts is Michael Grenfell, ed., Pierre Bourdieu: Key
Concepts (Durham: Acumen, 2008).
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and connections, or intisab in the Ottoman context), or symbolic (the honor or prestige
that accrue when one’s accumulation of the other capitals is recognized as being
legitimate). Capital accumulation, in turn, aids one in improving one’s position within a
given field. Finally, habitus refers to how cultural capital (i.e., one’s knowledge or
aesthetic tastes) specifically becomes embodied in how one acts, performs, and
maneuvers within and among the social space of fields. Possessing and enacting a
habitus within a field for which it is not suited thus becomes a recipe for diminished

positioning within that field.

One particular aspect of this Bourdieusian constellation of concepts that stands out in
connection with the production and consumption of poetry, and especially invective, in
the Ottoman context is a given poet/client’s ability, as a potential arbiter of literary
fashions, to alter poetic tastes and styles and, in this way, to potentially reduce, via
invective attack, the value of the symbolic capital that a given patron is in the process of
accumulating. This power on the part of the poet/client stems from the significant degree
of control that he necessarily has over the value of the particular cultural capital (i.e., the
poetry) that he produces. It is at exactly this point that economics and power come
together with the aesthetic, because the horizontal conflicts between Nef'1 and his
contemporaries—particularly the coterie of ‘al/im-littérateurs who were mentioned
above—resulted both from differences in their background and social status and from
aesthetic differences.”® While this is a topic that will be explored extensively in Chapter

5, it can be summed up briefly here. In his voluminous work in the panegyric mode,

76 Asli Niyazioglu, “The Very Special Dead and a Seventeenth-century Ottoman Poet: Nev’izade ‘Ata’T’s
Reasons for Composing His Mesnevis,” Archivum Ottomanicum 25 (2008): 221-231.

46



Nef'1 consciously made a break from established compositional tradition to explore
novel means of expression, while his opponents, by and large, continued to follow the
established traditions. With this in mind and within the historical context of the early
17th century, invective can be seen, from one perspective, as an attempt to obtain a
degree of economic security by either changing the course of the flow of symbolic
power (i.e., that which comes with accumulated symbolic capital) in line with new
conditions, as Nef'1 was attempting, or to keep that flow continuing in more or less the
same direction, as the group of ‘a/im-littérateurs was attempting. Overall, this
dissertation attempts to illustrate all of these different aspects of invective production in
the early 17th century via specific examples that cover the scope of the sociocultural,
political, and economic factors that influenced invective production and proliferation

during this period.

1.3 Structure of the dissertation

Following this introduction, Chapter 2 of the dissertation will provide additional
necessary background for the main body by first recounting what is known concerning
the life of the poet Nef'1, followed by a broad consideration of the content and
significance of his collection of invective verse known as the Siham-1 kaza (Shafts of
Doom). This is followed by a critical review of the literature on the Siham-1 kaza,
concentrating especially on how misperceptions of this work, as well as of the invective

mode as a whole, have led to its neglect as a potential source for historical inquiry.

Chapters 3 and 4 focus on the vertical aspect of the early 17th-century Ottoman

invective corpus through an examination of, respectively, the lives and careers of the
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chief treasurer Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha and the grand vizier Glirct Mehmed Pasha
and Nef'T’s extensive invectives targeting them. Chapter 3 especially emphasizes Ahmed
Pasha’s status as a novel variety of power player in the Ottoman administrative
hierarchy, utilizing both Nef'1’s invectives and contemporary criticisms to paint a
picture of how some in Ottoman elite circles at the time viewed social mobility as a
dangerous development. Chapter 4, on the other hand, concentrates on how Mehmed
Pasha’s rise to power and rapid fall therefrom are emblematic of the turbulent
atmosphere that followed upon the regicide of Sultan ‘Osman II (r. 1618—-1622), with
contemporary chronicles reflecting widely different views of his character and
accomplishments and Nef'T’s invectives targeting him displaying how this discursive
mode could be used as an especially effective tool for self-aggrandizement in times

when a tendency toward decentralization was the rule.

Chapters 5 and 6 turn to the horizontal aspect of the early 17th-century Ottoman
invective corpus. Chapter 5 examines Nef'T’s clash with a group of ‘alim-littérateurs—
including Riyazi, Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’1, and ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (Nadir1)—through
parallel consideration not only of his invectives against them, but also of their invectives
against him. This exchange of invective, it is argued, reveals that during this period, the
two different sides’ method of attack evinces how ostensibly aesthetic differences
emerged in the form of mutual defamation that took on a strongly sociocultural cast,
with each side implicitly representing itself as the proper guardian of the “Ottoman

-9

way,” Ottoman high culture, and indeed the Ottoman or rather “Rim1” identity. Chapter

6 looks at Nef'1’s invectives targeting figures of Persianate origin who had, for a variety
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of reasons, emigrated to Istanbul and entered the Ottoman hierarchy, utilizing these texts
to further support and deepen Chapter 5’s argument concerning Riim1 high cultural
identity. In connection with this issue, the remainder of Chapter 6 turns to a discussion
of the contours of that Riim1 identity and how the whole of the period’s invective corpus
evinces the factionalization and indeed fracturing that were occurring within that identity

under contemporary sociocultural, political, and economic pressures.

Finally, in the concluding Chapter 7, following a brief summation of the main issues
discussed in the body of the dissertation, I move on to suggest a number of areas
connected with historical analysis of the discursive mode of invective that cry out for
further research, including the need to better situate Ottoman invective into the
framework not only of the Islamicate invective tradition as a whole, but also of
contemporary European invective and satirical traditions, which display many of the
same characteristics, and for many of the same reasons, as those seen in the Ottoman

invective corpus of the early 17th century.
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CHAPTER 2

NEF‘I AND THE SIHAM-I KAZA

While the focus of this dissertation, broadly speaking, is how the whole Ottoman
invective corpus of the early 17th century both reflected and exacerbated tensions within
the elite cultural stratum, to speak of this period’s “invective corpus” is really to allude
to the poet Nef'1 (1572?7—-1635). There was certainly contemporary invective verse that
had no connection with him, yet the fact remains that he was at the center of Ottoman
invective production through the first three decades of the 1600s. His own invectives,
collected under the name Siham-1 kaza (Shafts of Doom), are voluminous in number,
broad in scope, and achieved a certain degree of popularity after his death, to judge from
the number of extant manuscript copies—but just as significant as Nef'1’s invectives are
those that were written against him. Although the early 17th-century invective corpus is
thus firmly Nef 1-centric, the discourse and diction within which these works were
framed makes it readily apparent that they were not produced solely out of personal

malice, but were in fact—sometimes unconsciously but more often quite consciously
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and explicitly—products born out of clashes with a resolutely sociocultural, political,

and economic foundation.

The late 16th and early 17th centuries were a time when, as the cliché goes, the Ottoman
Empire was experiencing a concatenation of changes and transformations in response to
political and economic pressures that frequently erupted not only in rebellions in
Anatolia”’ but also in the form of sociocultural hostility and animosity. It is these latter
that are found in abundant supply and in their most vitriolic form in the Nef‘1-centered
invective corpus, which, as subsequent chapters will show, can in many ways be seen as
a conflict of identity between an elite sociocultural “old guard” and an “avant-garde” in

which both sides of the conflict present themselves as the “true” Ottomans.

This is an aspect of the contemporary invective corpus that has been almost entirely
overlooked, primarily because the corpus has only come to the attention of literary
critics, nearly all of whom have approached it with great trepidation on account of the
copious profanities it contains, which diverges sharply from the normative conception of
Ottoman poetry as an elegant enterprise replete with profound and even spiritual
meaning. As something of a salve to this, the second half of this chapter will constitute a
literature review examining in detail the approach that has been taken to this invective

corpus—or rather, specifically to Nef'1’s Sihdm-1 kaza—in order to expose the

77 Often erroneously lumped under the term “Celali” rebellions after Bozoklu Seyh Celal (d. 1519), who
was associated with the Safavids and rose up declaring himself the messiah (mehdr) before being
summarily crushed, these rebellions in fact arose independently of one another and for a variety of
different reasons. The first monograph in English on the subject was William Griswold, The Great
Anatolian Rebellion, 1000—1020/ 1591-1611 (Berlin: Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 1983), but the definite study
remains Mustafa Akdag, Tiirk Halkimin Dirlik ve Diizenlik Kavgasi: ‘Celdli Isyanlar:™ (Istanbul: Yap1
Kredi Yaynlari, 2017). Also see Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State
Centralization (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1994).
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underlying preconceptions that have shaped critical attitudes toward the corpus and led,
ultimately, to its neglect. First, however, I will present an account of what is known (and
not known) about Nef‘1’s life, followed by a brief introduction to the Siham-1 kaz‘d,78 a

more detailed consideration of several aspects of which will serve as the focus of

Chapters 3 through 6.

2.1 The poet Nef‘1 and his Siham-1 kaza (Shafts of Doom)

In the 17th century, the Ottoman biographical encyclopedias of poets (fezkire) turned
from the detailed relation of biographical information and anecdotes found in the
voluminous examples of the genre produced by such authors as Latift (1491-1582),
‘Asik Celebi (1520-1572), and Kinalizade Hasan Celebi (1546—1604),79 to works more
of the nature of an anthology, typically providing only the barest facts about a poet and
focusing instead on providing what the compiler deemed characteristic samples of the
poet’s work.™ As a result, the available biographical information on the poet Nef'T is
quite slim and filled with lacunae. Nevertheless, through reference to other
contemporary and near-contemporary works, most especially chronicles and histories, as
well as to Nef'1T’s often topical poetry itself, a general picture of his life and career can

be pieced together.

"8 For a more concise overview of the Siham-1 kaza within the context of its time and Nef'T’s life, see
Mehmet Kalpakl, “Nef‘1’s Siham-1 Kaza: A Satirical View of Seventeenth Century Ottoman Society,” in
Acta Viennensia Ottomanica: Akten des 13. CIEPO — Symposiums (Comité International des Etudes Pré-
Ottomanes et Ottomanes) vom 21. bis 25. September 1998 in Wien, ed. Markus Kohbach, Gisela
Prochazka-Eisl, and Claudia Romer (Vienna: Instituts fiir Orientalistik, 1998): 183—186.

" See Latifi, Tezkiretii’s-Su’ard ve Tabsiratii'n-Nuzamd (Inceleme—Metin), ed. Ridvan Camim (Ankara:
Atatiirk Kiiltiir Merkezi Bagkanlig1, 2000); Asik Celebi, Mega ‘irii’s-Su ‘ard: Inceleme—Metin, 3 vols., ed.
Filiz Kili¢ (Istanbul: Istanbul Arastirmalar1 Enstitiisii Yaynlari, 2010); and Kinalizade Hasan Celebi,
Tezkiretii’s-Su ‘ara.

% For a list and brief analysis of the 17th-century biographical encyclopedias, see Mustafa isen et al., Sair
Tezkireleri (Ankara: Grafiker Yayinlari, 2002), 77—100.
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2.1.1 Life of the poet Nef'1

Nef'1, whose real name was ‘Omer, was born in Hasankal ‘as1, the modern Pasinler, 25
miles to the east of the city of Erzurum, capital of the Ottoman province of Erzurum.
The exact date of his birth is uncertain, though the common scholarly consensus, based
on a conjecture by the scholar Abdiilkadir Karahan, is that he was born around the year
1572.*! His grandfather was Mirza ‘Ali, a figure who had been in the service of the
Safavids®? until the 1530s or 1540s, after which he had entered into Ottoman service and
in 1554 was made district governor (sancakbegi) of the Oltu district (sancak) to the
northeast of the city of Erzurum.® Over the next two decades, he would be appointed to
a series of district governorships in this region, later serving the Ottoman state in the war
against the Safavids that began in 1578; it was during this war’s campaign in the
Caucasus that Mirza ‘Al died in 1584.% NefT’s father Mehmed, who appears to have
been Mirza “Ali’s second son, was granted a timar in the district of Pasin in 1556 and

subsequently, sometime soon after 1567, a ze ‘amet and then the local district

8! Abdiilkadir Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri (Istanbul: Varhik Yaymevi, 1967), 4. Karahan’s
conjecture is based on a panegyric Nef'1 composed for Hafiz Ahmed Pasha’s (c¢. 1564—1632) appointment
to the grand vizierate in 1625 (1034 AH), in which the poet wrote: “were you not the customer for the
merchandise of my verse | the marketplace of my thought would lie empty till Doomsday || none among
the people of meaning can guess its price | for thirty years the string of pearls of my verse has been fated
for auction” (meta -1 nazmumiy sen olmasan zira haridari | kalurdi hasre dek bazar-1 endisem kesad iizre ||
baha tahmin éder bir kimse yok erbab-1 ma ‘nada | otuz yildir felek ‘tkd-1 diirr-i nazmim mezad iizre);
Nef'1, [Divan-1 Nef'7] (Bulaq, Cairo: Daru’l-tiba“ati’l-amire, 1836), 95-96. Karahan extrapolates thirty
years back from this to 1596 (1004 AH) as the commencement of Nef'1’s poetic career.

%2 Abdiilkadir Karahan also makes reference to a miscellaneous manuscript (mecmii ‘a) in which Nef'1’s
roots are said to be based in Safavid Shirvan on the western shore of the Caspian Sea. See Karahan, Nef’i:
Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 3.

% Diindar Aydin, “Belge ve Kaynaklara Gore Nef’i’nin Dedesi Mirza Ali’nin Hayati ve Soyu,” Marmara
Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tiirkliik Arastirmalar: Dergisi 5 (1989), 169.

* Ibid., 176-177.
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governorship.®® It was thus around this time, when Mehmed was serving as a district

governor in the region, that Nef'T was born.

Little is known of Nef'1’s youth, although he seems to have suffered from hardship at
some point when his father apparently left his family to serve in the court of the Khan of
Crimea.*” This is mentioned in a long invective poem that Nef'T later wrote castigating

his father for leaving:

since [my] father has happily been companion to the Khan | I have seen nothing of
either lentils or tarkhana™ || poverty is my calamity, I wonder if I should | like my
father show myself a beggar to the Khan || if he does not grant a skin full of oil | what
harm could [a gift of] two skins of kumis be to the Khan?®

Though no other documentary evidence has yet come to light regarding any time spent
in the Crimea by Mehmed, little about whose life is known in any case, there would
seem to be no practical reason for Nef'1 to produce an invective mentioning this were
there not at least a grain of truth to it. Besides such familial circumstances, there is

nothing known concerning Nef'1T’s education, either, although his poetic works make it

* Ibid., 178.

% M. Fahrettin Kirzioglu states that the district in question was Micingerd (today’s Sarikamis), some 80
miles to the northeast of Hasankal ‘as1; see M. Fahrettin Kirzioglu, “Tolgadirlu (Dulkadirlu) Beylerinden
Gelen Pasinli Sair Omer Nef’i’nin Sekiz Arka Atasi1 ve Babas1 Sah-Mehmed’in Bir Tarih Siiri,” Tiirk Dili
Dergisi 10, no. 120 (September 1961), 923. However, Aydin (op. cit., 184) points out that Kirzioglu’s
identification of the figures mentioned in his article is faulty, thus casting doubt on the certainty of the
district in question: it may or may not have been Micingerd, though it seems highly likely that it was a
district in this general region (i.e., the central and eastern part of the province of Erzurum) of which
Mehmed was made governor.

%7 Given the lack of precise information coupled with the time period in question, this could have been any
of the following khans: Devlet I Giray (r. 1551-1577), Mehmed II Giray (r. 1577-1584), islam II Giray (r.
1584-1588), or possibly Gazi II Giray (r. 1588-1596, 1596-1608).

% Both lentils (mercimek) and tarkhana, a thick grain-based soup, were especially cheap foodstuffs, here
used by Nef'T to emphasize the extremity of his youthful poverty.

% “sa‘adet ile nedim olal peder Han’a | ne mercimek goriir old1 goziim ne tarhana || ziigiirtliik afetim
[o]ld1 “aceb midir étsem | peder gibi buradan ben de ‘arz-1 cerr Han’a || eger miisa‘ade olmazsa bir tulum
yaga | iki tulum kimiz olsun nedir zarar Han’a”; Universiteitsbibliotheek Leiden, Legatum Warnerianum
Cod. Or. (henceforth ULLWCO) 662, 1b.
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apparent that he was quite well educated and, particularly, that he learned Persian to a
high and perhaps even native degree of fluency. Given that his grandfather Mirza ‘Al
had served the Safavids before coming over to Ottoman service, possibly in Shirvan, and
that his father Mehmed may have been born and raised during this period, it is not
inconceivable that Persian was heard in his household and family circles, though this

must remain conjecture.

There has also been speculation” that, during his youth in Erzurum, NefT met the author
Mustafa ‘Alf of Gallipoli (1541-1600): Mustafa ‘Alf was appointed treasurer (defterdar)
for the province of Erzurum in the fall of 1584 and remained in this post until the fall of
1585.”! There is nothing certain indicating that they did meet at this time, but they surely
did meet several years later in Istanbul. We know this from the preface to Mustafa ‘Ali’s
Persian work Majma * al-bahrayn (Confluence of the Two Seas), a series of parallel
poems (nazire) to ghazals by the poet Hafez (c. 1315—¢. 1390) that was put together as a
volume in 1591/92. At the time, as the preface describes, Mustafa ‘Alf was in the
Ottoman capital and struggling to put these poems together when supposedly Nef 17—

who would have been around 20 years old at the time—"‘came in through the door” (az-

%0 See, e.g., Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 5 and Fatma Tulga Ocak, “Nef’1 ve Eski Tiirk
Edebiyatimizdaki Yeri,” in Oliimiiniin Ugyiizellinci Yilinda Nef’i, ed. Mehmet Cavusoglu (Ankara: Tiirk
Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991 [1987]), 4.

%! Cornell H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian Mustafa Ali
(1541-1600) (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986), 115—-118. Note that both Karahan and Ocak
point out that in 1588—1589 Mustafa ‘Ali also served as the finance director of the province of Rum, with
its capital at Sivas, using this appointment to state that Nef‘T may have met Mustafa ‘Alf here as well.
Why this would be the case baffles the imagination, as nothing indicates that Nef'T was ever in Sivas,
which is some 300 miles to the west of Erzurum. Moreover, Mustafa ‘Ali, during his time in Sivas, was
largely in social isolation working on a collection of essays entitled Nawdadir al-hikam (Curious Bits of
Wisdom), making any potential encounter with Nef'1 even less likely; see Fleischer, Bureaucrat and
Intellectual, 131-132.
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dar dar-amad),’* praised him effusively, and informed him that cultured people
“constantly clamor for your praiseworthy poems” (ba-ash ‘ar-e mufakhkhir-shi ‘ar-e
shuma hardyina ragiband), which inspired Mustafa ‘Al to complete the volume.” In
describing Nef'T’s entrance through the door, Mustafa ‘Al mentions his grandfather and
father and describes him as “one of our [i.e., my] students” (az-talamiz-e ma) who
produces fine ghazal poems.’® This speaks to a degree of already established familiarity
between the two men, strengthening the supposition that they may have met one another

several years earlier in Erzurum.

Another possibility for their initial meeting is found in a short treatise Mustafa ‘Al
wrote explicating a particular couplet by the Persian poet Jami (1414-1492).” Here, in a
short introductory section to which Abdiilkadir Karahan first drew attention, ”® the author

describes how he came to produce the work:

In the eloquent couplet [of Jam1’s], certain enigmatic meanings were intended and
several symbols from among the abundant arts of rhetoric were attained. A [certain]
person who was a sincere and excellent acquaintance [of mine] and who was a chief
among the praiseworthy brotherhood of wits felt gratitude [toward me], and being a
renowned person of culture and a well-known inquisitive [member] of the people of
the pen, he had a desire to have his heart of hearts enlightened and [requested] that [I]
write the couplet and expend the ink of making assistance manifest to expound upon
the jewels of [the couplet’s] hidden subtleties. And so he sent [his request] to this

%2 This physical entrance through the door, which places Nef'T in Istanbul at this time, was for some reason
mentioned by neither Karahan nor Ocak, nor did they use Mustafa ‘Ali’s preface to establish that Nef'T
was indeed physically in the Ottoman capital in 1591/92.

% 1. Hakki Aksoyak, ed., “Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali’nin Mecmau’l-Bahreyn’inin Onsézii,” in 1. Uluslar
Arast Tiirk-Iran Dil ve Edebiyat Iliskileri Sempozyumu (Istanbul: Kiiltiir ve Sosyal Isler Daire Bagkanlig1,
2012), 330/331-332/333.

* Ibid., 330/331.

% See Mehmet Arslan and Ismail Hakki Aksoyak, eds., “Gelibolulu Ali’nin Serh Muhtevali Dort Risalesi:
‘Me‘alimii’t-Tevhid,” ‘Daka’iku’t-Tevhid,” ‘Nikatii’l-Kal fi Tazmini’l-Makal,” ‘Cami’nin Bir Beytinin
Serhi’,” Tiirkliik Bilimi Arastirmalar: 6 (1998), 267, 285-288.

% Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanat, Siirleri, 5.
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humble one through a precious being by the name of Nef'1, who was among the party
of those of the finest understanding and of those adept poets free of fear.”’

Regrettably, we do not know the identity of the “sincere and excellent acquaintance”
(ecavid-i hullan-1 ri-sinasan), and so we do not know where Nef'1 was traveling from,
nor is it known exactly when this treatise was written, and thus where Mustafa ‘Alf was
at the time Nef'1 brought him this acquaintance’s request. It seems likely that the treatise
dates to sometime between 1590 and 1595, both because this was a period when Mustafa
‘Al was in Istanbul rekindling his engagement with Persian poetry”® and because the
treatise in question bears similarities to and is collected together with three other short
treatises,”” each of which offers an explication of a ghazal by Sultan Murad III (r. 1574—
1595),'% who died in 1595. If we assume that this treatise was indeed written in Istanbul
during this period, then it substantiates the claim that Nef1 was also in the Ottoman
capital at this time. Although it is possible that the recipient (‘Al7), the sender, and the
messenger (Nef 1) were all in Istanbul at this time, if indeed the acquaintance’s request
was sent from outside of the Ottoman capital, this may well have marked Nef'1’s arrival

in the city.

97 “[Bleyt-i latifinde ki ba‘z1 ma‘ani-i gamiza kasd olunmus ve sandyi'-i bedayi‘-i fayizadan nice rumiiza

dest-res bulunmus ecavid-i hullan-1 ri-sinasan ve sanadid-i ibhvan-1 niikte-danan ziimre-i hamidesinden biri
minnet-dar oldukdan ma‘ada ahibbanur bir nam-veri ve erbab-1 kalemiin bir taleb-kar-1 esheri zamirinde
miistenir olacaklayin tahririni ve ser-riste-i midad-1 bahirii’l-imdadila nikat-1 setiresi cevahiriniin takrir-i
tastirini irade kilmig ve hiiner-mendan-1 tiz-fehm ve su‘ara-i zevi’l-iz'an-1 bi-vehm firkasindan Nef'1-nam
bir viicid-1 ‘azizle bu hakire gondermis.” Arslan and Aksoyak, eds., “Gelibolulu Ali’nin Serh Muhtevali
Dort Risalesi,” 285. I have altered Arslan and Aksoyak’s transcription slightly to accord with the style
used in this dissertation.

% Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 141-142.

* TUNEK TY 3543.

19 Arslan and Aksoyak, eds., “Gelibolulu Ali’nin Serh Muhtevali Dért Risalesi,” 263-264.

57



In any case, the preface to the Majma * al-bahrayn shows that Nef'1 had arrived in
Istanbul by 1591/92."! We do not know if he was living in the city, or to what end or in
what capacity he was there, but that he was in contact with Mustafa ‘Alf at this time is
clear. It is also clear that, regardless of whether or not they had met in Erzurum several
years before, they were quite close during this period, and in fact were in an informal
mentor-mentee relationship. Mustafa ‘Al’s reference to Nef'T as his “student” (tilmiz)
shows this, as does the fact that Nef'T later credited ‘Al with choosing the pen name

Nef T (meaning “useful”).'*

This he did in a panegyric kaside where he wrote, “you [i.e.,
Mustafa ‘Alf] have augmented my value through the pen name Nef 1| seeing in my pure

mind [as you did] the power of the acumen of the word || with your favor my poetry

continuously progressed | each of my ghazals became to the world a legendary word.”'®

%! Previously, the common consensus—based on the fact that Nef'T, the panegyrist par excellence,
produced no panegyrics for any sultan or grand vizier prior to the reign of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603—
1617)—was that he did not come to the Ottoman capital until after 1603 at the earliest. See, e.g., Karahan,
Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 7 and Ocak, “Nef’1 ve Eski Tiirk Edebiyatimizdaki Yeri,” 4-5.

"2 There is an often repeated claim that Nef'T’s original pen name was Darri (meaning “harmful”); see,
e.g., Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 4-5; Ocak, “Nef’1 ve Eski Tiirk Edebiyatimizdaki Yeri,” 3—4;
and Metin Akkus, “Nef‘i,” Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (henceforth DI4), Vol. 32, 523. This is
based on a short note published by ibnii’l-emin Mahmiid Kemal (inal) in 1928; see Ibnii’l-emin Mahmiid
Kemal (inal), “NefT’ye Da’ir,” Tiirk Tarth Enciimeni Mecmii ‘ast 19 (96) (1928): 159—160. A careful
reading of this note, however, reveals that Inal fabricated the claim that Nef‘T’s first pen name was Darri.
Based on an incomplete version of Nef‘T’s panegyric to Mustafa ‘Ali found in another short work,
“Taktuka” by Veys Pasazade Zeyne’l-‘abidin Resid, Inal—whose note reproduces this partial version of
the panegyric—reasons as follows: “The author of the piece [i.e., Resid] says that ‘many distichs are
missing from the middle and end’ of the panegyric. Therefore, it is probable that, among the missing
distichs, there are references relating to the pen name ‘DarrT’” ([S]ahib-i risale, kasideniny “ortasindan ve
songundan hayli ebyat zayi " oldugunu séyliiyor. Bind'en ‘aleyh ebyat-i zayi ‘e meyaninda “Darri”
mahlasina miite ‘allik sézler bulunmas: muhtemeldir; Inal, “NefT'ye Da’ir,” 159). However, the full
version of the panegyric—such as that found in Naimiiddin Seyyid, “Nef’i’nin Bilinmiyen Kasideleriyle
Diger Manzumeleri,” Ankara Universitesi Dil-Tarih ve Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi 11, no. 1 (1953), 130—
132—shows that this is not the case. While we do not know what Nef'T’s previous pen name was, if
indeed he had one, it appears that Inal simply formed “Darri” out of whole cloth, likely on the basis of
Nef'T’s reputation as a renowned writer of both panegyrics (“useful”) and invectives (“harmful”).

19 “eyledin mahlas-1 Nef T ile kadriim efziin | zihn-i pakiimde goriip kuvvet-i iz‘an-1 sithan || himmetiinle
giderek buldi terakkT si‘riim | old1 her bir gazeliim ‘aleme destan-1 sithan”; Seyyid, “Nef’i’nin Bilinmiyen
Kasideleri,” 131. I have altered Seyyid’s transcription slightly to accord with the style used in this
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In these lines, it is also telling that Nef'1 presents himself primarily as a producer of
ghazals, just as had Mustafa ‘Ali’s preface to the Majma ‘ al-bahrayn, where he referred
to his student as a “singer of ghazals” (ghazal-sarayt)."** Given this, it might not in fact
be surprising that Nef 1 produced no panegyrics (or at least none that he chose to
preserve) during this period. It might also be the case that this panegyric to Mustafa ‘Al
is his earliest extant one, as the poem’s diction hints that it may have been written while

its subject was still alive, though this could just as well be a rhetorical choice.

Following his rather enigmatic appearance in Istanbul in the early 1590s, Nef'T next
appears in Egypt over a decade later, in the year 1604: at that time, he produced a
panegyric welcoming the new governor of Egypt, Haci Ibrahim Pasha (d. 1604), who
was appointed to the position in the spring of that year.'” The discourse of this
panegyric, which begans with a refrain of Merhaba! (“Hello!” or “Welcome!”), makes it

clear that Nef'T was present in Egypt, probably Cairo, at the time.'° However, in what

dissertation. Note that Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 4 quotes a slightly different version of these
distichs, but without naming the source.

104 Aksoyak, ed., “Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali’nin Mecmau’l-Bahreyn’inin Onsozii,” 330/331.

19 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke: Tahlil ve Metin,” ed. Zeynep Aycibin (Ph.D. dissertation, Mimar Sinan Fine
Arts University, 2007), 459.

1% For the original publication of the panegyric’s text, see Seyyid, “Nef’i’nin Bilinmiyen Kasideleri,”
132-134. Note that Seyyid identifies the Ibrahim Pasha mentioned in the text as the governor of Egypt in
1622-1623. For an analysis of this panegyric and its attribution to Nef'T, see Ozer Senddeyici, “Nef’i
Biyografisine Ek,” Tiirkliik Bilimi Arastirmalar: 21 (Spring 2007), 186—190. Senddeyici (op. cit., 192)
uses stylistic and content clues to hypothesize that Nef'T cannot have been in Egypt during 1622 and 1623.
However, more solid than this is the fact that during the period in question Nef'T was employed as the
comptroller of mines (ma ‘den or me ‘adin mukata ‘acist) and even took part in Sultan ‘Osman II’s (.
1618-1622) campaign in Poland; see ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Topgular Katibi ‘Abdiilkadir (Kadri) Efendi
Tarihi: Metin ve Tahlil, Vol. 2 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2003), 709, 759, 765. Also note that
Senddeyici’s subsequent speculations (op. cit., 193—197) concerning the identity of [brahim Pasha, whom
he claims to be the ibrahim Pasha appointed as governor of Egypt in 1583, as well as the wild conjectures
regarding Nef'T’s life that he derives from this (e.g., that Nef'T must have been born in the 1560s, that he
may not have been from Erzurum, etc.), are based on the simple fact that he failed to notice that there was
in fact an Ibrahim Pasha serving as the governor of Egypt (albeit briefly) in 1604, at a time that would
accord with the standard timeline of Nef'T’s life.
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capacity he was there is unknown, though it is possible that it was in Egypt that he first
encountered one of his future foes, Giirci Mehmed Pasha,'®” who was sent to replace

Haci ibrahim Pasha after the latter was killed during an uprising by local soldiers.'®®

Nef'T’s next documented appearance dates to the spring of 1606, when he is in Istanbul
as part of a party of state officials and employees who traveled to Kiiciikgekmece west
of the capital to greet the return of the grand vizier Lala Mehmed Pasha (d. 1606) upon
his return from a campaign in the Long War against the Habsburgs in which the

Ottoman forces had captured the castle at Esztergom.'?” At this time, Nef'T is listed as
the comptroller of mines (ma ‘den or me ‘adin mukata ‘acist),''® a middling bureaucratic
position in the empire’s financial branch. Wherever his earlier peregrinations may have
taken him after his youth in the province of Erzurum, he was now established in Istanbul
and would remain there—with one brief exception to be discussed below—for the rest of

his life.

It was during his long years in the Ottoman capital that Nef'T would build his poetic
reputation. Although as mentioned above Mustafa ‘Alf had, in the preface to his Majma
al-bahrayn, specifically singled out the then young poet for his lyrical ghazals, in the

new century it was particularly Nef'1’s panegyrics—as well as his invective—that would

"7 Nef T’s invectives against Mehmed Pasha will be examined in Chapter 4.

1% For more details, see section 4.1.

199 For the siege and capture of Esztergom, see Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 495-500.

10 Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Topgular Katibi ‘Abdiilkadir (Kadri) Efendi Tarihi: Metin ve Tahlil, Vol. 1
(Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2003), 450—451. This reference is also sufficient to refute the rather wild
claim made by Ebt’z-ziya Tevfik and doubted, but mainly on circumstantial evidence, by Abdiilkadir
Karahan that Nef'1 originally came to Istanbul when the Crimean khan Canibek Giray (1538—1636)
recommended him to the grand vizier Murad Pasha (viz. 1606—1611), who was in Anatolia fighting
against rebels. See Ebii’z-ziya [Tevfik], Nef'7 (Istanbul: Matba‘a-i Ebii’z-ziya, 1311 [1893/94]), 6—7 and
Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 7.
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cement both his reputation and his connections with elite patrons. His earliest panegyrics
addressed to figures in the Ottoman state were to Sultan Ahmed I and to the grand
viziers Murad Pasha (viz. 1606-1611) and Nasth Pasha (viz. 1611-1614). Nef'T was on
especially good terms with the latter two, and even used the production of invective
verse to assist in these grand viziers’ attempts to destroy the reputation of the chief
treasurer Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha, as will be detailed in Chapter 3. Nef'T appears to
have especially cultivated relations with Nasiih Pasha: not only did the poet produce four
panegyrics to him during his three years in the position, but at some point the grand
vizier also wrote a letter to the poet, to which Nef'1 responded via a panegyric praising

"1 Whether Nef'T was actually close to Ahmed I is less clear, although

his writing style.
after a certain point his reputation, built largely on the strength of numerous panegyrics
addressed and presumably presented to the sultan either in person or via the mediation of

others, was such that Nef‘T was permitted to come along with the court and government

when the sultan relocated to Edirne for the winter of 1613/14.'!2

Between 1609, when Nef'1 was dismissed from his post as the comptroller of mines

(possibly by the chief treasurer Etmekg¢izade Ahmed Pasha, as will be discussed in

113 .
31

Chapter 3), and 1621, when he once again is documented as holding the same post, "~ it

is not certain what official position he held, though it can be assumed that he took the

"' See Nef'1, [Divan], 71-73.

"2 Na‘Tma Mustafa Efendi, Tdrih-i Na ‘imd (Ravzatii’l-Hiiseyn fi Huldsati Ahbdri’l-Hafikayn), Vol. 2, ed.
Mehmet Ipsirli (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2007), 401-402. See also ‘Abdu’r-rahman Hibri, Enisii’l-
Miisamirin: Edirne Tarihi, 1360—1650, ed. and trans. Ratip Kazancigil (Edirne: Tiirk Kiitiiphaneciler
Dernegi Edirne Subesi Yayinlari, 1996), 167.

' “Abdw’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 709.
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post up again sometime after around 1612.""* After the death of Sultan Ahmed I in 1617,
the Ottoman throne was briefly occupied by his apparently unstable half-brother Mustafa
I(r. 1617-1618, 1622—-1623) before the latter was deposed in favor of Ahmed’s young
son ‘Osman II (r. 1618-1622). Though Nef‘1 would write no panegyrics to Sultan
Mustafa during either of his brief reigns,1 15 this was not the case with ‘Osman, to whom
he would address four panegyrics, the earliest one celebrating his succession (ciiliisiyye)
and the final one praising his campaign against the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
conducted in the campaign season of 1621.''® Nef'T, as already noted, was actually
present on the Polish campaign,''” which ended quite indecisively. Nonetheless, it was
represented as a great victory to the Ottoman public, and when the army returned to
Istanbul three days of victory celebrations were held on the sultan’s order.''® NefT’s
panegyric on this rather Pyrhhic victory—beginning with the couplet “bravo, o

heroically advancing horseman of the time! | now hang in the heavens your sword whose

"' This is based on the fact that the post is listed as occupied by a certain Mikras Efendi in September

1611; see ibid., 604. Note that the records of actual appointments and dismissals, which are held among
the Ruiis Kalemi Defterleri (A.RSK.d) in the Prime Ministerial Ottoman Archives, are regrettably missing
between the dates of 1606 and 1619; see Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi Rehberi, ed. Yusuf Sarinary et al.
(Istanbul: Bagbakanlik Basimevi, 2010), 77-81.

"> Concerning this, Ocak says, “The fact that Nef'T did not write any panegyrics to [...] Mustafa I shows
that he did not praise people whom he did not sincerely admire.” Ocak, “Nef’1 ve Eski Tiirk
Edebiyatimizdaki Yeri,” 8. This is a far too impressionistic statement, claiming as it does an extensive
insight into Nef'T’s internal character that is hardly possible, especially considering the fact that Nef'T is
known to have produced panegyrics in praise of and invectives attacking one and the same person; e.g.,
Giirct Mehmed Pasha. It would seem more plausible, given the place of panegyrics within the economy of
poetic production discussed in the introduction, that Nef 1 simply realized that the powerless and possibly
feebleminded Mustafa would have little to nothing to offer him in return for a panegyric, and thus saw no
use in producing work for presentation to him.

" For a brief account of this campaign, see Kadir Kazalak and Tufan Giindiiz, “II. Osman’n Hotin Seferi
(1621),” Ankara Universitesi Osmanli Tarihi Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi Dergisi 14 (2003): 129—
144.

"7 See ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 709.

118 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 669.
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jewel is the Pleiades!”!""—fit well into the celebrations for which it was written, since it

presents ‘Osman as a world-conquering hero who had vanquished the infidel.

Several months later, in May 1622, ‘Osman would himself be vanquished, murdered
during an uprising of soldiers in the capital in the first regicide in Ottoman history and
succeeded by the former sultan, Mustafa. 120 Nef7's only known comment on the
regicide came in the first invective he produced against the grand vizier Glirct Mehmed
Pasha toward the end of the same year, when he laconically wrote, “their [i.e., those
whom I have praised] fame and renown has spread all round the world through my verse

95121

| although Sultan ‘Osman was removed from the Friday sermon.” “" In the chaotic

environment and power vacuum that would reign over Istanbul and the Ottoman
administration for the following sixteen months until the ascension of the 11-year-old'*

Murad IV (r. 1623—-1640) in September 1623, Nef'1 was especially active in producing

invective, as will be seen in Chapter 4.

It was during Murad’s reign that Nef'1’s prestige would reach its peak, owing to the fact
not only that the sultan was his patron, but also that he was a close companion of Murad.

It is not clear how exactly the poet managed to get so close to the young sultan:

19 «ferin ey rizgriny sehsiivar-1 safderi | ‘Ars’a as simdengerii tig-i siireyya-cevheri”; Nef', [Divan], 32.

120 A brief but comprehensive account of ‘Osman’s death is to be found in Baki Tezcan, The Second
Ottoman Empire: Political and Social Transformation in the Early Modern World (New Y ork: Cambridge
University Press, 2010), 153—175. A detailed account taking into consideration the contemporary
historiography is Gabriel Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2003).

121 «¢ihani tutdi nazmimla seraser sohret [ii] nami | egerci hutb[e]den tarh étdiler Sultan ‘Osman’1”;
ULLWCO 662, 3b. The reference to the Friday sermon (hutbe) alludes to the fact that the sultan was killed
on a Friday evening.

'22 The exceedingly young age of Murad upon coming to the throne may explain why Nef'1 did not
produce a panegyric for the occasion, although given the tumultuous environment of the time, the
uncertainty of how long he might actually reign may have played a part in this as well.
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panegyrics—of which Nef'1 produced nearly 20 in various poetic forms over the twelve
years from Murad’s ascension to his own death—certainly must have played a part,
though it is likely that Nef'1 also utilized invectives to this purpose as well. For instance,
in April 1624, the young sultan ordered the death of the grand vizier Kemankes ‘Al1
Pasha (d. 1624), ostensibly for lying to the sultan about the capture of Baghdad by
Safavid forces in January of the same year.'>® Soon after the execution, Nef'T wrote a
long invective beginning with the distich, “praise be to God, that black-faced vizier is
dead! | he whose shameless dark face (yiizi kara) was more dark and turbid than his
balls,”"** and concluding with the lines, “with an [ugly] appearance like [his], how could
he take Baghdad back? | he was the laughingstock of the age, fate’s vile bag of tricks ||
for such a pointless ass to be the grand vizier | was a disgrace difficult for the Ottoman
state to comprehend.”'? Though it was hardly unprecedented to write a celebratory

126

invective for a deceased person, = the matter of the audience for such a piece must

' The most detailed account of the grand vizier’s execution is given by Thomas Roe, an English diplomat
resident in Istanbul at the time: “Ali bassa, the great vizier, was sent for unto the Seraglio, where, beeing
questioned by the young emperour about the affaires of the Persian situation, hee was condemned instantly
to loose his head, which was executed there, and his body throwne out naked into the streets. The occasion
of his sodaine death is attributed to his dissimulation with the grand signor in the losse of Babilon [i.e.,
Baghdad]; which hee denyed, and suborned false advice, that there was no such matter, either for sloth or
feare to take upon him the charge of the warre with an army that would not obey in the citty, and to the
base money which hee had caused to be coyned, beeing butt one fift silver, with which hee made a whole
payment to the soldioury, putting the good dollars in his coffers. Butt the true cause was, his owne sordid
covetousnesse, who in sixe moneths had heaped upp an infinite treasure, by port sale of justice and offices,
which hath weighed him to the ground, and will supply much of the present wants for the intended warre
in Asia.” Thomas Roe, The Negotiations of Sir Thomas Roe, in His Embassy to the Ottoman Porte, from
the Year 1621 to 1628 Inclusive (London: Samuel Richardson, 1740), 230. Contemporary Ottoman
accounts can be found at Hasan Beyzade Ahmed Pasha, Hasan Bey-zdide Tarihi: Metin ve Indeks, Vol. 3,
ed. Sevki Nezihi Aykut (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2004), 986 and Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 722.

124 “hamdu 1i’1-1ah old1 maktil ol vezir-i ru-siyah / kim yiizi kara tasakdan dahi tire-reng idi”; ULLWCO
662, 9a.

12 “pu kiyafetle buniy Bagdad’a hakim olmasi | siihre-i devran garh-1 diin-1 piir-nireng idi || sadr-1 a‘zam
olmas1 hod dyle bir batil hariy | devlet-i ‘Osmaniyan’a rabti gii¢ bir neng idi”; ibid., 9b.

12 Nef'T himself would write other posthumous invectives, most notably against Giirci Mehmed Pasha, for
which see Chapter 5. But this practice goes far back into the Islamicate invective tradition, with one of the
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remain puzzling—unless we consider that it might somehow, given Nef1’s reputation,
have reached the new sultan’s ears and thus represented, in essence, a show of support
for him in his first major action as the ruler, articulating that the right decision had been

made.

Over the following years of Murad I'V’s minority, then, Nef'T would continue to shower
him with effusive praise via panegyric and other poetic forms.'*’ As a result, the poet
and the sultan seemingly became quite close, with Nef'T likely a regular presence at
Murad’s gatherings as a boon companion (nedim). His expressedly high opinion of
Murad was reciprocated by the sultan himself, perhaps the most striking example of

which is the following poem by the sultan expressing admiration for Nef'1’s verse:

come, let’s do right and observe [the proper] proportion | let’s leave off the boast of
saying “We’re poets, too” || let’s seek God’s pardon before we speak our inspid
words | let’s hold on to the skirts of Nef'T of the excellent style || we pronounce
[mere] words, [but] where is the one of [true] speech? | let’s cede the floor to him,
let’s obey his command'*®

more prominent instances occurring among the agonistic naga 'id poets of Umayyad times: after the
Christian poet al-Akhtal (d. c. 710) had died, he continued to be viciously attacked by his longtime foe
Jarir (d. c. 728); see Salma K. Jayyusi, “Umayyad Poetry,” in Arabic Literature to the End of the
Umayyad Period, The Cambridge History of Arabic Literature, ed. A.F.L. Beeston, T.M. Johnstone, R.B.
Serjeant, and G.R. Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 410, 411—412. The practice is
also not unknown in the Ottoman context, with perhaps the most prominent example being the poet Yahya
Beg’s (d. 1582) invective elegy for the deceased grand vizier Riistem Pasha (d. 1561); see Yahya Beg,
Divan, 169-172.

127 All together, by the time of his death in 1635 Nef T had produced 26 known pieces of verse dedicated to
or addressing Sultan Murad: 14 panegyric kasides (including one in Persian), 1 mesnevi in rhyming
couplets, 3 long kit ‘as, 7 ghazals (most of which have a distich naming Murad added at the end, indicating
that they may have been composed earlier and then extended in the sultan’s presence so as to serve a
panegyric end), and 1 independent distich (miifred).

128 «“gelin insaf edelim fark edelim mikdari | sairiz biz de deyii 1af ii giizafi koyalim || edelim bi-meze s6z
sOylemeden istigfar | ddmen-i Nef’i-i pakize-edayi tutalim || biz keldm nakiliyiz nerde o sahib-giiftar | ona
teslim edelim emrine miinkad olalim™; quoted in Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 9. 1 have
preserved Karahan’s transcription as is.
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Their mutual familiarity was well enough known as to inspire the production of a
miniature depicting the two men seated together (see Illustration 2). Added to an early

copy of Nef'1’s divan of collected poems whose copying was completed in 1623, while

Nef'1 was still alive, the miniature appears to date from roughly the mid-17th century.129

Another example of the sultan’s esteem—and how it turned to wrath—is apparent from
an anecdote related by the historian Mustafa Na‘Tma (1655-1716), in which the sultan

whiles away his free time perusing a collection of Nef'1’s invective verse:

On Tuesday [sic], Dhii al-qa‘da 14 of the year [1039; June 25, 1630], such a great
rain, thunder, and lightning arose that hearts were affrighted and afraid. Sultan Murad
Khan was sitting in Besiktas by the pavilion of the late Sultan Ahmed Khan, with a
collection of Nef'1’s invectives in his hands and the chief physician Emir Celebi [d.
1638/39] by his side. A great flash of fiery lightning struck near the royal presence
and the eunuchs [nearby] all dropped down as a great terror fell all around. The
esteemed sultan tore into pieces the collection [in his hands]. He reprimanded Nef'T,
who commenced repenting and seeking divine pardon and innumerable expressions
of faithfulness. One of the wits of that time rebuked NefT by expressing and
describing this incident in the following couplet. Couplet: “a poem paralleling
(nazire) the ‘Shafts of Doom’ fell from the sky | Nef‘1’s tongue brought down upon
him the wrath of God.”"*°

1% See Eleazar Birnbaum, Ottoman Turkish and Cagatay MSS in Canada: A Union Catalogue of the Four
Collections (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 119. The manuscript in question is numbered T4 in Birnbaum’s private
collection, and was first described in Eleazar Birnbaum, “The Poet and the Sultan: Nef'1’s Divan, a
Contemporary Manuscript with a Miniature of the Poet and His Sultan,” Journal of Turkish Studies 31, no.
1 [In Memoriam Sinasi Tekin] (2007): 140—-155.
130 «“Sene-i mezbure zilka‘desinin on dérdiincii giinii yevm-i siilisdda azim ra‘d u baran ve berk vaki olup
kesret-i sava‘ikten goniillere havf u hiras geldi. Hattd Sultan Murad Han Besiktas’ta merhum Sultan
Ahmed Han Kd&skii’nde oturup Nef*1’nin hicve miite‘allik mecmii‘as1 ellerinde imis ve huzlrlannda Ser-
etibba Emir Celebi var imis. Meclis-i hiimaytna bir sa‘ika-i ates-bar-1 azime niizlll edip Enderun agalari
yiizleri tizerine diislip meclise hevl-i azim hasil oldu. Padisah hazretleri ol hiciv mecmi‘asin paralayip
Nef*1’yi azar edip tovbe vii istigfara ve bezl-i sadakat-1 bi-siimara mesgul oldular. Hatta ol asrin
ziirefasindan biri Nef*1’ye tevbihi is‘ar i¢in kaziyyeyi bu beyt ile izhar ve ifade eyledi derler.

Beyt:

Gokden nazire indi Sihdm-1 Kaza’sina

Nef*1 diliyle ugradi Hakk’1n belasina.” Na‘tma, 7drih, Vol. 2, 671.
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Ilustration 2
1 7th-century miniature depicting Nef'1 and Sultan Murad 1V.

The caption, a 19th-century addition, reads, “Meeting of the
Conqueror Sultan Murad Khan and the late Nef' T’ (Fatih
Sultan Murad Han ve Nef T merhiimiy meclisi)
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This anecdote, of course, bears all the hallmarks of being a merely fanciful addition to
the story of Nef 1. Nonetheless, the fact that it was told and retold for some fifty years up
to the time of the composition of Na‘Tma’s history speaks further to the well-known
close relation between the sultan and the poet. Moreover, whatever the actuality behind
this anecdote may have been, Nef'1 indeed does seem to have been not only removed
from his post, which may or may not have been as the comptroller of mines during this
period, but also to have been exiled to Edirne. This is based on a note in a manuscript of
NefT’s divan of collected poems that was copied by the poet Cevri (c. 1595-1654), in
which a panegyric addressed to the sultan wishes the commander of the army, the grand
vizier Hiisrev Pasha (d. 1632), success in the campaign to retake Baghdad from the
Safavids."*! CeviT’s note reads, “Sent to the capital while [Nef'T was] trustee of the
Muradiyye [waqf] in Edirne.”"** As the army’s march toward Baghdad commenced in
August 1630 and the unsuccessful siege of the city lasted between the end of September
and the middle of November,'** NefT must have written the poem during this period. In
the panegyric, he expresses sorrow at not being in the capital and vows to forego
invective: “l swear, from this day forth I shall lampoon no one, no matter what | though
if you gave leave I would lampoon discordant fate || for it has taken me far from the
shelter of your court | why shouldn’t I lampoon such a cruel and treacherous one?”** As

the poem was produced within a few short months after the anecdote recounted by

Bl See Nef'1, [Divan], 54-57.

132 See Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 11 and Ocak, “Nef’1 ve Eski Tiirk Edebiyatimizdaki Yeri,”
9.

133 See Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 811-812.

13 “bugiinden ‘ahdim olsun kimseyi hicv étmeyem illa | véreydin ger icazet hicv éderdim baht-1 na-saz ||
beni diir étdi zira dergeh-i devlet-penahigdan | nice hicv étmeyem bir boyle gaddar u ¢ep-endaz1”; Nef'T,
[Divan], 55-56.
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Na‘ima, it is clear that Nef'1 was immediately sent to Edirne to serve as the trustee

(miitevellr) for the waqf of the Muradiyye mosque, and the panegyric was his attempt at
getting back in the sultan’s good graces. This, however, was not to happen immediately.
In fact, Nef'T appears not to have held the position of trustee for the Muradiyye waqf for
more than two years, as he is not listed as the trustee in the waqf account book covering

the period between November 28, 1632 and August 17, 1633.1%

Exactly when and why Nef'T lost the trusteeship position, and what he did afterwards,
remains uncertain. It may have been during this period that, in search of potential
patrons and taking a page from his father’s book, he got in contact with Canibek Giray,
the khan of Crimea (r. 1610-1623, 1624, 1627-1635), with whom he appears to have
exchanged letters and to whom he addressed a short panegyric.'*® In any case, Nef'T
remained in Edirne until at least the spring of 1634. At this time, Sultan Murad traveled
to Edirne at the head of an army in preparation for a campaign against the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth, with whom tensions had long been rising as a result of raids
conducted across shared borders by both polities.'*” The situation would quickly be
resolved without any military campaign, and in the meantime Nef'T composed a
panegyric welcoming the sultan to the city, beginning with the couplet, “welcome
(merhaba), O just sultan of exalted lineage! | with your honorable visit Edirne has

become the envy of the world!”"*® The poem goes on to express Nef T’s personal joy in

135 See Omer Liitfi Barkan, ed., “Edirne ve Civarindaki Bazi Imaret Tesislerinin Y1llik Muhasebe
Bilancolari,” Belgeler 1, no. 2 (July 1964), 370, where the trustee is listed as a certain Hasan Pasha.

136 See Nef'1, [Divan], 145.

7 For an account of Murad IV’s planned Polish campaign and his actions toward this end, see ‘Abdu’l-
kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 991-1005.

8 “merhaba ey padisah-1 ‘adil i ‘ali-nijad | old1 tesrifiple sehr-i Edrine resk-i bilad”; Nef', [Divan], 57.
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reuniting with the sultan with whom he had once been so close, before continuing with
extensive praise of his military accomplishments and his suppression of rebellious
elements and traitors. The panegyric appears to have worked, as Nef'T returned to
Istanbul—most likely when the sultan returned there at the end of July—and was
appointed to the position of accountant for poll taxes (cizye or hardc muhasebecisi)."*’
He was not to hold this post for long, however, as he would be executed at the beginning

of 1635.

The most laconic contemporary account of his death comes from the chronicle of the
sipahi clerk ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi (d. c¢. 1644), who writes, “The poll tax accountant
Nef'T Efendi is reproved; he is killed on account of his impudent manner.”'*’ Also rather
brief is the reference in Seyht Mehmed Efendi’s (1668—1731) biographical dictionary,
where the entry for Nef'T reads, “In Sha‘ban 1044 [January/February 1635], when he
was the accountant for poll taxes, [Nef 1] was killed because the royal wrath was
manifest, and when [his body] was thrown into the sea a poet of the time produced this
enigmatic chronogram. Couplet: It was very sudden, his chronogram less one'*' was said

| “Alas! fate slaughtered a master like Nef7!””'** Katib Celebi’s account, found in his list

139« Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 1054; Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 870; Seyhi Mehmed, Vekayiii'I-
Fudala, Vol. 1, 93; and Na‘ima, Tarih, Vol. 2, 799.

140 «“Cizye Muhasebecisi olan Nef*i Efendi’ye giis-mal olur; bi-edebane vaz‘1 sebebinden katl olur.”
‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 1054.

'*! This phrase (bir eksikli) refers to the fact that the date produced by the chronogram in the second
hemistich adds up to AH 1043 rather than AH 1044.

142 «“Bin kirk Sa‘baninda cizye muhasebecisi iken gazab-1 husrevane mazhar olmagla katl olunup deryaya
atildikda zamanesi su‘arasindan biri ber-vech-i ta‘miyye bu tarthi démisdi. Beyt: nagehan geldi bir eksikli
dédi tarthin | ah kim kiyd felek Nef'1 gibi tistada.” Seyht Mehmed, Vekayiii’l-Fudald, Vol. 1, 93.
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of deaths for AH 1045,'** also uses this anonymous chronogram and is more forthcoming
about the reason for Nef'1’s death: “When [Nef 1] was the accountant for poll taxes, he
lampooned Bayram Pasha, who asked for permission from Sultan Murad Khan and had
[him] strangled in the palace on the eighth day of Sha‘ban [January 27, 1635]. A
chronogram was produced. Verse: ‘Alas! fate slaughtered a master like Nef‘1!>”'** The

most extensive account comes, however, from the later history of Na‘Tma:

[Nef‘T] grew haughty with the sultan’s compliments, and for some reason he felt
offended by the vizier Bayram Pasha and lampooned that vizier of illuminated heart
in a kaside in the tawil meter.'* At a royal gathering, the esteemed sultan sounded
out [the poet] by asking, “Nef'1, don’t you have any new invectives?” When [Nef 1]
then placed his Bayram Pasha invective in the royal hand, [the sultan] read it and
pretended to enjoy it. Then he summoned Bayram Pasha and, showing him the
invective, gave him permission to kill [Nef'7]. Thus wrote the chronicler.'*

The story popular among the people, however, is that, at a royal gathering, the
esteemed Sultan Murad insisted [to Nef'1], “Lampoon Bayram Pasha!” Nef'1 did so,
and when Bayram Pasha learned of this invective, he came into the royal presence
and pleaded [to the sultan], “This invective has destroyed my honor and standing
among the people. My sultan, grant me leave to have that scoundrel killed!” [The
sultan] gave permission for [Nef'1’s] death. This story, as related, is not accurate; the
chronicler’s account is more sound. For it makes little sense for and is not befitting of
rulers to permit the lampooning of viziers. Whatever the case may be, Bayram Pasha
was permitted to have [Nef'1] killed, and when he came to the palace he sent a man
and—as the judges of the time had permitted according to the meaning of [the verse]
“that poet of invective who goes by the name Nef'T | his death, like the death of a

' This was a slip of the pen on Katib Celebi’s part. He used the correct date in his Arabic bibliographical
dictionary Kashf az-zuniin; see Katib Celebi, Lexicon Bibliographicum et Encyclopaedicum, Mustafa Ben
Abdallah, Katib Jelebi Dicto et Nomine Haji Khalfa Celebrato Compositum, Vol. 3 (London: Oriental
Translation Fund, 1835), 318.
'* “Haréc muhasebecisi iken Bayram Pasa’y1 hicv itdikde Sultan Murad Han’dan istizan idiip Sa‘banin
sekizinci giinii sardyinda bogdurdi.

Misra‘:

‘Ah kim kiydi felek Nef*1 gibi iistada’

tarih didiler.” Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 870.
145 Tawil was a rarely used poetic meter in which feet of either the hezec (- ———) or remel (- - ——) meters
were repeated within each hemistich; for a detailed explanation in relation to Persian poetry, see M.
Dabirsiaqi, “Bahr-e Tawil,” Encyclopeedia Iranica, December 15, 1988.
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/bahr-e-tawil-type-of-persian-verse.
161t is unclear to which of his numerous sources Na ‘Tma is referring here.
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viper, is called for by the four schools [of Islamic jurisprudence]”'*’—he summoned

poor Nef'1, who arrived ignorant [of what was going to happen], and after
reproaching him severely, [Bayram Pasha] said, “Take him away!” and he was held
in the palace woodshed and then strangled and [his body was] thrown into the sea.

The ‘ulema and powerful figures of the time were pleased with Nef'1T’s death, and
those important people and notables who had been wounded by the taunts of his
tongue said abundant prayers for Bayram Pasha for what he had done. I heard from
Ma‘an[ogli] Hiiseyn Bey'*® that when Bayram Pasha ordered Nef'T seized and then
taken out [of the woodshed to be killed], the chief sergeant-at-arms (¢avusbast) was
Boyniegri [Mehmed Aghal], and as he was an [uncultured] Turk, he came up to Nef'1
and censured him in a [crude] Turkish manner, saying, “Come, Nef'T Efendi, there’s
someone in the woodshed who’s going to write a lampoon, come and see!” Nef'1,
despairing of his life, said, “Screw off! do whatever you’re going to do, you damned
Turk!” and rained filthy insults down on all those gathered round.'

The Bayram Pasha (d. 1638) mentioned by both Kéatib Celebi and Na‘Tma as being

instrumental in Nef'T’s death was, at the time, the deputy grand vizier (ka ‘im-makam), in

"7 This Persian verse was composed over a decade earlier by one of Nef'T’s foes, the poet and judge (kadr)
Kafzade Fa’iz1 (1589-1622); see section 5.1.

'8 Ma‘anogh Hiiseyn was among Na ‘Tma’s primary informants for events from roughly the mid-17th
century. He had been raised and educated in the palace, and thus had seen much and learned about much
more, and Na‘Tma would not only listen to his accounts, but also utilized a notebook in which Hiiseyin had
recorded events. See Na‘ima, Tdrih, Vol. 1, XXIV.

19 «j|tifat-1 padisaha magrir olup bir sebeb ile Vezir Bayram Pasa’ya hatir-mande olup bir kaside-i
tavilii’z-zeyl ile ol vezir-i risen-zamiri hicv eyledi. Padigah hazretleri bir meclis-i hassii’l-hasda ‘Nef i bir
taze hicvin yok mudur’ deyii su’al ile agzin arayip, ol dahi Bayram Paga hicvini keff-i hiimay(na sundukta
okuyup pesend mu‘amelesin edip ba‘dehli Bayram Pasa’y1 ¢cagirip hicvi gosterip katline izin verdiler.
Miiverrih bdyle tahrir eylemistir.

“Amma halk beyninde meshur olan, Sultan Murad hazretleri meclis-i hassinda ibram edip
‘Bayram Pasa’y1 hiciv eyle’ deyii iltizam edip Nef'i dahi hicv etmegin Bayram Pasa vakif oldukta huziir-1
hiimaytna gelip, ‘Bu hicivden sonra halk beyninde benim 1rzim ve vak‘im kalmadi, padisahim ol habisin
katline izin ihsan eyle’ deyi ibrdm-gline niyaz etmekle katline izin verdiler deyii nakl olunan hikayenin
aslt olmay1p miiverrihin keldmi sihhate akrebdir. Zira hicv-i viizeraya riza vermek miilike sdyeste ma‘na
degildir. Her ne tarikle olursa Bayram Pasa katline me’z{in olup sarayina geldikte adam génderip

“An sa‘ir-i heyca-gi ki nam-1 ast Nef*i

“Katles be-¢ar mezheb vacib cii katl-i ef*1

“methiimu iizre ulema-i vakt ibahat-1 demini tecviz ettikleri Nef*i-i fakiri ¢agirip gafilane
geldikte ‘itdb-1 azimden sonra ‘Kaldirin’ deyiip saray odunlugunda habs ve anda bogup deryaya attilar.

“Asrin ulema vii uzemasi: Nef‘i’nin katlinden mesrir olup husiisan ta‘ne-i lisénindan mecrih olan
ekabir i a‘yan bu babda Bayram Pasa’ya du‘a-i firavan ettiler. Ma‘an Hiiseyin Bey’den isittim, Bayram
Pasa Nef*1’yi ahza ferman edip tasra ¢gikardiklarinda Boynu-egri ¢avus-bast imis, bir Tiirk 4demisi olmakla
Nef‘1’nin niine diisiip ‘Gel Nef'1 Efendi odunlukta bir hiciv diizecek kisi vardir, gel gor” deyii Tiirk-vari
ta‘riz etmis. Nef'i hayatindan me’y(s olup “Yiirii bildiginden kalma bre mel“Gn Tiirk’ demis ve zir i
balaya vafir siitim-1 galiza etmis.” Na‘tma, Tarih, Vol. 2, 799-800.
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which capacity he had been serving since October 1633."°

He appears to have been
particularly close to Sultan Murad, or at least later famed as such, judging from the fact
that the sultan was said to have wept profusely when he, by that time the grand vizier,
died in 1638."' Nef'T had even composed a panegyric to him,'>? either when he had
come to Edirne with Sultan Murad or after returning to Istanbul: if, as Na‘Tma
mentioned, Nef'T was indeed “offended” (hatir-mande) with Bayram Pasha, it is possible
that it had something to do with not receiving the expected reward or favor in return for
this panegyric, a subject about which the poet was notoriously touchy, as will be seen in
connection with Glirct Mehmed Pasha in Chapter 4. Whatever the case may have been,
the invective ostensibly written against Bayram Pasha by Nef'T has not survived. The
fact that this invective is not extant lends credence to Na‘Tma’s initial story, according to
which only Nef'1, Sultan Murad, and Bayram Pasha were aware of the piece: if, as the
popular story Na‘Tma relates only to doubt has it, this invective were widely known
enough to be damaging the pasha’s reputation, it would almost certainly have been
recorded and survived in at least one of the numerous manuscripts of Nef'1’s Siham-1
kaza—which it has not. Assuming Na‘Tma’s initial story to be more or less accurate,
then, it seems that the sultan may have permitted Nef'1’s execution either because he had
gone back on his earlier vow to produce no more invective,'> or because he dared to

lampoon someone to whom Murad was personally close, or both.

150 For his initial appointment, see Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 841.

B See ibid., 875.

152 See Nef'i, [Divan], 104-106.

'3 Although the dating of invectives is very often difficult to impossible, it does seem as if Nef T refrained
from producing invective in the course of his four years in Edirne, during which time he also appears to

73



Another theory regarding Nef'1’s execution was first put forward by the scholar
Mehmed Fuad Kopriilii, who claims to have seen, in a miscellaneous manuscript
(mecmii ‘a), a quatrain (kit ‘a) ostensibly by Nef'T that contained harsh words against the
sultan himself and that, had Murad seen this poem, would surely have led to Nef'1’s
execution.'* Two versions of this poem were later discussed by Ocak, who doubted on
stylistic grounds that it was the work of Nef'T,'> as well as by Cemil Ciftci, who
following Kopriilii said that it seems more likely to have been written by someone
else—perhaps one of Nef'1’s rivals—and then attributed to him so as to blacken his
name."*® One of the versions discussed by Ocak and Cift¢i bears the Persian heading
“Invective [produced] by Nef'T at the insistence of Sultan Murad and the cause of his
death” (Hajw-e Naf T ba-ibram-e Sultan Murad wa sabab-i qatlash),”’ while the other
lacks a heading."*® Consisting of a series of quatrains mentioning and lampooning a
series of largely unnamed figures in the Ottoman state hierarchy, the poem is, for lack of
a better term, little more than doggerel. It is written in the rajaz family of poetic meters,
with each line being a single poetic foot in the pattern — — - — — (muistef ilatiin) and the

quatrain rhyming in the pattern aa a x || b b b x, etc., with the last line of each quatrain

the refrain anlar da bundan (‘“he is one of them, t0oo”). In the version bearing a heading,

have produced little in the way of panegyric apart from four pieces written to the sultan in the hopes of
getting back into his good graces; see Nef'1, [Divan], 50-60.

1% Mehmet Fuat Kopriiliizade, Eski Sairlerimiz: Divan Edebiyati Antolojisi (Istanbul: Muallim Ahmet
Halit Kitaphanesi, 1934), 392. Karahan repeats Kopriilii’s words more or less verbatim; see Karahan,
Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 13.

135 Ocak, “Nef’i ve Eski Tiirk Edebiyatimizdaki Yeri,” 13.

136 Cemil Cift¢i, Maktul Sairler (Istanbul: Kitabevi, 1997), 360—-362.

"7 Siileymaniye Library, Mehmed Arif-Mehmed Murad 246, unnumbered folio. This heading accords
with what Na‘Tma described as the unreliable popular account of Nef'1’s death, in which Sultan Murad
insisted that the poet lampoon Bayram Pasha, though the copy of the poem itself contains no reference to
the pasha or indeed to anyone by name, apart from the name “Nef'1.”

S JTUNEK TY 5511, 74a.
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the quatrain touching on the sultan is as follows: “the possessor of the caliphate | is a
calamity twice over | [he] looks like a raven | he’s one of them, too.”"*? In the version
without a heading, the corresponding quatrain reads, “the host of banquets | [he] looks
like a raven | that bewitching man | he’s one of them, t00.”'®® Only the former, which
mentions “the possessor of the caliphate” (sahib-hildfet), could be construed as referring
to the sultan. Moreover, there are two heretofore undiscovered variants of this same
poem in miscellanies, each with a very slightly different refrain (anlar da bunda) and
quite different takes on the sultan. One of these variants bears the heading “Commanders
under the sultan” (Umerd-y: sultan) and mentions the sultan as follows: “the just sultan |

95161

versed in science | that perfected man | he is one, too.” " The other variant, under the

heading “On all the dignitaries” (Der-hakk-1 ciimle ricalan), presents the list of state

162

officials °~ and others via a frame wherein the sultan requests the poet, in return for a

reward, to say something about each of them, as indicated in the initial quatrain’s lines,

“the sultan commanded | [to tell] who were among them.”'®

The attribution of the poem to Nef'1, made directly in the heading of the copy at the
Siileymaniye Library, is based on the final quatrain of the poem, which again is quite

different in the four versions. The first reads, “Nef'1 is faith[ful] | unique with his poems

19 «sahib-hilafet | old1 dii afet | kuzgun kiyafet | anlar da bundan”; Siileymaniye Library, Mehmed Arif—

Mehmed Murad 246, unnumbered folio.

190 «sahib-ziyafet | kuzgun kiyafet | ol merd-i afet | anlar da bundan”; TUNEK TY 5511, 74a.

11 «sultan-1 ‘adil | fenninde mahir | ol merd-i kdmil | anlar da bunda”; Millet Kiitiiphanesi AE Mnz 650,
90a.

' In this variant, several of the figures are named and are among those whom Nef'T had targeted in his
invectives; e.g. Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha, Giirci Mehmed Pasha, Kafzade Fa’izi, and so on. With this
element, this variant reads much as if it were the work of a person who had perused Nef'T’s invectives—
many of which are included in the same miscellany—and used the names found there to create a new
piece, perhaps in the hopes of making it seem authentically from Nef'T’s own pen.

193 «“emr étdi sultan | kim var ise bunda”; Milli Kiitiiphanesi 06 Mil Yz A 5379, 91b.
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| that infidel catamite | he’s one of them, too.”'®*

The second reads, “[show] favor to
Nef'7 | a frightful omen | praise to the devil | he’s one of them, t00.”'® The third reads,
“Nef'T the poet | skilled in his field | that infidel catamite | he is one, t00.”'*® And the
fourth reads, “Nef T the satirist | has again struck while the iron’s hot | that crazed arrow |
he is one, t00.”"®” These final quatrains, far from allowing the poem to be attributed to
Nef'1, make it abundantly clear that it is not in fact Nef'1’s work, as it is he who is
insulted in these lines.'®® At most, then, if this poem does date to Nef'1T’s own time, it
was intended to slander him via attribution, since the final quatrain bearing his name
might, at a glance, be taken as analogous to the final couplet of a ghazal, in which the
poet effectively “signs” the work by employing his pen name. Even this, however,
seems unlikely: given the stylistic problems mentioned by Ocak in light of Sultan
Murad’s close familiarity with Nef'1’s style as well as his ability in reading and writing
poetry, it is difficult to imagine that Murad, had he seen or heard this work (only one
version of which actually insults the sultan), would have been fooled. In the lack of any

further evidence, therefore, the conclusion must be that Na‘Tma’s account of Nef'1’s

execution is a largely accurate one.

164 «“Nef'1 vefadir | si‘riyle nadir | ol pust-1 kéfir | anlar da bundan™; Siileymaniye Library, Mehmed Arif—
Mehmed Murad 246, unnumbered folio.

19 «“NefT’ye himmet | ha’il nuhiiset | seytana minnet | anlar da bundan”; IUNEK TY 5511, 74a.

190 «“Nefi-yi sa'ir | fenninde mahir | ol pust-1 kfir | anlar da bunda”; Millet Kiitiiphanesi AE Mnz 650, 90a.
197 «“Nef i[-yi] heccav | etmis yine tav | ol deli pertav | anlar da bunda”; Milli Kiitiiphanesi 06 Mil Yz A
5379, 92b.

' Though some writers of invective throughout the Islamicate poetic tradition were known to
occasionally mock themselves, this was a practice in which Nef'T himself never engaged.
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2.1.2 Introduction to the Siham-1 kaza (Shafts of Doom)

The corpus of invective verse produced by Nef'1 is known by the name Siham-1 kaza,
translated by E.J.W. Gibb as “Shafts [i.e., arrows] of Doom.”'® The term is used in the
corpus itself, in a quatrain that, in most manuscripts, is situated at the beginning of the
second half of the collection containing short quatrains as opposed to longer pieces. This
quatrain reads as follows: “whoever dares to vie with me in the science of meaning [i.e.,
poetry] | should know my fateful onslaught will be enough || my verse is the archer
Rustam,'” and for that | the quiver of my quatrains with shafts of doom is enough.”'”"
While this poem is clearly a declaration of intent and a generalized threat directed
against rival poets, as are a few other poems in the collection, it is not entirely clear from
the last line whether Nef‘T himself intended “shafts of doom” as a title for his invectives,
especially since the line refers only to the collection’s quatrains (mukatta ‘at).
Nonetheless, whatever Nef'1’s original intent in this regard may have been, within a
decade after his death his invectives as a whole were known under the rubric Siham-1

kaza.

This is understood from the earliest known manuscript copy of the work, which bears
that heading.'” According to its colophon, this copy was completed in the month of

Dhi’l-qa‘da in the year 1053 AH (Zi 'l-ka ‘de-i miibarek min suhiir-1 sene seldse ve

' E.J.W. Gibb, 4 History of Ottoman Poetry, Vol. 3, ed. Edward G. Browne (London: Luzac & Co.,
1904), 253.

7" Rustam was a legendary Persian warrior whose life and exploits are narrated at greatest length in the
Shahnamah of Ferdowst (940—1019 or 1025); see J.T.P. de Bruijn, “Rustam,” EF,Vol. 8, 636-637.

! “kimdir benimle fenn-i ma‘na[da] bahs éden | bilsiin ki ana haml[e-i] tab‘im bela yeter || ol Riistem-i
kemankes-i nazm[1m] ki tab‘ima | terkes-i mukatta‘at-1 siham-1 kaza yeter”; ULLWCO 662, 15a—15b.
"2 ULLWCO 662, 1b.
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hamsin ve elf),'” corresponding to January 11-February 9, 1644, nine years after Nef'T’s
death in 1635. While this manuscript contains 172 poems in total—13 long invectives
and 142 short—it is not a complete collection of Nef'T’s invective verse: considering this
manuscript in conjunction with the verses found in other extant manuscripts,'’* none of
which (among those I consulted) can be dated to any earlier than approximately 1660,'”
the total number of poems appears to be 254, comprising 18 longer invectives of at least

9 distichs and 236 quatrains or kit ‘as of two distichs each.

In terms of the individual figures who serve as the targets of Nef'T’s invectives, these
amount to approximately 70 different individuals. While many of these individuals,
comprising the bulk of the collection, are mentioned using their real names and hence
identifiable (for the most part), several are referred to only by epithets (e.g., Kara Tasak
or “Black Balls” and Firsati or “Opportunist”), patronymics (e.g. Cavusoglu or “son of
the halberdier” and Dedezade or “son of the shaykh”) or by titles (e.g. Celebi and

Hekimbas: or “chief physician”), and hence cannot always be identified with absolute

'3 Ibid., 28b.

'7* The manuscripts that I was able to personally access and consult, totaling thirteen in all, are the
following: ULLWCO 662; IUNEK TY 511, 1653, 3003, and 3004; Millet Kiitiiphanesi, Ali Emiri, Mnz
1028; Milli Kiitiiphane 06 Mil Yz A 5379 and 8545; Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yazma Bagislar 7274;
Marmara University [lahiyat Fakiiltesi Kiitiiphanesi 12017/YZ0273; Ali Fuad Tiirkgeldi MS (private
collection); and Ali Nihad Tarlan MS (private collection). The manuscripts of which I am aware but was
unable to consult, totaling twelve in all, are the following: ULLWCO 870; IUNEK TY 9699; Millet
Kiittiphanesi AE Mnz 1027 and 1097; Siileymaniye Kiitliphanesi Ali Nihad Tarlan 10; Edirne Selimiye
Yazma Eserler Kiitiiphanesi 2143; Konya Mevlana Miizesi Library 389 and 5913; Osterreichische
Nationalbibliothek, Tiirkische Handschriften, Mxt. 260 and 1244; Bodleian Library MS. Turk e. 100;
British Museum Or. 7170; and Gazi Husrev Begova Library 6816. This amounts to a total of 25 individual
partial and “complete” manuscripts, though several of these—e.g., the Ali Fuat Tiirkgeldi and Ali Nihad
Tarlan and the Millet Kiitiiphanesi MSs—are clearly copied from one or more others in the list.

"> TUNEK TY 511 appears likely to be the earliest among the other manuscripts I consulted, most of
which are undated, based on the fact that it is a miscellany of poems that contains the work of no poet later
than Hasan Celebi (Baha'1/ KiifiT) (d. 1660).
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certainty. Nearly all'’® of the (known) figures targeted can be considered members of the
Ottoman “elite” in a broad sense inasmuch as they were members of one of the three
untaxed branches of the state hierarchy; that is, the military-administrative branch
(seyfiyye or ‘askert), the religiojudicial branch ( ilmiyye), and the clerical or bureaucratic
branch (kalemiyye).'”” In terms of particular positions held, these figures run the gamut
from clerks (e.g., Hayli Ahmed Celebi) and imams (e.g., Pendi Mehmed); to a large
number of teachers (miiderris) and judges (kadri) of various ranks; to chief treasurers

(basdefterdar), a grand mufti (seyhii’I-Islam), and grand viziers.

As attested to by the anecdote related by Na‘Tma above regarding Nef'T’s exile to Edirne,
collections of his invective verse were likely extant as early as 1630, when Sultan Murad
sat in the garden of a pavilion in Istanbul’s Besiktas district reading them. This is to be
expected, since, as mentioned above, after his forced exile to Edirne, Nef'1 appears to
have produced little in the way of further invective; his work in the invective mode is

thus essentially confined to roughly the years between 1600 and 1630.

The problem of dating specific pieces of invective verse within this timeframe, however,
is a complicated matter. There are a few references to particular events, generally the

appointment of the invective’s target to a position or his assignment to a military

' The one exception that I have been able to identify is Pendi Mehmed (d. 1635), who served as an imam
or prayer leader in Istanbul in addition to being a poet.

""" In classifying the Ottoman state apparatus in this manner, I follow the lead of Norman Itzkowitz,
“Eighteenth Century Ottoman Realities,” Studia Islamica 16 (1962): 73-94 and Lewis V. Thomas, 4
Study of Naima, ed. Norman Itzkowitz (New York: New York University Press, 1972). This is not the
only approach to classifying this apparatus, but, as Itzkowitz and Thomas argue, it seems to accord more
closely with the changes being wrought on this apparatus by conditions from the 17th century onward. For
a discussion of the historiography in relation to this matter, see Carter V. Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in
the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789—1922 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), 43—
47; but note that Findley’s work is still under the influence of the by now rather outdated notion of
Ottoman decline.
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campaign, that can be used to date a piece with some precision. For instance, one long
invective written by Nef'1 against the chief treasurer Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha
contains the line, “praise God, this year that accursed one did not go on campaign”
(minnet Allah’a bu yil gitmedi mel iin sefere),'”® a reference to the practice whereby, on
occasion, the chief treasurer would be assigned to join the Ottoman army on campaign
and serve as the military treasurer there. In this case, examination of contemporary
chronicles shows that there was just one year, AH 1017 (1609 CE), where, as the line
suggests, Ahmed Pasha was nearly assigned to a campaign but then remained in
Istanbul.'” Similarly, in one particular case the later chronicle of Na‘ima actually
partially quotes an invective of Nef'1’s, providing the context for precise dating. In a
short section entitled “On the soothsaying of poets” (Min bab-1 kehaneti’s-su ‘ara),
Na'tma writes:
When the grand vizier Cerkes Mehmed Pasha became commander of the army and
departed on campaign, [ Abdu’l-]Baki Pasha went as treasurer as well. At that time,
the poet Nef'1 said: “so now you are the campaign treasurer again | take care to follow
the same road as Istikamet [Efendi].”"* And Baki Pasha read this distich himself and
would constantly repeat it. And in truth, just like the late Istikamet Efendi, Baki

Pasha also passed away on this campaign, and [so] Nef'1’s witticism hit the mark
exactly.'®!

' ULLWCO 662, 5a.
'7 This incident and the accompanying invective will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4.
'8 stikamet Efendi (d. 1616)—whose name means “direction,” providing Nef‘T’s poem with a play on
words—was a high-ranking treasurer who was appointed as military treasurer for the 1616 campaign
against Yerevan, and while with the army he grew ill and died; see ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1,
649.
181 “Sadria‘zam Cerkes Mehmed Pasa serdar olup sefere ¢iktikta Baki Pasa defterdarlikla bile ¢ikmus idi.
Ol vakitte Nef'1 sa‘ir demisti:

“Iste oldun yine hala sefere defterdar

“Istikamet yoluna gitmege himmet eyle

“Ve bu beyti Baki Pasa kendi okuyup da’im tekrar edermis. Fi’l-hakika merhum Istikamet Efendi
gibi Bakt Pasa dahi bu seferde fevt olup hezel-i Nef*1 isabet-i mahz oldu.” Na‘tma, 7drih, Vol. 2, 569.
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This refers to Cerkes Mehmed Pasha’s (d. 1625) departure on a campaign to suppress a
rebellion in the spring of 1624. ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha (d. 1625) was the chief treasurer, and
he was assigned to accompany the grand vizier on this carnpaign.182 Thus, this particular
invective by Nef'7—a quatrain whose first distich reads “hey Baki, catamite of
catamites, have you no moderation at all? | set aside your thievery and be just a little

d”183

satisfie —must have been written in the spring of 1624 when ‘Abdu’l-bakt was

assigned to Mehmed Pasha’s Anatolian campaign.

Such relatively clear-cut examples as these, though, are the exception to the rule. For the
most part, the relatively generalized insults that characterize the majority of Nef'1’s
invectives against known personages in elite circles do not permit any specificity with
regard to dating. In such cases of temporal obscurity, the most that can be done is to
observe the target’s date of birth and/or date of arrival in Istanbul (if applicable) as well
as his date of death, and then to note that the piece in question must have been written
within that particular period. For instance, the poet Mehmed Efendi (Zaman) from
Nakhchivan came to Istanbul in AH 1000 (1591/92 CE) and died in Ramadan 1022
(October/November 1613),"** and thus, given that Nef'T does not seem to have become
especially active on the Istanbul poetic scene until around 1606, it can be assumed that
his invectives against Mehmed Efendi were produced between around 1606 and 1613.

Even that, however, is a comparatively simple case: the timeframe is relatively short,

'82 See ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 793—794 and Ibrahim Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi: 317b-351a
Metin, Dizin, Ozel Adlar SézIiigii,” ed. Zuhal Kayayurt (M.A. thesis, Marmara University, 2005), 40—41.
18 «yok m1 insafin eya Baki-yi epset nige bir | ko be hirsizligi bir parca kana‘at eyle”; IUNEK TY 511,
72b.

"% Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmani, ed. Nuri Akbayar and Seyit Ali Kahraman (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi
Yurt Yaymlari, 1996), 1705.
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and the number of invectives few. By contrast, the poet Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, one of Nef'1’s
most frequent targets, was approximately the same age as him and died several months
after him in 1635."® Therefore, in the absence of any more precise indications in the
poems themselves, these particular pieces could date to anywhere between around 1606
and 1630, when as mentioned above Nef'1 appears to have more or less ceased

producing invective.

At the time Nef'T was active, the size and scope of his invective verse was
unprecedented. Prior to the late 16th and early 17th centuries, many and perhaps even
most poets—some of whom were mentioned in the introduction—had produced some
invective verse on various occasions.'*® Moreover, while the majority of earlier
invective was directed at poets’ peers (i.e., other poets, often friends of the author), as is
also the case with Nef'1, there were from time to time pieces penned against specific
figures of authority, such as grand viziers and even the sultan.'®” Nevertheless, prior to
Nef'1, no poet in the Ottoman tradition had ever engaged in such a sustained and wide-
ranging production of invective verse that would later be collected into an integral

volume; the fact that this collection, as mentioned above, became known so soon after

'8 The precise date of ‘Ata’T’s death is uncertain, but appears to have been around October or November;
see Seyhi Mehmed, Vekayiii’l-Fudald, Vol. 1, 5.

"% This does not include such works as Seyhi’s (d. c. 1431) Harname (Book of the Ass) or Riihi of
Baghdad’s (d. 1605/06) long poem in the terkib-i bend stanzaic form, neither of which can be considered
personal invective, but are more of the nature of broad social satire. For the former, see Seyhi, Seyhi nin
Harndame’si, ed. Faruk K. Timurtas (Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1971); for the latter, see Riihi-
i Bagdadi, Bagdath Rithi Divani: Karsilastirmali Metin, ed. Coskun Ak (Bursa: Uludag Universitesi
Basimevi, 2001), 187-195. For more concerning the difference between invective and satire, see the
following section.

'%” The prime—and indeed almost the only—examples of invective against the sultan are the numerous
pieces that were written against Sultan Siileyman the Magnificent in the form of elegies (mersiyye) for the
prince Mustafa, whom the sultan had, as mentioned in the introduction, had executed. For texts and
analysis of these pieces, see footnote 66.
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his death under the rubric Siham-1 kaza can serve as indirect evidence of the singularity
of this enterprise at the time.'*® Tellingly, perhaps the closest analogue to Nef T’s work
in this regard emerged from the pen of his mentor Mustafa ‘Ali, many of whose prose
works—particularly the groundbreaking Nushatii’s-selatin (Counsel for Sultans) of
1581'"—are peppered with a large quanity of invective verse that is of both a personal
as well as a more general nature and that pulls no punches in terms of the severity of
either its criticism or its language,'®® something that was characteristic of ‘Ali’s prose as
well. This was a trait taken on by Nef'T’s invective, probably at least partly in emulation,
and, as will be seen in Chapter 5, this connection between ‘Alf and Nef'T in terms of

style came in for criticism and mockery on the part of the latter’s contemporaries.

2.2 Hicv: satire vs. invective

Nam castum esse decet pium poetam
. . . 191
ipsum, versiculos nihil necesse est

In the Ottoman context, invective has attracted very little in the way of serious research
or dedicated studies. This is true as well for the early 17th century, the period that is the
focus of this dissertation and that was in many ways a golden age for invective
production, owing partly to the polarizing figure of Nef'1 and his abundant invective
verse and partly to the tensions triggered by this period’s changes and transformations.

While most broad overviews of Ottoman and Turkish literature do make mention of this

'®¥ The most prominent example of an earlier collection of similar work is Zati’s Leza 'if (Pleasantries),
already mentioned briefly in the introduction as being more in the nature of anecdote than invective per se.
"% The definitive edition of this work is Mustafa ‘Ali, Mustafa ‘Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581: Edition,
Translation, Notes, 2 vols., ed. and trans. Andreas Tietze (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 1979).

1% T am currently preparing a study of Mustafa ‘Ali’s invective verse in relation both to their era and the
prose context within which these verses are embedded.

! “For it is proper that the true poet be chaste | himself, [though] in no way is it necessary for his poems.”
Catullus, The Poems, ed. Kenneth Quinn (London and New York: Bloomsbury, 1970 [2009]), 11.
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period’s invective, it nearly always amounts to little more than an aside, as if it were an
afterthought. This is by no means a flawed approach for such works insofar as invective
was undoubtedly a minor mode in the field of Ottoman poetry as a whole, particularly in
comparison with the voluminous work produced in the lyrical (primarily the ghazal),
panegyric (primarily in the kaside form), and narrative (primarily in the rhymed couplets
of the mesnevi form) modes. Yet despite this somewhat understandable paucity of
research on the topic, my contention is that the neglect of Ottoman invective has largely
been the result of semi-conscious misconceptions concerning what this mode actually
entails in the broader context of the Islamicate tradition from which Ottoman invective
emerged. Furthermore, such misunderstandings have often been coupled with moral
apprehensions about the approach and content of such work. In a nutshell, as touched
upon in the introduction, Islamicate invective (hija ‘ or hajw) was always resolutely
personal in nature, both in the sense of being prompted by subjective concerns and
framed in explicitly subjective terms, and in the sense of constituting a primarily ad
hominem (or, in some cases, ad tribum) attack. Because of this radically personal nature,
and because the aim of invective was to slander and discredit the target to as effective a
degree as possible, invective has often if by no means always had recourse to profanity.
On the surface, it is such profanity that has caused moral apprehension for invective’s
critics, but on a more profound level the mode’s subjectivity and the frequent lack of
“fairness” or “justice” that this leads to have proven just as disturbing. This, in turn, has
prompted critics to engage in all sorts of mental and rhetorical contortions and acrobatics

in an attempt to come to grips with the mode.
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A fine initial example of how Ottoman invective has been received and evaluated by
critics can be seen in the definition of hicviyye (i.e., “individual work of invective”) and
heca (i.e., “invective”) given by the teacher, journalist, and literary historian Tahir
Olgun (1877-1951), better known as Tahirii’l-Mevlevi owing to the fact that he was a
shaykh in the Mevlevi Sufi order. In his Edebiyat Liigati: (“Dictionary of Literature™),
published in its full form posthumously, he defines the terms Aicviyye/heca as follows:
Writings composed in order to disclose disgraceful acts and expose scandalous
behavior. However, in [writing] them, decency of expression is necessary, for if the
style of expression transgresses the bounds of modesty, one will have [only] cursed
oneself and rendered oneself contemptible, rather than others. On condition that it is
[thus] pure, invective defends what is right and true and hinders injustices and

shameful acts. It is invective’s immediacy, rather than the fear of God’s delayed
wrath, that is threatening to one who is unjust and haughty.'*

The very first sentence here constitutes something of a redefinition of invective.
Considering the aforementioned inherently personal and subjective nature of the mode,
the “disgraceful acts” (rezdil) and “scandalous behavior” (erdzil/) Olgun mentions are as
often as not simply the topic of a given invective, regardless of whether they occurred in
reality or not. Nef'1, for example, writes the following distich against the poet and judge
Nev‘izade “Ata’1: “Nev 1zade, you’re an absurd catamite with a mouth full of shit | and
there are few in this city who haven’t fucked you.”193 Of course, ‘Ata’1 may or may not
have served as a passive sexual partner (4iz) to numerous men: the point here is not in

fact to expose any “disgraceful acts” or “scandalous behavior,” but simply to sully

192 “Tegrih-i rezail ve teshir-i erdzil igin yazilan yazilardir. Maamafih bunlarda nezahet-i beyana ridyet
zarGridir. Ciinki tarz-i ifade daire-i edebi tecaviiz ederse adetd nazmen soviilmiis ve terzil yerine rezalet
edilmis olur. Nezih olmak sartiyle hiciv, hak ve hakikatin miidafii, gadr ve fezahatin maniidir. Bir zalim-i
miiteazzimi Alldhin kahr-1 imhalkarisinden ziyade hicvin te’sir-i anisi titretir.” Tahirii’l-Mevlevi, Edebiyat
Liigati, ed. Kemal Edib Kiirk¢iioglu (Istanbul: Enderun Kitabevi, 1973), 53.

193 «“Nev ‘izade sen bir agzi pohli hiz-i yavesin | kim bu sehr icrede sana az kimse var lark étmemis™;
IUNEK TY 511, 78b.
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‘Ata’T’s name and reputation. In a word, the aim is to insult him. However, Olgun, by
presenting invective as if this were not its fundamental performative goal (in most
cases), glosses over this fact, in the process redefining invective according to his own
moralistic reservations. This is why he is subsequently able to bring up the supposed
necessity of “decency of expression” (nezdahet-i beyan), which in practice had rarely ever
had anything to do with Islamicate invective.'** This prescriptive approach, wherein the
critic sets up boundaries so as to clarify what is and is not acceptable, has been the
common thread running through most of what little criticism there has been on Ottoman

invective, and particularly Nef1’s Siham-1 kaza, as will be examined in detail below.

Olgun’s approach to his definition, though it comes in a dictionary of literary terms, is at
least openly prescriptive in that it does nothing to disguise the fact that it is the author’s
own personal view of invective, albeit this is a view that would not permit much of
Ottoman invective as actually practiced into the canon. However, one particular recent
utilization of this passage proves even more telling in regards to the long process of how

Ottoman invective came to be redefined in such a way that much or even most of it was

1% While there were of course always some poets who were more “decent” than others in terms of
language, and some who tended to be less, this appears to have been primarily a matter of individual style
than the effect of any kind of pressure to censor one’s tongue. As van Gelder remarks in relation to
invective produced during the first century of the Islamic era, when the mode was at its most beleaguered
due to the novel moral understanding introduced by the young religion, “what [was] objectionable in Aija’
[was], above all, the danger of stirring up unnecessary strife and the severing of bonds newly joined by
Islam.” van Gelder, The Bad and the Ugly, 29. In fact, as time went on, the use of “indecent” language—
i.e., for lack of a better term, obscenity—increased to the point that it even, during the Abbasid caliphate,
developed into a distinct and popular literary mode of its own, known as sukhf, which became “linked
specifically to obscenity and scatology”; Sinan Antoon, The Poetics of the Obscene in Premodern Arabic
Poetry: Ibn al-Hajjaj and Sukhf (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), 12. In the context of Islamicate
literature in the Persian language, which emerged at the same time that Arabic sukhf gained popularity,
obscenity was always a common element; see, e.g., Riccardo Zipoli, “The Obscene Sanad’i,” Persica 17
(2001): 173-194; J.T.P. de Bruijn, “Hajw,” Encyclopcedia Iranica, December 15, 2003.
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/hajw; and Zipoli, “Anvari, a Master of Obscene Verse.”
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effectively decanonized. Ahmet Atilla Sentiirk, in his otherwise valuable study on the
janissary poet Yahya Beg’s elegy for Sultan Siileyman the Magnificent’s son Mustafa,
uses Olgun’s passage, which he provides in full in a footnote, to support the following
blanket statement: “People of former times [eskiler] called poems that were written with
the aim of exposing and publicly proclaiming scandals and injustices hicviyye or heca
[i.e., invective], on condition that they remained within the bounds of morality.”'*> What
was clearly prescriptive in Olgun’s text is here presented as fact by Sentiirk, who
declares that “people of former times”—an exceedingly vague term that appears to be a
euphemism for cultured Ottomans regardless of period—did not consider invective that
transgressed morality to have actually been invective. In other words, such “immoral”
works were supposedly thought to be mere insult rather than a true literary mode. This,
of course, is a fallacy employed by Sentiirk in service of his broader (and much more
reasonable) aim of presenting Yahya Beg’s elegy as a work of profoundly nuanced and

morally unobjectionable critical invective written against Sultan Siileyman.

While there were most certainly always moralists and critics who objected to invective
on the basis of its profanity and obscenity and/or, more broadly, on the grounds that by
its very nature it was an ad hominem attack, it was not until the reimagining of Ottoman
literature that occurred, first, in the mid-19th century and, later and more profoundly,
after the advent of the Republic of Turkey that the term Aicv began to be recast as part of

a process of canonization attempting to winnow out the “bad” from the “good.” As I will

193 “Eskiler, edep sunirlarina riayet etme sartiyla, rezillik ve haksizliklar agiklama ve bunlari ilan etme
maksadiyla yazilmis siirlere ‘hicviyye’ yahut ‘hecd’ demislerdir.” Sentiirk, Taslicali Yahya Beg’in
Sehzdde Mustafa Mersiyesi, 99; emphasis added.

87



show below, this attempted reorientation of hicv arose not simply due to moralistic
qualms, but also out of a desire to force the term to better approximate to what satire had
come to signify in Western literature. This was a desire that was implicit in Tahir
Olgun’s aforementioned definition of hicviyye/heca, where he claimed the mode had the
moral purpose of “disclos[ing] disgraceful acts and expos[ing] scandalous behavior.”
But Olgun had made his desire to reorient Ottoman invective toward Western-style
satire explicit in the original and much more concise edition of his dictionary, where the
entry for Aicv reads as follows:

This [i.e., hicv] means to bring out into the open someone’s faults or shameful deeds

[...] The Europeans call the writings that we term Ahicviye “satire,” and they consider

satire to be a kind of didactic work. Any statement that is to be considered didactic—

that is, that imparts a lesson or advice—must above all be pure. Therefore, statements

like “O you vile, shameless scoundrel, fie on you!” are not Aicviye but curses in

VErse. 196

The definition here is just as prescriptive as that in the posthumous edition of Olgun’s
dictionary, albeit much more curt. Yet this time the prescription is based not on morality
or “purity” exclusively, but rather is justified via a direct appeal to the Western literary
mode of satire: we have Zicv, which the Europeans call “satire” and view as didactic,
and our Aicv must be didactic as well, which means that it must be morally upright. In
other words, we must look at Zicv as if it were didactic and “pure” (nezih) Western satire

and discard what does not accord with this (re)definition.

19 “Birinin kusurunu ve aybini meydana koymak demektir [...] Frenkler, bizim hicviye dedigimiz yazilara
satire diyorlar ve satirleri, didaktik nev’inden sayiyorlar. Didaktik sayilacak, yani ibret ve nasihat alinacak
bir soziin her seyden evvel nezih olmasi sarttir. Bindenaleyh: ‘A edepsiz, a utanmaz, a rezil tu yiiziine!”’
[glibi sozler, hicviye degil, ancak manzim sdgiintii [sic] olurlar.” Tahir Olgun, Edebiyat Liigati (Istanbul:
Asar-1 Ilmiye Kiitiiphanesi Nesriyati, 1355/1936), 44—45.
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Olgun’s approach appears to be based on the mistaken assumption that satire—whose
exact definition and boundaries have bedeviled Western literary critics for centuries—is
a mode of literature with a clear identity agreed upon by all, one that excludes the
typically harsher and coarser discourse found in invective. And indeed there have been
Western critics who have forcibly excluded invective from the realm of satire—but
significantly, these have been critics of a highly prescriptive bent concerned with
elevating literature, and hence satire as well, as a “high art.” This concern shows very
clearly in their descriptions of invective as compared to satire, of which Gilbert Highet’s
characterization of invective and the closely related mode of lampoon'®” may serve as an
example, albeit an extreme one that borders on racism:
On one side of satire lies its grim gruff old ancestor born in the stone caves, still
echoing the martial monotony of the savages’ skin drums roaring for the destruction
of an enemy tribe, still shrieking with the furious passion of the witch-doctor
denouncing a rival. This is Invective, whose parent on one side was anthropoid, and
on the other, lupine. Lurking near by is the smaller, weaker, but sometimes more
dangerous mutant of Invective: a by-blow born of a snake and a toad, a hideous little

creature with a mouth full of poisoned fangs. This is Lampoon, a parasite which has
no life of its own and can exist only through destroying its victim.'*®

17 While there is hardly room here to go into the matter of the rather fine distinctions between invective
and lampoon, suffice it to say that Test’s characterization of lampoon strikes closest to the heart of the
matter: “Lampoon may be thought of as a specialized version of invective in that it is a satiric attack on an
individual. [...] When a satiric portrait begins to emerge from a generalized abusive attack, there is the
beginning of lampoon [...] Personal abuse consisting of remarks [...] which are not concerned with
portraiture as such and cannot therefore be detached from their context should not properly be called
lampoon. When the portraiture becomes a primary means of attack, as it does in some Greek satire, the art
of lampoon has arrived.” Test, Satire, 121. With this definition in mind, many, though by no means all,
works in the Islamicate Aija’ tradition could easily be described as lampoons; however, for the sake of
consistency, throughout the dissertation I will continue to use invective for this tradition and its works,
confining “lampoon” to use as a verb due to the lack of a corresponding concise verbal form of the word
“invective.” For his part, Highet is rather less clear on the distinction between invective and lampoon,
though his description of invective as “the prosecuting attorney” and of lampoon as “the assassin”
suggests that he views the former as primarily accusatory and the latter as primarily destructive; Gilbert
Highet, The Anatomy of Satire (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962), 155.

"% Highet, The Anatomy of Satire, 151—152.
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For Highet, these modes are either primitive, even savage (invective), or wild and feral

(lampoon). Elsewhere, he makes clear that his exclusion of invective and lampoon from

the realm of satire is based entirely on the thorny matter of authorial intent:
The man who writes an invective would be delighted if, after delivering it, he were
told that his subject had been overwhelmed by shame and obloquy and had retired
into oblivion. The lampoonist would like his victims to die of a hideous disease, or
[...] to hang themselves. [...] As for satire, the satirist always asserts that he would be
happy if he heard his victim had, in tears and self-abasement, permanently reformed;
but he would in fact be rather better pleased if the fellow were pelted with garbage
and ridden out of town on a rail. [...] The purpose of invective and lampoon is to
destroy an enemy. [...] The purpose of satire is, through laughter and invective, to

cure folly and to punish evil; but if it does not achieve this purpose, it is content to
jeer at folly and to expose evil to bitter contempt.

The gist of this somewhat confused and confusing passage, with its long series of
assumptions, is that satire has a serious moral purpose that invective and lampoon lack,
and it is precisely this purpose—regardless of any actual outcome—that elevates “true”
satire above the others.'”” This, in turn, takes us right back to Tahir Olgun’s
characterization of satire as “didactic”—i.e., possessed of a moral purpose and aiming to
impart a lesson or even initiate reform—and his implicit wish that Ottoman Aicv be
confined only to works of this type. This amounts to a repudiation of what the Ottoman
and indeed entire Islamicate tradition of Aija@’ had, with few exceptions, always been:
attacks of an explicitly personal nature, though frequently with much broader

implications in the way of social criticism.

191t is also worth noting that it is not only critics who have adopted such a stance: the producers of satire
and related modes have also often been keen to elevate their work in the eyes of the audience, even when
their actual practice is by no means so moral. As pointed out by Brian A. Connery and Kirk Combe,
“[m]ost satirists [...] claim one purpose for satire, that of high-minded and usually socially oriented moral
and intellectual reform; however, they engage in something quite different, namely, mercilessly savage
attack on some person or thing that, frequently for private reasons, displeases them.” Brian A. Connery
and Kirk Combe, “Theorizing Satire: A Retrospective and Introduction,” in Theorizing Satire: Essays in
Literary Criticism, ed. Brian A. Connery and Kirk Combe (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995), 2.
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The literature review that follows will specifically trace criticism of Nef'1’s invective
collection Siham-1 kaza, not simply because it forms the main primary source material
for this dissertation, but more importantly for two other reasons. First, there are no
overviews of Ottoman invective as a whole that go beyond anthological itemization and
the relation of anecdotes to take a critical and analytical stance.*”® Second, and in fact in
direct correlation with the previous point, Siham-1 kaza is as already mentioned the most
extensive single collection of invectives by a major, canonical Ottoman poet of the early
modern period, and as a result it has attracted more criticism (though still very little)
than any other work in the mode. Accordingly, an examination of the literature on
Siham-1 kaza can serve as a litmus test of how Ottoman invective has been approached

and the attitudes that have been brought to bear on the subject.

2.2.1 Contemporary assessments of the Siham-1 kaza

The earliest critical mention of Nef'T’s invective poetry is to be found in the historian
and polymath Katib Celebi (Mustafa b. “‘Abdullah) (1609—1657)’s bibliographical
dictionary in Arabic, Kashf az-zuniin ‘an asami’l-kutub wa’l-funiin (The Removal of
Doubt from the Names of Books and the Sciences). The dictionary’s entry on the Siham-
1 kaza®®' reads as follows: “Shafts of Doom. Turkish language, verse, all invectives, by

the Anatolian poet of the pen name Nef'1, who was killed by Sultan Murad Khan, son of

200 The exception to this is Tunca Kortantamer, Temmuzda Kar Satmak: Ornekleriyle Gegmisten
Giintimiize Tiirk Mizahi (Ankara: Phoenix Yayinevi, 2007). Although this work remains largely
descriptive in nature, Kortantamer’s brief discussion of the nature of Zicv is a nuanced one evidencing a
clear awareness of the actual practice of the mode; see ibid., 75—83. As for anthologies, the most
comprehensive and thus still the standard work is Hilmi Yiicebas, Hiciv ve Mizah Edebiyati Antolojisi
(Istanbul: Milliyet Dagitim, 1976). Both works, it should be noted, focus not on invective in particular, but
on the matter of humor in Turkish literature in general.

" Adjusting the title so as to conform to Arabic grammatical practice, Katib Celebi lists the work as
Siham al-qada’, using the Arabic genitive construction as opposed to the Persian genitive of Siham-1 kaza.
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Ahmed Khan the Ottoman, in the year 1044 [1634/35 CE], though [Shafts of Doom] is
held in esteem by the wits of Anatolia because it is agreeable to their sinister

ternperament.”202

While this criticism seems to be directed primarily against Ottoman
“wits” (zurafa’) and their taste for the obscene, the unmistakable implication is that

Nef1’s work had a deserved reputation for licentiousness that played a role in his

downfall and death.

A more extended and more openly censorious critical assessment of Nef'T’s invective is
to be found in the Ottoman historian Mustafa Na‘tma’s (1655—-1716) work Ravzatu’l-
Husayn fi hulasati ahbari’l-hafigayn (The Garden of Husayn, Being the Choicest of
News of East and West), a chronicle which was completed in 1704 and encompasses the
years between 1591 and 1660. There, as described in section 2.1.1, Nef'T’s death is
among the events described for the Hijri year 1044, the same date mentioned by Katib
Celebi. Na‘Tma’s lengthy account of this event emphasizes Nef'1’s continual production
of invective, explicitly linking this production with his eventual execution, and
concludes with the following passage:
Verily, [writing] invective is a deplorable and shameful act, and to expend one’s
creativity and time on it is especially reprehensible and improper. Those who journey
toward this valley [of invective] are neither fortunate nor prosperous, and there is no
doubt that the majority of them will fall into ruin in this world and receive due
punishment in the hereafter. Poets of awesome power, whose sweetly expressive

language is the key to hidden treasures, deem it improper to sully the heart’s page and
the tongue’s pen with blemishes and evil acts.**?

202 A daal o gla 3 e Galudl A8 adiy Gallial o)) ol s e e ls il s WIS o glaie (S 5 elalll dlen

psil) agadal Gl o Lgi sS1 g )l 618 yla vie yiina L3S0 ) + £ £ daw L), Katib Celebi, Lexicon Bibliographicum et
Encyclopaedicum, Vol. 3, 631-632.

93 “Hak budur ki hiciv bir fi’l-i miinker[-i] fazih ve tahayyiilat u evkati buna sarf etmek dahi ziyade
zemim i kabihdir. Ve bu vadiye siilik edenler behre-mend ii kdmyab olmayip ekserinin akibet-i hali
diinyada harab ve ahiretde dahi miistahakk-1 azab oldugunda irtiyab yoktur. Elsine-i sirin-beyani mefatih-i
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While this is more in the nature of moralizing admonition than true criticism, Na'Tma
nevertheless does present a highly normative, albeit truncated, description of poetry as
an art ideally to be based on “sweetly expressive language [that provides] the key to
hidden treasures.” Though such an ideal was commonly voiced in relation to poetry, it is
a condition that necessarily excludes invective, with its typically abrasive language and
insistently topical nature. At the same time, Na‘Tma’s use of “poets of awesome power”
(su ‘ara-y1 mu ‘ciz-niima) as a standard serves as an oblique reference to Nef'=—who

4
%4__and

often refers to his poetry’s almost magical power and ability to inspire awe’
thereby implies that he was, in fact, a poet of worth. This judgment is further borne out
by Na‘Tma’s other references to Nef'1, which describe him as a “poet of sweet
expression” (s ir-i sirin-beyan*">) and mention two of his panegyric kasides as being
“illustrious panegyrics” (kaside-i garra™"®). As a result of this two-pronged approach,
Na'mma effectively accepts the value of Nef'T as a poet, but only with the caveat that his
invective be considered a deviation from this value. In fact, it is well worth noting that in
the entirety of Na‘Tma’s voluminous chronicle, which makes numerous references to and

quotations from poetry of various genres and modes, the invective mode (i.e., hicv) is

mentioned only in connection with Nef'1, indicating that this poet had become virtually

kiinfiz-1 gaybiyye olan su‘ara-i mu‘ciz-niima safha-i cenan ve hadme-i zebani mesalib i mesavi ile telvis
etmeyi reva gormezler.” Na‘Tma, Tdrih, Vol. 2, 800. The translation is mine; for an alternative, though
problematic, translation of this passage, see Thomas, A Study of Naima, 119.

% NefT’s divan of collected poems abounds with self-praise of this sort, but two examples may suffice
here. In a spring ode (bahariyye) addressed to Sultan Ahmed I, he claims, “I am that poet-sorcerer whose
manner magically | strings pearls rather than [spiritual] meanings on the thread of expression” (benim ol
§a ‘ir-i sahir ki tab ‘tm sihr ile gaht | ma ‘ant yérine diirrler dizer silk-i beyan iizre); Nef'1, [Divan], 12. In a
panegyric to the grand vizier Okiiz Mehmed Pasha (d. 1619), he writes “I swear I cannot verify just what
it is my pen does | for it is a sorcerer that leaves [readers of my poetry] in awe” (tahkik édemem n’eydigini
hamemiy el-hakk | zira ki o bir sahir-i i ‘caz-niimadir); ibid., 80.

295 Na‘ima, Tdrih, Vol. 2, 645.

2 Ibid., 402.
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synonymous with a particularly harsh variety of invective in learned circles within a half

century after his death.

This impression is reinforced by the fact that the author and traveler Evliya Celebi, in his
Seyahatname (Book of Travels) compiled nearly a half century after Nef'1’s death,
mentions Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza in just such a manner, almost as if it were a brand name.
When describing the city of Manisa in the ninth volume of his work, Evliya mentions a
local poet by the pseudonym of Nim1 (“Half”), owing to a stroke that paralyzed him
from the waist down. After praising this NIm1’s intellect and skill in rhetoric, Evliya
describes how he spends his days: “Day and night he abuses and slanders people, biting
[at them] like a rabid dog. And each of his invectives resembles the Siham-1 kaza of

Nef(i 95207

While neither Katib Celebi’s nor Na‘'Tma’s assessments of Nef‘1’s invective evince a
modern scholarly approach to this material, their approach—which might be succinctly
summarized as an ethically-based marginalization of the work and, by extension, the
invective mode as a whole—has proven to be the dominant one in terms of the reception
of his invective verse. With few exceptions among the dearth of material on the topic,
scholars and critics have consistently, and both overtly and covertly, used ethical
standards particular to their own time, place, and/or personal morality as the basis of
their approach to Ottoman invective poetry, and particularly the Nef‘1-centered invective

corpus of the early 17th century. The result has been a devalorization and consequent

27« Amma seb [u] riz halki mezemmet [ii] kadh ediip kuduz it gibi dalamadadir. Amma her hicvi Siham-1
Kaza-i Nef'’ye manenddir.” Evliya Celebi, Eviiyd Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Vol. IX, ed. Yiicel Dagli, Seyit
Ali Kahraman, and Robert Dankoff (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2005), 43.
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decanonization of this corpus as literature, but more importantly for the concerns of this
dissertation, this very devalorization has led this corpus to be further neglected by
scholars in other fields in terms of the insight it can provide into the historical and/or

social conditions of the time.

In order, then, to show this process in action, as it were, the remainder of this literature
review will constitute a contextualized précis and analysis of critical approaches to
NefT’s invective poetry, as found in the more salient critics and authors who have dealt
with the topic in the manner of a broad overview or appreciation. Owing to the
uniqueness of Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza within the context of its time, the work attracted
some—though still quite little—attention from critics both European and Turkish;
accordingly, this review will divide the relevant criticism into that written in European
languages and that written in Turkish. This is an admittedly artificial division, but it is
implemented here primarily because the respective audiences being addressed had
differing literary traditions and thus differing understandings of the genres or modes in
question, which in turn necessitated differing approaches on the part of critics towards
this aspect of Nef'1’s work. However, one point that will emerge is that the approach of
early European critics toward this work came to shape, whether directly or indirectly, the
approach of Turkish critics, owing to the prevalence of European-influenced conceptions
of and approaches toward literature in the Ottoman Empire and modern Turkey from the

mid-19th century onwards.
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2.2.2 Assessments of the Siham-1 kaza in European languages

Turning first to the European critics, the fundamental point to be made is that they
typically treated Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza as though it represented the broader mode of
social satire rather than the narrower one of personal invective. Working from this faulty
foundation, they would then proceed to inveigh against the work with relatively little
regard for the fact that the socially critical yet ostensibly morally responsible Western
satire of the sort they were implicitly comparing it to was hardly common in Islamicate

literature before the incursion of Western literary influence in the 19th century.

The first European scholar to provide a detailed appreciation of Nef'T’s invective poetry
was Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall (1774—1856), who, in the fourth volume (1837) of
his Geschichte der Osmanischen Dichtkunst bis auf unsere Zeit, devoted two pages to a
list of the targets of Nef'1’s attacks in the Sihadm-1 kaza, accompanied by carefully
selected translations of a number of verses and framed by general observations as to the
character and style of the work. In these latter, Hammer-Purgstall makes abundantly

clear his moral reservations concerning the value of the work:

[Nef 1] upbraided viziers in his famed satire (Sa#yre), which he entitled Shafts of
Doom and which is such a farrago of libels (Pasquillen) and scatology that these
pages will not be permitted to be stained with their translation. [...] Nearly all [of
these poems] are a true cloaca of the most vulgar abuse, which the Turkish satirists
(Satyriken) take to be humorous.**®

208 «[S]chimpfte [Nef'T] [viziers] aber in seiner berithmtem Satyre, welche er die Schicksalspfeile betitelt,

und welche ein Gemische von Pasquillen und Zotten, mit deren Ubersetzung diese Blitter nicht beflecket
werden diirfen. [...] Fast alle eine wahre Kloake der pobelhaftesten Schimpfes, der Tiirkischen Satyrikern
fiir Witz gilt.” Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte der Osmanischen Dichtkunst bis auf unsere Zeit,
Vol. 3 (Pest: Conrad Adolph Hartleben, 1837), 240, 242.
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In part, this clear reluctance to accord literary merit to Nef'1’s work is directly driven by
the tension between different ways of conceiving and rendering into a Western language
the Ottoman term hicv. This is evident from the fact that Hammer-Purgstall’s comments
uses the names of what are in most Western literatures, as outlined above, two different

although related literary modes to refer to the Siham-1 kaza; namely, Satyre (“satire”)

209 The former term is used to introduce the

and Pasquill (“libel, lampoon, invective”).
work and provide a basic sense of its mode (“in his famed satire”), while the latter term
is used to pass judgment on the work (“a farrago of libels and scatology™).*'° This

terminological distinction made by Hammer-Purgstall is reflective of how, by the early

19th century, the process of valorizing socially oriented satire over and above personally

oriented invective or libel was essentially complete.

The distinction made between satire on the one hand and invective on the other also
serves as the animating force for Elias John Wilkinson Gibb’s treatment of Nef'1’s
Siham-1 kaza in the third volume (1904) of his monumental A History of Ottoman
Poetry. Gibb, in contrast to Hammer-Purgstall, explicitly draws a line between satire and
invective, beginning his discussion of the Siham-1 kaza by flatly, and accurately, stating:

“The so-called satirical poems of Nef'i would be more correctly described as

% The German term Satyre covers essentially the same broad ground as “satire” in English. As for
Pasquill, as a literary genre it refers to largely anonymous, popular libels originally oral in nature but
later—somewhat similar to the English broadsides of the late 17th through the 19th centuries—printed as
well. See Giinter Hess, “Pasquill,” in Reallexicon der deutschen Literaturwissenschaft, Vol. 3, ed. Georg
Braungart, Harald Fricke, Klaus Grubmiiller, Jan-Dirk Miiller, Friedrich Vollhardt, and Klaus Weimar
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2003): 31-34.

*1% As indicated in the previous footnote, Pasquill—like its approximate English counterpart, “libel”—was
not inherently a value-laden term, but Hammer-Purgstall clearly uses it as such, much as “libel” can be
used in English as a means of criticism.
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95211

vituperative or invective.”” Having pointed this out, however, he quickly dismisses this

redefinition and, directly calling these works “satires,” proceeds to criticize them for

failing to conform to the satiric mode:

For the most part [the poems in Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza] miss the point of satire, which
is to show up what is really vicious or foolish, and are little else than a mass of
scurrilous and obscene abuse flung at whatever person chanced to incur the writer’s
displeasure. These satires are the counterpart of the qasidas [i.e., panegyrics]; just as
in the latter Nef‘i overleaps the bounds of taste and propriety in the fulsome adulation
and the extravagant and bombastic flattery which he heaps upon his patrons, so in the
former he leaves far behind him the limits of decency, and riots in every excess of
filthy and foul-mouthed abuse. Here again we see the same extraordinary facility of
language and the same marvellously fertile imagination; only it is no longer the
perfumzels2 of the rose-garden that surround us, but the poisonous exhalations of the
cloaca.

In Gibb’s formulation, the satiric mode is meant “to show up what is really vicious or
foolish,” which indicates that he expected satire to engage in a certain degree of
prescriptive social criticism; that is, to be broad enough in its implications that it might

h 99213

lead to moral reflection on how not to be “vicious or foolis This posits a relatively

active social role for hicv that, while perhaps it could be expected in the print-based

211 Gibb, 4 History of Ottoman Poetry, Vol. 3, 256.

212 1bid., 256-257.

13 This is a fact that also helps to explain Gibb’s highly positive evaluation of the early 17th-century work
entitled Nasthat-i Islambol (Admonitions to Istanbul). Calling it “a scathing yet temperate indictment of
the corruption and profligacy then rampant throughout Turkey,” Gibb goes on to say that “[i]n this work
for the first time in Turkish poetry we get an absolutely truthful picture of society as it actually was; the
gloss of conventionality and lying flattery is away, and the poet tells us what he really saw, not what he
desired the great men of his day to believe he was content to see”; ibid., 211-212 as well as Gibb’s
translation at 214-218 and his publication of the original in E.J.W. Gibb, A History of Ottoman Poetry,
Vol. 6 (London: Luzac & Co., 1909), 179-182. Gibb’s statement concerning this poem, whether
consciously or unconsciously, clearly echoes the Irish satirist Jonathan Swift’s (1667—1745) influential
statement that “[s]atyr is a sort of Glass, wherein Beholders do generally discover every body’s Face but
their own”; Jonathan Swift, A Tale of a Tub, Written for the Universal Improvement of Mankind,; To which
is added, An Account of a Battel between the Antient and Modern Books in St. James’s Library (London:
John Nutt, 1704), 227. Gibb’s approach in this regard also goes a long way toward explaining his quite
positive evaluation of the social critique found in Rtih1 of Baghdad’s aforementioned terkib-i bend; see
ibid., 186—193.
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literary culture of fin-de-siécle Great Britain,”'* was scarcely applicable to the less public

25 contrast, Nef'T’s

manuscript culture of the early 17th-century Ottoman Empire.
“satires” are derided for being “a mass of scurrilous and obscene abuse” and for
“[rioting] in every excess of filthy and foul-mouthed abuse”; in other words, Gibb

devalues them precisely because they are the “vituperative or invective” that he initially

claims they are.

The anachronistic and anachoristic aspects of Gibb’s criticism become even more blatant
when, in the fifth volume (1907) of his history, he praises Ziya Pasha’s (1825-1880)
satirical Zafername of 1870, which was aimed specifically at the grand vizier Mehmed
Emin “Al1 Pasha (1815—-1871) and his response to a revolt in Crete but whose scope and
approach was less ad hominem attack than serious critique and the search for
alternatives.”'® Gibb’s praise of Ziya Pasha’s work is accomplished through an explicit

comparison with Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza, much to the advantage of the former:

This work [the Zafername] stands by itself in Ottoman literature; there is nothing the
least like it in the past [...]. Several of the earlier poets, it is true, wrote what they

were pleased to regard as satires; but the verses of this class composed by such men
as Nef'i and Sururi are little else than strings of grossly abusive epithets, exercises in

% Also not to be forgotten in this regard is the role played in shaping Gibb’s evaluations by his Ottoman
informants and their personal agendas, chief among them Abdiilhak Hamid (Tarhan) (1852—1937). While
this is an issue that goes well beyond the scope of this dissertation, it is nevertheless a neglected but
potentially very fruitful area of exploration in the field of Turkish literary history.

215 In the concluding sentences of his discussion of the Siham-1 kaza, Gibb evidences his awareness of the
applicability of historical relativism to such a work: “Most certainly it was in Turkey as in England, and
much that nowadays would be condemned was permissible enough when Nef'i wrote. But even then there
was a point beyond which one might not go, and beyond which Nef'i went, as the story of his career [i.e.,
his forced exile and eventual execution] abundantly testifies”; Gibb, History, Vol. 3, 257. This, however,
is a relativism limited to the ethical realm, and as such remains a universalist view that fails to take into
account changes in either how literature was produced and disseminated or differences in the historical
development, aims, and functions of various literary genres and modes.

*1% The first modern edition of the Zafername is Ziya Pasha, Zafernime, ed. Fikret Sahoglu (Istanbul:
Terctiman, 1975).
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vulgar vituperation, the grotesque abominations of which serve only to disgust the
reader with their foul-mouthed authors. The work of Ziya is very different; the Zafer-
Néme is really a satire as that term is understood in modern Europe. Although it is
not quite free from personal allusions, which are at times in somewhat dubious taste,
there is no trace, however faint, of the outrageous scurrility of the “Shafts of Doom”;
the poet seeks his purpose either through bitterly ironical praise of his victim, or by
holding up to ridicule his pretentious ignorance. Here again the influence of the West
is evident; had Ziya known nothing of French literature, the Zafer-Name would either
never have been written, or it would have been quite other than it is.?"’

While Gibb mentions “earlier poets” writing “what they were pleased to regard as
satires,” what he means is that he himself—and/or his informants—would have

preferred them to have written “satire as that term is understood in modern Europe,”*'®

219
were of course not

because in fact such authors as Nef'1 and Siirtrt (1752—-1814)
writing satire per se, but hicv, which Gibb himself has already clarified as being “more
correctly described as vituperative or invective.”**” Thus, in each of his assessments of
Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza, Gibb makes crystal clear his aversion to the actual mode of
invective or Aicy as it was practiced throughout most of the history of Ottoman and

Islamicate literature, and instead attempts to redefine it as “satire” in line with his

hyperbolic praise of such ostensibly Westernizing authors as Ziya Pasha.

*'"E.J.W. Gibb, 4 History of Ottoman Poetry, Vol. 5, ed. Edward G. Browne (London: Luzac & Co.,
1907), 69; emphases added.

¥ Gibb’s comparison of Ziya Pasha and Nef'T to the distinct advantage of the former is in line with his
explicitly Eurocentric dismissal of most Ottoman poetry up through the Westernizing efforts of the Young
Ottomans Ibrahim Sinasi, Namik Kemal, and Ziya Pasha. The emotional underpinning of this aspect of
Gibb’s thought is laid bare in the following purple passage: “[N]ow all is on the verge of change; Asia is
on the point of giving place to Europe, and the tradition of ages is about to become a memory of the past.
A voice from the Western world rings through the Orient skies like the trumpet-blast of Israfil; and lo, the
muse of Turkey wakes from her death-like trance, and all the land is jubilant with life and song, for a new
heaven and a new earth are made visible before the eyes of men.” /bid., 3.

1% SiirairT (Seyyid ‘Osman) was, after Nef'T, the Ottoman poet best known for his invectives, both personal
and impersonal, especially in the form of chronograms. Collected under the title Mudhikat-1 Siirari-yi
Hezzal (Drolleries of Siiriir the Droll), they are available in SiirirT, “Siirtri ve Hezliyyat’1 (Inceleme —
Tenkitli Metin —So6zliik),” ed. Elif Ayan (Master’s thesis, Hacettepe University, 2002).

20 Gibb, History, Vol. 3, 256.
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Following Gibb, the next Western scholar to examine Nef‘1’s invective verse was Franz
Babinger, who devoted a significant proportion of his article on the poet for the third

volume (1934) of the first edition of the Encyclopaedia of Islam to an appreciation of the

Siham-1 kaza.**' Explicitly terming Nef'T “the greatest satirist of the Ottomans,”**
Babinger’s focus lies to a great extent on the linguistic difficulties of Nef'1’s invective
verse and how these have hindered fuller study of these texts:
The reason why [Nef'1] is so little known [as a satirist] is that a scholarly edition with
full annotations of his Turkish Diwan entitled “Arrows of Fate”, Siham-i Kada, has
so far never been undertaken, so that at the present day hardly any one is able to
understand the countless allusions to particular circumstances and the veiled attacks
on the individuals dealt with. The publication of his poems demands a knowledge of

the conditions of his period and particularly of life at court which it is hardly possible
to attain and which it would be very difficult to gather from the existing sources.***

Here, Babinger rightly points out that the Siham-1 kaza “demands a knowledge of the
conditions of [the] period and particularly of life at court,” thereby recognizing that this
invective corpus, to be truly understood, must be situated firmly in its historical context,

a task whose difficulty he also acknowledges.

However, in the sentences immediately following the above, Babinger falls into the trap
of moralizing about the Siham-1 kaza’s language and content: “Many of his poems are
distinguished by an obscenity which can hardly be surpassed and however great may be

their importance for the social history of his time, they are of little value as evidence of

! The article on Nef'T printed in the second edition of the Encyclopaedia of Islam is a verbatim reprint of
Babinger’s article from the first edition; see Franz Babinger, “Nef'1,” EF,Vol. 8, 3.

*? Franz Babinger, “Nef1,” in E.J. Brill’s First Encyclopaedia of Islam, 1913—1936, Vol. VI, reprint
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1993), 899; emphasis added.

*» Ibid.
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his poetic gifts.”***

This is a much less forthright and more subdued moralistic approach
than that seen in Hammer-Purgstall and Gibb, and, importantly, it takes care to point out
the insight these poems can provide into contemporary social history (which is among
the major aims of this dissertation). Yet Babinger’s approach remains quite in line with
contemporary and later assessments of the Siham-1 kaza, being moralism all the same in
that, much as Na‘Tma had done, it divides Nef'1’s poetic output into, to put it bluntly, the
“high” and the “low,” with the latter being “low” by virtue of “an obscenity which can

hardly be surpassed” and only the former being considered representative of Nef'1’s true

significance.

This approach is subsequently tempered by the admission that “[sJome of [Nef T’s]
poems which pillory existing institutions, like the popular saints, the Kalendar-dervishes
etc. are of value for social history.””*> Here, Babinger is referring especially to the poem
given the rubric “On the Kalenders” (Der-hakk-1 Kalenderan),” but while his point is a
valid one in general, his statement again betrays the implicit conviction that personal
invective is necessarily of less value than social satire: so long as a work is ad
institutionem rather than ad hominem, then it can potentially have at least some
reformative social value. This view, though, fails to take into account the fact that
personal invectives, as Chapters 3 through 6 of this dissertation will show, can provide a
great deal of insight into the social history of their time: sow a target is attacked and

what or whom a target is explicitly or implicitly seen as representing bears traces both

24 Ibid.
22 Ibid.
226 See ULLWCO 662, 13b—14a.
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clear and more obscure of the contemporary social (not to mention political and

economic) environment of the period.

2.2.3 Assessments of the Siham-1 kaza in Turkish

When we turn from European critics to critics writing in Turkish, we observe many of
the same concerns and approaches, particularly the manner of couching moral
discomfort or even outrage in considerations of genre and (re)definitions of what
constitutes literature proper. This could already be seen in embryonic form as early as
Katib Celebi and Na‘'Tma’s comments on Nef T’s invective verse, given at the beginning
of this review, and it continued with critics in the late 19th-century Ottoman Empire and
on into the republican period. What especially distinguishes this criticism in Turkish,
however, is an active attempt to come to grips with the significance of the Siham-1 kaza,
either in its historical context or in terms of where it stands in the history of Turkish
literature; in a sense, the stakes were higher for these critics writing about their “own”
literature, and particularly for the republican critics writing in the midst of a wholesale
revaluation of the Ottoman project. Typically, this attempt took the form of providing a
justification or excuse for the Siham-1 kaza’s aggressive language and content. Such an
approach can be directly linked to the fact that, from the late 19th all the way through to
the late 20th centuries, there was a continual endeavor to construct a canon of Ottoman
and/or Turkish literature, and the almost sui generis nature of Nef'1’s invective verse
made it something that had to be reckoned with: it had to be either admitted into the

canon, or outright excluded therefrom.
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The first such modern appreciation in Turkish directed toward Nef'1’s invective verse is
found in a letter, undated but probably from 1880, written by Namik Kemal (1840—
1888) to Reca’'1zade Mahmiid Ekrem (1847—-1914). The letter focuses on the different
terms—namely edebiyyat, si r i inga’, and kitabet—then in circulation as possible
Turkish counterparts of the broad Western concept of “literature,” and looks at how
Nef'T’s invectives as well as certain other types of work might or might not be able to be

encompassed by these terms:

In my opinion, the Siham-1 kaza contains, after the collected poems of Nedim, among
the Turkish language’s most finely said or, more accurately, most uniquely imagined
poems. However, given that Sinast’s principle of [literature as] “an instiller of virtue
and ethics™**’ is so widely accepted, it cannot be included as exemplary material in
the realm of edebiyyat, although it is among the subcategories of literature, which is
much broader [as a term] than the term edebiyyat. Considering these aspects of the
language, one is tempted to translate [the term] /iterature just as did the ancients [i.e.,
classical Turkish littérateurs] or Ziya Pasha, as “verse and prose” [si 7 ii insa 7.2%8
Rather than “verse and prose,” if we literally translate [the term “literature™] as
“composition” (kitabet), what would be understood from such a use is that not only
does poetry fall by the wayside, but the supplicatory entreaties of our scribes’ written

petitions also become part of the category of “composition” or “literature,” don’t you
think?”*’

227 The full quote by Ibrahim Sinast (1826-1871) is as follows: “The science of literature (fenn-i edeb) is a
field such that, because it is an instiller of virtue and ethics, it is known as edeb and its practitioner as edib
[i.e., littérateur or one who instils ethics]” (Fenn-i edeb bir ma ‘rifetdir ki insana haslet-amiiz-1 edeb oldigi
icin “edeb” ve ehli “edib” tesmiyye kilinmisdir). Sinasi, Miintahabat-1 Tavsir-i Efkdr, Mebahis-i
Edebiyye, Mes ele-i Mebhiiset"-anhd, ed. Ebii’z-ziya [Tevfik] (Istanbul: Matba‘a-i Ebi’z-ziya, 1303
[1885/86]), 38.

2% This is a reference to Ziya Pasha’s essay “Si‘r ve insa’,” in which he openly rejects the high Ottoman
poetic tradition in favor of a more nationalistic stance proposing Turkish folk poetry as the truest
expression of the Turkish people; see Ziya Pasha, “Si‘r ve Insa’,” Hiirriyet 11, September 7, 1868. Here,
however, Namik Kemal does not refer to these at the time somewhat controversial opinions, but rather to
the fact that Ziya Pasha’s essay puts Ottoman poetry and insa’ (i.e., ornate prose) together into the same
negatively evaluated category.

2% «Siham-1 Kaza benim fikrimce Nedim Divani’ndan sonra Tiirk¢e’de en giizel sdylenmis, veya daha
sahih bir ta‘bir ile en garib tehayyiil olunmus siirlerdendir; fakat Sinasi’nin, ...Haslet-Amiz-i edeb...’
ka‘idesi miisellem olunca, istishad i¢in edebiyat alemine dahil olamaz; fakat edebiyat soziine nisbet pek
ziyade vasi® olan literature aksaminda dahildir. Lisanin bu héllerine bakilinca, literature’ii insanin adeta
kudema, veya Ziya Pasa gibi [s]iir ve [i]nsa’ ile terceme edecegi geliyor. Siir ve [i]ngd’ yerine, aynen
terceme edip de kitabet desek, lafzdan bizim isti‘malimizce hem siir sdkit oluyor, hem de katib
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Here, Namik Kemal especially highlights one of the main practical aspects of conscious
canon formation going on in the late 19th century: the compilation of anthologies of
Ottoman literature, primarily but not exclusively poetry. He points out how, despite what
he sees as the merits and linguistic riches of the Siham-1 kaza, the work is unable to be
used in such compilations owing, effectively, to the widespread association of the then
newly emerging term edebiyyat with the idea of edeb (“decency, civility”).>*° Thus,
although he does not himself pass any ethically-based judgment on Nef'T’s invective
poetry, he is realistic enough to recognize that such a judgment has already been passed
by this time, and that consequently these and similar works have effectively already
been ushered out of the emerging canon. As will be seen below, the link between edeb
and edebiyyat has run through Turkish criticism of Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza like a red

thread, leading to repeated devalorization and consequent decanonization.

While Namik Kemal’s passing mention of the Siham-1 kaza was primarily made in
service of other, broader considerations, a more extensive, focused, and historically
contextualized appreciation of the work was undertaken by Ebii’z-ziya Mehmed Tevfik
(1849-1913) in his self-published 1887/88 monograph on Nef 1. In discussing the poet’s

invective verse, Ebii’z-ziya is especially concerned with recasting the invective mode, or

efendilerimizin yazdiklar1 “niyazim babinda” arz-1 halleri kitabet, veya literature sinifina iltihdk ediyor;
Oyle degil mi?” Namik Kemal, Namik Kemal’in Hustisi Mektuplar: I11. VI. Midilli Mektuplari — 11, ed.
Fevziye Abdullah Tansel (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1973), 52-53.

29 The term edebiyyat was an offshoot of the Arabic adab, which had once referred to culture and
humanities in the broadest sense, as the area of endeavor meant to instill urbanity and civility, before later
narrowing to refer to belles-lettres; i.e., works produced from such a standpoint and with such functions in
mind. For more on adab, see Francesco Gabrieli, “Adab,” EF, Vol. 1, 175-176; Djalal Khaleghi-Motlagh,
“Adab, I: Adab in Iran,” Encyclopcedia Iranica, December 15, 1983.
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/adab-i-iran; and Charles Pellat, “Adab, II: Adab in Arabic
Literature,” Encyclopcedia Iranica, December 15, 1983. http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/adab-ii-
arabic-lit.

105



at least Nef'1’s iteration of it, not as a morally objectionable collection of ad hominem
curses, but rather as a kind of righteous crusade against that which is wrong; essentially,

he depicts the Siham-1 kaza as the poet’s attempt to fight fire with fire:

Invective is a manner of defending what is right from the destructive might of those
who are in power. It is a vilified practice. However, while poison is deadly in and of
itself, it may also serve as an immediate remedy for certain ailments. As such, even
though Nef'T lampooned a number of his contemporaries, up to and including figures
of importance, he did so because their words or actions compelled him to.

For example, exposing the true nature of such figures as Glirct Mehmed Pasha,
Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha, Kemankes ‘Alt Pasha, and Baki Pasha—to whose evil
actions history itself bears irrefutable witness—is not invective, even if the language
used is abusive in nature. [...]

Those figures [whose names are] recorded in the quatrains of the Siham-1 kaza
were well aware that Nef T composed the majority of his quatrains as retaliation and,
in this regard, the dictum “the person who started [it] is more culpable” (al-badi
azlam) devolves responsibility onto those who attacked [Nef1].%!

In essence, because Ebili’z-ziya formulates, or reformulates, the Siham-1 kaza so that
Nef'1is both retaliating against initial attacks made on him and exposing the
reprehensible qualities of his targets, he exonerates the poet of any blame that might
accrue owing to the caustic quality of the language used. In this narrative of events,

- . 232
Nef'1 is made over into someone who speaks truth to power.

B! «Hjcv, erbab-1 iktidariy bir takim kadr-1 sikestan-1 dehre karsu bir nev'i salah-1 miidafa‘asidir. Vaki‘a
mezmimdur. Fakat zehr dah1 hadd-i zatinda miihlik olmakla beraber, ba‘z1 ‘illete karsu deva-y1 ‘acildir.
Bina’en-‘aleyh Nef'1, mu asirinindan ba‘z1 ekabire kadar birgok zevati hicv étmis ise anlariy ef*al veya
akvali mecbiriyyet vérdigi i¢lin étmisdir.

Mesela Giirct Mehmed Pasa, Etmekgizade Ahmed Pasa, Kemankes ‘Al Pasa, Baki Pasa gibi
zaten seyyT at ef"ali sehadet-i tarihiyye ile sabit olanlariy mahiyyetlerini, velev lisan-1 setm ile olsun teshir
étmek hicv degildir. [...]

Mukatta‘at-1 Siham-1 kaza mazbiit1 olan zevata mechil degildir ki Nef'1, ekser-i kita“atini
mukabele bi’l-misl olarak ingad étmis ve bu hustisda da ‘al-badi azlam’ hiikkmi miisar*"-ileyhe musallat
olan su‘araya raci‘ bulunmusgdur.” Eb@i’z-ziya [Tevfik], Nef 7 (Istanbul: Matba‘a-i Ebti’z-ziya, 1311
[1893/94]), 18-19.

2 The phrase “to speak truth to power”—which I employ here as a neat summary of Ebii’z-ziya’s
advocacy for Nef'T’s invective verse—seems to have originally been coined by the African-American civil
rights activist Bayard Rustin (1912—1987) in a letter dated August 15, 1942, where he states that “the
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In effect, this is a reversal of the moral trepidation with which critics like Gibb and
Babinger approached the invectives in the Siham-1 kaza. Nevertheless, it remains a
stance that is fundamentally moralistic in nature, only this time from the other side of the
coin. Just as Gibb and, to a lesser extent, Babinger effectively redefine Aicv so as to
devalorize Nef'T’s work in the mode because it is not socially oriented satire, Ebii’z-ziya
redefines it in order to valorize Nef'1’s supposed struggle against injustice: since it is just
such a struggle, then of necessity the Siham-1 kaza “is not invective” (hicv degildir).
Ebu’z-ziya is thus saying, without actually saying it, that NefT’s invectives are satire,
and hence endowed with a redemptive social value. The lengths to which he goes to

defend Nef'T in this regard are evident from the following passage:

It is true that, in the Siham-1 Kaza, there are also poems containing certain indecent
words. However, the majority of these are from invectives composed in retaliation,
and I hold that the fault belongs to poets (yaran) who have started on the slippery
slope of “the person who started [it] is more culpable” (al-badi azlam). Even so, quite
apart from his panegyrics to Giirci [Mehmed] Pasha and Etmek¢izade [Ahmed
Pasha], in his invectives [against them], no matter to what degree Nef'1 may have
chosen [to use] bad language, he still did not depart from a foundation of witticism
(latife), and in all his quatrains (kif ‘a) he assigned a chain of causation to [the faults
of] the persons whom he wished to expose by attributing [those faults to them].>’

The first point that deserves mention here is how Ebii’Z-ziya mentions panegyrics

(kaside, here used not in the sense of the poetic form, which is also used for invectives,

primary social function of a religious society is to ‘speak the truth to power’”’; see Bayard Rustin, / Must
Resist: Bayard Rustin’s Life in Letters, ed. Michael G. Long (San Francisco: City Lights Books, 2012), 2.
This concept, and especially its applicability or inapplicability to Nef'T and his invective verse, will be
examined in more detail in the discussion of the rhetorical figure of parrhesia in the conclusion to Chapter
4,

23 «Siham-1 Kaza’da hakikaten bir takim elfaz-1 galizeyi samil es‘ar da vardir. Fakat bunlar ekseriyyet
iizere bi’l-mukabele sdylenmis hicviyyatdan oldigindan, vebali “el-badi azlem” mezlakasina diismiis olan
yarana ‘a’iddir sanuruz. Bunungla beraber Nef1, Giirci Pasa ile Etmekcizade’ye olan kasidelerinden
ma‘ada hicviyyelerinde ne riitbe iltizam-1 fazazet étmisse, yine latife zemininden ayrilmamis ve her
kit‘asinda ma‘ayibini ta‘yin ile teshir étmek istedigi zevata isnad-1 sebebiyyet eylemisdir.” Ebl’z-ziya
[Tevfik], Nef i, 29-30.
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but rather the poetic mode) written by Nef'1 to Mehmed and Ahmed Pasha: while Nef'1
did write a panegyric to Giirci Mehmed Pasha while he was serving as deputy grand
vizier (ka im-makam), he wrote none to Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha. But leaving aside
this inaccuracy, once again Ebli’z-ziya returns to the issue of retaliation, supporting his
claim by the Arabic saying al-badi azlam (“the person who started [it] is more
culpable”); however, the matter of tracing the genesis of any particular invective clash is
by no means straightforward, and sometimes impossible. Besides this, the fact that Nef'1
used witticism (/atife, which might also be translated here as “humor”) as the basis of his
attacks is used as a wild card in his defense, but more troublesome is the defense that the
fact that the phrase a “chain of causation” (isndd-1 sebebiyyet) is utilized to claim that all
of Nef'T’s invectives were rational and righteous responses to injustices of various kinds.
As Chapters 3 through 6 will clarify, this is accurate in the sense that Nef'1’s invectives
are mostly driven by an internal logic, but the points through which he attacks his targets
can, in many cases, hardly be claimed as the righting of any wrong. Of course, my aim
here is not to throw Nef'1 back down after Ebii’z-Ziya has picked him up, which would
be to fall into the same moralistic trap. Instead, the point being made here is that Ebi’z-
ziya’s defense of Nef'1’s invective verse is riddled with inaccuracies and inconsistencies,
most of which are a direct result of his attempt to valorize and indeed canonize the

Siham-1 kaza by transforming it into something that it most decidedly is not.

Following the transition from the Ottoman Empire to the Republic of Turkey, the
relatively tolerant and forgiving, not to mention nuanced, approach of Namik Kemal and

Ebu’z-ziya Tevfik turned into something else entirely. The first scholar in the republican
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era to deal with the Siham-1 kaza, albeit only very briefly, was Mehmed Fuad Kopriilii
(1890-1966), one of the most influential canon creators of pre-Ottoman and Ottoman
Turkish literature to work during the early republican project. In a succinct statement
that forms part of his biographical notice on Nef'1in a 1934 anthology, K&priilii has this
to say concerning the Siham-1 kaza:
With the exception of a few rare pieces whose harmony and majesty immediately
make one think that they are the work of this great poet, the majority of [Nef'1’s]
invectives are made up of crude and loathsome verses full of vulgar, shameful,
senseless, and frequently mean curses, as well as often being faulty in terms of their
meter. It is enough to make one not wish to believe that such a great poet as Nef’1
could go and write such primitive vulgarities. However, if one is familiar with the

literary environment of that era, it is easy to see that the fault lies not so much with
the poet as with the environment itself. >

While the condemnation on display here bears a good deal of similarity to the disgust
evidenced by Hammer-Purgstall and Gibb, what is especially interesting is that, even
though the writing of such “primitive vulgarities” (miiptezel ve iptidai seyler) is
explicitly termed a “fault” (kusur), this fault is blamed not on the poet but on the
contemporary “literary environment” (edebi muhit). On the one hand, this is a page right
out of Gibb,*>> but on the other hand, it is also quite clearly a way of defending a
particular literary canon, and one literary figure’s inclusion in it, by a disguised lament
about the corruption of those times. Kopriilii openly states that, in comparison with the

work found in Nef'1’s more “highbrow” divan of collected poems, the invectives found

% “Hicivlerine gelince, ahenk ve ihtisamiyle biiyiik sairin eseri oldugunu derhal hatirlatan ok nadir bazi
pargalar istisna edilecek olursa, ekseriyeti, miiptezel, ¢irkin, manasiz ve ¢ok def’a adi kiifiirlerle dolu kaba
ve igren¢ manzumeler teskil eder; onlar ¢ok defa nazim teknigi itibariyle de kusurludur. O kadar ki, insan
Nef 1 gibi biiyiik bir sairin nasil olup ta bu kadar miiptezel ve iptidai seyler yazabildigine inanmak
istemez. Maamafih, o devir edebi muhitinin mahiyeti bilinecek olursa, bu kusurun sairden ziyade muhite
ait oldugu kolaylikla anlasilir.” Kopriiliizade, Eski Sairlerimiz: Divan Edebiyati Antolojisi, 394-395.

335 Cf. footnote 215, concerning the issue of historical relativism.
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in his Siham-1 kaza are aberrant, whatever the reason, and so ultimately of no value. In
this, Kopriilii’s stance has much in common with that of the chronicler Mustafa Na‘Tma,
however much they may be writing in very different historical contexts and with very

different aims.

A decade after Kopriilii’s anthology, Saffet Sidki (Bilmen) undertook to transcribe and
print, for the very first time in republican Turkey, several selections from the Siham-
kaza. In his introductory remarks, he mounts a challenge to the tendency by critics to

guard against admitting invective into the canon:

Why is it that many poets must be known as one-sided, such as, for instance, “Nef’1
wrote only kasides” [i.e., panegyrics]?

Nef’1 is a part of our literature through both his panegyrics and his invectives.
And just as in [other] literatures of the world, in our literature as well invective exists
as a highly extensive and abundant genre. Who would not accept that humor is a
more genteel form of invective? And yet invective has not been limited simply to
playing an originating role, but has continued alongside humor as a separate but
equally favored style.>*

This is, in effect, a call to accept invective as having a rightful place in the canon of
Ottoman and Turkish literature. Furthermore, unlike Ebi’z-ziya Tevfik’s call to include
the Siham-1 kaza in the canon, this one is not predicated on an implicit redefinition of
hicv as something akin to satire, but rather looks to accept it just as humor (mizah)—
with which Bilmen is referring to pieces whose language is of a less harsh nature than

that typically found in invective—is accepted. In effect, then, this statement by Bilmen

2% «“Nigin bir ¢ok sairleri tek cepheli, bu arada mesela Nef*iyi yalniz kaside soyler gibi bellemelidir.

Nef’1, edebiyatimizda methiyeleri ve hicviyeleriyle vardir. Ve diinya edebiyatlarinda oldugu gibi
bizde de hiciv ¢ok genis ve verimli bir janr olarak mevcuttur. Mizahin, hicvin incelmis bir sekli oldugunu
kim kabul etmez. Fakat hiciv, burada yalniz men’se roliinii oynamakla kalmamis, mizahin yaninda onun
kadar tutulan ayr1 bir nev’1 olarak ta devam etmistir.” Bilmen, Nef’7 ve Siham-1 Kaza ’sz, 22.
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was the first time that any critic appeared willing to fully accept invective at face value,

as works reflective of their contemporary literary and social environment.

At the same time, however, partly owing to the publishing conditions of the era and
partly to what appears to be a certain reticence on his own part, Bilmen admits in a
separate introductory note that he has subjected his edition to heavy censorship: “Those
parts that have been replaced with ellipses [...] are words or sentences that it would be
not at all right to include in a book, even one whose topic is invective. [...] [ hope that
you will trust that absolutely nothing of value would be gained through publication of
those parts.”>’ Thus, even while calling for the canonical inclusion of invective and of
the Siham-1 kaza, he nonetheless still evinces a trace of the by-now familiar moral

trepidation concerning its language and contents.

Nevertheless, Bilmen—whose words serve as the epigraph to this dissertation’s
introduction—was one of the first after Babinger to take seriously invective’s potential

for historical inquiry, as is especially apparent in this passage:

To lampoon [someone] is, of course, not [just] to insult [them]. One must, without
being influenced in any way, establish whether the lampooned person has earned the
attributes attributed to him. In this manner, invectives—which have been neglected—
will prove to be valuable documents.

True invective is the eternal punishment against the will of one who has made a
mistake. However, the smallest misuse, the tiniest mistake will reduce to nothing the
value that [invectives] can have as documents. And verifying whether or not this is

27 “Noktalarla gectigimiz kisimlar [...] ‘mevzuu hiciv de olsa’ bir kitapta bulunmasi kat’iyen dogru
olmayacak kelimeler veya ciimlelerdir. [...] [[]timad etmenizi isteriz ki, o pargalarin nesriyle kiymetli hi¢
bir sey de elde edilmis olmiyacakt1.” Ibid., 27; emphasis added.
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the case is difficult. Therefore, it is equally wrong to claim invectives as precise
[historical] documents and to accept [i.e., dismiss] them as [merely] obscene.”®

Valuable as the approach he outlined in his introductory remarks was, Bilmen’s
publication seems to have had little impact, perhaps partly owing to the numerous errors
in his readings of the poems. Soon afterwards, however, there began to emerge the
works of one of the most significant names in critical studies of Nef'1: Abdiilkadir
Karahan (1913-2000). Although Karahan’s work on the poet is invaluable, he, too,
approached the Siham-1 kaza with a great degree of moralism. In the encyclopedia entry
that he wrote on Nef'T for the Ministry of National Education (Milli Egitim Bakanligt)’s
Islam Ansiklopedisi, he states that “while some of Nef‘T’s invectives appear witty and
decent, the majority consist of repugnant and coarse examples of curses and insults.”**’
Twenty years later, in a short monograph on the poet, this brief evaluation of the work
was expanded into the following: “It is not objectionable to state that the Siham-1 kaza
has some significance in our literature as a notable product of satirical invective, [at
least] through those of its verses that tease their targets using clever and witty
language.””** Thus, once again, it is only those parts of the Sih@m-1 kaza employing

“clever and witty language” so as to “tease” (takilmak), as opposed to attacking, the

3% “Hicv etmek elbette sovmek degildir. Hicv edilen kimsenin, ona isnad edilen vasiflara hak kazandigini
hi¢ bir te’sir altinda kalmadan kestirmek 1azim gelir. Béylece de tarihe mal olmus hiciv kiymetli vesikalar
arasinda yer alir.

Hakiki hiciv, hatd eden insan iradesinin ebedi cezasidir. Fakat ufacik bir stiiistimal, kiigiiciik bir
aldanma onun vesika olmak i’tibariyle kazanabilecegi degeri hige indirir. Bdyle olup olmadiginin tahkiki
de zordur. Binaen aleyh, hicvi tam vesika telakki edisin ifratiyla, tamamen miisteh¢en kabul etmenin
tefriti, bunlar ayn1 derecede yanlistir.” Ibid., 22.

2% «“Nefi’nin hicviyelerinden bazilar niikteli ve nezih gibi goriiniiyor ise de, cogu kiifiir ve hakaretin
¢irkin ve kaba misallerinden ibarettir.” Abdiilkadir Karahan, “Nef*1,” Islam Ansiklopedisi, Vol. 9
(Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1964), 177; emphasis added.

20 «Sihdm-1 Kazd, bizde, satirik hicvin, zeké ve esprili bir dille karsisindakine takilmanin 6rneklerini de
kapsayan bazi manzumelerle dikkati ¢eken bir mahsulii olarak, 6nem tasir, demekte mahzur yoktur.”
Abdiilkadir Karahan, Nef’7 (Ankara: Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yaynlari, 1986), 14.
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target that are considered canonically worthy by Karahan. Finally, ten more years after

this, he expands even more on this idea:

These invectives contain everything from [the arts of] implication and allusion to
insults, belittlement, and every kind of defamation, [yet] their crude manner and
aggressiveness generally prevent them from being considered as literary (edebi)
works. Even so, there are in the Siham-1 kaza some pieces that are worth considering
as successful examples of satirical poetry and of spirited and intense invective. Of
these, those that remain within the bounds of propriety and those that seem opportune
for exemplifying to the reader the artist’s powerful mastery of an invective gleaming
with wit are the ones that permit us to give credit to Nef’{ in this field.**'

Here, in his call for admitting to the canon only those poems from the Siham-1 kaza that
are “gleaming with wit” (zekd pariltisi ile), it is not difficult to see that Karahan is using
the word edebi, whose primary modern meaning is “literary,” through the filter of that
word’s origins in the concept of adab, just as was seen in a less actively engaged way in
Namik Kemal’s letter of 1880. In Karahan’s view, any work that does not “remain
within the bounds of propriety” cannot truly be considered “literary” (edebi). While this
view runs throughout Karahan’s evaluations of the Siham-1 kaza from the very
beginning, over time it comes to be expressed at increasingly greater length, with more
and more detailed commentary coupled with evasiveness: it is, once again, just as with
nearly all the critics before him, a clear attempt to delineate just how much, if any, of the

Siham-1 kaza ought to be considered canonical.

! «“Ima ve kindyeden baslayarak tahkir, tezlil ve her tiirlii sovmeye kadar genisleyen bu hicivierin
cogundaki kaba edd ve saldiri, onlarin edebi bir eser gibi teldkkilerini ¢ogu zaman engellemektedir.
Bununla beraber Sihdm-1 kaza’da, satirik siirin, canli ve yogun hicvin bagarilt 6rnekleri sayilmaya deger
pargalar da vardir. Bunlardan terbiye sinirlart icinde kalan ve okuyucuya, sanatkarin zeka pariltisi ile
islenmis, gii¢lii hiciv ustaligina drneklik etmeye elverisli goziikenlerdir ki: Nef’1’ye bu alanda da deger
vermemizi saglamaktadir.” Abdiilkadir Karahan, Nef’7 Divanindan Se¢meler (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanlig:
Yayinlari, 1992), 12—-13; emphases added.
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Around the same time as Karahan was producing his work on Nef'1, in 1987 there
appeared, under the auspices of the scholar Mehmet Cavugoglu, a volume of essays
dedicated to the poet’s life and work. Though all the volume’s essays touch on the
Siham-1 kaza to some extent, the only one to present a detailed consideration is that by
Ismail Unver.*** Unver’s essay concentrates specifically on Nef'T as a panegyrist and a
writer of invective—that is, on the classical modes of madih and hija —but devotes
considerably more space to the former than to the latter. Even so, in terms of invective,
Unver makes an important distinction between those lines of invective that are to be
found here and there in Nef' T’s divan of collected poems** and those to be found
separately in the Siham-1 kaza.*** In regards to the former, Unver is highly descriptive,
largely contenting himself with providing examples and very brief explications, but he
does make the significant points that these lines of invective are, linguistically, much
more restrained than the Siham-1 kaza and that, being found exclusively in his
panegyrics, they were clearly meant “to discredit his targets in the eyes of the statesman
to whom he presented the panegyric.”**> When he comes to the Siham-1 kaza, Unver
takes largely the same descriptive approach—yet also scatters moralistic evaluations
throughout his descriptions. Thus, in reference to the long tradition of harsh Islamicate
invective and especially to the invectives written against Nef'1, he makes the point that

“if all we had were [the invectives] written by Nef 1, perhaps we could reproach him; but

2 fsmail Unver, “Ovgii ve Yergi Sairi Nef1,” in Oliimiiniin Ugyiizellinci Yilinda Nef’i, ed. Mehmet
Cavusoglu (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991 [1987]): 45-78.

** Ibid., 70-74.

4 1bid., 74-78.

# “Nef1, hedef aldig: kisileri, kasidesini sundugu devlet biiyiigiinden goziinden diisiirmeyi amaglar.”
Ibid., 70.
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»246 [ est there

[the invectives] written about him are no worse than those that he wrote.
be any doubt concerning what Unver means by “worse,” he later describes NefT’s
numerous invective quatrains as follows: “Most of them have the quality of being
unspeakably vulgar insults.”**’ At the same time, in reference to one of Nef‘T’s tamer
and more witty invectives (which may not actually be Nef'’s),”** he echoes Ebii’z-
ziya’s defense by means of an extremely broad generalization: “Observing such fine
invectives that have no vulgarity, I am of the opinion that Nef‘T lampooned everyone to
the extent that they deserved.”** Overall, then, while Unver’s discussion of Nef‘T’s
invective verse serves the primarily introductory purpose for which it was included in

the volume, it remains just as colored by moral trepidation and confusion about the

different aims of satire and invective as previous criticism had been.

Subsequently, in 1998 Metin Akkus ventured to publish the second transcribed edition
of the Siham-1 kaza, following Saffet Sidki1 (Bilmen)’s 1943 edition. While Akkus’s
publication is in the style of a critical edition and accordingly is much larger, more

exacting, and better referenced than Bilmen’s edition of fifty years earlier, it too

46 “Elimizde Nef’i’nin yazdiklar1 bulunsa, belki onu ayiplayabiliriz; fakat onun hakkinda yazilnus
olanlarin, Nef’1’nin yazdiklarindan asag1 kalmadig1 goriilmektedir.” /bid., 74.

7 “Cogu, ag1za alimayacak kaba sovgii niteliginde[dir].” Ibid., 76.

¥ The invective in question is the quite well-known one directed at a certain Tahir (“Clean”) Efendi; see
Ebu’z-ziya [Tevfik], Nef'i, 21, where no source is provided. However, it is my suspicion that this poem
was produced much later and attributed to Nef'1, possibly within the oral tradition or possibly by Ebii’z-
ziya Tevfik himself in order to emphasize his point. Examination of contemporary chronicles and
biographical encyclopedias reveals not only no one named Tahir, but in fact the name Tahir appears not to
have even come into use in the Ottoman context until the 18th century. Moreover, the quatrain in question
appears in none of the manuscripts of the Siham-1 kaza, and although it is supposedly a response to Tahir
Efendi, the only extant source of Tahir’s original words dates to a 1967 piece published by Hilmi Yiicebas
in Yeni Istanbul newspaper, where it is written that Tahir was sitting with some friends who mentioned
Nef'1, upon which Tahir said, “For God’s sake, don’t mention that dog!” (Aman anmayn su kelbi);
reproduced in Yiicebas, Hiciv ve Mizah Edebiyati Antolojisi, 140.

49 «Bgylesi giizel, bayagiliktan uzak yergileri gorerek, Nef’i’nin herkesi hak ettigi bicimde yerdigi
kanaatine variyoruz.” Ibid., 78.
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amounts to only a partial selection—nearly half of the poems extant in manuscripts are
not included—and contains not only censorship of what are considered profanities in
modern-day Turkish, but also numerous significant errors.”>* Moreover, this edition also
features the censorship of many entire distichs by the compiler, who in his preface
explains as follows the reason for both his extensive excisions of poems and his

censorship:

In this study, beauty—one of the fundamental principles of literature (edebiyat)—was
especially taken into account. The word beautiful is closely related to a society’s
mores and morals. [...] The texts removed [from this study] are works that have no
value in a literary sense. Of course, those texts not included in this study do contain a
certain value in terms of comprehending the period’s society and culture. However,
these texts—which I believe have nothing to offer in terms of the artistic aspect of
literature—are obscene banter that exemplify the simple, unartistic aspect of life.*’

Similar to Babinger, Akkus admits the potential value of the whole of the Siham-1 kaza
for understanding early 17th-century Ottoman society. However, he admits to holding
back or removing numerous texts owing to the supposed fundamentality of the vague
principle of “beauty” to literature, while at the same time implicitly defining literature

(edebiyat) in an anachronistic manner that does not accord with the practice of either

230 While these errors are too numerous to detail here, it should be noted that some of the misreadings,
whether wittingly or unwittingly, involve a degree of whitewashing, substituting innocuous words for less
innocuous, but correct, ones. For instance, the Persian word kiin (0sS), meaning “ass” or “anus,” is
consistently read as the Arabic word kawn (0sS), meaning “existence” or “the existent world,” while the
noun kekez (J)SS), referring to a catamite, the passive partner in a pederastic relationship, is consistently
read as the adverb gepez (JSS), meaning “easily” or “with ease.” Such shifts in meaning, needless to say,
can result in rather ridiculous misreadings; e.g. the Persian line reading Vahdati kiin-e to avaza-ye digar
andakht (“Vahdeti, your anus emits quite a strange sound”; Millet Kiitiiphanesi AE Mnz 1028, 54,
emphasis added) is read as Vahdati kawn-e to avaza-ye digar andakht (“Vahdeti, your being emits a
different sound”); see Nef'1, Hicvin Ankdlari: Nef’i ve Sihdm-1 Kaza, ed. Metin Akkus (Ankara: Ak¢ag
Yayinlari, 1998), 241.

1 «[BJu eserde edebiyatin temel ilkelerinden olan giizellik 6ncelikle dikkate alnmustir. Giizel kelimesi,
toplum orf-adet ve ahlakiyla yakindan iliskilidir. [...] [Bu eserden] [¢]ikarilan metinler edebi yonden bir
degeri olmayan eserlerdir. Bu esere alinmayan metinlerin, donemin toplum kiiltiiriinii tesbit agisindan bir
deger ifade etmeleri tabiidir. Ancak edebiyatin sanat yoniine bir katkisinin olmadigini diistindiigiimiiz bu
metinler giinliik hayatin basit —sanat digi— yoniinii, miistehcen sakalagsmalar1 6rnekleyen eserlerdir.” 7bid.,
10.
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Nef'1’s time or indeed of any period in Ottoman literature until at least the mid-19th

century.

Finally, in recent years this process of decanonizing, or only selectively canonizing, the
Siham-1 kaza has culminated with a series of articles by Ahmet Akgiil and Nurettin
Caliskan that attempt to use the methods of textual criticism not only to castigate Nef'T’s
collection for its supposed immorality, but even to cast doubt on the work’s authorship

and authenticity. >

Though these articles have little to no value as textual, literary, or
historical criticism, they are nonetheless quite revealing of how the moralistic approach
to Ottoman invective, and culture more broadly, has recently combined with neo-
Ottomanist trends in a conscious attempt to fashion what amounts to an ideology-ridden
Ottoman fantasy land. Both Akgiil and Caligkan feign to be rather astounded by the fact
that the admittedly harsh and crude diction of the Siham-1 kaza was produced by the
same author whose divan of collected poems showcases a highly refined and aesthetic
diction. Akgiil, for instance, states that “in the verses of the work known as the Siham-1
kaza [...] it is scarcely possible to see the intelligence and literary power of Nef'T to

which we are accustomed.” Later, he expands upon this by comparing the critical or

satirical verses found in Nef'1’s divan to those found in the Siham-1 kaza:

[In the former] Nef'T uses no indecent expressions whatsoever (which is true for all
the verses in his divan), and we observe that he never loses the harmony of his poems

2 The articles in question are Ahmet Akgiil, “Nef’i’nin Siham-1 Kaza’s1 ile Tiirk¢e Divan’indaki iki
Farkli Uslip Uzerine Baz1 Tespitler,” Turkish Studies 7, no. 2 (Spring 2012): 47-57; Nurettin Caliskan,
“Nef’1 Divan1 ve SihAm-1 Kaza’nin Zihniyet, Edebilik ve Icerik Bakimindan Karsilastirilmasi,” Turkish
Studies 9, no. 3 (Winter 2014): 397-422; and Nurettin Caliskan, “Sihdm-1 Kaza mn Dil ve Uslup
Bakimindan Elestirisi,” Turkish Studies 9, no. 12 (Fall 2014): 75-100.

3 “Sihdm-1 Kazd adh eserde yer alan manzumelerde Nef’i’nin alisik oldugumuz zekasini ve edebi
kudretini gérmek pek miimkiin degildir”; Akgiil, “Iki Farkli Uslip Uzerine Bazi Tespitler,” 49.
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and that, even when lampooning someone, the satirical patterns that he utilizes are
always based on perspicacity. What is more, we see that Nef'1, as one who considered
himself a master in [the art of] speech, does not [in his divan] lampoon contemporary
poets on the basis of their physical appearance but on the basis of their poetry,
challenging them [only] in this regard. In the Siham-1 kaza, however, the poet’s
manner changes: he moves away from such aims as showcasing his poetic power and
mounting a challenge to display a style that takes people as direct targets. In fact,
these lampoons adopt a form wherein [the poet] assaults the personal dignity of his
targets, toys with their honor, mocks their physical appearance, etc.”*

The fact that Akgiil appears so aghast at the wholly different styles of Nef'1’s divan and
his Siham-1 kaza reveals two serious deficiencies on his part. Firstly, he seems to be
unaware that a divan of collected poems, which typically represents a poet’s claim on
posterity, and a collection of invectives, of which Nef'1’s Siham-1 kazd is in fact one of
the very few sizable examples from the early modern Ottoman Empire, were necessarily
produced and put together using different linguistic registers in accordance with their
particular literary functions. With few exceptions, such as some manuscripts of the divan
of Baki (1526—-1600) or the collected poems of authors like Me’ali (1490—-1535/36) or
Baha’'1 whose whole schtick was the liberal employment of curse words, poets’ divans
simply did not include either invectives or poems utilizing “indecent” language or a

more colloquial register.”>> Lacking knowledge of or willfully ignoring this fact, Akgiil

2% «“Nefi'nin degil edep dis1 bir kelam etmek (Bu yargi sairin Divan’indaki tim manzumeler i¢in
gegcerlidir.), siirde ahengi kaybetmedigine, birilerini hicvederken sarf ettigi yergi kaliplarinin zekaya
dayandigina sahit olunmaktadir. Ayrica kendini s6z sdylemede iistat olarak géren Nef’1’nin, ¢agdasi olan
sairleri dig goriiniisleriyle degil sairlikleri yoniiyle hicvettigi ve onlara bu yonde meydan okudugu
goriilmektedir. Siham-1 Kaza’da ise sairin tavri farklilagir. Hicivlerini sairlik kudretini gostermek yahut
meydan okumak gayesinin disina ¢ikararak kisileri dogrudan hedef alan bir tarzda sergiler. Hatta bu
hicivler genellikle hedef alinan kisinin haysiyetini kirma, serefiyle oynama, dis goriiniisiiyle alay etme vb.
bigimini alir”; Akgiil, “Iki Farkl1 Usltp Uzerine Bazi Tespitler,” 52.

> This division between a poet’s divan and his invective verse was hardly a phenomenon unique to the
Ottoman Empire: it can likely be dated as far back as Umayyad times, when, as discussed by Ali Ahmad
Hussein, the competing poets al-Farazdaq (c. 644—c. 728) and Jarir (c. 650—c. 728/729) seem to have had
“regular poems that they composed in different circumstances and to meet different needs such as
denunciation or praise. This kind of poetry is found in the diwans of the two poets. [A] second kind [of
poetry] is the naqaid [i.e., flytings or reciprocal invectives], which does not seem to have gained the same
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proceeds to support his argument by presenting a table of 100 words that appear in the
Siham-1 kaza but not in Nef T’s divan, subsequently pretending that it is a sound
analytical step forward in terms of textual criticism to discover that the divan does not
contain words like “anus” (biiziik), “ass” (got), or “catamite” (hiz).>® The second
deficiency that undermines Akgiil’s argument is his apparent lack of familiarity with the
tradition of Islamicate invective going back to pre-Islamic times, a tradition in which, as
was touched upon in the introduction, “assault[ing] the personal dignity of [one’s]
targets, toy[ing] with their honor, mock[ing] their physical appearance” and so on had
long been more the norm than the exception, with such ad hominem attacks in fact
serving as the very raison d’étre of this literary mode. This was a tradition with which
Nef‘T—always an author keen to drop names, assert his own greatness, and thereby
carve out a place for his work in the canon—was almost certainly familiar, and so he

cannot have been unaware that the nature and harshness of his attacks had precedent.

Moving on to Caliskan’s pair of articles, which complement one another and indeed
seem to have been conceived of and composed as a piece, they are very similar to
Akgiil’s in that they focus largely on a comparison between Nef‘1’s divan and his Siham-
1 kaza. In the later article, Caliskan’s stated aims are to demonstrate that these two

collections present the reader with “two different poetic personalities in terms of literary

artistic attention from these two poets. These poems are found in the book by Aba ‘Ubayda [i.e., a
collection made in the early 9th century, nearly a century after these works were composed].” Hussein,
“Rise and Decline,” 330-331. While these particular comments are admittedly in reference to a process of
collecting made posthumously, it points to a clear division in terms of both perceived “quality” and, more
significantly, composition process and function—a division that would continue to be predominant
throughout the history of the Islamicate invective tradition and on into Ottoman times.

* Ibid., 53-55.
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257 and to show that the Siham-1 kaza “did not

approach, language usage, and verse style
address the aesthetic tastes of the reader of 17th-century divan poetry of high literary
quality.”**® He does this through the use of what is ostensibly textual criticism,
presenting a set of conditions for literary language®” and showing that the Sihdm-1 kaza
does not meet these conditions, and moreover that it is rife with grammatical, syntactic,
and semantic errors. However, the sources of Caliskan’s prescriptions for literary
language—M. Kaya Bilgegil, Ahmet Hagim, Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar, and Mehmet
Onal—are all 20th-century littérateurs and scholars, and thus their views on what
constitutes literary language are neither here nor there when discussing a 17th-century
context, regardless of how much or how little their ideas may have been influenced by
early modern Ottoman poetics. Besides this, and again similarly to Akgiil, Caligkan’s
obstinately highbrow approach to literature does not take into account the clear
differences between divans and invective in terms of function: the former, as already
mentioned, represents a manifest claim of aesthetic significance and literary

permanence, whereas the latter is resolutely occasional in nature and indeed sometimes

appears to have been extemporized.

Caliskan’s earlier article, while also concentrating on a comparison between Nef'1’s

divan and his Siham-1 kaza, has the rather different and more explicitly moral aim of

37 «[E]debi durus, dili kullanim ve nazim iislubu bakimindan iki farkl sair kisiligi ile karsilasilmaktadir”;
Caliskan, “Dil ve Uslup,” 98.

¥ «[E]serin edebi kalitesi yiiksek 17. asir divan siiri okurunun bedii zevk diizeyine hitap etmedigi”; ibid.
% These conditions are as follows: “(1) Literary language is finely wrought [...] (2) Literary language is
rich [...] (3) Literary language is individual [...] (4) Literary language is a deviation from the
common/natural language, particularly in verse [...] (5) Literary language is abstract and obscure [...] (6)
Literary language is a [divinely based] ‘word’ [...] (7) The raison d’étre of literary language is beauty”;
Caliskan, “Sihdm-1 Kaza mn Dil ve Uslup Bakimindan Elestirisi,” 78—79.
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showing how it was and is “impossible for the poems of the Siham-1 kaza, whether in
terms of their content or their style, to appeal to Turkish society, which is

260 1n other words, the goal in this article is to devalue the Siham-1 kaza

conservative.
not only as a literary work, but also as a product emerging from within Ottoman society.
In line with this, Caliskan lays out a point-by-point program of how the discourse
animating the Siham-1 kaza violates the supposed moral norms of the time: (1) it
denigrates Ottoman society and family structure; (2) it trivializes and defames the
Ottoman administration; (3) it depicts poets as beggars; (4) it presents Ottoman society
as a cesspool of immorality; (5) it uses base expressions for divine values; (6) it mocks
targets’ congenital defects and physical appearance; (7) it disparages its targets on the
basis of race and ethnicity; (8) it displays a vindictive attitude; (9) it fails to criticize
general social and moral decay (i.e., it engages in ad hominem attack rather than
potentially constructive criticism); and (10) it slanders those in religious offices, such as
judges, descendants of Muhammad, and muftis.”®' Of course, nearly all of these
elements of the Siham-1 kaza that Caligkan insinuates were exceptional and unique were,
in fact, standard elements of Ottoman invective and, more broadly, of the entire
Islamicate invective tradition. Yet, like Akgiil and indeed like most of the critics
discussed in this review, Caliskan implicitly insists on reimagining hija’ or hicv as if it
were a more modern variety of social satire rather than invective or lampoon,
anachronistically foisting this misreading back onto the 17th-century context of Nef'1’s

work.

260 «Siham-1 Kaza’daki siirlerin hem igerik hem de iisliip bakimindan muhafazakar Tiirk toplumuna hitap

etmesinin miimkiin olmadig1”; Caliskan, “Nef’1 Divani ve Siham-1 Kaza,” 397.
*! Ibid., 406-421.
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In the end, then, Caliskan evidences a pernicious lack of familiarity with the style and
functions of the Ottoman and Islamicate tradition of 4ija’ or hicv. In line with this, one
of his justifications for the decanonization of the Siham-1 kaza is based in the distinction

between satire and invective already discussed above:

Nef1is a powerful satirical poet (esasli bir hiciv sairi), yet it is a more sensible
approach to seek out the central [elements] and foundation of his poetic work in this
regard in his divan, which is the product of an uncorrupted social fabric. Here [i.e.,
the divan], the poet’s moral stance is unproblematic, while his literary language is
flawless and extremely expressive. [Here], the satire is not aggressive and insulting,
but rather complains and deplores (vakinici ve sikdyet edici).**

In other words—and despite Caliskan being manifestly unaware of the distinction being
made and its provenance’*—Nef T produced “satire” in certain parts of his divan and
“invective” in the Siham-1 kaza, and only the former is acceptable in moral and literary
terms. Ultimately, then, Caligkan’s methodology—a rather confused hodgepodge of
philological analysis, impressionistic (and indeed openly religious) critique, and weak
stabs at reception theory—actually undermines his argument by making his moralistic

and unscholarly approach as plain as day.

It is also worth noting here that, in both Caliskan’s and Akgiil’s case, there appears to be
an ulterior motive implied by their particular approach, one that they are either unable or

unwilling to make clear but that emerges when we consider the academic context from

262 «Nef*i esasli bir hiciv sairidir ama bu yondeki taninmishgimin temellerini, siir zeminini yozlasmamis
bir toplumsal dokunun olusturdugu divanlarinda aramak daha mantikli bir yaklagimdir. Burada sairin
ahlaki durusu sorunsuz, edebi dili ise piiriizsiiz ve son derece etkileyicidir. Hicvi saldirgan ve asagilayici
degil, yakinici ve sikayet edicidir.” Caligkan, “Nef’i Divani ve Sihdm-1 Kaza,” 403.

*% In this regard, it hardly seems to be a coincidence that the one critical work that Caliskan uses to
support his definition of Aicv is a short article that is based entirely on German sources and hence itself
unable to distinguish between the crosscultural nuances of the terms involved; viz., Yiiksel Baypinar,
“Hiciv Kavrami Uzerine Bir inceleme,” Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi 29,
no. 1.4 (1978): 31-37.
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within which these articles were produced. Both Akgiil and Caligkan are, or were at the
time of writing, part of a circle of scholars based at Isparta’s Siileyman Demirel
University and coalescing around the critic Menderes Coskun. This circle, seemingly led
by Coskun, has instituted what amounts to an informal campaign to question the
authenticity of Ottoman literary works that they consider to be morally questionable.
This began with Coskun’s article “Internal and External Criticism of the Sources of
Turkish History and Literature” (“Tiirk Tarih ve Edebiyat Kaynaklarinin I¢ ve Dig
Tenkidi Meselesi”’), which lays out the basic approach and methodology of the campaign

and concludes with the following statement:

The Turkish scholar is responsible for critiquing those works that present material
conducive to [creating] negative views of old Turkish [i.e., primarily Ottoman]
society. While it is true that libraries of old works [in manuscript] are a treasury, it is
the most natural and the most noble right of the Turkish reader to suspect that some
of the jewels in this treasury may be fake.***

The openly moralistic program of wholesale expurgation put forward here was later put

. . . . . 265 .. 266 .
into practice in a series of articles™” and an electronic journal™ concentrating, for the

264 «Tiirk ilim adamu, eski Tiirk toplumu ile ilgili olumsuz bakis agilaria malzeme sunan eserleri tenkit
etmekle sorumludur. Eski eser kiitiiphanelerinin bir hazine oldugu dogrudur; ancak bu hazinedeki
miicevherlerin bazilarinin sahte olabileceginden siiphe etmek Tiirk okuyucusunun en tabii ve en asil
hakkidir”’; Menderes Coskun, “Tiirk Tarih ve Edebiyat Kaynaklarinin i¢ ve D1s Tenkidi Meselesi,”
Turkish Studies 4, no. 2 (Winter 2009), 196.

2% In addition to Akgiil and Caliskan’s articles already discussed, some of the works in question are as
follows: Menderes Coskun, “Latifi’de Oryantalizmin Parmak izleri: Latifi’nin Tiirk ve islam Biiyiiklerini
Anekdodlar Vasitastyla Degersizlestirme Gayreti,” Siileyman Demirel Universitesi Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 23 (May 2011): 1-25; Burak Fatih A¢ikgdz, “Ilk Osmanli Edebiyat Tarihleri ve
Tarihgileri Hakkinda Bazi Degerlendirmeler,” Selcuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi 27
(2012): 1-8; Vedat Korkmaz, “Anekdotlarindaki Mesajlar Bakimindan Latifi ve Asik Celebi
Tezkirelerinin Tenkidi,” Turkish Studies 9, no. 6 (Spring 2014): 745-760; Adem Gok, “Tezkireci
Latifi’nin Tiirk¢eyi Kullanim Sorunlari: Hal Ekleri,” Uluslararasi Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi 8, no. 38
(June 2015): 188-197; Menderes Coskun, “Osmanli Toplumunu Ahlaksiz Gosteren Tezkireci Latifi’nin
Esdizim ve Gramer Hatalar1,” Elestirel Bakis Dergisi 2 (2016): 1-40; Ahmet Akgiil, “Suara
Tezkirelerinde Anekdotlar Vasitasiyla Bilingaltina Telkin Edilen Olumsuz Mesajlar: Kiinhii’I-Ahbdr in
Tezkire Kismi Ornegi,” Littera Turca: Journal of Turkish Language and Literature 2, no. 1 (Winter 2016):
13-34; and Menderes Coskun, “Tezkireler Klasik mi, Nevzuhur mu: 20. Asirda Temel Tarihi Kaynak
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most part, on using clumsily employed philological techniques not only to cast doubt on
the authenticity of what these scholars considered to be morally questionable Ottoman
works, but also to insinuate that such works were in fact fabrications created by mostly
Western “Orientalists” with the aim of “showing how the Ottoman Turks were an

»27 In their articles on the Siham-1 kaza, Akgiil and

oppressive and immoral people.
Caliskan both stop short of openly saying that the collection is a fabrication, but the
implication is clearly there, and when their presence at Siileyman Demirel University at
the time of the articles’ composition and publication is considered together with their
approach and methodology, identical to that of Coskun and others in this scholarly
circle, there can be little doubt that their work intends to be a step toward a potential
claim that the Siham-1 kaza is not in fact the product of Nef'1’s pen, but rather of some
shadowy cabal of “Orientalists” who, at some time in the past, stitched the collection

together in the hopes of defaming and thereby weakening the Ottoman Empire and/or

the Turkish people’s reputation.

The reason I have dwelled in such detail upon Akgiil and Caliskan’s assessments of
Nef1’s Siham-1 kaza, despite their lack of scholarly merit hidden behind a veneer of
philological rigor, is because in the final analysis it represents a kind of culmination of
over a century’s worth—or several centuries, if one wishes to include Katib Celebi and

Na‘tma—of steady devalorization, on largely moralistic grounds, of the Siham-1 kaza.

Olarak Kullanilan Osmanli Sair Tezkirelerinin 19. Asirda Bilinmemesi,” Elestirel Bakig Dergisi 3 (2017):
1-22.

2% Elestirel Bakis Dergisi (the Journal of Critical Analysis), http://www.elestirelbakis.com/.

7 «Osmanli Tiirklerinin ne kadar zalim ve ahlaksiz bir millet oldugunu gostermek”; Coskun, “i¢ ve Dis
Tenkidi Meselesi,” 192.
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This devalorization was, as Namik Kemal’s letter indicates, originally undertaken with
the implicit aim of deciding on the canonicity of this text, a decision that was made
necessary due to the fact that it represented a highly significant element of the work of a
poet, Nef 1, whose place in the canon was never contested outside of his own time. For
the most part, even scholars who were unwilling to admit the Siham-1 kaza as a whole—
such as Mehmed Fuad Kopriilii or Abdiilkadir Karahan—were, on the one hand, willing
to admit some of Nef'T’s invectives on account of their wit and relatively restrained
language, and on the other hand were never tempted to deny these invectives’
authenticity, knowing that they were a product of both their own time and of a centuries-
long tradition of Islamicate personal invective. With recent years’ politically inspired
“reevaluation” of Ottoman history and literature, however, the need to decanonize work
that does not fit into fabricated idyllic images of a Muslim empire united under powerful
and charismatic sultans has become more pressing in certain circles, leading to a small
group of scholars lacking the rigor of a Kopriilii or Karahan to take the moralistic
pronouncements present in their work on the Siham-1 kaza as a starting point, rather than

a personal side issue.

2.3 Conclusion

Nef'1’s life was at times relatively serene and at times quite turbulent. Yet his verse, and
especially his invective, was aggressive, self-aggrandizing, and volatile, and in this his
work might be seen as a true child of its tumultuous era. The general approach taken by
critics toward his invective, however, was a child of an entirely different era when

literary and moral parameters were undergoing a sea-change. As the literature review
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above details, very few critics of the Siham-1 kaza were able or willing to take it as a
given and consider it in the context of the literary tradition from which it emerged or in
connection with the particular set of historical circumstances that it reflected and fed

back into.

It was Nef'1’s life as lived under the effects of these circumstances that gave the impetus
to his production of such resolutely topical verse. In the 1610s and again in the second
half of the 1620s, he was for the most part in a stable position, backed up by powerful
patrons—whether grand viziers or the sultan himself—whom he worked to keep on his
good side even as he burnished his reputation as a poet; during these periods, it was this
relative degree of personal stability and outside support that permitted him to engage so
freely and, as many of his later critics might say, so recklessly in an abundant production
of invective. By contrast, the early 1620s were a period marked by chaos and flux in the
Ottoman state and apparently in Nef'T’s life as well—yet it was also this environment
that allowed him to continue to produce invective at a rapid pace, and even to use verse
to assault the grand vizier, the de facto ruler of the empire who, as evinced by the
extreme instability of that post during these years, was in fact much more than usual
simply a pawn in the hands of forces beyond his control. As Andrews and Kalpakli have

said of the early 17th century environment as a whole:

Nef'i, as a poet of the court, is caught up in a struggle to see which class will emerge
dominant from a highly fluid economic and political climate. Within this struggle, the
symbolic position of the sultan—the ability to speak for the sultan—is an increasingly
contested area as the actual person of the ruler and the army which supports him
diminish in significance. This situation is sometimes naively attributed to
incompetent [i.e., Mustafa I] or underage [i.e., the early years of Murad IV] rulers but
is more likely a result of ongoing diffusions of political and economic power outside
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the control of the court. For the dependent elites of the cultural economy, attachment
to the person of the sultan becomes a much less secure and less powerful position.®

While the 1620s could hardly be said to be a time when the army had little
significance—at least in Istanbul, where, as will be seen in Chapter 4, they exercised
effective control over the rhythms of the city’s life and even government appointments
for several years—nevertheless it was largely the lack of the stable symbolic figure of
the sultan that led not only to the transformations in the discourse of panegyrics that
Andrews and Kalpakli are discussing, but also to an opportunity to use the discourse of
invective, with its ability to spread rumor and symbolically or even practically diminish
reputations, in such a way as to take advantage of constantly shifting alliances and loci
of power. The details of how Nef'1 did this, as considered in the light of the
sociocultural, political, and economic context, will serve as the focus of the remaining
chapters, with Chapters 3 and 4 presenting case studies of vertical invective, as
described in the introduction, through the examples of the chief treasurer Etmek¢izade
Ahmed Pasha and the grand vizier Giirct Mehmed Pasha, and Chapters 5 and 6 moving

on to horizontal invective.

% Walter G. Andrews and Mehmet Kalpakli, “Across Chasms of Change: The Kaside in Late Ottoman
and Republican Times,” in Qasida Poetry in Islamic Asia and Africa, Volume One: Classical Traditions
and Modern Meanings, ed. Stefan Sperl and Christopher Shackle (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996), 302-303.

127



CHAPTER 3
“NO TRACE OF NAME OR CLAIM TO FAME”:

NEF 1 vs. ETMEKCiZADE AHMED PASHA

The poet NefT’s first extensive foray into the production of vertical invective came
against Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha (d. 1618). As will be detailed below, Ahmed Pasha
rose from humble Muslim origins to become the Ottoman chief treasurer (basdefterdar)
and a vizier during the early years of the reign of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603-1617), and
even came within a stone’s throw of the grand vizierate itself before a circle of

opponents squelched his hopes in this regard.

Altogether, Nef'T produced eight pieces of invective aimed directly against Ahmed
Pasha. Three of these are longer works, one in the terkib-i bend form and two in the

kit ‘a-i kebire form,269 while the remaining five are all quatrains in the kit ‘a form. At the
time he produced these works, between approximately 1609 and 1614, Nef'1 was a fairly

well-established figure in Ottoman poetic circles, and was continuing to gain renown,

% The terkib-i bend is a form consisting of several stanzas of several distichs each, with each stanza
separate and rhyming in aa xa xa ... bb. The kif ‘a-i kebire (“long kit ‘a”’) is much like a single stanza of the
terkib-i bend, consisting of at least three distichs rhyming in aa xaxa ... .
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particularly for his panegyric kasides, on which much of his contemporary and
posthumous reputation rested. Prior to this period, as mentioned in the brief biography in
the previous chapter, Nef'T had been employed as the comptroller of mines (ma ‘den or
me ‘adin mukata ‘acist), a middling bureaucratic position that had been created around
the mid-16th century and that entailed accounting for the tax-farm revenues (mukata ‘a)
obtained from the mines of Rumelia in addition to dealing with a variety of what would
now be called “vice” taxes (wine, tobacco, coffee) as well as the annual per capita tax
(cizye) levied on non-Muslims in Rumelia.””® Significantly, this was a post that was
under the direct order and supervision of the chief treasurer: in other words, when he
produced his invectives against Ahmed Pasha, NefT was slandering his own boss—or,
as the case may be, his ex-boss, since he appears to have been dismissed from this post
by late 1609, right around the time he began writing against the chief treasurer. Simple
personal spite thus quite likely served as one motivating force behind Nef'T’s invectives,
though another motivation was certainly a desire to strengthen his ties with those
patrons, such as the grand viziers Murad Pasha (viz. 1606—1611) and Nasiih Pasha (viz.
1611-1614), who stood in opposition to the chief treasurer and to whom Nef'T dedicated

several panegyric kasides throughout this period.

This chapter will first present a biographical overview of the life of Etmek¢izade Ahmed
Pasha (3.1) and an examination of some of the salient aspects of his background and

career (3.2). These will be followed by a detailed analysis of Nef'1’s invectives against

"% For more on the mining bureau, see Nejat Goyiing, “Ta’rih Baslikli Muhasebe Defterleri,” Osmanl:
Arastirmalari | The Journal of Ottoman Studies X (1990), 31 and Linda Darling, Revenue-Raising and
Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration in the Ottoman Empire, 1560—1660 (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1996), 63, 75-76.
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Ahmed Pasha (3.3), conducted in the light of the points mentioned regarding the chief
treasurer’s life, background, and career; also included here will be analysis of Nef'1’s
invectives against a later chief treasurer, ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha (d. 1625), who came from a
similar background to Ahmed Pasha and was indeed his friend and associate from an

early age. The section will then conclude with a few final remarks (3.4).

3.1 Life and career of Etmekcizade Ahmed Pasha

Etmekg¢izade Ahmed was born in Edirne, probably sometime in the last years of the
reign of Sultan Siileyman the Magnificent. His father was a certain Hact Mehmed, who
was a sipahi baker—thus the epithet Etmekg¢izade, “baker’s son”—of Albanian origin
and the chief of the local baker’s guild.””" According to Baki Tezcan’s summation of
Ahmed’s early years and career, he “made enough capital for himself in the market of
Edirne to become involved in the collection of the taxes imposed on Romanies. Later he

. . . 272
became the finance director of the Danubian provinces.””’

Tezcan goes on to make the
important point, which will be discussed further below, that Ahmed’s background was
not in the Ottoman chancery, but rather the army, “which [at the turn of the 17th
century] was about to become as much of [sic] a financial institution as it was a military
one.”*” In this, the novelty of Ahmed’s background might be considered similar to the

novelty of “Ali and Miisa Efendi’s appointments as chief judges, as mentioned in the

introduction.

2! Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 14-15.

2 1bid., 15. As will be seen in the following section of this dissertation, Ahmed’s service as a tax
collector ( ‘@mil) among the Roma was known of and, indeed, mocked.

273 Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 16.
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It was during the Long War (1593-1606) between the Ottoman Empire and the Austrian
Habsburgs that Etmek¢izade Ahmed’s star began to rise. At the beginning of the
campaign season of 1597, the commander over the shores of the Danube, Satirci
Mehmed Pasha (d. 1599), was appointed commander of the Ottoman forces in Europe,
which were about to move against Vac in Hungary, and with him came Etmekg¢izade
Ahmed—who, as mentioned above, appears to have been the local finance director’”” at
the time—to serve as the military treasurer (sefer or ordu defterdart), being granted
1,000 yiiks?” of ak¢es from the treasury for expenses and the payment of salaries.*”®
While Ahmed appears to have acquitted himself well in this capacity, in the next year’s
campaign season he experienced a setback: while encamped at Szolnok during the
attempted advance on Varad in August, the army was suffering from a lack of provisions
and hungry janissary troops rose up in protest, raiding the tents of both Mehmed Pasha
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and Etmek¢izade Ahme Coupled with the lack of success in the war, this event led

to the dismissal of both Mehmed Pasha as commander and Ahmed Efendi as treasurer.

™ This was the fourth-rank treasurer position (sikk-1 rabi ‘ defterdart), with jurisdiction over the Danube
region. As outlined by Ismail Hami Danismend, in 1587 Sultan Murad III had reorganized the finance
directors as follows, according to rank: (1) the finance director of Rumelia, who was also the chief
treasurer; (2) the finance director of Anatolia; (3) the finance director of Istanbul and the Bosphorus; and
(4) the finance director of the Danube. See ismail Hami Danismend, Osmanli Devlet Erkdn: (Istanbul:
Tirkiye Yaymevi, 1971), 240.

3 One yiik was equal to 100,000 akges.

*7° Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 320; ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 184.

77 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 339; Ibrahim Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi: 250b—284a Metin, Dizin, Ozel Adlar
SozIligi,” ed. Beyhan Ding (M.A. thesis, Marmara University, 2005), 75—77. According to Kéatib Celebi,
both Mehmed Pasha and Etmek¢izade Ahmed were beaten, but Pecevi—who actually served on campaign
during the Long War, which occurred before Kéatib Celebi was born, and who in fact knew Ahmed
personally—does not mention this, pointing out that Mehmed Pasha saw the soldiers approaching and
escaped on horseback, while Ahmed, after all his possessions had been looted, supposedly said, “And now
we have fulfilled the honor of the position of treasurer” (Bu kerre defter-darlk ‘irzin tekmil itdiik); Pegevi,
“Tarih: 250b—284a,” 77.
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At the beginning of 1599, the newly appointed grand vizier, Ibrahim Pasha (d. 1601),
took up command of the army and, in order to prepare for the next season’s campaign
against Austria, he came to Edirne—where he was met by Etmek¢izade Ahmed, who by
showering him with gifts (bezl-i emval ile)*”® managed to get himself reappointed as
military treasurer.””’ Yet the reappointment was short-lived, as just a few days later an
imperial decree arrived, ordering that Ahmed be imprisoned and his property confiscated
for the treasury.”*® The sentence was duly executed, with the now once again former

treasurer being imprisoned in Belgrade.

While Ahmed was in prison, however, his supporters continued to actively promote his
competence to Ibrahim Pasha in the face of an increasingly financially strained army,**'
according to Katib Celebi stressing Ahmed’s thorough knowledge of military affairs and
of the thorny matter of military supply.”** Accordingly, in the summer of 1599 Ahmed
obtained release from prison and again took up the position of military treasurer.”*

From this point on, he would continue to serve in this post without interruption until

nearly the end of the Long War in 1606.

During this period, though, there was one notable incident that would later come to have

a direct effect on Etmekc¢izade Ahmed’s career. Around the turn of the century, the

78 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 343.

" Ibid.; Hasan Beyzade, Tarih, Vol. 3, 601-602.

80 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 344.

**! Hasan Beyzade, Tdrih, Vol. 3, 605-608; Pegevi, “Tarih: 250b-284a,” 80-82; and ‘Abdu’l-kadir
Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 255.

282 <[ Alsker-i [i]slam mesalihini ve sefer levazimini tedariikden haberdar ve ehl-i vukif defterdardir.”
Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 344; cf. Hasan Beyzade, Tarih, Vol. 3, 608.

3 “ Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, who like Ibrahim Pegevi was an eyewitness to all these events inasmuch as he
actively served in the Long War, states that Etmek¢izade Ahmed’s release was also owing to his
reputation as a man who was “pious and honest” (dindar ii miistakim); ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol.
1,257.
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governor of the province of Diyarbekir, Murad Pasha (d. 1611), found himself in serious
financial difficulty, and the grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha began occasionally sending him
assistance from his own personal wealth. In the spring of 1601, when Murad’s
difficulties hit their peak, the grand vizier requested that Etmek¢izade Ahmed—with
whom he was by now on good terms—also provide the governor with assistance. The

treasurer, however, refused to do so, as detailed by Katib Celebi:
One of Murad Pasha’s men came [to Belgrade] bearing an order about a certain
matter from the commander-in-chief [i.e., Ibrahim Pasha]. Sorrowfully, Ahmed Pasha
told him, “The world has long since grown tired of your pasha [i.e., Murad].
Provincial governorship is not a job for destitute men, and when destitute governors
need looking after by the treasury, help will not be forthcoming.” When his words
reached Murad Pasha, he was extremely vexed.”™*

This created enmity toward Ahmed on Murad’s part, and, as will be seen below, caused

high tension between the two men when the latter was himself appointed grand vizier at

the end of 1606. Also worth noting in this context is that, by this time, Etmekg¢izade

Ahmed had managed to accrue a great deal of personal wealth, indicated*® not only by

the fact that Ibrahtm Pasha felt he could ask his treasurer to provide the governor of

284 «[Blir husts igiin serdér tarafindan buyuruldu ile Murad Pasa’nin bir &demisi vardikda, Ahmed Pasa

elem ¢ekiip, ‘[S]izin paganizdan diinya ¢okdan bezdi. Bu beylerbeyilik ziigiird adem isi degildir. Zigiird
beylerbeyileri miriden gézetmek lazim gelicek el virmez’ didigi Murad Pasa’ya vasil olicak ‘azim
miinkesir ol[du].” Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 567.

5 Also worth noting in this regard are the numerous endowments made by Ahmed Pasha during his life:
in Istanbul’s Vefa district was the Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha madrasa complex; in Edirne—Ahmed’s
hometown and the focus of his building activities—were a bridge over the Tunca River, two khans, a
coffeehouse and adjoining water dispensary (sebil), and a GiilsenT dervish lodge; a mosque in Komotini; a
dervish lodge in the hills above Alexandroupoli; and numerous water dispensaries in various places. The
majority of these endowments were made during Etmek¢izade Ahmed’s term as chief treasurer between
1606 and 1613. See Semavi Eyice, “Ekmek¢izdde Ahmed Pasa Medresesi,” DIA, Vol. 10, 547-548;
Ahmet Vefa Cobanoglu, “Ekmekg¢izide Ahmed Pasa Kervansaray1,” DIA, Vol. 10, 546-547; Semavi
Eyice, “Ekmekcizdde Ahmed Pasa Kopriisii,” DI4, Vol. 10, 547; F. Th. Dijkema, The Ottoman Historical
Monumental Inscriptions in Edirne (Leiden: Brill, 1977), 65-70; ‘Abdu’r-rahman Hibr1, Enisii’l-
Miisamirin, 27, 43—-44, 51; and Mehmet Zeki Pakalin, Maliye Teskilati Tarihi (1442—1930), Vol. 1
(Ankara: Maliye Bakanlig1 Tetkik Kurulu Yayimi, 1977), 241-243.
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Diyarbekir with financial assistance, but also by the fact that Ahmed seems to have

286 287

owned mansions in both Belgrade”™” and his hometown of Edirne.”" While it was by no
means extraordinary—or, more to the point, suspicious—for such a prominent figure to
amass a notable degree of wealth and property, especially given Ahmed’s own
background in commerce, in the years to come his personal wealth would nevertheless

provide ammunition for those writing against him, as will be detailed below.

After nearly a decade of serving as military treasurer on the European front, in 1606
Etmekc¢izade Ahmed was appointed as the Ottoman chief treasurer; moreover, in an
unprecedented move, he was simultaneously granted the rank of vizier, thereby gaining
the title of “pasha.”**® Soon after Ahmed’s appointment, in December 1606, the former
governor of Diyarbekir Murad Pasha was promoted from the governorship of Rumelia to
the grand vizierate, and the two pashas finally came face to face in October 1608: at this
time, Ahmed Pasha was given the nominal rank of governor of Rumelia and sent with a
consignment of money and Rumelian troops to reinforce the grand vizier’s army, which
was in eastern Anatolia fighting against the spate of rebel activity that had begun to
erupt there. Ahmed Pasha, however, was delayed in western Anatolia by the rebel
Kalenderoglu Mehmed’s (d. 1610) attempts to waylay his force, and when he finally met
up with and joined the army in Bayburt, he was chastised by the grand vizier, who

ignored his apology and said, “You spent time amusing so many soldiers but did not

%6 See Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 415 and Hasan Beyzade, Tarih, Vol. 3, 675-676.

7 See Hasan Beyzade, Tdrih, Vol. 3, 694 and ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 410.

¥ For a document recording one reaction to Etmekgizade Ahmed Pasha’s vizieral appointment, see
Rhoads Murphey, “The Veliyuddin Telhis: Notes on the Sources and Interrelations between Kogi Bey and
Contemporary Writers of Advice to Kings,” Belleten XLIII, no. 171 (1979): 550, 561. This document will
be discussed in more detail below.
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come to [my] aid. This was not a deed worthy of the state.”*** At this cold reception,
Ahmed Pasha, apparently fearing for his safety, wrote to friends at the court in Istanbul
pleading them to use their influence to have him recalled there, and a week later there
arrived an imperial rescript ordering the grand vizier to give the governorship of
Rumelia to whomever he wished and to send Ahmed Pasha back to the capital.”” In his
response to the sultan regarding this rescript, Murad Pasha reportedly wrote, “You have
invited the governor of Rumelia, Ahmed Pasha, [to Istanbul]. Do you think that he was
an aid to the soldiers of Islam? His arrival was irrelevant [to the army]. What use would

it be for him to remain here?”*’!

The chief treasurer thus returned to Istanbul to resume his duties there, but the very next
spring he would come into conflict with the grand vizier once again. Murad Pasha was
camped in Uskiidar preparing to depart on campaign: though Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603—
1617) wished and had ordered him to march against the Safavids—who had reignited
war by advancing into Ottoman territory in the fall of 1603—the grand vizier insisted on
first dealing with the remaining rebels and their leaders in Anatolia. In any case, Murad
Pasha requested that Ahmed Pasha be dispatched to Uskiidar, ostensibly to serve as the
military treasurer in the upcoming campaign. Yet in the meantime he also communicated

to the sultan that the chief treasurer must, in fact, be gotten rid of because he had laid

*% “Lakin ol kadar askeri eglendiiriip, imdadda bulunmadinuz. Devlete layik is etmediniiz.” ‘Abdu’l-kadir
Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 540.

0 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 553. The names of the recipients of Ahmed Pasha’s letter (mektiib) are not
given; they are only described as mukarreb, meaning those who were close to the throne and who thus
presumably had access to the sultan’s ear. It is possible that among these figures were the chief black
eunuch (daru’s-sa ‘ade agast) Mustafa Agha, who as will be seen below later conspired with Etmekgizade
in his efforts to sully the grand vizier’s name before the sultan.

#! “Rumeli Beylerbeyisi Ahmed Pasa’y1 da‘vet buyurmussuz. Ol hod evvelden dahi ‘asker-i Islim’a
meded mi irisdi? Geldigi gelmedigi birdir. Bunda dursa ne fa’ide.” Ibid.

135



waste to the treasury, and for his part the sultan responded, “That is up to you. Go ahead

99292

and kill him, and seize his possessions for the treasury.”””” The grand vizier accordingly

had his executioners at the ready for when Ahmed Pasha would arrive in Uskiidar, but
then one of the former’s own servants approached the latter as he stepped ashore and
informed him that the grand vizier planned to kill him, whereupon Ahmed Pasha
immediately returned back across the Bosphorus and pleaded for the sultan to save his

life by sending ‘Abdu’l-bakt Pasha, the treasurer of Istanbul (stkk-1 sani) and Ahmed

Pasha’s old companion from Edirne, to serve as the military treasurer in his place.**?

Accordingly, a few days later Sultan Ahmed was in Uskiidar and summoned Murad

Pasha, with Katib Celebi describing their meeting as follows:

The pasha arrived at the garden in Uskiidar and kissed the ground in the royal
presence. Sultan Ahmed Khan was a noble soul. “Welcome, my servant,” he said.
Murad Pasha kissed the ground again. Then the sultan said, “My dear servant, you are
an aged man. Do not remain standing, sit down.” When [the pasha then] said, “My
sultan, that is not the custom; one who is a servant must know his place,” [the sultan]
stated, “May you be blessed—but I have a request to make of you.” Murad Pasha
kissed the ground and said, “Can sultans make requests of those who serve [them]?
The command is yours, give the order.” Upon which [the sultan] said, “My request is
this: spare Ahmed Pasha for me. Give up [the idea of] killing him.” What could
Murad Pasha do? He said, “The command belongs to my sultan.” Then [the sultan]
said, “Let him come to you tomorrow, but make absolutely no mistake. He will be the
treasurer here [in Istanbul]. [ Abdu’l-]Bakt Pasha will go [on the campaign] with his
tent and baggage.”*”*

;: “[S]en biliirsiin. Var 6ldiir, malim miriye kabz eyle.” Ibid., 568.

Ibid.
2% «paga Uskiidar baggesine varup huzir-1 humayanda yer pdi. Sultin Ahmed Han kerimii’n-nefs
padisah idi. ‘Hos geldin baba lalam’ didi. Tekrar Murad Pasa yer 6pdi. Ba‘dehti padisah, ‘[Blenim
lalacigim, sen bir pir-i fanisin. Ayag iizre durma, otur’ didi. ‘Padigdhim, de’b degildir kul olan kendi
haddin bilmek gerekdir’ diyicek, ‘[B]erhiirdar ol amma senden bir recAm vardir’ buyurdi. Murad Pasa
tekrar yer opiip, ‘[P]adisahlar kulundan reca itmek olur mu? Ferman senindir, buyur’ diyicek ‘[R]ecam
budur ki, Ahmed Pasa’y1 bana bagislayasin. Katlinden vaz gecesin’ didikde Murad Pasa neylesin, ‘[E]mir
padisahimindir’ didi. “Yarin sana varsin, amma zinhar hata irglirmeyesin. Bunda defterdar olsun. Baki
Pasa anin gadir1 ve bar-hanesi ile gitsiin’ di[di].” /bid. See also Uzuncarsili, Merkez ve Bahriye Tegskildti,
183, n. 2.
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Murad Pasha later managed to discover that five of the men in his own retinue—
including the man who had warned Ahmed Pasha that he was to be killed—were being
paid by the chief treasurer to keep him apprised of all of the grand vizier’s doings.*”
Despite the fact that Murad Pasha had now formally forgiven him and, supposedly,
abandoned his designs to have the chief treasurer killed, Ahmed Pasha nevertheless

made his own move, as Katib Celebi relates:

The chief black eunuch (daru ’s-sa ‘adde agasr) Mustafa Agha, the chief treasurer
Ahmed Pasha, and the former deputy grand vizier (ka im-makam) Mustafa Pasha
took every opportunity to say, “Murad Pasha does not want to campaign against the
Kizilbas, he is a frail old man. All he does is dilly-dally around. And the sultan does
not pressure him.” When the grand mufti [Sade’d-dinzade] Mehmed Efendi
communicated the chief black eunuch’s words to the sultan, [the latter] silenced
[Mustafa Agha] by saying, “Shut up, you scoundrel! How dare you! He is a ghazi and
a worthy hajji. He took hold of the province of Anatolia when we had no control
there. He defeated and broke many Celali rebels. You are a group of malicious men.
Say nothing more about him! He may do as he pleases.”**°

The quarrel between Etmekcizade Ahmed and Murad Pasha seems to have subsided at
this point, as the relevant sources make no more mention of it. Ultimately, Murad Pasha

died while on campaign near Diyarbekir in August of 1611.

Yet despite the death of his foe Murad Pasha, Etmek¢izade Ahmed was offered no relief
when his successor, the governor of Diyarbekir Nastih Pasha (d. 1614), took up the

grand vizierate. There seems to have been enmity toward the chief treasurer on the part

23 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 569.

¢ “Dariissa‘ade Agast Mustafa Aga ve Defterdar Ahmed Pasa ve mukaddema ka’im-makam olan
Mustafa Pasa fursat buldukea dirler idi ki ‘Koca Murad Pasa Kizilbas seferine gitmek istemez, pir-i
fanidir. Heman ayak salup gezer. Padisah dahi var git dimez.” Bu sozleri Miifti Mehemmed Efendi’nin
ilkastyla Dariissa‘ade [A]gas1 padisaha soyledikde, ‘[S]us bre habis! Ne haddindir! Ol bir gazi ve haci
ihtiyardir. Vilayet-i Anadolu’da ‘aldkamiz yogiken teshir itdi. Bu denlii Celali ‘askerine galib olup kirdu.
Siz bir alay ehl-i garazsiz. Bir dahi anin hakkinda séz sylemen! Isterse gitsin, isterse otursun” diyii iskat
eylediler.” Ibid., 569-570.
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of the new grand vizier from the very start: when Nasth Pasha halted in Hereke on the
Gulf of Izmit in early September 1611, while traveling to the capital from Diyarbekir to
formally assume his new post, Ahmed Pasha went there by caique to greet him and was
treated coldly and with disrespect.””” The grand vizier’s rancor came to a head two years
later. In the intervening period, Nasiih Pasha had had one of his own men spying on
Ahmed Pasha in the hope of digging up dirt, but the latter had eventually discovered the
spy and had him poisoned sometime in the autumn of 1613.*® Then, in November of
that year, Sultan Ahmed and effectively his entire court—including the grand vizier and
the chief treasurer, not to mention the poet Nef 7°°—relocated to Edirne to winter and
hunt. While on the way there, and likely prompted by Ahmed Pasha’s elimination of his
spy, Nasth Pasha appears to have begun to openly malign the chief treasurer to the
sultan. The different chronicles present this in different ways. ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi,
Mehmed b. Mehmed, and Katib Celebi give no details about the source of this enmity:
the first simply says that they grew opposed to one another and that the grand vizier was
in fact trying to have Ahmed Pasha killed;’”” Mehmed b. Mehmed says that their
relationship soured as a result of an unspecified matter;’"' and Kétib Celebi rests content

with the very vague statement that complaints, which are left unspecified, arose in

7 Abdw’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 603.

**% Na‘Tma, Tarih, Vol. 2, 401-402. See also ‘Abdu’r-rahman Hibri, Enisii’l-Miisamirin, 167.

%9 Nef'T’s panegyric to Sultan Ahmed beginning with the couplet “is this the city of Edirne or a sheltering
rosegarden? | is the [garden’s] royal pavilion the highest heaven?” (Edrine sehri mi bu ya giilsen-i me 'va
mudir | anda kasr-1 padisahi cennet-i a ‘la midir) was composed on the occasion of the court’s arrival in the
city. See Nef'1, [Divan], 13 and Na‘ima, Tdarih, Vol. 2, 401-402.

390" Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 611.

39" Mehmed b. Mehmed, “Mehmed b. Mehmed er-Rami (Edirneli)’ nin Nuhbetii’t-Tevarih ve’l-Ahbar’1 ve
Tarih-i Al-i Osman’1: Metinleri, Tahlilleri,” ed. Abdurrahman Sagirlt (Ph.D. dissertation, Istanbul
University, 2000), 636 [ Nuhbetii’I-tevarih ve’l-ahbar].
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regards to the chief treasurer.**> On the other hand, the much later chronicle of Na‘Tma
states that the grand vizier created rumors about Ahmed Pasha, making sure they would
reach the sultan’s ear, and also presents the reason for the grand vizier’s enmity as his
wish to see the chief treasurer removed from his office and from viziership, partly due to
envy of Ahmed Pasha’s great wealth and seemingly because he saw him as something of

a threat.’®

Whatever the case may have been, and whoever they may have originated
with,*** the complaints regarding Ahmed Pasha led to his immediate dismissal from the
office of chief treasurer, his place being taken by Lonkazade Mustafa Efendi (d. c¢. 1617)
and then, a year later, by Etmekg¢izade’s aforementioned old companion from Edirne,
‘Abdu’l-bakt Pasha. Soon after his dismissal, Ahmed Pasha was appointed first as the
governor of the province of Karaman, but immediately afterwards reassigned to the

governorship of Aleppo, which, while a high-ranking and prestigious post, nevertheless

served the purpose of removing him from the capital.

Nasth Pasha’s time as grand vizier would not, however, last very long: his conduct
quickly earned him numerous enemies in palace circles, which eventually turned the
sultan’s opinion against him such that he was finally executed in his home on October
17, 1614, just three years after he had assumed the post. He was succeeded by Kara
Mehmed Pasha (d. 1619), who had none of the enmity toward Etmekc¢izade Ahmed that

the previous two grand viziers had had, and who in fact, when he came to Aleppo in late

392 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 594.

39 Na‘ima, Tdrih, Vol. 2, 402.

% Some of Nef 1’s undatable invectives, which will be discussed in the following section, may well have
been produced during this winter when the sultan and his court were in Edirne. It is thus quite possible
that, given the relatively contained “hothouse” environment of this period, these invectives were actually
produced here and then in order to add fuel to the fire of the ultimately successful attempts to have Ahmed
Pasha removed from office.
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summer 1615 while on campaign against the Safavids, sent Ahmed Pasha back to
Istanbul to serve as deputy grand vizier in his absence.’® The very next year, in
November, the decision was made to dismiss Kara Mehmed Pasha from the grand
vizierate as a result of his lack of success in the ongoing war against the Safavids,
particularly at Yerevan. According to Hasan Beyzade’s account, as soon as Ahmed
Pasha, who was still serving as the deputy grand vizier, heard the news of the dismissal
and was invited to the council where the matter of succession would be discussed, he
hastened to get there inasmuch as he had apparently developed designs on the grand
vizierate for himself during his time as the deputy grand vizier (if not before), and felt

39 Before he could arrive at the council,

certain that he would be given the post.
however, discussions on the matter of succession had already begun, and indeed the
grand mufti Sade’d-dinzade Es‘ad Efendi (1570-1625) pointed out that since Ahmed
Pasha was the deputy grand vizier, it would be appropriate (bi-hasbe I-tarik™’) to
appoint him as grand vizier. The sultan’s response, though, was firmly in the negative.
According to Hasan Beyzade’s account, he replied, “He may well be the deputy grand
vizier, but | have been made aware of the fact that he has, at times, attempted to spread
lies.”*® To this, in turn, the grand mufti immediately said, “He is corrupt (zalim) and an

95309

inveterate liar,””” upon which the sultan dismissed him as a candidate and, after a bit

395 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 611; ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 639. This was likely done because
the deputy grand vizier at the time, Giirct Mehmed Pasha (on whom see section 4.1 below), had apparently
earned the ire of the sultan for some reason and been dismissed from his position in the imperial council as
well as from the deputy grand vizierate. See Mahmut Ak, s.v. “Giircii Mehmed Paga,” D4, Vol. 28, 509.
3% Hasan Beyzade, Tdrih, Vol. 3, 889.

397 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 619.

3% “Gergi, ka’im-makam odur; 1dkin ba‘z-1 ahyanda, ihtiyar-1 diirig-1 bi-fiiriig itdiigine muttali‘ oldum.”
Hasan Beyzade, Tarih, Vol. 3, 889.

% “Hem zalim ve hem kezzabdur.” Ibid.
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more discussion, the grand admiral (kapudan-1 derya) Halil Pasha (d. c. 1630) was
decided upon.*'® No sooner had the grand mufti left, however, than Etmekg¢izade Ahmed
entered the sultan’s presence, and when the latter asked Ahmed whom he considered fit
for the post of grand vizier and commander of the army, Ahmed replied, “Command
[me], I am at [your] service.”*!" At this, the sultan was silent, which Etmekcizade
apparently interpreted as assent, because he then returned home to his mansion and
prepared a celebratory feast as he awaited the supposed arrival of the seals marking his

ascension to the grand vizierate. Hasan Beyzade relates what happened next:

Etmekg¢izade was unaware [that Halil Pasha had been made grand vizier]. He laid out
an expansive feast, and as he was dining with those in his retinue, a messenger
arrived from Halil Pasha and addressed Yaycizade, the head of the chancery (re zsii /-
kiittab), who was in the midst of eating, saying [to him], “The grand vizier wants
you.” Yaycizade, indicating Etmek¢izade, said, “There is the grand vizier, at the head
of the table; he has acceded [to the post].” The messenger realized that none of them
knew what had happened, and he announced that the honorable seal [of the grand
vizierate] had been granted to Halil Pasha, who wished to see the head [of the
chancery]. Upon hearing these words confirming [the actual situation], Etmekc¢izade
drew his hand away from his food, dumbfounded, and all the others seated at the
table vglezre struck silent. Yaycizade rose and went with the messenger to see Halil
Pasha.

310 K atib Celebi gives a slightly different version of the exchange between the sultan and the grand mufti:
“When the grand mufti said, “Would it not be appropriate to give [the grand vizierate] to your majesty’s
servant Etmekgizade?’, [the sultan] clarified by saying, ‘I am aware of certain lies on his part; I will not
give [the grand vizierate] to him,” whereupon the grand mufti corroborated the imperial words by saying,
‘He is an inveterate liar and corrupt.” (Seyhiilislam [...] “[Bli-hasbe 't-tarik Etmek¢izdde bendelerine
virilmez mi?” didikde, “[Alnin ba ‘z1 kizbine vakif oldum, ana virmem” diyii tasrih idicek, “[H]em
“Fezleke,” 619.

3 «Hdmet buyurun, hidmete turmisuz.” Hasan Beyzade, Tarih, Vol. 3, 889. Katib Celebi reports his
reply as, “‘Command [me], my soul and head are ready to be sacrificed for the sake of your majesty.””
(Hidmet buyurun, ugur-1 humdyiinda can u bas fedadir.) Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 619.

312 “Etmekgi-zade, bu etvardan haberdar olmayup, bast-1 ma’ide-i ni‘met idiip, etba‘1 ile tagaddi iderken,
Halil Pasa’dan bir ¢avus geliip, ta‘am tizerinde, Re’isii’l-kiittab olan Yayci-zade’ye, ‘Seni Vezir-i a‘zam
ister’ diyii hitab eylemis. Yayci-zade, ‘Iste, Vezir-i a‘zam, sofra basinda, ciilis itmisdiir’ diyii Etmekgi-
zade’yi gosterdiiginde, ¢avus, goriir ki, bunlar, ahvalden habir degiiller, miihr-i serif, Halil Pasa’ya viriliip,
ol dahi, re’isi istediigini takrir eylemis. Etmekgi-zade, bu kelam-1 marisii’l-me’ali igidicek, ta‘amdan el
¢ekiip, mebhiit ve sa’ir ma’idede bulinanlar dahi, siikiit iizre olmislar. Yayci-zade, kalkup, ¢avus ile Halil
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Following this incident, one of the grand vizier’s men was murdered by one of Ahmed
Pasha’s men, who was immediately captured and decapitated on the palace grounds.
Subsequently, all those who were known to have received bribes from Etmekg¢izade
were hunted down, taken into custody, and had their possessions seized.>" This entire
process reduced Ahmed Pasha’s esteem in the sultan’s eyes, and as a result he was not

. . .. .. 314
reconfirmed in his position as deputy grand vizier.

He did not, however, entirely disappear: in January 1617, he was still serving on the
imperial council as the second vizier (vezir-i sant) under grand vizier Halil Pasha, as
confirmed by a waqf deed of the sultan’s wife Kosem Sultan (d. 1651), which was
drawn up at that time and to which Ahmed Pasha served as a witness.’'* He remained on
the imperial council for several months, and there still appears to have been some
apprehension that, given his past as well as his position as second vizier, he might still
become grand vizier should anything happen to Halil Pasha. In a panegyric addressed to
the grand vizier on the occasion of his departing for a campaign in Ardabil, Nef =—who
as will be seen below had written several much harsher works against Ahmed Pasha—

expressed this apprehension openly:

a couple of state officers have taken aim at me | and taken it jointly upon themselves
to show cruelty || one’'® is an administrator and one a product of the financial branch |

Pasa’ya revane olmis.” Hasan Beyzade, Tdarih, Vol. 3, 890. Katib Celebi relates a more condensed version
of this same scene; see Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 620.

313 Hasan Beyzade, Tarih, Vol. 3, 890-891; Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 620. Cf. Ibrahim Pecevi, “Pegevi
Tarihi: Edisyon Kritigi Bagdat Niishas1 (284317 Metin, Dizin, Ozel Adlar Séz1iigii),” ed. Melek Metin
(M.A. thesis, Marmara University, 2006), 122.

3% Hasan Beyzade, Tdrih, Vol. 3, 891.

315 See Miicteba ilgiirel, “Késem Sultan’in Bir Vakfiyesi,” Tarih Dergisi 16, no. 21 (1966): 83-94.

316 The identity of the other figure here remains uncertain, as pointed out by ismail Unver, who was the
first to correctly identify the second figure as Etmekgizade; see Unver, “Ovgii ve Yergi Sairi Nef’,” 73.
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each is more petty and deceitful and cruel than the other || the trouble is that, even
with their open treachery, | their presence is still vital for the state and faith || you took
away one of them and made Istanbul rejoice | let God take the other and render the
world glad || and if He does not, at least let him not become grand vizier | for if he
does I hardly know what will befall the world || all the world’s people would be bereft
of bread | and the world’s treasury and coffers would liec empty again®'’

By placing these lines within this panegyric, Nef'T doubtless hoped that the departing
Halil Pasha would take whatever steps might be necessary to ensure that Ahmed Pasha

would not assume the grand vizierate.

In any case, although Halil Pasha’s campaign would prove unsuccessful and lead to his
removal, it was not Ahmed Pasha who would replace him. Before long, in fact, Ahmed
Pasha fell seriously ill and went into withdrawal.*'® Apparently fearing for his life, he
had 100 yiiks of akg¢es delivered to the new chief treasurer to be put into the treasury and
dedicated to repairs for the fortress at Ozi (the modern-day Ochakiv) and the

319

construction of a new fortress across the strait from it,” ~ as well as having a madrasa,

tomb, and water dispensary built in Istanbul’s Vefa district, with the superintendent of

these endowments to be the grand mufti himself.**’

Etmekg¢izade Ahmed finally passed
away in December 1618. When his possessions were subsequently claimed for the state

treasury, they amounted to the quite immense sum of 1,000 yiiks of ak¢es.”'

317 “bir iki miiltezimi eyledi havale bana | ki istirakla étmisler iltizam-1 sitem || biri miidebbir-i miilk ve biri
muhassal-1 mal | biri birinden ahass u miizevvir i azlem || bela budir ki bu denlii fesad-1 fahis ile | yine
viictidlar1 din i devlete elzem || birini sen gétiiriip eyledin Sitanbil’1 sad | birin de Hakk gotiiriip éde
‘alemi hiirrem || gotlirmez ise de bari getiirmeye sadra | geliirse hali n’olur yine ‘alemin bilmem || olurd:
halk-1 cihan yine etmege muhtac | kalurd1 yine tehi cib ii kise-i ‘alem”; Nef'1, [Divan], 87.

318 Ibid.; Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 642; ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 665 and Vol. 2, 684.

319 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 642.

320« Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 665-666; Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 642.

321 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 642.

143



3.2 Aspects of the life and career of Etmekcizade Ahmed Pasha

Overall, there are several things that stand out in regards to Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha’s
life and career, but here I will focus on three points in particular: (a) Etmekg¢izade’s
status as a vizier bearing the title “pasha”; (b) his background as a merchant and a
soldier in the sipahi ranks; and (c) contemporary divided opinion of him based on an
opposition between competence and corruption. The first two of these points were
negatively characterized as novelties at the time, and all three would be among the main

lines along which Etmekg¢izade was attacked in the invectives of Nef'T.

The first point—namely, Etmek¢izade Ahmed’s status as a vizier with the title of
“pasha”—was noticeably remarked upon in his own day. As Baki Tezcan points out in
his own discussion of Etmekgizade’s sociohistorical significance, “[t]he status of finance
ministers [i.e., chief treasurers] had been rising since the late-sixteenth century, and
Ahmed Pasha was not the first one to carry the title of vizier.”*** While this may be
factually correct, it nevertheless obscures two important points: first, Etmekc¢izade was
among the very first to be granted viziership in direct connection with his appointment
to the position of chief treasurer, as prior to him only Burhane’d-din (d. 1599/1600) had
received this privilege, specifically upon his second appointment in May 1599; and
second, the sheer power (not to mention fortune) that Etmekc¢izade managed to
accumulate as a function of the nearly unprecedented length of his time as chief

treasurer made him a sort of marked man for critics of this “innovation” (bid ‘a), such

322 Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 15.
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that regardless of accuracy he was indeed perceived as being the first joint chief

treasurer/pasha.

The trepidation with which Etmek¢izade’s viziership was met can, for example, be read
between the lines in a petition ( ‘arz) sent to and granted by Sultan Ahmed I on March
11, 1607, just a few months after the appointment was made. Before making its
particular requests, which involve the granting of sass revenues to Etmekgizade in
accordance with his vizieral rank, the petition begins as follows: “This is the petition of
[your] poor servant. My illustrious sultan has graced his servant, the treasurer Ahmed
Pasha, with viziership; may God Almighty preserve my sultan from error and peril >
While not at all rare, the expression here emphasized is, on the one hand, quite a forceful
one to use in a document that would be read personally by the sultan himself and, on the
other hand, seemingly an indirect way for the author of the petition—whose identity is
unclear, though he was undoubtedly a high-ranking official of some variety—to indicate

tacit disapproval of Etmek¢izade being granted viziership and the varied privileges that

come with it.

A later document that also explicitly refers to the matter of Etmek¢izade Ahmed’s
viziership is somewhat more direct. This document is one of several so-called
“Veliyyti’d-din” reports (telhis), which were prepared in order to provide a picture of the

state of imperial administrative affairs and offer recommendations concerning how to

323 “Arz-1 bende-i bi-mikdar budur ki, devletlii pAdisshum Defterdar Ahmed Pasa kullaria vezaret inyet
buyurulmus Hak Te ‘ald devletlii padisahu hata ve hatardan masiin eylesiin.” Cengiz Orhonlu, ed.,
Telhisler (1597—-1607) (Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1970), 131; emphasis added.

145



rectify some of the contemporary problems affecting those affairs.>** The report is one
example of the advice literature (nasihatname) that flourished in the late 16th and 17th
centuries due largely to “the emergence of a historical consciousness of ‘decline’ in

2 . . . ..
323 3 consciousness that was a reaction to changing conditions

Ottoman learned circles,
in the empire.**® In this “Veliyyii’d-din” report, which was apparently presented to

Sultan Murad IV (r. 1623-1640) in the year 1632,%*" the author excoriates the expansion
of the range of offices being granted the right to the title of pasha, which had now begun

to include not only the traditional viziers and provincial governors (beglerbegi), but also
treasurers, chancellors (nisanct), and district governors (sancakbegi):
[T]o become chancellor or treasurer or district governor (sancakbegi) with the rank of

beglerbegi328 is an innovation (bid ‘a) and a most improper one. They [i.e., holders of
these offices] must be elevated, [but] this rank greatly harms the Sublime State. All of

32* See Murphey, “The Veliyyuddin Telhis.”

33 H. Erdem Cipa, The Making of Selim: Succession, Legitimacy, and Memory in the Early Modern
Ottoman World (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2017), 182.

326 The foundational studies problematizing the notion of the Ottoman “decline” are Douglas A. Howard,
“Ottoman Historiography and the Literature of ‘Decline’ of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries,”
Journal of Asian History 22 (1988): 52—77; Cemal Kafadar, “The Myth of the Golden Age: Ottoman
Historical Consciousness in the Post-Siileymanic Era,” in Siileymdn the Second and His Time, ed. Halil
Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar (Istanbul: The Isis Press, 1993): 37-48; and Cemal Kafadar, “The Question of
Ottoman Decline,” Harvard Middle Eastern and Islamic Review 4, nos. 1-2 (1997-1998): 30—75. Some
more recent studies addressing the matter from different perspectives include, but are not limited to,
Marinos Sariyannis, “Ottoman Critics of Society and State, Fifteenth to Early Eighteenth Centuries:
Toward a Corpus for the Study of Ottoman Political Thought,” Archivum Ottomanicum 25 (2008): 127—
150; Heather Ferguson, “Genres of Power: Constructing a Discourse of Decline in Ottoman
Nasihatname,” Osmanli Arastirmalari | The Journal of Ottoman Studies 35 (2010): 81-116; and Mehmet
Oz, Kanun-1 Kadimin Pesinde: Osmanli’da Coziilme ve Gelenek¢i Yorumlar: (Istanbul: Dergah Yayinlari,
2015).

327 Rhoads Murphey, “Dérdiincii Sultan Murad’a Sunulan Yedi Telhis,” in VIII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi,
Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler (11-15 Ekim 1976), Vol. 2 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1981), 1096.
Significantly, these reports were submitted to the sultan just as he had reached majority and was asserting
his own power after several years of being a young figurehead.

328 Here, “the rank of beglerbegi” (beglerbegilik payesi) refers to being entitled as a pasha, in line with the
fact that pasha was a title originally reserved for provincial governors (beglerbegi) and viziers. See Jean
Deny, s.v. “Pasha,” Elz, Vol. VIII, 279-281; V.L. Ménage, s.v. “Beglerbegi,” E12, Vol. I, 1159-1160.
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these offices are exalted positions. Their very display is sufficient. There is no need
for promotion through false ranks.**’

The fact that this expansion of the range of viziership, with the varied privileges that

339 and that any

accompany this title, is described by the very loaded term bid ‘a,
viziership granted to the holders of the offices mentioned is unequivocally labeled
“false” (sahte), indicates a clear discomfort with the possible consequences of this trend.
In part, this discomfort emanates from the sense, common to all the contemporary advice
literature, that the problems faced by the empire at the time were the result of a deviation
from established custom (kaniin-1 kadim): traditionally, the title of pasha and the
privileges that go with it were reserved for those serving either as viziers on the imperial
council®®' or as provincial governors; thus, by widening the title’s range so as to

encompass what was effectively the next level down in the hierarchy, a way was opened

for greater—and more difficult to control—potential abuse of vizieral privileges.

However, the report does not simply lament this situation in the abstract: on the
contrary, immediately prior to these rather general statements the report details
particular abuses that can and have occurred specifically as a result of the granting of
viziership to treasurers—a practice explicitly noted, however inaccurately, as having

begun with Etmek¢izade Ahmed:

329 «“Ve’I-hasil nisanci ve defterdarlar ve sancaklar begleri beglerbegilik payesiyle olmak bir bid atdir ve
bid atlariy kabihidir. Anlar yine ref* olunmak gerekdir. Bu payenin Devlet-i ‘Aliyye’ye ¢ok zarar1 vardir.
Bu mansiblariy her birisi refi* makamlardir[.] Kendi ‘arzlari kafidir[.] Sahte paye ile terfi‘e hacet yokdir.”
Murphey, “The Veliyyuddin Telhis,” 561-562.

339 The term, meaning “innovation,” is a religious one technically referring to any “belief or practice for
which there [was] no precedent in the time of the Prophet”; James Robson, “Bid‘a,” EP,Vol. 1, 1199. It
appears to have often been used outside of a strictly religious context, but the fact that the “innovation”
here is one related not to religious law but to the canonical imperial practice of kaniin can nevertheless be
taken as a means of stressing the severe impropriety of this new practice.

3! Though the chief treasurer had always had a seat on the imperial council, it was not a position that
began to be associated with actual viziership and the title of “pasha” until the end of the 16th century.
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Formerly, treasurers were not of the rank of vizier, and if an imperial decree was writ
regarding imperial possessions, it would pass through four or five hands, with [the]
three [other] treasurers setting their seal on it. Any previously written decree would
have been registered by the council’s senior clerks, the mukdata ‘acis and accountants,
and so they would be aware of what was written therein. Moreover, revenue would
come directly to the imperial gate. In this manner, it was not possible to secrete away
any possessions rightfully belonging to the sultan. In the year 1015 [1606/07], the late
Sultan Ahmed [I] Khan made Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha the chief treasurer with the
rank of vizier. Since that time, treasurers have been granted viziership.*** As a result,
the condition of the treasury has been disturbed and disordered, and has not been free
of destruction and ruin. For now that treasurers are viziers, whenever it is necessary
to write an imperial decree, they have a scribe of their very own write it and then
affix it with their signature and seal without anyone being aware of what is written
therein. With the treasurers of former times, even if they were traitorous thieves, they
still did not have the power to steal even one ak¢e. But now that they have viziership,
they are able to steal whatever amount they desire. In sum, the granting of the rank of
vizier to treasurers is immensely harmful to the treasury.*>

This rather detailed description of the consequences of the loss of bureaucratic checks on
the activities of the chief treasurer nowhere accuses Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha of
siphoning off money rightfully belonging to the imperial treasury. Nevertheless, the
implication is very much there insofar as it is he and he alone who is mentioned by

name.

Such discretion is perhaps to be expected in a report meant for submission to the sultan,

even if the particular figure being implicated was long since dead. However, other

332 It should be noted that only about half of the chief treasurers between Ahmed Pasha’s time and the
author’s own day (i.e., the early 1630s) were in fact granted viziership; however, the precedent was indeed
established, and later in the 17th century would become standard practice.

333 «ye defterdarlar mukaddema vezaret payesiyle olmadan mal-1 padisahi i¢iin bir emr-i serif yazilsa dort
bes elden gegiip ii¢c defterdar dahi birer nisan ¢ekerdi. Ve evvel yazilan hilkkmi Kubbealti’nda olan divan
h'aceleri ki mukata acilar ve muhasebeciler der-kayd ediip ol hiikmin mazmiinina vakiflar idi. Ve mal-1
mirT togr1 bab-1 hiimaytna geliirdi. Bu tarik ile mal-1 padisaht ketm olunmak miimkin degil idi. Merhtim
Sultan Ahmed Han bip onbes tarthinde Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasa’y1 vezaret ile basdefterdar eyledi. Ol
zamandan berii defterdarlar vezaret ile olur idi. Bu sebebden beytii’l-mal ahvali muhtel i miisevves olup
zayi' 1 telef olmakdan halt degildir. Zira defterdarlar vezir olmagla bir emr-i serif yazilmak lazim geldikde
kendiiye mahsus bir katibe yazdirup kendiisi imzasin ve tugrasin ¢ekiip mazmiinina bir ferd vakif olmaz.
Mukaddema olan defterdarlar ha’in ve hirsiz olsalar dahi bir akge sirkat eylemege kadir degiller idi. Lakin
vezaret olicak murad eylediigi mikdar: sirkaya kadir olur. Hasil-1 kelam, defterdarlariy vezaret ile olmasi
beytii’l-mala kiillf zarardir.” Murphey, “The Veliyyuddin Telhis,” 561.

148



authors writing in different genres for different audiences could afford to be, and in fact
were, rather less circumspect. This will be made vividly clear in the next section, when
the invectives written against Etmekc¢izade by Nef'T are examined in some detail. But the
chief treasurer’s notoriety appears to have been rather widespread. For instance, a
chronogram on the occasion of Ahmed Pasha’s death by an otherwise unknown scribe
named ‘Omer is recorded in the margins of a miscellany, describing its subject in the

following manner:

Chronogram on the death of Etmek¢izdde, in the hand of the scribe ‘Omer

today Etmekcizade’s bread | has been cooked through in the oven || I wonder if he
now repents | the injustice he wreaked on the people || he turned Rumelia to wrack
and ruin | but now they’re once again safe and sound || yet he was corrupt since his
rise began | none were so tenacious in bid ‘a || his dead carcass was stuck in the
ground | which could not digest it and threw it up || all his possessions [must be]
seized for the treasury | indeed, the sultan should [have spilled] his blood || I asked
some(;glf how [Etmekcizade] was doing | and he said the chronogram, “The tyrant is
dead”

This poem’s emphasis lies primarily on injustice (zu/m), which in context appears to

refer primarily to corruption and theft and the trickle-down effect that these were

334 “Tarih-i vefat-1 Etmekgizade ba hatt-1 Omer’il katib: Bu giin Etmekgizade nin nam1 / Tiikenip oldu
furunda azim / Halka ettikleri zuliimlerine / Aceb oldu mu simdi ol nddim / Rum ilini harabe vermis idi /
Simdiden sonra oldular salim / Gergi fiiriiunda zalim idi / Olmad1 boyle bid’ate 4zim / S6yle konuldu
cifeye oliisiin / Kay idiib ahir olmad1 hazim / Climle malin1 miriye almak / Padisaha hele kan1 1azim /
Halini 4nin birisine sordum / Dedi tarihini ‘Oldii ya zalim’.” A. Turan Alkan, “Ekmekgizade Ahmet
Pasa’nin Oliimiine Diisiiriilmiis Bir Tarih ve Cennetle Miijdelenen Bir Zalim,” Tarih ve Toplum 9, no. 54
(June 1988), 46 (374). Note that the date indicated by the phrase Oldii yd zalim (a4 b s 5)) is AH 1033
(1623/24 CE), whereas Etmekc¢izade Ahmed in fact died in AH 1027 (1617/18 CE); however, mistakes in
chronograms were by no means unheard of, and moreover the rather classically deficient meter and rhyme
of the poem as a whole seem to indicate that the scribe ‘Omer, while certainly educated, nonetheless at
least did not slave over this particular composition, which may have contributed to the mistake in the
chronogram’s dating. Alkan also notes that the miscellany in which he found the chronogram contains the
following explanatory note directly below it: “While yet living, the deceased became the treasurer and
raised the salaries of certain people, yet he also did wrong to and oppressed many Muslims, [such that] his
death was a cause for joy for all those [who had been oppressed] and in the end such curses came to be
produced” (Merhum hal-i haydtinda defterdar olub bazi kimselerin vazifelerini ref” idiib nice bunun
emsali Miisliimanlara gadr-ii hayf eyledigi [i¢in), vefatina her biri mesrir olub dkibet bu nam ilenisler
olunmus); ibid.
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perceived as having on the Ottoman, and particularly Rumelian, populace of producers.
In general, as might be expected, corruption and injustice of all kinds were also among
the primary concerns of the authors of this era’s abundant advice literature, about which
more will be said below in connection with Nef'1T’s invectives against Etmekg¢izade
Ahmed Pasha, which evince many of the same “declinist” concerns as the advice
literature. The invective chronogram by the scribe ‘Omer, interestingly, puts forward the
claim that Ahmed Pasha had been corrupt from the very start of his career (fiiri 9),>>> an
assertion that will also be seen in Nef T’s invectives. In connection with this idea, and
like the “Veliyyii’d-din” report, ‘Omer’s chronogram also makes conscious use of the
pregnant term bid ‘a to summarize Ahmed Pasha’s rise to power. Taken together, these
lines carry a strong implication that his very background itself served as a kind of

preliminary to corruption.

This, in turn, serves to highlight the second significant point regarding the career of
Etmekg¢izade; namely, the novelty of a merchant-cum-sipahi rising through the ranks to
become the chief treasurer, a pasha, and very nearly even grand vizier. In his own brief
evaluation of Ahmed Pasha, Baki Tezcan emphasizes that his background “differed
greatly from the traditional backgrounds of finance ministers, which were either in the

educational-judicial [i.e., ‘ilmiyye] or scribal [i.e., kalemiyye] spheres,” going on to point

out how he was a soldier, “albeit of a different kind” inasmuch as he appears to have

333 The word fiirii * (¢ 5.8, it should be noted, is a difficult one to parse, as it would normally refer to a
person’s descendants, which makes no sense in this context. One meaning of the root ¢ _ <3, however, has
to do with beginning or commencement; see Edward William Lane, An Arabic-English Lexicon, Derived
from the Best and the Most Copious Eastern Sources, Book 1, Part 6 (London: Williams and Norgate,
1877), 2378-2380.
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bought his way into the sipahi ranks, possibly viewing the army “as an institution that
provided financial security and social status.”**® From there, as mentioned above, he
somehow—perhaps most likely by using money he had saved—managed to finagle a
position collecting taxes, after which he moved steadily up the ladder of the empire’s
financial branch. While it may be going too far to accurately call this, as Tezcan does,

95337

full-fledged “social mobility,”””" it does indicate the beginnings of such and also, as

Tezcan underlines, shows how “the role of money and its prestige in politics were

rising.”**®

Nonetheless, what was thus de facto accepted (or rather, beginning to be accepted) in
practice was not necessarily de jure accepted in theory: this, in fact, was the driving
force behind much if not all of the contemporary advice literature, whose authors were
attempting to negotiate between the established customs of kaniin-1 kadim and the new
circumstances of the much enlarged empire from the second half of the 16th century
onwards, a negotiation that led in most cases to a plea, ultimately in vain, to return to the
established customs.”*” This conservative mindset thus looked askance on even the

possibility of social mobility, which would make the borders of the four fundamental

336 Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 16.

7 Ibid., 17.

3% Ibid., 16. Tt should also be noted in connection with this that, during the late 16th and early 17th
centuries, the financial branch was becoming increasingly large and specialized so as to better deal with
the empire’s vast domains. As a consequence of this, from the 1570s onwards the majority of chief
treasurers were coming to their posts directly from this branch: through 1573/74—when Lalezar Mehmed
Celebi (d. c. 1583), the son of a janissary, was appointed chief treasurer—only three of thirty-three total
chief treasurers (12%) had come from the still somewhat nascent financial branch, but between 1573/74
and Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha’s appointment in 1606, fifteen of eighteen total chief treasurers (83%)
emerged from the rapidly consolidating branch. Data taken from Danismend, Osmanli Devlet Erkani,
242-262.

3% For a reading of the motivations behind the advice literature of the early modern period focusing
especially on Kogi Beg, see Rifa‘at ‘Ali Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the Modern State: The Ottoman
Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth Centuries (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991), 20—40.
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. 1340
classes (erkdn-1 erba ‘a)’

porous and, by permitting “outsiders” (ecnebi) to move with a
greater degree of freedom among the classes, upset the order of the empire (nizam-1
‘dlem). In the case of Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha, as hinted at by the scribe ‘Omer’s
chronogram, his origins, specifically as a relatively lowly sipahi soldier and merchant,
provided a readymade stigma through which he might be denigrated. While this is only
an oblique implication in the chronogram, it served as one of the primary fields of attack

in the invectives written against Ahmed Pasha by NefT, as will be seen in the following

section.

The third point relating to the career of Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha has to do very
specifically with the matter of the very divided way he was perceived during his time
and soon after. On the one hand, there were those who viewed him as especially
competent in the matter of handling finances. This has already been seen above, in the
account of how, in 1599, he managed to obtain release from imprisonment apparently as
a direct result of his supporters stressing how able he was in financial matters,
particularly in the collection of provisions for the army. This seems to be borne out by
the facts themselves. At several points during the course of the Long War—specifically,

c. 1600,>*' 1603,*** and 1605°*—Etmekgizade was temporarily replaced as military

3% These four classes, as typically formulated, comprised the military and administrative class (seyfiyye or
‘askeri), the bureaucratic class (kalemiyye), craftsmen and merchants, and agriculturalists.

! Caroline Finkel, The Administration of Warfare: The Ottoman Military Campaigns in Hungary, 1593—
1606 (Vienna: VWGO, 1988), 246-247.

42 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 430.

* Ibid., 495; * Abdw’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 423.
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treasurer in order to be sent out into Rumelia to gather funds and provisions for the

army, and he appears to have been notably efficient at doing so.***

On the other hand, however, as has already been seen in the above account of
Etmekg¢izade Ahmed’s life, there were also persons and factions lined up in opposition
to him, chief among them the successive grand viziers Murad Pasha and Nasiih Pasha,
who ultimately managed to orchestrate Ahmed’s swift fall from a long grace. Part of the
reason behind this was the rising prestige and immense wealth of the chief treasurer,
with the former presenting a threat to which the latter offered an opportunity to respond
by means of allegations of corruption. As indicated by the example of the invective
chronogram by ‘Omer presented above, the notion that Etmekgizade Ahmed was corrupt
was one that seems to have been held not just among the upper echelons of the
government, but to have extended out among a wider proportion of the populace as well,

or at least among even the humblest ranks of the Ottoman bureaucracy.

At the higher levels, there was a decided political component to the opposition to
Etmekgizade: with the rise of importance of the finance ministry, especially as a result of
the consecutive wars with the Safavids and the Habsburgs between 1578 and 1606, there
developed a rivalry between treasurers and viziers, or more broadly speaking between

the empire’s financial and administrative branches, which over time became especially

3 See, e.g., Finkel, The Administration of Warfare, 246-247. Also note, however, that what might be
viewed from the state’s and/or the modern historian’s perspective as efficiency and success in gathering
funds (i.e., taxes) could well be viewed as unjust extortion on the part of those providing the funds (i.e.,
the producers). Considering, for instance, the scribe ‘Omer’s specific mention of Rumelia in his invective
chronogram, it is not impossible to think that he may well have personally experienced and recalled
Ahmed Pasha’s gathering of funds, and is thus referring to them in his chronogram.
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heated as the former came to establish itself as increasingly independent of the latter.>*’
It was in fact within the context of this rivalry that the concerns about the origins of
Ahmed Pasha arose: as a “mere” soldier of the “new” type, with a background in
commerce, who rose to the heights of a government branch that was gradually
separating from the administrative structure of which it was ostensibly part, and who
then threatened to effectively leap from that height across the widening gap to the height
of the adminstrative structure—i.e., to potentially become grand vizie—Ahmed served
as an early encapsulation of how the composition and structure of the empire’s

administrative system were transforming under the strictures of the time.

In discussing how the Ottoman bureaucracy gradually became institutionalized over the
course of the late 16th and early 17th centuries, Gabriel Piterberg points out how both
the chancery and the treasury became increasingly preferable career tracks during this
period, the former because it “offered both cultural prestige and an opportunity to
exhibit one’s cultural prowess,” and the latter because it was more remunerative.**® As a

(133

result, the pool of candidates began to expand to encompass “‘plain’ reaya families”
(i.e., of Muslim origin) on the one hand and, on the other hand, “sons of middle- and
low-ranking kul, who not infrequently rendered bureaucratic services to the unit in

which their fathers served or had served.”**’ Moreover, given the increasingly money-

based economy, to those candidates who had spent time in an apprenticeship and had

3% This rivalry is outlined in Klaus Rohrborn, “Die Emanzipation der Finanzbiirokratie im Osmanischen
Reich (Ende 16. Jahrhundert),” Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 122 (1972),
130-137 and Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 218-224.

346 Gabriel Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play (Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 2003), 44.

7 Ibid.
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come from a relatively modest background, the financial branch proved especially
attractive inasmuch as “cultural prestige and prowess were presumably luxuries they
could ill afford.”*** Economic change thus not only necessitated the expansion and
further institutionalization of the Ottoman financial branch, but also enticed more and
more people of different backgrounds to enter that branch, basically creating a snowball

effect.>*

Reading these developments in Bourdieusian terms, there was an ever enlarging hunt to
appropriate economic capital in the case of those entering the financial branch, or one’s
cultural capital in the case of those entering the chancery, and yet this very enlargement
initiated a change in the composition of these respective fields, thereby necessarily also
altering the habitus of the actors within those fields. In a word, the set of behaviors,
skills, and dispositions called for from any actors within and representing the financial
branch and the chancery who might wish to retain their position and status was gradually
being transformed in line with what new actors in these fields were bringing with
them.**° This, in turn, helps to explain why contemporary critics—be it the authors of
advice literature, the chroniclers, or the producers of invective—saw these processes of
transformation in largely moral terms as a decline: realizing that they were gradually
being left out of, or at least were potentially threatened by, the newly developing

networks that constituted the changing field’s social capital, they—and particularly the

* Ibid.

** For an overview of the Ottoman financial branch and the changes it underwent from the 16th to the
17th centuries, see Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy, 49—80.

% Though the notion of the “socialized subjectivity” that is habitus, as well as its relation with various
fields, is, as a concept fundamental to Pierre Bourdieu’s worldview, utilized throughout his work in a
piecemeal fashion, perhaps the most succinct explanation thereof is to be found in Pierre Bourdieu and
Loic J.D. Wacquant, An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1992), 120-140.

155



moralist par excellence Mustafa ‘Alf and his student and, in a way, spiritual descendant
Nef't—embarked on a campaign to reinterpret the transformation of habitus, which was
an inevitable concomitant of the changing field, as a systemic collapse brought on by a
concatenation of personal moral failings. Also of note in this regard is how a polymath
critic and littérateur like Mustafa ‘Ali seems to have had a holistic conception wherein
the Bourdieusian field embraced all of what might be called Ottoman “elite” culture,
from literature to etiquette to administration, and hence his comprehensive—and at
times contradictory—vision was extended out so as to encompass and apply to the whole
of this culture.””' Given this comprehensive vision, his expectation was that all “elites”
would be more or less equally well educated, mannered, and skilled, and thus, as Cornell
Fleischer puts it, “Ali’s unhappiness with the system of his time sprang less from a
concern with maintaining the integrity of career lines per se than from disgust with a
decline in the quality [i.e., the broad cultural capital] of administrative personnel.”***
This vision would go on to shape the advice literature discourse of the early 17th

century, though these later works would be much more narrowly focused than Mustafa

‘AlT’s own.

To return to Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha, as a beneficiary of and one who took careful

advantage of the changing situation, he appears to have been viewed or at least

31 While the best example of this range is the entirety of Mustafa ‘Ali’s voluminous euvre as a whole,

perhaps the finest concise expression of it is to be found in the wide-ranging Meva 'idii 'n-nefa’is fi
kava’idi’I-mecalis (Tables of Delicacies concerning the Rules of Social Gatherings); see Milstafa ‘Ali, The
Ottoman Gentleman of the Sixteenth Century: Mustafa Ali’s Meva’idii’n-Nefa’is fi Kava'idi’l-Mecalis
(“Tables of Delicacies concerning the Rules of Social Gatherings), ed. and trans. Douglas S. Brookes
(Cambridge, MA: The Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations, Harvard University,
2003).

352 Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 204.
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implicitly presented by many as a sort of exemplary symptom of contemporary
transformations in the economy and administrative composition. He was not merely, a la
Baki Tezcan, a soldier “of a different kind,”*** but even more broadly an “outsider” of a
different sort, and it was this fact that could be and was utilized by those opposed to him
as a means of intimating or even directly charging that he was incompetent, unworthy of
his position, and corrupt. While this, of course, means neither that he was nor that he
was not in fact “corrupt,” it was such conceptions as these that contributed more than
anything to how Ahmed Pasha was perceived both in his own day and in subsequent
generations. Hasan Beyzade, for instance, had this to say about Etmekgizade just before
recounting how, when he was the deputy grand vizier, his last hopes of achieving the

grand vizierate were dashed due to the rumors swirling around him:
As the deputy grand vizier, after a few months of serving in that high vizieral post,
Etmekcizade grew filled with conceit and had no doubt that the grand vizierate and
command of the army belonged to him alone, and he entertained no other possibility
than this. [So], when he was invited to the consultation [concerning whom to appoint
as grand vizier following the dismissal of Kara Mehmed Pasha], and without asking
assistance from anyone, he set right off on his way to the imperial pavilion.*>*

Hasan Beyzade’s own background and career may well have affected this scathing

condemnation of Ahmed Pasha’s shortcomings. His father had served as the head of the

chancery, and Hasan Beyzade also began his career as a scribe around 1590. In 1605,

however, he transferred to the financial branch, and by 1609—when Etmekcizade, with

whom he worked personally, was still serving as the chief treasurer—he had risen as

33 Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 16.

3% “Etmekci-zade, ka’im-makam olup, bir kag aydan berii, ol sadrda, istihdim olinmagla, kendiiye gurtir-1
tdmm geliip, sadaret-i uzma ve serdarlik, kendiiye miinhasir olmasinda istibah eylemeyiip, tahalliif ihtimali
kalbine rah bulmamus idi. Miisavereye da‘vet olindukda, kimseden isti‘anet eylemedin, magrirane, Kasr-1

ali-san’a miiteveccih 1 revane old1.” Hasan Beyzade, Tdrih, Vol. 3, 889.
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high as the rank of finance director for the Anatolian provinces, though he was demoted
to finance director of the Danubian provinces within a year.”*® Unlike Etmekgizade,
then, Hasan Beyzade had taken the largely “traditional” path into the financial branch,
by way of the empire’s scribal institutions. Moreover, he appears to have experienced
friction with the later chief treasurer ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha—who was a companion of
Etmekgizade from Edirne and who, like him, had moved directly from the army into the
empire’s financial branch—as he appears to have had no post during ‘Abdu’l-bakt’s
terms or indeed for many years afterwards.**® Thus, even though Hasan Beyzade may
not have had any personal ax to grind with Etmek¢izade Ahmed, he was a personal
witness from the inside of how the financial branch was transforming and expanding,
and so when he started to write his chronicle in the late 1620s, he wrote it as someone

with a stake in the matter.

Katib Celebi adopts a rather more complex stance toward Ahmed Pasha’s character. Just
prior to recounting an anecdote from the time when Ahmed was still enrolled as a sipahi
in Edirne, he offers the following brief summation of Ahmed’s career:

While the aforementioned Ahmed Pasha was a sipahi enrolled in Edirne, he became

known among his friends for his munificence and generosity, [but] later he began to
grow extremely prosperous. Owing to his great good fortune, his mortal enemies

3% For fuller accounts of Hasan Beyzade’s background, life, and career, see Hasan Beyzade Ahmed Pasha,
Hasan Bey-zdade Tarihi: Tahlil, Kaynak Tenkidi, Vol. 1, ed. Sevki Nezihi Aykut (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Basimevi, 2004), XXV—-XLVI and S. Nezihi Aykut, “Hasan Beyzade Ahmed Pasa,” Historians
of the Ottoman Empire, http://www.ottomanhistorians.uchicago.edu, ed. Cemal Kafadar, Hakan Karateke,
and Cornell Fleischer. https://ottomanhistorians.uchicago.edu/sites/ottomanhistorians.uchicago.edu
/files/hasanbeyzade.pdf.

3 Ibid.
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Mezbele Turpu Mahmiid Pasha, Burhan Efendi,*®’ Nasiih Pasha, and others fell
unfortunate, and he was [thus] free to stand out as a treasurer for many years.>>®

Though Katib Celebi here mentions Ahmed’s “munificence and generosity” (kerem ii
seha), he also carefully qualifies this statement by limiting it to his youth and the circle
of his friends; indeed, the anecdote that follows this passage could be read as providing
an example of this, inasmuch as it recounts how the young sipahi Ahmed would send
snacks to and pay for the wine of a poor dervish who frequented the same Edirne tavern
as him and his friends, and who in return supposedly used his spiritual powers to grant

this group of young sipahis’ wishes.*”

Following this anecdote, however, Katib Celebi immediately appends the following
assessment of Ahmed Pasha’s character: “His custom was to cringe before those he
feared and try to entice them through abundant gifts while not even glancing at those
below him in station but rather toying with, mocking, and insulting [them].”**® Here,
then, in connection with his comments on Ahmed Pasha’s youth, Katib Celebi paints a
brief yet pointed picture of a once somewhat generous man who became a sycophant
and, after having risen to a certain station, put on airs, grew avaricious, and lost what
generosity he had had. In fact, this particular assessment is followed by Kéatib Celebi’s

account, first, of the genesis of the enmity between Ahmed Pasha and the future grand

%7 Mezbele Turpu Mahmiid Pasha came up through a career in the financial branch to serve briefly as
chief treasurer in 1595-1596, while Burhan Efendi is the aforementioned Burhane’d-din, who had also
begun in the financial branch and served two terms as chief treasurer, the first in 1585—1586 and the
second—which coincided with his appointment as a vizier—in 1599—-1600.

%% “Mezbtr Ahmed Pasa Edirneli bir sipahi iken yarani beyninde kerem vii seh ile istihar bulup ba‘dehi
diinya ana musahhar olmusidi. Kuvvet-i baht u tali‘ ile kendiiye hasm-1 can olan Mezbele Turpu Mahmud
Pasa ve Burhan Efendi ve Nasuh Pasa ve gayri ser-niglin olup bu denli y1l istiklal tizre defterdarlikda
teferriid itmisidi.” Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 566.

> This anecdote is summarized and analyzed in Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 14-17.

360« Adeti korkduguna kilinmak ve ihsan-1 firivan ile teshir eylemek ve asagi hal erbabina bakmayup
belki istihza vii tahkir ile mezelenmek idi.” Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 567.
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vizier Murad Pasha, when Ahmed had refused to provide financial assistance to Murad
when the latter was the governor of Diyarbekir; and second, of the time when Murad, as
grand vizier, had attempted to have the chief treasurer killed in Uskiidar. Thereby, and in
line with his own particular style, Katib Celebi indirectly and rather subtly depicts
Ahmed Pasha as someone who grew corrupted by wealth and power the more he gained

and the higher he rose.

Even the chronicler ibrahim Pegevi—who earlier in his career had received support from
Ahmed Pasha in being granted the position of clerk responsible for three provincial
districts (sancak) in Greece®®'—later evinced a degree of reservation about the chief
treasurer despite the assistance he had once received from him. Regarding the time in
1616 when Ahmed Pasha’s designs on the grand vizierate were thwarted, he directly
addresses some of the rumors swirling around the pasha: “And apparently one of his
retainers even killed someone; he [i.e., the retainer] was beheaded before the imperial
council. And Etmekgizade got those who made allegations against him and claimed to

have given him bribes to withdraw their claims.”***

Though Pegev1’s statements here
still evidence a degree of support, even admiration, for his one-time benefactor, the

rumors have clearly had some effect on his view of the pasha.

Overall, the picture that emerges of Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha from an analysis of

contemporary records is of a rather polarizing figure whose rise to immense personal

31 pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi: 284-317,” 66.

362 «ye galiba kendii mensiibatindan bir kimesne katl dahi itmis idi. Divan-1 hiimaytinda boynin urdurda.
Ve Itmekgi-zade niifi kendiisinden dah1 ba‘z hakk-1 da‘va idenlere ve riisvet virdiim diyenlere ciimle
hakklarin redd itdurdi.” Ibid., 122.
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wealth and to power—indeed, almost to the grand vizierate—from humble military-
cum-commercial origins made him something of a lightning rod for criticisms, both
implicit and explicit, of the growing importance of capital for getting into and
maintaining positions of power and influence.*® In this regard, Joseph von Hammer-
Purgstall’s overall assessment of Ahmed Pasha’s career might serve as a succinct
summary, based as it is on the consultation of a wide variety of contemporary sources

and given that it seems to be trying to encompass all sides of the issue:

Although he never achieved his greatest ambition, the grand vizierate, [Etmekg¢izade
Ahmed Pasha] steered his ship safely round the cliffs of hatred and the persecution of
such powerful and bloodthirsty grand viziers as Ibrahtm, Murad, and Nasiih. He was
a man of finance, and therefore, came up against the grand vizier’s enmity—due
either to how indispensable his services were or to the sultan’s protection, which he
purchased with great sums [of money].*%*
On the one hand are Ahmed Pasha’s indispensable services (die Unentbehrlichkeit
seiner Dienste), pointing out his apparent talent in dealing with state financial matters,
the result of precisely his origins in a commercial environment. On the other hand,
though, is “the sultan’s protection” (der Sultans Schutz) purchased, as the rumors had it,

with wealth—the very ability to collect which, whether licitly or illicitly or both, was

also a function of his commercial background.

363 For an overview of the formation and accumulation of (economic) capital in the Ottoman context
through the 17th century, see Halil Inalcik, “Capital Formation in the Ottoman Empire,” The Journal of
Economic History 29, no. 1 (March 1969): 97-140.

364 «“Wiewohl er nie das hochste Ziel seines Ehrgeitzes, die Grosswesirstelle, erreicht, so steuerte er doch
seinen Kahn durch die Klippen des Hasses und der Versolgung so vieler machtiger und blutdiirstiger
Grosswesire, als Ibrahim, Murad und Nassuh, gliicklich hindurch. Er war der Mann der Finanzen, und
daher wider der Grosswesire Feindschaft entweder durch die Unentbehrlichkeit seiner Dienste, oder durch
des Sultans Schutz, den er mit grossen Summen erkaufte, geseyt.” Joseph von Hammer, Geschichte des
Osmanischen Reiches, Vol. 4 (Pest: C.A. Hartleben’s Verlage, 1829), 510.
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There were certainly some who vocally supported Ahmed Pasha, even if only in the
hopes of some variety of quid pro quo. Ibrahim Pecevi was one, as were, for example,
the poets Veyst (1561-1628) and ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (Nadirt) Efendi (1572—
1626), both of whom wrote poems in praise of the chief treasurer’®—and who, likely
not coincidentally, were both inveterate opponents of Nef'1. For the most part, however,
the judgment of contemporaries was one of, at the least, suspicion regarding his
accumulation of personal wealth and, at the most, outright hostility owing not only to his
wealth, but also to his origins and his power. As the following section will detail, Nef'1

was firmly in the latter camp.

3.3 Nef'T’s invectives against Etmekcizade Ahmed Pasha

When Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha was initially appointed chief treasurer in 1606, soon to
be followed by Murad Pasha’s appointment as grand vizier in December of the same
year, Nef'T was serving as comptroller of mines. As already mentioned, this meant that
Nef‘1 was not only serving in the Ottoman financial branch, but was indeed directly
subordinate to Ahmed Pasha in the hierarchy. Nef‘1 continued to serve as comptroller of
mines until at least late 1609, when a certain Mikras Efendi is listed as occupying the

3% Why Nef'7 lost the post and what other post, if any, he was appointed (or

post.
demoted) to at this time remains uncertain, as does whether or not Etmekg¢izade Ahmed

Pasha was in any way directly or indirectly involved in his removal.

385 See Pakalin, Maliye Teskilati Tarihi, 244-245 and ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (NadirT) Efendi, “Gani-
zade Nadirl: Hayati, Edebi Kisiligi, Eserler, Divani ve Seh-namesinin Tenkidli Metni,” ed. Numan
Kiilekei (Ph.D. dissertation, Atatiirk University, 1985), 296.

3% < Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 1, 377.
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What is clear, however, is that it was at around or sometime after this time that Nef'1
wrote an extended invective of 66 distichs in six stanzas in the terkib-i bend form
explicitly targeting the chief treasurer.’®’ This poem is structured as a comprehensive
takedown of Ahmed Pasha, and as such touches on nearly all of the elements that were
considered, at least by some, to be controversial about the chief treasurer and his rise to

power.

The invective’s first stanza serves as an introduction that situates Etmek¢izade Ahmed
Pasha within both a cosmic and a personal context. The opening distich presents Ahmed
Pasha’s presence in high office as a disturbance of order with potentially catastrophic
consequences: “what revolution, what agitation, what fate is this! | if this goes on, the
heavens and earth will be leveled.”*®® The words “revolution” (gerdis), “agitation”
(ciinbiis), and “fate” (devran) in the first hemistich are all terms used in astronomy and
astrology to refer to the motions of the stars and planets through the sky, signifying
change and transition from one time or era to another. While this does not of necessity
indicate change for the worse, the second hemistich makes it clear that Nef'1 is

presenting this change as one with negative apocalyptic import.

367 While the dating of most invectives is just as difficult, if not more so, than the dating of panegyrics, in
this case the date of composition can be determined with some precision owing to the hemistich, “Praise
God, this year that accursed one did not go on campaign” (minnet Allah’a bu yil gitmedi mel ‘un sefere;
ULLWCO 662, 5a), which refers quite clearly to the incident discussed above where, in the spring of
1609, the grand vizier Murad Pasha summoned Ahmed Pasha to serve as military treasurer on the
upcoming campaign, planning but failing to have him assassinated, upon which ‘Abdu’l-baki was
appointed military treasurer instead. Judging from the content of the invective, it seems as though Nef'1
was unaware of the details of what had transpired, which further suggests that he had not yet begun to
cultivate relations with Murad Pasha, though he would soon do so through the composition of panegyrics
to the grand vizier.

3% “bu ne gerdis bu ne ciinbiis bu ne devran olsun | boyle kalursa felek hak ile yeksan olsun”; ULLWCO
662, 4a.
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The poem’s second distich, on the other hand, adopts a more limited scale, accusing the
pasha of offending the sensibilities of the so-called “people of the heart” (ehl-i dil), a
term commonly used to refer to poets, littérateurs, and in general to the Ottoman cultural
elite: “if he thus ruins the esteem of the people of the heart | may he collapse from his
foundations and be himself ruined.”** This intimates that Ahmed Pasha has, at least,
failed to live up to the traditional cultural duty of wealthy officials by patronizing poets
like Nef‘1, and at worst has actively offended them somehow. That the latter is more
likely the case is indicated by the stanza’s final three distichs, where Nef'T openly states
that he has been oppressed by Ahmed Pasha and is composing this invective in order to

avenge himself:

for the wrong he has done me alone, I ask God | to bring lack to his life and his
prosperity || if with invective I do not avenge myself on him | may the name of poet
be wholly forbidden me || I shall draw the sword of my tongue and split his visage | I
shall make his enemies joyous and his friends dejected’”

This, as mentioned above, suggests that the poem was composed sometime after Nef'1’s
dismissal from his post in 1609, and that this dismissal was either Ahmed Pasha’s doing

or perceived as such by the poet.’”’

These lines also implicitly draw a contrast between
the pasha and the poet in that the former has already been presented as neglecting or

abusing his power and duties by failing to become a patron, while the latter is here

369 “hatir-1 ehl-i dili ol nice eylerse harab | temelinden yikilup ol dahi viran olsun”; ibid.

370 «yalipiz bana olan zulmini Hakk’dan dilerim | ‘6mrine devletine ba‘is-i noksan olsun || intikami [sic]
almaz isem hicv ile ben de andan | sa‘iriyyet baga her vech ile biihtan olsun || ziihresi[n] tig-i zebanimla
cekiip ¢ak ideyin | diismeni sad u ehibbasint gam-nak ideyin”; ibid., 4b.

7! It is also quite possible that this long invective was composed, or circulated, during the period in the
winter of 1613/14 when Sultan Ahmed I’s court relocated to Edirne and, as detailed in the previous
section, there was a concentrated effort to have the chief treasurer removed from office.
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shown to be actually fulfilling a personal and/or poetic duty by refusing to take the

supposed injustice done against him lying down.

Following the introductory stanza that thus establishes the gravity of the issue at hand as
well as the poet’s own reason for composing the invective, the rest of the poem proceeds

to dismantle the chief treasurer’s reputation by focusing on four particular areas:

1) Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha’s corruption
2) His lack of education and culture
3) His association with disreputable and ignorant people

4) His unpleasant physical appearance

Ahmed Pasha’s corruption is detailed primarily in the poem’s second stanza, which
begins with an announcement of how the poem will proceed: “let me begin to describe
that unscrupulous tyrant | that you may see how blameworthy a man he is || first I shall
speak of his inauspiciousness | though it is already well known throughout the world.”">
While the second distich’s evocation of “inauspiciousness” (sumluk) serves to connect it
tenuously back to the cosmic aspects outlined in the poem’s first stanza, what follows

makes very clear that what is presented as “inauspiciousness” is, in fact, entirely a result
of the pasha’s own wrongdoings:
for all those years he was out on campaign | would anything go right for the

commanding pasha sent there? || he would get close to every commander on the front
| and then cause his death and devour his goods || the soldiers on the front saw nothing

372 “haglayam vasfina ol zalim-i bi-pervany | boyle mezmiinu olur m1 goriniiz insanm || evvela
sumligindan ideyin bahsi biraz | ger¢i ma‘lumidir ol gosgdtiiri diinyanin”; ibid.
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of their salaries | and the goods coming to the sultan were always few || in the end,

that unfortunate man’s inauspiciousness | proved the cause of the enemy’s victories® >

These lines, made in reference to Ahmed Pasha’s decade serving as the military
treasurer during the Long War, evince a high degree of familiarity not only with the
trajectory of the pasha’s rise to the position of chief treasurer, but also with some of the
events that befell him during the war and the complaints that arose against him during
that time, particularly the time in 1598 when poorly provisioned janissaries rose up
against the commander-in-chief as well as Ahmed Pasha, who was military treasurer at

the time, and raided the tents of both men.

Having thus imputed Ahmed Pasha’s corruption, Nef'T moves on to the matter of
consequences, stating that these transgressions present sufficient cause for the sultan to
have him executed: “if the injustice and oppression he has inflicted on the state and faith
| were known by the honored Ahmed Khan || it is my conviction that he would not

4 . . .
1.7 This raises the issue of how much

hesitate an instant | to kill that dog of the devi
Sultan Ahmed knew of the rumors being imputed to Etmekg¢izade, who was after all one
of the sultan’s most favored ministers at the time. On the one hand, he may well have
known, but either discounted the rumors or saw them as not enough to outweigh the
treasurer’s benefits as a talented administrator. On the other hand, if he did not know—

which is what Nef 1 implies here—then this poem itself might be considered a part of the

efforts to disseminate the rumor of the chief treasurer’s corruption. Moreover, if the

37 “bunca yillar ki seferde idi serdar [evvel] | hig isi rast geliir miydi varan pasani || kank1 serdara karin
oldiysa serhadde | yédi basini biitiin mali ile hep aniy || gormez olmisdi mevacib yiizin ehl-i serhadd | hep
kem olurdi varan mali seh-i devraniy || hasili her yil ugursizligi ol bed-bahtiy) | ba‘is olurdi zafer bulmasina
a‘daniy”; ibid.

374 «“devlet [ii] dine bumn etdiigi gadr [u] hayfi | olsa ma‘lim-1 serifi eger Ahmed Han’1y || i ‘tikadim bu ki
bir dem komayup diinyada | 61diiriip ol kopegi sird1 biitlin seytaniy”; ibid., Sa.
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poem was composed or partly circulated, whether in written or oral form, during the
winter spent at Edirne in 1613/1614—when, it will be recalled, Ahmed Pasha’s removal
from his post was effected—then it is likely to have served as an active element in what

was basically the smear campaign being mounted against the chief treasurer at that time.

Apart from the extended accusation of corruption laid out in the second stanza, Nef1’s
invective also strategically scatters throughout the poem other distichs on the same issue.
Within the context of a long poem such as this one, this was likely done, at least in part,
for the purposes of retention and hence, potentially, a wider oral distribution and a more
effective feeding of the rumor mill. Any image or claim that was particularly striking or
extreme would be more likely to be retained or spread, much like the tall tales recounted
by Evliya Celebi to a group of companions in Aleppo: the bigger and bolder, in a sense,
the better.”” Yet in the case of verse, brevity was especially key: much of Ottoman
poetry was orally recalled and retained in terms of particularly strong or striking and yet
concise couplets or distichs, as evidenced by how poets’ work was anthologized in
biographical encyclopedias of poets, with their concentration—even in the case of the
relatively short ghazal form—on recording at most two or three distichs from individual
poems. Thus, for example, apparently in reference to those occasions several years
earlier when Ahmed Pasha had gone out into Rumelia for the purpose of gathering funds
for the army, Nef'1 succinctly alleges, “if he goes to collect funds, he oppresses, and

when he comes [back] it’s with a treasure | no one knows the coercion the poor were

37> See Michael D. Sheridan, “The ‘Lies’ of Courtiers: A Performative Analysis of the Aleppan Tall Tales
in Evliya Celebi’s Book of Travels,” Milli Folklor 92 (Winter 2011): 86-94.
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subjected to.”*’® Even more telling, just as the second stanza raised the question of how
much Sultan Ahmed knew of Etmekgizade’s supposed corruption, two distichs in the
fourth stanza broach the issue of how the chief treasurer managed to rise so steadily up
to his position in spite of his corruption and oppression: “his steady advancement is
quite the mystery | when everyone in the world knows of his injustice and cruelty || what
lies behind his stability [in his post] | when the state today lies in need of advance
money?”’” The last hemistich here might be read as an implicit call for confiscation of
the chief treasurer’s wealth. Finally, in relation to Ahmed Pasha’s corruption in the sense
of siphoning off goods and money for himself, he is also depicted as directly lying to the
imperial council about this matter: “when he came to the council with a stool [to sit on]
and report | the viziers all thought some storyteller had come to the square || that pimp

really had a screw loose | the legend he told was more than just a story.”’®

Nef'1’s accusations of corruption on the part of Ahmed Pasha are repeated in other
invectives apart from his long terkib-i bend as well. One of his quatrains (kif ‘a), for
instance, reads:

did the baker [i.e., Etmekc¢izade] put caches to fill | here and there in the cellar, doors,

and ceiling of his house? || if they don’t believe it, let me carry out the inspection | I’1l
find a treasure trove in his wife’s cunt®”’

376 <

Sa.

377 “bu ne sirdir ki ditkenmez bunuy istidraci | zulm ii bi-dadi cihan halkina hep samil iken || bu kadar
bunda karar eylemenin vechi nedir | devlet-i devr ii zaman devlet-i miista‘cil iken”; ibid., 5b.

37 “varicak ‘arz i¢iin iskemli ile [divan]a | kissa-h'[a]n geldi sanurd viizera meydana || gidinin bir ¢ibig
eksik idi elde heman | kissadan artuk idi soylediigi efsane”; ibid., 6a. The stool is mentioned to provide a
sense of Ahmed Pasha as a public storyteller (i.e., a liar).

37 “bir delik mi kod1 habbaz ki piir eylemeye | ca-be-ca hanesinin kiinc [ii] der ii baminda || bana vérsiinler
inanmazlar ise teftisin | bir define bulayin ‘avretiniy aminda”; ibid., 15b.

ciksa tahsile [y]ikar gelse hazineyle geliir | kimse bilmez fukara ¢ekdiigi zor1 ne idi”’; ULLWCO 662,
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This—yet another implicit call for confiscation of Ahmed Pasha’s wealth—follows what
is, in many ways, the typical discursive structure of an invective quatrain: the first
distich serves as the setup, introducing the target(s) or some aspect thereof, and the
second distich delivers the punchline. The brevity and tight structure of quatrains made
them by far the most preferred form for invectives: much as in the case of the strategic
scattering of distichs through Nef'1’s long poem as mentioned above, quatrains were
relatively easy to recall in full and thus would have been able to spread orally, allowing
for better distribution of the rumors (not to mention insults) that they contained. Very
often, as in the case above, a quatrain’s “punchline”—i.e., its relatively self-contained
second distich—would indeed constitute a real blow, as it often either threatened the
target with further invective or even real assault, or verbally transformed the target’s
image in the same manner as, but more aggressively than, caricature.*® In either case,
however, it was a declaration and verbal enactment of power over the target on the part
of the invective’s producer. This quatrain’s first distich, however, constitutes the actual
rumor, and it is framed precisely as such: he has reportedly acquired such great wealth
through corruption that he is secreting it in specially designed concealed caches in his
home. Moreover, Nef'1’s use of the term “inspection” (feftis), although utilized in the
context of the violent threat of the last hemistich, still introduces the notion that this is a

matter that requires looking into. And finally, the employment not of Etmekgizade’s

3% While caricature, one of the basic tools of the writer of invective, is often imagined to be simply the
exaggeration of certain features of a given target, Kenneth T. Rivers has shown definitively that caricature
in fact has more to do with transforming or transmutating a target’s features in such a way as to make him
or her an object of ridicule, a process that often may but does not necessarily involve exaggeration. See
Kenneth T. Rivers, Transmutations: Understanding Literary and Pictorial Caricature (Lanham:
University Press of America, 1991).
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patronymic but rather of the word “baker” (habbaz) has a belittling effect, reminding the
poem’s audience that, while Ahmed Pasha may indeed be the chief treasurer, in terms of

where he comes from he is fundamentally no more than a mere baker and son of a baker.

These same areas of attack are utilized in another of Nef'1’s quatrains against Ahmed
Pasha:
what impertinent favor is this, o vile baker? | you waltzed into viziership when [you

were just] a tax collector for Gypsies || now you’ve turned the whole treasury to your
own profit | when [you were just] a miserly seller of second-hand goods™®"

Here, Ahmed Pasha’s origins as a “vile baker” (habbaz-1 diin) is used as ammunition
against him, as is his initial commercial career in the marketplace of Edirne, which the
quatrain reduces to the phrase “miserly seller of second-hand goods™ (eski piiski satict
bir cimri bazirgan). Also utilized against the pasha is the rather undistinguished
commencement of his official career in the Ottoman state as a collector of taxes from the
Roma (‘amil-i Cingan), in which the negative stigma attached to the Roma is in a sense
transferred to the target Etmekgizade.*** All of these elements make it apparent that the
circumstances of the chief treasurer’s background were comparatively well known—yet
here, the nascent social mobility that they evince is used to denigrate the target’s rise to
his position and, specifically, to viziership (sadr). On the one hand, this intimates that
Ahmed Pasha’s background makes him unfit for his position and title: he is an outsider

(ecnebi) and consequently unqualified (nd-ehl). On the other hand, the chief treasurer’s

¥ “bu ne kiistahane himmetdir eya habbaz-1 diin | bi-tekelliif sadra gegdin ‘amil-i Cingan iken || eyledin
sermaye simdi beytii’l-mali hep | eski piiski satic1 bir cimrT bazirgan iken”; ULLWCO 662, 5b.

%2 The abundant use of “Gypsy” (Cengan, Kibti) as a derogatory epithet in the early 17th-century
Ottoman invective corpus will be further explored in Chapter 5, which focuses in part on the invectives
written against Nef'T.
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background is also indirectly linked to the charge of corruption leveled in the quatrain’s
third line: the structure and discourse of the poem strongly imply that Ahmed Pasha’s
imputed misuse of his position for personal profit is a consequence of his low, and

unaccustomed, origins.

Returning to Nef1’s terkib-i bend, this is an issue that is taken up in the third stanza,
where the focus moves from complaints of corruption to the even more fundamental
matter of claiming that Ahmed Pasha is neither qualified for nor suited to his position as
chief treasurer owing to an ascribed lack of education and culture. Significantly, Nef1’s
argument on this matter advances along highly essentialist lines to depict Ahmed Pasha
as an upstart whose very social background effectively disqualifies him from his post:
what was this pimp’s pride in his prosperous state? | what was his joy in ruining
everyone’s honor? || he had in this world no trace of name or claim to fame | so how’d

he just appear like that in one or two days? || his mother’s a slave-girl cook, his father
a baker | so what could he possibly know of affairs of state?**?

These lines present Etmekgizade as someone who has effectively bypassed the
supposedly customary slow rise through the ranks to power. Furthermore, while the
insinuation of such a rapid rise was not necessarily accurate, what is more fundamentally
imputed here is that the chief treasurer had a very different path to the power and
influence of viziership, being a former merchant and sipahi of Muslim rather than
devsirme origin. With the elevation of the position of chief treasurer to the rank of vizier

and the title of “pasha,” the composition of viziership was changed, and the fact that this

3% «gidinin devletle ‘aceb guriir ne idi | herkesin ‘1rzin1 yikdikea siiriirt ne idi || dehrde zerre kadar nam u

nisan1 yogiken | bir iki giinde geliip boyle zuhtir1 ne idi || [...] || anas1 ag¢1 kenizek babasi etmekgi |
kendiiniiy devlet umiirinda su‘tir1 ne idi”; ibid., Sa.
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was ostensibly first effected with someone like Ahmed Pasha indicated a changed social
component of viziership as well. Nef'1 also goes on to reinforce this aspersion by
implicitly presenting the pasha’s “lowly” background in terms of his having a deficient
education, a claim presented through the sheer materiality—i.e., something akin to
Ahmed Pasha’s habitus or embodied cultural capital®**—of his supposedly poor
handwriting: “and his abominable handwriting resembled his own features | whatever he
wrote on his own was full of flaws in spelling.”*® These lines also, however, buttress
another aspect of Nef'T’s attack by pointing out the chief treasurer’s sheer physical

ugliness, a prominent aspect of the poem that will be explored further below.

In connection with Nef‘1’s ascription to Ahmed Pasha of a lack of education and culture,
there is also criticism of the pasha’s apparently grand ambitions, which are implicitly
presented as being misplaced owing to Nef‘1T’s overall discourse and manner of attack.
These ambitions are most fully detailed in the poem’s fourth stanza, whose first two
distichs again introduce the matter of how the pasha’s common origins, ignorance,
inappropriate companions, and ugliness make him unfit for office: “a common nobody
and enemy to the people of the heart (eh/-i dil) | a dog lying beside those rushing about

in vain and ignorant to boot || all who see his filthy face revile him | so loathsome and

3% Bourdieu himself likens the particularities of an individual’s handwriting to his or her habitus; see

Pierre Bourdieu, La noblesse d’état: Grandes écoles et esprit de corps (Paris: Les éditions de minuit,
1989), 387. In this, he may have been prompted by a similar analogy made by Norbert Elias, whose own
concept of habitus had an influence on Bourdieu’s articulation of this notion; see Norbert Elias, The
Society of Individuals, ed. Michael Schroter and trans. Edmund Jephcott (New York and London:
Continuum, 1991), 182. In an admittedly entirely different genre, mode, and context, not to mention with
wholly different ends, Nef'T does much the same here.

3% “hatt-1 miistekrehi de sekline benzerdi heman | yazsa basdan basa imlada kusiri ne idi”; ULLWCO
662, Sa.
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incapable is he.”*™ From here, Nef'T goes on to outline the apparent rumors that Ahmed

Pasha had his sights set on obtaining the grand vizierate:

so let the sultan’s treasurer come to the grand vizierate | when he was [just] a
disgraced collector of revenues from the Gypsies || such is destiny’s custom, to drag
up | to the grand vizierate many vile men content with their place || of course more
such tyrants will be seen | who draw a veil to block [their view of] the smoke from
the sighs of the poor || with all his success he himself will no longer fit in Istanbul |
though his father was a wandering beggar in the city of Edirne™®’

Although, as outlined above, the chronicle of Hasan Beyzade points out that Ahmed
Pasha had developed designs on the grand vizierate by 1615, while serving as the deputy
grand vizier, Nef'T’s poem—which was composed sometime between 1609 and 1613—
reveals that either these designs had in fact emerged several years earlier, or that there
was a desire to create and spread the rumor that he had designs on the post. Given the
enmity between Ahmed Pasha and the grand vizier at the time, Murad Pasha, both
possibilities appear equally likely, and in any case neither possibility renders the other
impossible. In fact, considering how around this time Nef 1 produced two panegyrics in
praise of Murad Pasha—one of them specifically praising him for his actions against the
Celali rebels,”®® which as related above protected him in the sultan’s estimation against
the machinations of Ahmed Pasha and the chief black eunuch—it is not unreasonable to

suspect that Nef'1 was hoping to shore up his own position by building relations with the

386 «ghl-i dil[e] diismen bir miibtezel-i batil iken | yeler onmazlara hem-saye kopek cahil iken || her goren
cehre-i murdarini setm eyler iken | ya‘ni sol mertebe miistekreh-i na-kabil iken”; ibid., 5b.

7 «padisahin gele sadra ola defterdar: | Kibtiyan miiltezimi nikbeti bir ‘amil iken || felegin ‘adetidir bir
nice boyle diin1 | sadr-1 a‘laya ¢eker ol yérine ka’il iken || boyl[e] bir zalimi elbette goriir gozi yine | did-1
ah-1 [fukara] perde ¢ekiip ha’il iken || kendi islambol’a simdi sigmaz devletle | babasi Edirne sehrinde
gezer sa’il iken”; ibid.

3% “Iskandar built a wall to repel Ya’jiij, but you | shattered myriad walls and drove the enemy from the
land || [...] || you drove out the bandits and restored order to Anatolia | you brought tumult and turmoil to
the land of Persia” (Sikender def"-i ye ciic étmege sedd yapdi ammd sen | bozup bir nige seddi
memleketden siirdiiy a dayt || [...] || ¢tkardiy eskiyayr miilk-i Rim’a vérdiy asayis | diisiirdiin kisver-i Iran-
zemine sir [u] gavgayr); Nef 1, [Divan], 64.
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grand vizier via striking out against the latter’s rival. In effect, then, this long invective
by Nef'1 can be viewed as part of a smear campaign, whether planned or not, that was

lauched against the chief treasurer.

This is precisely why the discourse with which NefT chose to attack Ahmed Pasha is so
significant: if it be assumed, as it must, that the ultimate audience for this invective and
its accusations was the sultan, the only one capable of directly putting a stop to
Etmekgizade’s rise by nonviolent means, then it provides insight not simply into Nef'1’s
views concerning the sort of social mobility that allowed him to advance to the post of
chief treasurer (if indeed it tells us anything of those views at all, given that public-
oriented slander like this may well involve adopting an outraged satiric persona), but
more importantly into the variety of claims that could reasonably be used to indicate a
given figure’s unfitness for a given post in the eyes of, at least, the Ottoman
administrative elite. Here, Ahmed Pasha’s unfitness for the position of chief treasurer,
not to mention that of grand vizier, is specifically framed both in terms of his pride and
corruption (“with all his success [i.e., ill-gotten gains] he himself will no longer fit in
Istanbul”) and his oppression of the sultan’s subjects (“draw[ing] a veil to block the
smoke from the sighs of the poor”), and in terms of his own undistinguished background
as “a disgraced collector of revenues from the Gypsies” and the offspring of an
ostensibly poor commoner (who was, of course, not in fact a commoner but a sipahi).
The implication is, at the least, that such social mobility is tolerable only in conjunction
with proven talents (i.e., the aforementioned problem of the spread of the unqualified or

na-ehl) and at the most—which is what Nef'1’s discourse and argumentation point
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toward, even setting rhetorical issues aside—that such a broad range of social mobility
from low-ranking sipahi to, potentially, grand vizier represents a danger for the

maintenance of the state.

Social mobility, or at least the perception and/or presentation thereof, was also one of
the key issues animating the contemporary advice literature.>® Prompted by the gradual
changes occurring in the Ottoman elite military-administrative class under the pressures
of the time—changes that were interpreted as a fracturing indicative of “decline”—this
literature approached the matter of social mobility by means of an insistent discourse of
otherization. Moreover, it is a discourse shot through with a palpable resentment about
the consequences of social mobility of various kinds, which—as the authors of this
literature framed it—was creating “others” within the ranks and circles of the
administrative, military, and even cultural elite. Though presented as a threat to the
established Ottoman order and even the empire’s integrity and continuance, these others
were in fact above all a threat to the positions and aspirations of the advice literature

authors.

Frequently, the social mobility decried by the authors of the advice literature was framed
in terms of the idea of mixture. For instance, in his 1581 Nushatii’s-selatin (Counsel for
Sultans), NefT’s mentor Mustafa ‘All compared the process to the dessert of mixed
grains, fruit, and nuts called ‘agiire (sometimes called “Noah’s pudding” in English):
The intrusion of the various classes into the different careers, and the permissiveness

and accom[m]odating attitude of the highly-esteemed vezirs for these developments
cause a complete disintegration and a dispersal of the people. It unfailingly has the

3% Fora good overview of this literature, see Oz, Kanun-1 Kadimin Peginde.
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effect that the food on the tables of government must become mixed up like the dish
called ‘ashiira and the nourishment of the tribes of perfect living becomes—God
forbid!—disgusting like vomited matter and utterly confused.**’

Mustafa ‘Alf directly posits this social and professional “mixture” (ikhtilat, here
translated as “intrusion”) as a cause of disturbance and disorder (iAtilal, here translated
as “disintegration”) in the empire’s social fabric. Moving between career paths in the
hopes of earning money is thus a mixture that, as he goes on to elaborate, corrodes the
system from within. The specific example he chooses is moving from a judicial career to
the more lucrative financial one by accepting bribes that could be used to buy a position
as a director of finance (mal defterdari) by “lay[ing] down the money they have [thus]
brought together through extortion and exaction.”! Thus, in Mustafa ‘Al’s conception,
there was a degree of competition, if not outright rivalry, between the Ottoman
religiojudicial and financial branches, just as there was between the administrative and
financial branches, as mentioned above. The problem, as conceptualized at the time,
seems to have been laid at the feet of the rising power and influence of the financial
branch, which was in effect an “upstart” field within the Ottoman administrative
apparatus that was framed as a drain on the other branches. Significantly, at the time he

wrote the Nushatii’s-selatin, Mustafa ‘AlT had not only just begun to serve in the

3% Mustafa ‘Ali, Counsel for Sultans, 66, 163: “[E]cnas-1 muhtelifeniiii turuk-1 miitenevvi‘eye ihtilat1 ve
viizera’-i ma‘ali-mikdarufl bu makiile umira ruhsat u inbisati ihtilal-1 tamma ve infisal-1 enama ba‘is olup
ni‘met-i simat-1 devlet ‘astra as1 gibi mahlut olmak ve ‘isret-i ‘asayir-i miikemmel-ma ‘Tset hasa kusindi
gibi miistekreh olup karis muris bulunmak bi’z-zariireti 1azim geliir.” Translation by Andreas Tietze.
Please note that Tietze’s transcription of Mustafa ‘Ali’s text has been slightly adjusted to accord with the
style used in this volume.

391 “IH]usiisa cevr ii ta‘add ile ferahem étdiikleri derahimi vériip”; ibid., 66, 164.
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financial branch himself, but had also begun to experience the first of the setbacks and

disappointments that would go on to plague much of the rest of his career.>?

A similar claim regarding money-driven social mobility was put forth in the anonymous
Kitab-1 miistetab (The Agreeable Book), which was likely composed around the year
1620 and presented to Sultan ‘Osman I1.** The author—who was probably of devsirme
origin and educated in the palace—details the ways in which the grand vizier’s annual
departure from Istanbul on campaign results, due to the relative vacuum of strict control,
in a veritable orgy of buying and selling revenued administrative and military positions:

Ever since the campaigns against Persia conducted in the happy time of Sultan Murad
Khan [III, r. 1574-95], on the very day when the commander-in-chief crosses over to
Uskiidar [for a campaign in the east] or goes out through the Edirne gate for a
campaign in Rumelia, the provincial governors and district governors and other such
office holders immediately begin taking bribes, that curse brought down on the world,
to make transfers and reassignments and dismissals and new appointments, and so
many revenued positions—such as butlers, miscellaneous officers, heralds, cavalry
posts (sipahilik), wardens, artillerymen, waggoners, and armorers—are distributed
and so many advancements made that it is not clear who has bestowed them and who
has bought and sold them. It is such a busy buying and selling and back-and-forth
exchange that it is impossible to fully describe. As a result, by the time the
commander-in-chief returns from campaign, so many revenues and offices have been
bought and sold that the public treasury lies in ruins. From among the subjects, Turks
and Kurds and Gypsies and T ar’®* and Persians and, in sum, anyone who wants can
come right up, whether it be on campaign or in the capital, and use akg¢es to obtain a

3% For the definitive account of this time in Mustafa ‘Al’s life and an appreciation of the Nushatii s-
seldtin as a groundbreaking work of Ottoman advice literature, see Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual,
90-108.

3% For an introduction to the Kitab-i miistetab, see Yasar Yicel, ed., Osmanlt Devlet Teskildtina Dair
Kaynaklar: Kitab-1 Miistetab, Kitabu Mesalihi’l Miislimin ve Mendfi i’l-Mii 'minin, Hirzii’l-Miiluk
(Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1988), XIX—XXIII.

% It is difficult to identify the precise referent of the term Tat, which originally meant “non-Turk” but
soon assumed the primary meaning of “Persian” in a largely derogative sense. It seems unlikely to refer
strictly to Persians here owing to the simultaneous use of the term A4 ‘cam. It could be meant to refer to
people of Persian/Iranian extraction resident in Ottoman Anatolia, though given the suspicion that was
typically laid on such people Kizilbas might be the more expected term were this the case. Ultimately, it
seems likely that 7at is here being used either as a paired tandem with A ‘cam, or that it is meant as a sort
of catch-all phrase for outsiders similar to the term’s original meaning. For more on the term, see C.E.
Bosworth, “Tat,” EI’, Vol. 10, 368-369.
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revenued position. In this manner, outsiders have mixed with the slaves of the Porte
and brought turmoil and chaos.*”’

Here, as in Mustafa ‘Alf, bribery is presented as opening the floodgates to a “mixing”
(karismak); that is, to an influx of, especially, non-ku/ individuals into governmental
positions. One significant difference, however, lies in the author’s emphasis not on
switching career branches per se, but rather on the social mixing to which this “busy
buying and selling and back-and-forth exchange” (bir alis-veris ve bir alim-satim) leads.
The military and administrative branch that is under discussion here was once
supposedly the nearly exclusive purview of kuls of devsirme origin, like the author
himself, who due to the process of their “collection,” education, and training were
ideally considered to be more loyal to the state than to any familial or regional ties.>°
Now, however, the ability to potentially purchase one’s way into the elite military and
administrative class (as, indeed, Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha did) means that this class is
open via the free flow of money to Muslims and others—here initially termed “tax-
paying subjects” (re ‘@ya)—who had not typically been members of this branch of the

government. Corruption thus leads to what is effectively an actual contamination of the

3% «Sultan Murad Héan hazretlerinin zaman-i sa‘adetlerinde vaki‘ Acem seferlerinin ibtidasindan bu 4na
gelince serdar olanlar heman Uskiidar’a gegdikleri giin veyahtid Rim-ili seferi ise Edirne-kapusundan
tagra ¢ikdiklar1 giinden heman beglerbegleri ve sancak beglerini ve sa’ir mansib naminda olanlar1 aleme
bela nazil olan riigvet sebebiyle tebdil ve tagyir ve azl ve nasb itmege miibaseret iderler ve sa’ir dirlikler
hdod mesela ¢asnigirlik ve miiteferrika ve ¢avus ve sipahilikler ve kapucu ve topgu ve arabaci ve cebeci
dirlikleri virmek ve terakkiler virilmek gibi ne viren bellii ve ne alan ve ne satan bellii, heman bir alig veris
ve bir alim satim idinmislerdir ki tabir i tahriri miimkin degtildiir. El-hasil bir serdar sefere varub
gelinceye degin dirlikler ve mansiblar bu vechile alinmak ve satilmak ile beytii’l-méal-1 miislimin berbad
olub ve re‘dya olanlardan Etrak ve Ekrad ve Cingane ve Tat ve A'cam el-hasil her isteyen ila’l-an varub
eger seferlerde ve eger Asitanede akea ile dirliklere gegmek ile Kul ta’ifesine bu sebeb ile ecnebi karisub
herc @i merc olmuslardir.” Yiicel, Osmanli Devlet Teskilati, 3—4.

3% As Metin Kunt has shown, this was indeed an ideal, as in reality many kuls did retain close familial and
regional ties throughout their lives; see Metin Kunt, “Ethnic-Regional (Cins) Solidarity in the
Seventeenth-century Ottoman Establishment,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 5, no. 3 (June
1974), 234-37.
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state’s elite by “outsiders” (ecnebi) who, in a sense, serve as the others of the ideal state
elite envisioned by—and in fact often personally represented by—the authors of the

advice literature.

This is a point upon which Mustafa ‘Ali expounded in some detail in another passage
from the Nushatu’s-seldtin, specifically in relation to Kurds and Turks, the latter of
which refers ostensibly to nomadic and semi-nomadic Turkmens, but implicitly to
Anatolian villagers as well:

[T]here are certain nations among the various races that are definitely not suitable for
an administrative position and do not have capability and qualifications enough to
become a refuge of the people. [...] One of these (nations) are the perfidious Kurds
whose character is nothing but obstinacy and stubbornness. The other is the disunited
Turks whose hearts are full of malice and mischief. That is why under the previous
sultans the office of a beglerbegi was never given to Kurds or Turks, and even the
office of a beg was not seen [as] proper to be given to any of them but to the son of a
beg whose ancestors had been holding the title for many generations. But at our time
such an observation of class distinctions is totally abandoned. Turks and Kurds, if
they possess silver and gold coins, are rated higher even than the champions of the
Hashimites.>”’

Here, Mustafa ‘Alf conflates classes (fabakar) and cultures in a manner that necessarily
posits a more closed group—namely, the kul/ class, comprising the so-called “slaves of

the Porte,” or what Cornell Fleischer rather more accurately calls “the ‘Palace’ class of

59398

true Ottomans™ "—as the only one capable of being relied upon to rule.

37 Mustafa ‘Ali, Counsel for Sultans, 63, 158: “Ve tavayif-i muhtelifeden ba‘z1 milel-i miitenevvi‘e
vardur ki mutlaka hilkiimete 1ayik olmazlar ve melaz-1 nas olacaklayin devlete liyakat u istihkak
bulmazlar. ... Ol ziimreden biri Ekrad-1 bed-nihaddur ki cibilletleri mahz-1 lecc u ‘inaddur. Ikinci Etrak-1
kalili’l-ittihaddur ki hilkatleri mahz-1 sirret {i fesaddur. Ba‘is budur ki selatin-i sabika zamanlarinda Ekrad
u Etrak’a beglerbegilikler verilmezdi ve eben ‘an ced begzadelerinden gayrisine beglik bile layik
goriilmezdi. Amma f1 zamanina ol giine tabakat ri‘ayeti meslibdur, Etrak u Ekrad malik-i sim i dinar
oldug takdirce diltran-1 Hagimiden bile mergtbdur.” Translation by Andreas Tietze.

398 Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 209.
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The same trepidations and much the same approach are also apparent in the treatises of
Koci Beg, himself a kul of devsirme origin, as was the author of the Kitab-1 miistetab
that likely served as his inspiration. However, like that work and somewhat unlike
Mustafa ‘Ali’s Nushatu’s-seldtin, which was produced nearly half a century earlier, Kogi
Beg casts a very wide net over who is to be considered an outsider. In his first treatise,
for instance, which was composed in 1630 and presented to Sultan Murad IV, he
focused in particular on how a degeneration based in social mobility was infecting the
devsirme-based janissary corps, and he did not stint on precise identification of these
outsiders:

People of unknown origin and religious affiliation like urban riffraff (sekir oglant),*®

Turks, Gypsies, Tat, Kurds, outsiders, Laz, Yoriiks, muleteers, camel drivers, porters,
body waxers, bandits, pickpockets, and all sorts of other types have all joined
different ranks [of the janissaries] and the traditions and ways have been corrupted
and the customary laws and rules done away with.*"’

The declinist tendencies of the early 17th-century advice literature were intimately
linked to the elite background—i.e., highly educated and trained for government service,
and primarily but not exclusively ku/s—of that literature’s producers, as they perceived
or constructed in their works a novel social mobility that threatened the status quo. Yet
in comparison to Mustafa ‘Ali, whose Nushatu ’s-selatin had laid the groundwork for

pieces like the Kitab-1 miistetab and the treatises of Koc¢i Beg, the authors of these later

3% The sehir oglanlar: appear to have been unaffiliated lower-class young men in urban environments,
particularly Istanbul, who had received some education and were literate but often engaged in a variety of
criminal activities; see Marinos Sariyannis, ““Mob,” ‘Scamps,’ and Rebels in Seventeenth-century
Istanbul: Some Remarks on Ottoman Social Vocabulary,” International Journal of Turkish Studies 11,
nos. 1-2 (2005), 4-8.

400 «y/e bi’l-ciimle her ziimreye [...] millet ii mezhebi nd-ma’lim sehir oglan1 ve Tiirk ve Cingane ve Tat
ve Kiird ve [e]cnebi ve Laz ve Yoriik ve katirci ve deveci ve hammal ve agdaci ve kuttd’-1 tarik ve yan
kesici ve sd’ir ecnas-1 muhtelife miilhak olub ayin ve erkan bozuldu ve kénitin ve ka’ide kalkd1.” Kogi Beg,
Kogi Bey Risdlesi, ed. Yilmaz Kurt (Ankara: Ak¢ag Yayinlari, 2011), 168.
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works were from a devsirme background in the palace and their characterization of the
outsiders entering the military and administrative ranks was framed in radically
sociocultural terms, with the excluded groups being primarily Sunni Muslim (Turks,
Kurds, Yoriiks, Laz), Shiite Muslim (Persians), or outsiders of more fluid identity
(Gypsies, Tat). Moreover, in the above passage from Koci Beg, these elements are
placed in a matrix that equates them with, on the one hand, criminal and indeed seditious
actors such as bandits (kutta -1 tarik) and pickpockets (yan kesici), and on the other hand
socially low professions like muleteers (katirct) and body waxers (agdact). Thus, as was
common in the advice literature genre as a whole, the tendency is to view and present
outsiders of various stripes as vulgar and immoral elements whose entrance into the
military and administrative class necessarily corrupts it from within. While authors like
the anonymous writer of the Kitab-1 miistetab and Kogi Beg frame this issue mostly in
the context of the janissary and sipahi soldiery of Istanbul, Mustafa ‘Al and especially
his student Nef'T extend this outsider discourse to encompass the administrative branch

as well, as Nef'T’s long invective against Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha makes clear.

Recent historiography has begun to reveal that, quantitatively speaking, the notion of
such social mobility as a phenomenon new to the late 16th century and onward, and
even as a real phenomenon at all, is historically inaccurate.*”' With this caveat in mind,
however, the very proliferation during this period of advice literature emphasizing the
influx of “outsiders”—that is, of others—is by no means coincidental and is in fact quite

revealing. It suggests that the administrators and bureaucrats—#kul/s like Kogi Beg and

1 See, e. g., Linda Darling, “Nasihatnameler, Icmal Defterleri, and the Timar-Holding Ottoman Elite,”
Osmanl Arastirmalari | The Journal of Ottoman Studies XLIII (2014), 203-9.
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the anonymous author of the Kitab-1 miistetab, as well as disillusioned men of letters like
Mustafa ‘Ali—not only penned their treatises from a center that was conceptual if not
necessarily geographical in nature, but also, and more importantly, projected what they
were experiencing and seeing around them, or at least what they feared to be the case at
the center, out onto the periphery on an empire-wide scale, and especially onto the
military classes that were in many ways the state’s primary concern. In the center, at the
highest administrative levels as well as within the cultural elite (including patrons), there
were in fact new actors and factional configurations emerging.**> Accordingly, the “old
guard” that the authors of the advice literature presumed to represent did in fact, as their
works make abundantly clear, feel threatened by what they saw as a process of
peripheral others “contaminating” the center that they had considered to be largely their

own prerogative.

Returning to Nef1’s long invective against Etmekg¢izade, the third area on which it
touches is Ahmed Pasha’s association with disreputable and ignorant people; i.e., with
precisely the sort of people whom the Kitab-1 miistetab and Kogi Beg’s treatise would
later rail against. It had long been a significant part of the Islamicate mirror for princes
genre—which was the predecessor to the variety of advice literature discussed above—
to advise that rulers, as well as other important figures, should surround themselves with

able, qualified people of high moral standing, lest their own morality be corrupted and

%2 For a detailed study of the factional changes occurring at this time, see Giinhan Bérekgi, “Factions and
Favorites at the Courts of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603—17) and His Immediate Predecessors” (Ph.D.
dissertation, The Ohio State University, 2010).
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with it their ability to rule, carry out their duties, and guide others.*” In the fifth stanza
of NefT’s terkib-i bend, however, Ahmed Pasha’s circle of friends and companions is
described as follows: “and the vile scoundrels with whom he spends time and drinks |
are a procession of base and wicked nobodies like him || [...] || some of his people are
ridiculous, some are quick sexual fixes | some are catamites, some of these inveterate

. 404
and others just worn out.”

This paints a rather unflattering picture of the chief
treasurer’s home as a literal house of ill repute, one where a series of pederastic relations
are hosted. Although the rest of the terkib-i bend does not dwell on this matter, two other

longer invectives written against the pasha by Nef'T in the kaside form actually center

around this particular conceit.

One of these pieces begins with reference to Etmekg¢izade’s undistinguished origins,
insinuating that he sold his body to a low clientele in the entertainment district of
Tahtakale*® in Istanbul: “he was a cheap catamite with scarcely a place to stand | and all
his clients were in Tahtakal ‘a.””*”° Considering that Ahmed Pasha appears to have been
almost exclusively based in Edirne until his appointment as chief treasurer in 1606, this

is clearly a fanciful version of the pasha’s life story intended as slander plain and simple,

403 See, e.g., Kaykavus b. Iskandar b. Qabus, Le Cabous Name, ou Livre de Cabous, ed. and trans. A.
Querry (Paris: Imprimerie Marchessou Fils, 1886), 247-254, 358-363 and Nizam al-Mulk, The Book of
Government, or Rules for Kings: The Siyasat-nama, or Siyar al-Mulitk of Nizam al-Mulk, ed. and trans.
Hubert Darke (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1960), 92-96.

494 “hem-dem i hem-kadehi olan eraziller de | bir alay kendii gibi diin u habis [ii] miihmel || [...] || kimisi
mudhik aniyy kimisi mu‘arres-i ma‘ak | kimi pust kimisi epset kimisi miista‘mel”; ibid., 6a. The collocation
translated as “quick sexual fixes” is the novel combination mu ‘arres-i ma ‘ak, literally meaning “a late-
night resthouse for rubbing leather,” which in context appears to signify a place to stop to have a quick
sexual encounter.

493 Tahtakale, located in today’s Eminonii district along the Golden Horn and extending inland, was
especially known for its taverns; see Ipekten, Divan Edebiyatinda Edebi Muhitler, 244-245.

49 “miibtezel hiz idi bir yérde karar1 yogidi | Tahtakal‘a’da idi miisterisi hep aniy”; Millet Yazma Eser
Kiitiiphanesi AE Mnz 1028, 19.

183



a view reinforced by the subsequent lines depicting the pasha coming to Istanbul on
occasion and being “initiated” into sexual relations with the chief stabler (mir-ahir) of
the Ottoman palace.*”” The poem goes on to suggest that, as Ahmed Pasha rose toward
his present position, his degeneracy grew increasingly advanced, eventually reaching its
zenith (or rather nadir) in such a way as to prompt Nef'1 to frame this assertion as
follows: “that haughty accursed one did such devilish things | that now he is a brother to
the devil in conceit.”**® Ahmed Pasha’s degeneracy and conceit are thus depicted as
developing hand in hand, and into the subsequent descriptions of what occurs at the
pasha’s home and whom he has gathered around him, Nef'T inserts a distich that
insinuates the suggestion of political (and cultural) treachery owing to whom he was
associating with: “and in short, they even drank and dined with the Kizilbas | and their
food and drink, and the shit they shat, was the Christians’.”*” Considered in the light of
the likely oral distribution of discrete distichs mentioned above, the mere utilization of
terms such as “Kizilbag” and “Christian” (tersa) would serve to severely discredit
Ahmed Pasha in the eyes of those who may, like Sultan Ahmed I, already have been
toeing the line regarding his fitness for his post. Finally, the invective concludes with a
curse: “o God, it is my wish that he and his followers be damned | this indeed is what the
whole world prays for, day and night.”*'® This serves to generalize the entire matter of

the trouble with Etmekg¢izade: it is not, Nef'T states, simply a personal grudge that has

407 e = o1
Istanbiil’a iiskiifciogli | altuna yatur idi o kerimii’s-sanin”; ibid.

408 «s01 kadar seyt[a]net étdi miitekebbir mel @in | simdi ‘ucbile tamam kardesidir seytaniy”; ibid.
499 “hem Kuzilbas ile el-kissa dem ii lahm idiler | yéytp icdikleri sigdiklart bok tersaniy”; ibid.
410 «y73 i1ahi dilerin kahr ola enba‘1 ile | riz u seb ciimle du‘as1 bu durur diinyany”; ibid.
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driven me to produce this poem (and others), but there are in fact many who know of the

chief treasurer’s disreputable reputation and feel that something must be done about it.

The second invective in the kaside form that Nef'T produced against Etmek¢izade
Ahmed Pasha focuses largely on the same claim; namely, that the chief treasurer is
engaged in extensive degeneracy. His home is likened to a place of pagan worship filled
with young boys,*!! compared to Cairo’s notorious Bab al-Liq vice district,*'? and
described as making the people of the neighborhood laugh due to the moans emerging
from within at night, as if “a herd of cattle has come to be slaughtered.”*'* However, this
invective also—much like the longer terkib-i bend—Iinks this scandalous degeneracy
directly back to the pasha’s corruption*'* and indirectly back to his ostensibly sudden
and undeserved rise to power from a low position, wishing that “in the end they should

clap him in a dungeon like a bankrupt tax collector,”*"

alluding to Etmekg¢izade’s initial
post as a collector of taxes from the Roma. In fact, the poem’s opening distich sets the

stage for this connection by making clear that one of Ahmed Pasha’s stripe—whether

because of his degeneracy or because of his undistinguished origins—has no business

411 < o e e

412 «san Babu’l-lak idi pustiy evi odayana”; ibid. For Bab al-Liiq, see Michael Winter, Egyptian Society

under Ottoman Rule, 1517—1798 (London: Routledge, 1992), 223 and Hanan Hammad and Francesca
Biancani, “Prostitution in Cairo,” in Selling Sex in the City: A Global History of Prostitution, 1600s—
2000s, ed. Magaly Rodriguez Garcia, Lex Heerma van Voss, and Elise van Nederveen Meerkerk (Leiden
and Boston: Brill, 2017), 239.

13 “halk deérlerdi giiliip, ‘Geldi sigir kurbana’”’; Millet Yazma Eser Kiitiiphanesi AE Mnz 1028, 20.

14 «oice giindiiz yedigi riisvet ii icdigi serab”; ibid.

415 «“te7 biten tez yiter ‘dlemde meseldir bu kim | miiflis-i ‘amil gibi ahir koyalar zindana™; ibid.
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being a member of the imperial council: “o fate! who said to shit such a turd out upon

the world? | to bring such a shit-filled madman to the council?”*'®

To return to the terkib-i bend against Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha, the fourth aspect
through which Nef'1 frames his attack is the chief treasurer’s unpleasant physical
appearance. This is drawn up in some detail at various points in the poem, and
consistently the effect is to otherize him not only through outlandish caricaturization, but
also through the accustomed slights on his lineage as well as comparisons to
marginalized groups. Thus, there is the line, “his face is as yellow as shit, and the reason

29417

is | his mother cooked and ate shit while pregnant,” * while another line reads, “he

resembles not one of the seventy-two peoples*'® | I would call him a Gypsy if there were
wan Gypsies.”*"” The main concentration of lines on Ahmed Pasha’s appearance,

however, is in the fifth stanza, which begins:

never before has one come to our city [i.e., Istanbul] | with such a heathen figure and
such a bizarre form || what are those unclean features, that grotesque face? | he’s not
the toast of the town but the laughingstock of the times || with those plucked brows
and that crooked saddle of a nose | those Persian blue eyes and that [yellow] arsenic
beard || [...] || anyone who sees him with that wan face and shit-smeared mouth
would say, | ‘It’s just like a burnished copper chamberpot**°

416 <
417 <

5b.

“1% In Judeo-Christian tradition, it was asserted that when human beings were scattered after the
destruction of the Tower of Babel, they divided into 72 (or in some cases 70) peoples on the basis of
language. Thus, reference to the “seventy-two peoples” effectively means “all of humanity.”

1% “penzemez hig birine yetmisiki milletden | Cingene dérdim eger olsa sar1 Cingane™; ibid., 6a.

#20 «gelmedi sehrimize olmaga bundan evvel | boyle tersa-y1 sekil boyle ‘acayib-heykel || nedir ol turfa-
sema’il nedir ol ‘ucbe-lika || s6hre-i sehre degil suhre-i dehr olsa mahal || o yoluk kaslar ile ol semerT egri
burun | 0 “Acem ma’1si gozlerle o zirnihi sakal || [...] || dér goren ¢ehre-i zerdi ile bokli agzin | bir bakir
havriza giiya ki olmus saykal”; ibid., Sb—6a.

ey felek kim dédi boyle boki si¢c meydana | boyle bokli deliyi getiiresin divana”; ibid.
¢ehresi bok gibi zerd oldugunun ashi budur | boka as yérer imis validesi hamile iken”; ULLWCO 662,
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The stanza’s very first line sets up an implicit opposition between “our city” Istanbul,
the capital and Ottoman center, and everywhere else: regardless of Ahmed Pasha’s
origins in Edirne, a central city in its own right, he is nevertheless cast as an outsider and
verbally branded as such through Nef'1’s description. This description deploys key terms
to maximize the stigmatization of the chief treasurer: “heathen” (tersa),”' “bizarre”
(‘acayib), “unclean” (turfa), “grotesque” (‘ucbe), and “Persian blue” ( ‘Acem ma ‘isi).
There is on the one hand an emphasis on lack of health or sickness through “wan face”
(¢ehre-i zerd), and on the other a hint of a lack of virility or even a feminization through
the “plucked brows” (yoluk kaslar). Lying at the root of all this is the pseudoscience of
physiognomy (firasa), which asserted that a person’s character and psychology might be
divined from external indications, including physical features, particularly those on the

422
face.

While Nef'T’s ridiculing of Ahmed Pasha’s appearance is, of course, hardly to be
taken as a physiognomical treatise and it is quite unlikely that he himself had much more
than a cursory familiarity with physiognomy, it nevertheless was a well-established field
of endeavor that provided him with yet another weapon with which to mount his attack
on the chief treasurer. The poem’s heavy emphasis on what is pale and yellow (i.e.,

blond) is also telling, especially when considered in connection with another invective

quatrain that Nef'1 produced against Etmekcizade:

! Other manuscript versions of this poem use the word riista 7 (“villager; boor”) in place of tersa; see,
e.g., IUNEK TY 511, 65b.

22 For more on Islamicate and Ottoman physiognomy, see Toufic Fahd, “Firasa,” EF,Vol. 2,916-917
and Siileyman Uludag, “Firaset,” DI4, Vol. 13, 116-117. For a fuller account of firdsa in connection with
pre-Islamic and Islamicate divinatory traditions, see Fahd, La divination arabe, 369—430.
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look at Etmekei with his yellow beard and sallow face | couldn’t he find a son-in-

law*? of the same stripe as himself? || in the end, if anyone breaks the prosperity of

Islam, it will be him | he is Dajjal and his children will be the Bani Asfar***

Dajjal, meaning “deceiver,” is an eschatological being who will come to tyrannize the
world before the day of judgment, and thus his coming serves as a signal of the end
times.**> Much the same is true regarding the Bani Asfar: literally meaning, “the
children of the yellow (ones),” in the context of early Islam this term referred first to the
Romans and then the Byzantines against whom the Muslims struggled, and later came to
signify Europeans in general.** In the Ottoman context, the Bani Asfar came to be
popularly interpreted as a people who would invade Anatolia before the end of the
world, with the actual identity ascribed to them changing according to the political
situation of the empire.**” Thus, just as Nef'T’s terkib-i bend had commenced with a
cosmological and eschatological description addressing how the advent of Ahmed Pasha
signaled calamity, this quatrain also presents him as a sign of the end: Nef'1 is utilizing
the chief treasurer—whose background, corruption, degeneracy, and even appearance
make him unfit for such power—to feed off of and further feed fears, such as those that
abound in the era’s advice literature and its consciously imposed notions of decline, that

the empire is in dire straits and must be righted.

2 T have been unable to uncover the identity of Ahmed Pasha’s son-in-law, alluded to in this line.

424 «7s-i zerd ii ruh-1 asferle goriin Etmekgi | kendi renginde ‘aceb bulmadi m1 damadi || ‘akibet devlet-i
Islam’1 yikarsa bu yikar | kendi Deccal u Bent Asfer olur evladi”; ULLWCO 662, 15b [marginal].

23 See A. Abel, “Al-Dadjdjal,” EF, Vol. 2, 76-77.

426 See Ignaz Goldziher, “Asfar,” EP,Vol. 1, 687-688.

7 See Stefanos Yerasimos, Kostantiniye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, tr. Sirin Tekeli (Istanbul: iletisim
Yayinlari, 1993), 204-208 and John Tolan, Gilles Veinstein, and Henry Laurens, Europe and the Islamic
World: A History, trans. Jane Marie Todd (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2013), 209—
210. An early 15th-century example of the apocalyptic tradition associated with the Ban1 Asfar can be
found in Yazicioglu Ahmed Bican, Diirr-i Mekniin (Tipkibasim) (Inceleme — Cevriyazi — Dizin), ed.
Ahmet Demirtas (Istanbul: Akademik Kitaplar, 2009), 2117
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Yet another quatrain by Nef'T against the chief treasurer also touches upon his physical
appearance, this time to directly state—in line with the tenets of physiognomy

mentioned above—that such a person is a stain on the purity of viziership:

for lack of bread you will kill the [bread] seller | you’re on one side, o yellow dog,
and viziership is on the other || who, seeing that face, would say, ‘You are a vizier’? |
viziership was a pure gem and now is turned to shit***

This bears a high degree of similarity to the “Veliyyili’d-din” report discussed in the
previous section, which, it will be recalled, spoke up against the practical problem of
corruption attendant upon the granting of viziership to the chief treasurer. Nef'1’s
quatrain, of course, is a much more visceral take that looks at the other side of the coin,
stating that viziership is not a privilege that should be granted to just anyone, particularly

one with Ahmed Pasha’s background (not to mention unsuitable appearance).

3.3.1 NefT’s invectives against ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha

While Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha’s fall from grace in 1616 and subsequent death in

429 it would be

1618 effectively marked the end of Nef'1’s invective war against him,
instructive to also examine some of the poet’s attacks upon one of Ahmed Pasha’s
successors to the office of chief treasurer, ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha, Etmek¢izade’s close

companion from his days in Edirne. These are all quatrains, and for the most part they

center on very much the same issues as the invectives produced against Ahmed Pasha. In

28 “bir etmegin eksik satic1 6ldiireceksin | sen kande eya sar1 kopek kande vezaret || kim gérse bu siretle
vezir oldugiy dér | bir cevher-i pak idi boka diisdi vezaret”; ULLWCO 662, 15b.

2% There was at least two occasions after the pasha’s death, however, when Nef'T did bring him up as a
subsidiary target: both were produced at around the same time, in the spring of 1624, with the first being a
quatrain written against ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha, examined below, and the second being a longer invective
aimed, at least ostensibly, at the recently executed grand vizier Kemankes ‘Al1 Pasha, mentioned in
section 2.1 above.
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fact, Nef'1 presented ‘Abdu’l-baki as a kind of spiritual successor to Etmek¢izade in
terms of their overall qualities (or lack thereof), as indicated in a quatrain produced in
the spring of 1624, when ‘Abdu’l-baki was appointed chief treasurer for the third time,

% The quatrain refers directly back to Nef'T’s earlier

this time being granted viziership.
one regarding how Ahmed Pasha’s entitlement as vizier had sullied the “pure gem”
(cevher-i pak) of viziership:

first, it was with Etmekgi[zade] that viziership turned to shit | now [‘Abdu’l-|Bak1’s

finally dropped out stinking || and when Baki goes may that catamite’s soul be merry |
I don’t know who it [will fall] to then, it’s gone from shit to shit*!

Though this is hardly a development on or deepening of Nef'1’s earlier assault on
Etmekgizade, the Le roi est mort, vive le roi! situation that it stresses does indicate that
the poet was presenting a vision of the empire’s financial branch as effectively rotten
from the top down. For one thing, in another quatrain Nef'1 implies that ‘Abdu’l-baki
only achieved whatever prosperity and position he had through his long-term close
association with Etmek¢izade, which is expressed in the customary sexual terms used in
invective discourse: “[ ‘Abdu’l-]Baki the catamite would not have gained such success |
had he not eaten the balls of that mainstay of the state [i.e., Etmek¢izade].”*** Moreover,
just as with the invectives against Etmek¢izade, Nef'1 also consistently implies
corruption on ‘Abdu’l-baki’s part: he terms him, for instance, a “pickpocket” (tarrar)

and insinuates that “in your time the treasury [is] filled with counterfeit money” (nola

0 Hasan Beyzade, Tarih, Vol. 3, 989. Interestingly, Hasan Beyzade not only notes that ‘Abdu’l-bakt was
appointed and made a vizier at this time, but also pointedly describes him as “brazen and shameless” (bi-

perhiz i ‘ar).

B! «evvel boka Etmekgi’de diismisdi vezaret | Baki de nihayet bir ugurdan koka diisdi || Baki de gidince
kekezin rith ola sad | bilmem kime diisdi hele bokdan boka diisdi”’; ULLWCO 662, 16a.

2 “bu kadar devlete érismez idi Baki-yi pust | yemeseydi ol ‘umde-i devlet tasagin”; ibid. The phrase
‘umde-i devlet might also be read as “mainstay of prosperity or success.”
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devrinde hazine olsa kalb akgeyle piir),”” and when ‘Abdu’l-baki is about to be sent out

on campaign as the military treasurer, he warns him “set aside your thievery and be just

a little satisfied” (ko be hirsizligr bir pare kana ‘at eyle).***

However, the main thrust of Nef'1’s invectives against ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha centers, again
as in the case of Etmek¢izade, around his undistinguished lineage. In many ways, his
career mirrored that of Ahmed Pasha: the son of a merchant from Aleppo, himself born
in Edirne, he later enrolled as a janissary and subsequently entered the financial branch
of the Ottoman bureaucracy and proceeded to advance steadily.**> Thus, his origins and
rise provided Nef'1 with fundamentally very similar ammunition, and Nef1, apparently
quite familiar with ‘Abdu’l-baki’s background, used this ammunition in a very similar
way, as in this quatrain:

isn’t all this boasting a bit much for you, [ ‘Abdu’l-]Baki, you catamite of catamites? |

come, let’s step aside and have some reasoned discussion || your father [was] a

Aleppan outsider and you, the delicate one from Edirne, are his shit | and as for the
father of your line, catamite, he was a Jew from Ashkelon®®

Apart from the same variety of insults seen in the invectives against Etmekcizade,
including otherizing the target as a possible crypto-Jew, here Nef'1 also refers to
‘Abdu’l-baki’s “boasting” (naz), which in context gives the impression that the latter has
been vaunting, or even directly lying about, his lineage. This impression is confirmed by

two other quatrains. In one, Nef'T again mocks ‘Abdu’l-baki’s apparent boasting and

3 Ibid., [marginal].

B4 TUNEK TY 511, 72b.

3 For a brief summary of his career, see Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 15.

#6 «cok degil mi sana ey Baki-yi epset bunca naz | gel seninle bahs-i ma‘kiil édelim tenha biraz || bir
Haleb Tat1 babay sen pohi zarif-i Edirne | ceddiip ise ‘Askalani bir Yehtdr’dir kekez”; ULLWCO 662, 16a
[marginal].
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putting on airs: “hey [ ‘Abdu’l-]Baki, catamite of catamites, stop with this boasting
manner | people know what an ‘honored personage’ you [actually] are.”**’ Still more
telling, however, is the following quatrain:

hey [ ‘Abdu’l-]Baki, you catamite, don’t start trying to prove your [distinguished]

lineage | with all your odiousness even a Jew is better than you || o you catamite, may

it really hit the spot every time your father farts | your most distinguished enemy is

some flatulent beg*®

There is no reason to believe that NefT would impute a falsehood regarding ‘Abdu’l-
baki Pasha somehow playing up his lineage, as such an imputation would in and of itself
do little to nothing in the way of damaging the pasha’s reputation. And if indeed, then,
‘Abdu’l-bakt Pasha was engaging in such boasting (whatever it may have consisted in),
it could only have been in an attempt to shore up his reputation, and hence potentially
the stability of his position. This, especially in connection with Nef1’s assaults on the
actual background and lineage of both Etmek¢izade Ahmed and ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha,
indicates that there was some sense among members of what might be called the “new”
Ottoman administrative elite—of which these two men were among the early and most
prominent examples—to provide a kind of legitimization of their position in the face of

criticisms coming at them from several sides at once.

3.4 Conclusion

Earlier in this chapter, reference was made to the figure or character or concept of the

“outsider” (ecnebi). In much of the early 17th-century advice literature, such as the

437 «

ey [*Abdu’l-]Baki-yi epset ko be bu siv[e]-i naz1 | ne zat-1 serif oldugin: halk biliirler”; ibid.
¥ «diisme isbat-1 neseb kaydina ey Baki-yi pust | bu haba’isle Yehiidi dahi senden yegdir || her osurdukga
babarn canina degsiin a kekez | en giizide hasmiy iste osurgan begdir”; ibid. [marginal].
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Kitab-1 miistetab and the treatises of Koc¢i Beg, the outsider was conceived of, or at least
discussed, in relation primarily to the military, to the janissaries and sipahis whose
numbers had been swelling for some time, leading to some degree of financial difficulty
due to the need to pay them regularly. It was this difficulty—prompted by the changing
composition of the military that was in turn prompted by and further reinforced the
changing identity of the increasingly commercially oriented soldiery in the Ottoman

capital—that formed one of the fundamental concerns of the era’s advice literature.

At the same time, the outsider was also construed in the literature as a corrupt and
morally bankrupt figure who, it was posited, was sapping the soldiery of their loyalty
and strength.*’ It was this contemporary conception of the outsider that, though the term
ecnebr itself may not have been used, saw a wider application, being utilized beyond the

440

military to cover the Ottoman administration as well.”" While there are hints toward this

9 Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj situates this concept in terms of the advice literature’s implicit opposition

between the abstract characters of the loyal sipaht and the self-interested retainer; see Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-
Haj, “The Ottoman Nasihatname as a Discourse over ‘Morality’,” in Mélanges Professeur Robert
Mantran, ed. Abdeljelil Temimi (Zaghouan: Centres d’Etudes et de Recherches Ottomanes, Morisques, de
Documentation et d’Information, 1988): 17-30. This article will be discussed further in the following
chapter.

#0 Although the military and administration were loosely conceived of as the same branch, the ‘askeri, of
the state hierarchy, particularly in terms of their initial training in the palace, examination of the advice
literature—not to mention more official state documents—makes clear that, as one would in any case
expect, they were in fact rather sharply distinguished. An example of this can be seen in the Kitab-1
miistetab: “Once, in days of old, the palace servants (i¢ oglanlart) were gifted [to the palace] from the
devsirme or from among valid relations of ku/s. Yet in the current situation, most of them are urban riffraff
(sehr oglanlarr) of Istanbul or else the sons of Turks or Armenians or Gypsies, and not one in ten of them
are validated [as being] from the devsirme or from relations of kuls. Thus, when servants (oglanlar) of this
sort leave the palace and become aghas over the kuls or become governors over a certain region, what they
are is known and is no secret to people of discernment. Examples of this have been seen and will continue
to be seen.” ([Elvveld i¢ oglanlar: kadimii’l-eyydmdan devsiirme ve yahQd sahih kul cinsi piskes ola
gelmisdir. Simdiki hal ise ekseri Istanbul 'un sehr oglanlari ve Tiirk ve Ermeni ve Cingdne oglanlart olub
on oglanda bir sahihce devsiirme ve yahid kul cinsi yokdur. Bu takdirce ol makiile oglanlar tasraya ¢tkub
Kul ta’ifesine zabit olub aga oldukda ve yahid bir memlekete vali olduklarinda ahvalleri ma ‘liim ve ehl-i
basiret katinda hafi degildir. Niimiineleri dahi goriilmiis ve goriiliir.) Yiicel, ed., Osmanli Devlet Teskildti,
26.
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broader application in the advice literature, particularly in Mustafa ‘Al the invectives of
Nef'T against Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha—and to a lesser extent ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha as
well—make it crystal clear: Etmekgizade, the son of an urban sipahi baker and himself a
sipahi and merchant, was unfit for the post of chief treasurer, and especially for
viziership, owing precisely to this background, which meant that he was too uneducated
and too immoral to serve the Ottoman state at such a high level. In other words, he was
an “outsider” (ecnebi) in all but name, an unwelcome novelty in a long established

system of recruitment and promotion.

But was this simply a rhetorical strategy on Nef'1’s part? The inherently extreme rhetoric
of the discursive mode of invective makes this impossible to determine, a difficulty that
is compounded by the fact that Nef1’s assault on Ahmed Pasha was prompted by, on the
one hand, personal animosity and, on the other, by Nef'1’s apparent utilization of these
invectives to shore up his standing with the grand viziers Murad and Nasth as well as
with Sultan Ahmed. This was an opportunistic assault. Nevertheless, just as the equally
opportunistic advice literature of the time sometimes elided strict accuracy in favor of
making a point and, in the process, exposed the authors’ underlying conceptions of how
the ideal Ottoman state should look by appealing to and attempting to shape their
audience’s (i.e., the sultan’s) preconceptions, so does the extreme rhetoric of Nef'1’s
invectives against Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha reveal the poet’s awareness of what might
work to most effectively diminish the chief treasurer’s esteem and reputation, given the
possible preconceptions and prejudices of 4is audience, which was ultimately his own

patrons, the grand vizier and the sultan.
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These invectives, though, were produced in a relatively stable period: there was no
active war with either the Safavids or the Habsburgs, though there were some small-
scale clashes with the former; rebellions in Anatolia had been in abeyance for several
years; the sultan sat secure on his throne; and, despite a certain degree of administrative
transformation and economic hardship, the center was holding. By the time Nef'1
launched his next extensive assault on a prominent administrative figure—Gtircl
Mehmed Pasha, who served as grand vizier for a few short months between September

1622 and February 1623—all of this had changed.
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CHAPTER 4
“A GIANT DEMONIC HERMAPHRODITE”:

NEF I vs. GURCI MEHMED PASHA

On November 22, 1617, Sultan Ahmed I died after several months of illness, not yet 30
years old. His death set in motion a series of events that would lead the Ottoman Empire,
along with the capital of Istanbul, into a tumultuous period that would extend throughout
much of the 1620s. Because Ahmed’s eight living sons were all considered too young
for the throne, the leading figures of the state, apparently led by the grand mufti Es‘ad
Efendi (1570-1625), decided upon his half-brother Mustafa for the sultanate.*' But
Mustafa had spent most of his 26 years confined in the palace, and, as ibrahim Pegevi
phrased it, “the length of this period of confinement may have been the cause of his

995442

lightness of brain.”™"* His strange behavior became a cause of great concern, and thus on

February 26, 1618, the chief black eunuch Mustafa Agha locked him in his room and

1 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 630.
42 «Belki zaman[-1] habsinii tal-i miiddeti ‘aklinufi ba‘is-i hiffeti olmisdur.” Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi: 284—
317,” 136.
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had Ahmed’s eldest son ‘Osman, all of 13 years old at the time, enthroned in his

*3 the first time that such a palace coup had effected a change of ruler. Despite his

place,
youth, ‘Osman appeared to be determined to restore power to the sultanate, and he
immediately set about asserting his prerogatives by replacing the grand vizier and taking
away the right of the grand mufti—the same Es‘ad Efendi who had originally arranged
for Mustafa to take the throne rather than ‘Osman—to make appointments in the

empire’s religiojudicial hierarchy, a right that ‘Osman now gave to his personal tutor,

‘Omer Efendi.***

Throughout the rest of his short reign, ‘Osman would continue to assert his power, yet it
was still far from absolute, and, as Tezcan summarizes, “to strengthen his political
standing, he really needed a conquest that would boost his charisma, which in turn
would make him powerful enough to eliminate alternative loci of power in the
capital.”** This would come with an ultimately rather ill-fated campaign against the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1621, which was nevertheless framed as a great
victory.**® Upon his return from the campaign, ‘Osman announced that he would
undertake the pilgrimage to Mecca, another unprecedented action for a sultan, but the
rumor among the soldiery in Istanbul, who were already upset with the fruitless Polish

campaign, was that he planned to use this as a pretext for recruiting a new army from

443 ;.
Ibid., 138.
4 Bor an account of ‘Omer Efendi’s life and significance, see Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 121—
128.
5 Ibid., 131.
46 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 669.
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*7 The pilgrimage

among the mercenary soldiers (seghan) in Anatolia, Syria, and Egypt.
announcement thus proved to be the last straw, and on May 18, 1622—as ‘Osman
prepared to leave the capital—a military insurrection broke out that led to the sultan
being captured by the army and briefly imprisoned before being strangled to death on
the order of the grand vizier Daviid Pasha (d. 1623).448 Mustafa, much to his own
astonishment, was brought back to the throne, and there commenced a period where the
Ottoman capital was effectively under the control of the soldiery, as described by the
resident English diplomat Thomas Roe: “The goverment [sic] is here yet so unsettled,
that the soldiours take what they will from any in the streetes, and upon refusall kill,
without punishment; for no man dares complaine, or if they did, they know not to whom;

wee live all in perill, where there is no awe of the magistrate.”**

These words were written in November 1622, soon after the elderly statesman Giirct
Mehmed Pasha had assumed the grand vizierate. For reasons to be detailed below, the
Istanbul soldiery stood firmly against Mehmed Pasha’s presence in this post—as, for
reasons both personal and opportunistic, did Nef'1, who produced two long invectives
against the grand vizier that will be examined in section 4.2 below. First, however, a

look at the life and career of Mehmed Pasha is in order.

*7 Hiiseyin Tugi, Musibetndme: Tahlil — Metin ve Indeks, ed. Sevki Nezihi Aykut (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 2010), 8-22 and Thomas Roe, The Negotiations of Sir Thomas Roe, in His Embassy to the
Ottoman Porte, from the Year 1621 to 1628 Inclusive (London: Samuel Richardson, 1740), 43—44.

*¥ For contemporary accounts of the deposition and execution of ‘Osman, see Hiiseyin Tugf,
Mustbetname, 31-106; Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi: 284-317,” 20-28; Roe, Negotiations, 42, 45—48; Hasan
Beyzade, Tdrih, Vol. 3, 938-950; and Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 670-688.

449 Roe, Negotiations, 108.
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4.1 Life and career of Giirci Mehmed Pasha

Giirc1 Mehmed, as his epithet meaning “the Georgian” makes clear, was originally from
Georgia in the Caucasus. As is the case with many who entered the Ottoman palace
system either by way of the devsirme or as prisoners of war, Mehmed’s early years are
something of a mystery: he was said to have been presented to the Ottoman palace as a

450

gift, either by the grand vizier Semiz “Ali Pasha (d. 1565)™" or by Hiisrev Pasha, the

provincial governor of Erzurum during the reign of Sultan Selim II (r. 1566—1574).%!
Given his apparent age, it also seems possible that he may have been captured during the
course of the grand vizier Lala Mustafa Pasha’s (d. 1580) campaign in the Caucasus in
the late summer of 1578. In any case, he came to Istanbul as a slave and was castrated,

h.”*? He entered

as indicated by another of his common epithets, Hadim or “the eunuc
the service of the aghas of the inner palace (Enderiin), and at the beginning of the year
1604 he was promoted to the position of royal household attendant (4ds odabast) in
place of Mustafa Agha, who according to Katib Celebi had become too old to perform
his duties.*? In fact, however, Mustafa Agha’s dismissal and Giirci Mehmed’s

appointment were part of a wholesale restructuring of the palace staff initiated by

Handan Sultan (d. 1605), the mother of the young and newly enthroned Sultan Ahmed,

40 Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509.

1 Mehmed b. Mehmed, “Nuhbetii’t-Tevarih ve’l-Ahbar ve Tarih-i Al-i Osman,” 40 [Tarih-i al-i
‘Osmanl.

2 For more on the recruitment and developmental process of Ottoman eunuchs, particularly white
eunuchs like Giirct Mehmed, see A. Ezgi Dikici, “The Making of Ottoman Court Eunuchs: Origins,
Recruitment Paths, Family Ties, and ‘Domestic Production’,” Archivum Ottomanicum 30 (2013): 105—
136.

43 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 457.
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in an effort to clear out clients of the previous queen mother, Safiye Sultan (d. 1605) and

“shape the nucleus of the royal household by appointing loyal and able men.”***

In any case, Giirc1 Mehmed’s time in this position was not to last long. By September of
the same year, the restructuring of the government by the new sultan’s regents—the
queen mother Handan and the royal tutor Mustafa Efendi (d. c. 1608)—Ied to the viziers
in the capital being assigned to military fronts, ostensibly to have them lead campaigns
but effectively to get them out of the capital and away from their power bases. This led
to a vacuum in the imperial council that prevented meetings from being held, and as a
result Mehmed was assigned to the rank of third vizier (vezir-i salis), with two other
high-ranking members of the palace service also being promoted to viziership at the
same time.**> Just a month after this, Mehmed received a highly significant
reassignment. In Egypt, the provincial governor Haci Ibrahtm Pasha (d. 1604) had been
attempting to reinstitute central authority in the face of the local sipahis, who were
imposing an unauthorized levy called the fu/ba in rural areas of the province and
generally asserting their own local authority as much as possible. In September 1604,
they killed Ibrahim Pasha and several of his attendant janissaries when they left the

citadel in Cairo, placing their heads on display in a place usually reserved for the display

454 Borekei, “Factions and Favorites,” 130.

435 Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509; Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 489; Ibrahim Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi:
Edisyon Kritigi Bagdat Niishas1 (284317 Metin, Dizin, Ozel Adlar Sozliigii),” ed. Melek Metin (M.A.
thesis, Marmara University, 2006), 80; Hasan Beyzade, Hasan Bey-zdde Tarihi, Vol. 3, 832; Mehmed b.
Mehmed, “Nuhbetii’t-Tevarih ve’l-Ahbér ve Tarih-i Al-i Osman,” 576 [Nuhbetii'I-tevarih ve l-ahbar].
Borekgi, “Factions and Favorites,” 146—147 makes the significant point that these appointments from
within the palace service “circumvent[ed] traditional patterns of promotion.”
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of the heads of executed criminals.*® In response, Giirci Mehmed Pasha was appointed
as the governor of Egypt on October 22 and sent there with the express purpose of
suppressing the fulba and tracking down Ibrahtm Pasha’s killers. While he would serve
in this post for a year and a half, he ultimately proved unable to do more than find and
execute a few of those responsible, in addition to obtaining a rather empty promise of

allegiance to the Ottoman state from the soldiers stationed in Egypt.*’’

Subsequently, in the spring of 1606, Mehmed was dismissed as the governor of Egypt
and assigned to the provincial governorship of Bosnia, also being charged with the duty
of defending the city of Belgrade and its fortress in the neighboring province of
Budin.**® He served in this capacity for several years, until he was recalled to Istanbul in
late 1609 to serve as a vizier on the imperial council.** The following summer, when
the grand vizier Murad Pasha departed on campaign for the east, Giirct Mehmed Pasha
was appointed and took up duties as deputy grand vizier,*® the first of several times he
would hold this prestigious position. He continued to serve as the deputy grand vizier for

over two years, as in the interim Murad Pasha died while on campaign and Nasth Pasha

% For more on this seminal event in the early modern history of Ottoman Egypt, see Michael Winter,
“Ottoman Egypt, 1525-1609,” in The Cambridge History of Egypt, Volume 2: Modern Egypt from 1517 to
the End of the Twentieth Century, ed. M.W. Daly (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 17-20;
Winter, Egyptian Society under Ottoman Rule, 18—19; and Adam Sabra, “‘The Second Ottoman Conquest
of Egypt’: Rhetoric and Politics in Seventeenth Century Egyptian Historiography,” in The Islamic
Scholarly Tradition: Studies in History, Law, and Thought in Honor of Professor Michael Allan Cook, ed.
Asad Q. Ahmed, Behnam Sadeghi, and Michael Bonner (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2011): 149-177.

7 See Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 555-558 and Winter, “Ottoman Egypt, 1525-1609,” 18.

8 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 523 and Pegevi, “Pecevi Tarihi: 284-317,” 107.

49 Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509.

460 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 563 and Hasan Beyzade, Hasan Bey-zdde Tarihi, Vol. 3, 882. Cf. Nev ‘izade
‘Ata’1, Hadd iku’l-Hakd ik, Vol. 2, 1548—1549, where Mehmed Pasha is said to have been appointed in
November 1609 and again in June 1610. The former date is when the grand vizier crossed over to Uskiidar
in preparation for the next year’s campaign, while the later was a reconfirmation of his position while the
grand vizier remained out of the capital.
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took up the grand vizierate as well as serving as commander-in-chief, remaining in the

field and not returning to Istanbul until the autumn of 1612.%!

Upon the grand vizier’s
return to the capital, Mehmed Pasha once again became a vizier on the imperial council,
remaining there for some time despite the fact that Nasiih Pasha, considering him a
threat to his position, attempted to have him appointed as the provincial governor of
Erzurum so as to distance him from the capital; this reassignment was only prevented
through the sultan’s own intervention.**> Moreover, when the sultan relocated to Edirne
for the winter of 1613/1614—the same winter when Etmekg¢izade Ahmed Pasha was
removed from his post as chief treasurer—Mehmed Pasha was charged with the defense
of the Ottoman capital.*®® The next year, following the execution of Nasiih Pasha and the
ascension of Kara Mehmed Pasha to the grand vizierate, Giirct Mehmed was advanced
to the position of second vizier (vezir-i sani) and appointed deputy grand vizier for the
second time when Kara Mehmed Pasha departed on a campaign to take Yerevan from
the Safavids.*** However, he somehow managed to earn the ire of Sultan Ahmed at this
time, and was subsequently dismissed both from the imperial council and from his
position as deputy grand vizier,'® with Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha, at the time the

governor of Aleppo, being sent back to Istanbul by the grand vizier to replace him.**

41 Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509 and Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 563, 574.

42 Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509.

403 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 595 and Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509.

464 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 611 and Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509. See also Adam Wenner, Tagebuch
der kaiserlichen Gesandtschaft nach Konstantinopel, 1616—1618, ed. Karl Nehring (Munich: Finnisch-
Ugrischen Seminar an der Universitdt Miinchen, 1984), 89.

45 Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509; Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 619; Hasan Beyzade, Hasan Bey-zade
Tarihi, Vol. 3, 889; and Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi: 284-317,” 121. See also Wenner, Tagebuch, 51.

496 See section 3.2.1 above.
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In the late spring of 1617, Giirct Mehmed Pasha was reinstated as a member of the
imperial council, as third vizier, and over the next several years—through the end of the
reign of Ahmed I, the first reign of Sultan Mustafa I (r. 1617-1618), the reign and
subsequent murder of ‘Osman II (r. 1618—1622), and the first half of the second reign of
Sultan Mustafa (r. 1622—1623)—Mehmed would remain on the imperial council, now
rising up to the rank of second vizier and now falling back to that of third vizier.*"’
While he thus appears to have gone initially rather unaffected by the events surrounding
the 1622 regicide of ‘Osman II, this would not long remain the case, as the fallout from
that event would ultimately go on to dramatically impact his career, both for better and

for worse.

In July 1622, two months after ‘Osman II’s death, Giirct Mehmed very nearly became
grand vizier as a result of the high tensions that reigned in the Ottoman capital and

among the soldiers stationed there.**® At this time, the grand vizier Mere Hiiseyin Pasha

7 Ak, “Giircii Mehmed Pasa,” 509. Cf. Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 669.

%8 1t is important to note certain distinctions regarding the capital’s standing sipahs and janissaries in
connection with the concept of the ku/ (“slave” or “servant”). The term kul in fact serves as a truncated
form of the phrase kapu kullar: (“slaves/servants of the Porte”), who were the salaried soldiers that made
up an important part of the Ottoman army. They were divided into two main groups, foot soldiers and
cavalry. The foot soldiers were divided into seven corps called ocaks (“hearths”), which included most
prominently the janissaries, as well as the young recruits in training ( ‘acemis), the armorers (cebecis), the
artillerymen (fopgus), the artillery gun carriage operators (top arabacis), the bombardiers and mortar
operators (humbaracis), and the sappers (lagimcis). The cavalry, on the other hand, were divided into six
divisions (béliik), and were often termed the “people of the six divisions” (alt: boliik halki) in order to
distinguish them from the timariot sipahis who held the revenue grants or fiefs known as timar throughout
the empire. In the case of the events in the capital described in this chapter, all mention of sipahis refers,
unless otherwise specified, to these “people of the six divisions.” As will be seen, there was a significant
rivalry between the capital’s foot soldiers (primarily the janissaries) and its cavalry, as they frequently,
and for a variety of reasons, supported different factions in the palace and administration. On occasion,
though, they were also known to act in concert to put pressure on the government. The most
comprehensive description of the kapu kullart is Ismail Hakk1 Uzungarsil, Osmanli Devleti Teskilatindan
Kapukulu Ocaklart I: Acemi Ocagi ve Yenigeri Ocagi and Osmanli Devleti Teskilatindan Kapukulu
Ocaklart II: Cebeci, Topcu, Top Arabacilari, Humbaraci, Lagimci Ocaklar: ve Kapukulu Suvarileri
(Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1988).
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(d. 1624)—who had assumed the position less than a month before, following the
dismissal of Daviid Pasha for his role in the death of ‘Osman—was pushed out of the
office: he had removed the Agha of the Janissaries, ostensibly appointing him as the
provincial governor of Karaman but in fact sending him secretly away from the city.
This led to rumors that he had been killed, which prompted a group of janissaries and
sipahis to bring a petition to the palace stating that they now feared for their own
positions and lives, and requesting that Mere Hiiseyin be deposed and executed. As
related in the highly dramatized account of the chronicler and janissary veteran Hiiseyin
Tugl (d. between 1623 and 1640), Sultan Mustafa drafted an imperial writ regarding the

matter:

The chief black eunuch brought out the writ and read it to the [assembled] janissaries
and sipahis. The substance of the writ was as follows: “My sipahi and janissary sons!
May God the Almighty bind you to the state and to the faith. I have been informed of
the substance of your petition. I have three honest viziers: David Pasha, Giirct
Mehmed Pasha, and Lefkeli Mustafa Pasha. All three are fine men, but Mustafa
Pasha is rather disconnected [from affairs]. Whichever of them you wish, [to him] I
grant the vizierate.” When the writ had been read and its contents become known,
from within the crowd Davud Pasha’s men (fevabi ‘ler) said, “We want David
Pasha!” and Mehmed Pasha’s men said, “We want Mehmed Pasha!” and Mustafa
Pasha’s men said, “We want Mustafa Pasha!” When this occurred, since the answers
of the [different pashas’] men led to confusion, the sipahi and janissary elders stepped
forward and requested that the chief black eunuch once again go to the sultan with a
petition. They said as follows: “It is not our place to tell the illustrious sultan to make
so-and-so the [grand] vizier. Whichever of his servants from among these three
viziers he wishes, let him grant the grand vizierate [to him]. We will accept this. [But]
Mere Hiiseyin Pasha should be removed from the vizierate and killed!”” The chief
black eunuch once again went into the sultan’s presence with their petition, upon
which the royal favor swerved toward Mustafa Pasha, and [so] the illustrious sultan
graced Lefkeli Mustafa Pasha [...] with the grand vizierate.*®

49 “Darii’s-sa‘ade Agasi dahi, sa‘adetlii PAdisah’un hatt-1 serifin getiiriip, Yenigeri ve Sipah ta’ifesi’ne
okudilar. Mefhim-1 hatt-1 serif, bu idi kim: ‘Beniim Sipah ve Yenigeri ogullarim! Hakk te‘ald, sizi din <i>
devlete bagislasun. Mefhiim-1 arzunuz, ma‘limumuz oldi. U¢ miistakim Vezir’iim vardur: Davud Pasa ve
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This passage not only gives some sense of the divisive and turbulent environment that
gripped the Ottoman capital in the months after Sultan ‘Osman’s death, when the
janissaries and sipahis were continually exerting their influence to pressure Sultan
Mustafa and/or the government into removing officials with whom they were
dissatisfied, but it also shows the highly partisan nature of much of the chronicles
composed at the time or soon after. As a janissary himself, Tugt crafts his account of the
incident to present the soldiers in as positive a light as the situation permits, depicting
them as subservient to the sultan even as they rise up against the grand vizier. Moreover,
the sultan’s final decision in the matter is not questioned, but presented as an
unproblematic fait accompli.*’® This contrasts with, for example, the later account of
Katib Celebi, who clearly draws on Tug1’s detailed story but also dramatically shortens
it while openly claiming that the real reason the sultan’s “royal favor” (mezid-i ‘inayet-i
padisahi) fell upon Lefkeli Mustafa Pasha (d. 1648) was because the latter was the
husband of the sultan’s childhood nursemaid.*”' Such sharp discrepancies in

contemporary chroniclers’ accounts and attitudes will be seen coming to the fore again

Giirci Mehemmed Pasa ve Lefkeli Mustafa Pasa. Uci de, eyii Ademlerdiir; amma Mustafa Pasa, bi-garaz
ademdiir. Her kangisin dilerseniiz, Vezirligi virdim’ diyiip buyurmuslar. Hatt-1 serif, okinup, methim,
ma‘lim olduka, cem‘iyyet icinden, Davud Pasa tevabi‘leri: ‘Davud Pasa’y1 isteriiz!” didiler ve Mehemmed
Pasa tevabi‘leri: ‘Mehemmed Pasa’y1 isteriiz!” didiler ve Mustafa Pasa tevabi‘leri: ‘Mustafa Pasa’y1
isteriiz!’ didiler. S6z, bu minval lizre olicak, tevabi‘leriin cevablar1 ba‘is-i ihtilal olmagin, ziimre-i Sipah
ve Yenigeri’niin ihtiyarlari, ileriiye geliip, tekrar, Darii’s-sa‘ade Agasi’ndan reca eylediler kim, Padisah’a
bir dah1 varup, arz eyleye. Cevablari bu idi kim: ‘Biz, sa‘adetlii Padisah’a fiilan kimseyi Vezir eylesiin
diyemeziiz. Bu ii¢ Vezir’den her kangi kulin dilerse, Sadr-1 a‘zamlig1 virsiin. Bizim makbaliimiizdiir.
Heman, Mere Hiiseyin Pasa’y1 Vezirlikden ma‘zil idiip, katl eylesiin!’ didiiklerinde, Darii’s-sa‘ade Agasi,
tekrar, sa‘adetlii Padisah nazarma varup, arz eylediiklerinde, Mustafa Paga hakkinda, mezid-i indyet-i
Padisahi zuhira geliip, sa‘adetlii Padisah, Vezir-i a‘zamligy, [...] Lefkeli Mustafa Pasa’ya sadaka
buyurdilar”. Hiiseyin Tugl, Musibetname, 143—145.

7 For a comprehensive account of the variants and compositional history of Tugi’s chronicle, see Baki
Tezcan, “The History of a ‘Primary Source’: The Making of Tlghi’s Chronicle on the Regicide of Osman
11, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 72, no. 1 (February 2009): 41-62.

411 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 692.
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below, in relation to the story of how Giirci Mehmed Pasha was himself deposed from
the grand vizierate. In any case, soon after the removal of Mere Hiiseyin Pasha, the

Agha of the Janissaries whose deposition and disappearance had supposedly provoked

the whole incident was found and reinstated.*’?

Nevertheless, Lefkeli Mustafa’s term as grand vizier was not to last long, as complaints
soon arose against him from within the sipahis.*” As is to be expected, the different
chronicles recording what happened next, which this time would actually result in Giirct
Mehmed Pasha being granted the grand vizierate, relate the story differently. Katib

Celebi writes as follows:

On the eleventh of Shawwal [1031; August 19, 1622], the sultan traveled to [the]
Davudpasa [palace], and on the fifteenth a group of sipahis came to him with a
petition stating, “The grand vizier is worthless and corrupt,” and requesting his
dismissal. The aforementioned [Lefkeli Mustafa Pasha] was dismissed and the seal of
the grand vizierate was granted to Giirci Mehmed Pasha.*”*

The chronicle of Hasan Beyzade presents a fuller, and much more critical, account:

While [Lefkeli Mustafa Pasha] was summoning the council [i.e., serving as grand
vizier] and gathering power and strength [around himself], he became extremely
notorious among people both high and low for his brazen covetousness, and his lack
of determination became obvious just as his complete stupidity became clear and
evident, like the sun at the hottest hours of the day. As a result, some sipahis, saying
they had some service to perform, went to the sultan’s court, [where they]
complained of the aforementioned vizier, said that he was corrupt, and requested that

“72  Abdw’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 767.

7 Tugi’s account—perhaps unsurprisingly, as Tugi was himself a janissary—specifically absolves the
janissaries of involvement in the deposition of Lefkeli Mustafa, as it relates how the janissaries were
questioned as to whether or not they had approached the sultan demanding his removal, to which they
replied, “We have no complaint regarding our [grand] vizier, and none of our comrades went [to complain
and demand his removal]” (“Biziim, Viizerd 'dan sikayetiimiiz yokdur ve yoldaslar umuzdan dahi, kimse
varmamisdur’); Hiseyin Tugl, Musibetname, 162.

474 «“Sevvalin on birinci giinii padisih Davud-pasa’ya gogiip on besinci giinii sipah ta’ifesi varup, ‘[V]ezir-i
a‘zam hemec ve miirtesidir’ diyili ‘arz-1 hal viriip ref*ini taleb itdiler. Mezblr ma‘zal olup miihr-i sadaret
Giircii Mehemmed Pasa’ya virildi.” Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 692.
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he be removed from his post. Upon this [request], the grand mufti Yahya Efendi was
invited to that garden for consultation about who should be appointed, and when he
arrived in the presence of the Shah of the World at the garden of Davudpasa, he held
an audience with the queen mother (valide sultan), and when they deliberated
regarding the aforementioned matter, they made it known regarding Giirci Mehmed
Pasha that there was no doubt whatsoever that he was supremely qualified and
worthy of the post of grand vizier, and so the seal of the grand vizierate was
conferred upon the aforementioned Giirct [Mehmed] Pasha, who immediately set
about performing his duties.*”

This version by Hasan Beyzade is similar to Katib Celebi’s in terms of how it conveys
the parties opposed to Lefkeli Mustafa and what they complained of, but it provides
much more detail about how Giirct Mehmed was selected; namely, through consultation
by the grand mufti Yahya Efendi and the queen mother Halime Sultan. Yet considering
Sultan Mustafa’s deficiencies—such as, for instance, the slightly farcical exchange that
had led to the appointment of Lefkeli Mustafa as grand vizier in the first place—this was
scarcely an unreasonable method of selection, and in any case was not entirely
unprecedented insofar as, throughout both of this sultan’s brief reigns, the state was
largely being run through, or at least under the auspices of, the grand mufti and the

queen mother.

On the other hand, a very different approach is seen in ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi’s account of

the deposition of Lefkeli Mustafa and the appointment of Giirct Mehmed:

#7 «Ol dahi, akd-i Divan ve bezl-i tab u tiivan iderken, tama‘-1 ham ile beyne’l-havass ve’l-avam, istihar-1
tamm bulup, tasarrufa adem-i kudreti zahir ve kemal-i beladeti, —ke ’s-semsi fi evkati’l-hevdcir—, risen i
bahir olmagin, bir giin, ziimre-i sipah, ba‘z1 hidmet bahanesiyle, 4zim-i dergah-1 Padisah olup, Vezir-i
mesflrdan istika ve ‘Miirtesidiir’ diyli mesnedinden ref ini reca eylediiklerinde, ‘Kimi nasb idelim?’ diyii
mesveret i¢lin, Miifti-i zaman Yahya Efendi’yi ol baggeye da‘vet eylediiklerinde, Mevlana-y1 mezbir,
[Davidpasa-bagcesi’nde, Sah-1 dleme] varup, mima-ileyha valide sultdna miilakat idiip, hustis-1 merkiim1
miisavere itdiiklerinde, Glirci Mehemmed Pasa igiin, ‘Sadaret-i uzma mesnedine elyak u ahra idiigi cay-1
istibah u imtira degiildiir’ diyii bildiirmegin, miihr-i vezaret ve hatem-i sadaret, merkiim Giirci Pasa’ya
inayet buyurilup, hidmete miibaseret eyledi.” Hasan Beyzade, Hasan Bey-zade Tarihi, Vol. 3, 952-953.
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[T]he retainers (tevabi ‘) of the vizier Giirci Mehmed Pasha the Eunuch told [him],
“Now is your opportunity. From here on out the grand vizierate is due to your
majesty,” and said, “The current grand vizier Mustafa Pasha has produced a whole
troop of retainers who are outsiders (ecnebi).” Some of [Giirct Mehmed’s retainers]
got together and [...]""° came with great commotion to the Daviidpasa palace and
complained of the [grand] vizier Lefkeli to our felicitous sultan. [Thus] one group of
retainers managed to get the grand vizierate granted to the vizier Glirct Mehmed
Pasha the Eunuch. The command was conveyed to Ahmed Agha, the marshal of the
guards (kapicilar kedhiidast), [who] received the honored seal [of the grand vizierate]
from the aforementioned Mustafa Pasha, and [...] the vizier Giirct Mehmed Pasha the
Eunuch took up the grand vizierate.*”’

This version’s differences from those of Katib Celebi and Hasan Beyzade—regardless of
the truth value of any of the versions—are striking. Here, unlike in the two other
accounts, it is not explicitly sipahi soldiers who are presented as the complainants and
the efficient cause of the dismissal of Lefkeli Mustafa and the appointment of Giirct
Mehmed. Instead, the complainants are Mehmed’s very own retainers, who have cajoled
him toward allowing them to make their complaint in the first place. The text’s use of
the word tevabi “ makes it uncertain who these instigators were. On the one hand, it is
possible that they were sipahis, as the earlier text by Tugi regarding the appointment of
Lefkeli Mustafa Pasha to the grand vizierate uses the same word to refer to sipahi
partisans of the various candidates for grand vizier. In context, however, it seems much
more likely that the word is being used to members of Giirci Mehmed’s own personal

vizieral retinue. But regardless, the use of the phrase “retainers who are outsiders”

476 The dates given in the text have been removed in the translation (though not in the transcription, given
in the following footnote), as they are clearly inaccurate in that they clash with those given in all other
accounts, a common problem encountered in ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi’s chronicle.

17 «“Vezir Giircii Hidim Mehmed Pasa’nin tevabi‘i: ‘Fursat vaktidir. Simden sonra Vezir-i a‘zamlik
hazretiniize layikdir’ deyli ‘H4[1]a Vezir-i a‘zam olan Mustafa Pasa bir alay ecnebi tevabi‘ peyda etdi’
deyii ba‘zilar ittifaklar ediip, bin otuz iki mah-1 muharremii’l-haraminda guluvv ile Davud-pasa Saray1’na
varilup, sa‘adetlii Padisahimiza Vezir Lefkeli’den sikayet etdiler. Bir giirtih tevabi‘, Glircii Hadim Vezir
Mehmed Pasa’ya Vezir-i a‘zamlig1 sadaka etdiirdiiler. Kapucular Kethudasi olan Ahmed Aga’ya ferman
olunur. Hatem-i serifi mezblr Mustafa Pasa’dan taleb ediip, mah-1 muharremin ibtidasinda, Giircii Hadim
Vezir Mehmed Pasa sadrda karar ed[er].” ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 768-769.
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(ecnebi tevabi ) indicates that “Abdu’l-kadir Efendi’s account is appealing to a binary
distinction between the virtuous sipahi and the corrupt and corrupting “other” (in this

case, the “retainers” or tevabi ).

This was a distinction that Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj pointed out as an animating feature

478 Within the declinist and even alarmist

of the contemporary advice literature corpus.
discourse of the advice literature authors,*” the timar sipahis—a career description that
involved functions military, economic, political, and social in nature and that went back
to the beginnings of the Ottoman imperial project—were envisioned as the Ottoman ku/
par excellence and placed in opposition to the newly specialized group of “merchant-
investor’’s who were supposedly transforming Ottoman lands “into mobile or liquid
property” and “a source of revenue” rather than an inalienable possession of the state.**
In Abou-El-Haj’s analysis, these two figures, however much they may bear echoes of
some of the changes occurring in the empire, were fundamentally little more than
“literary invention[s] or reinvention[s]” meant to highlight a posited decline in morality

from the self-sacrificing sipahis of old to the avaricious new others whose immorality

was weakening the state.*®’

While this binary opposition was quite common in the openly polemical advice literature
of the period, it is relatively little seen, or at least not so apparent, in the chronicles,

whose agenda and thus approach are of a very different sort—as are the backgrounds of

7% See Ali Abou-El-Haj, “The Ottoman Nasihatname.”
7 Abou-El-Haj focuses in particular on Mustafa ‘Alf and Kogi Beg.
480 17
1bid., 20.
! Ibid., 21, 23.
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the authors themselves. In this context, it is significant that ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi was
himself of a military background: he had begun as a clerk for the artillery corps, hence
his common appellation of Top¢ular Katibi, before being promoted in succession to
captain of the artillery corps, clerk of the left wing cavalry corps (sol ‘uliifeciyan), and
clerk for the office of the barley comptroller (arpa emini).*** Thus, just as Hiiseyin Tugi
was a janissary with a very particular stance, so was ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi a sipahi, and
both were quite dissimilar from Hasan Beyzade and Katib Celebi, whose backgrounds
and training lay primarily in the Ottoman bureaucracy. Also especially noteworthy is the
fact that “Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, in having Glirct Mehmed’s retainers describe their
supposed objection to Lefkeli Mustafa, pointedly uses the term ecnebi tevabi * (“retainers
who are outsiders”), which—while not clear exactly whom it might be referring to in
this situation—nonetheless takes advantage of a contemporarily pregnant term that, as
mentioned in the above discussion of Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha, effectively became a
euphemism for the degeneration of Ottoman institutions. The “outsiders” or “others”
(ecnebi) were effectively signals for anyone whom the author imagined, or presented, as
being a new variety of social being whose position, manner, and approach—not to
mention their personal background—made them lack the vaunted moral fiber of

Ottoman kuls of an earlier era.

In the end, regardless of whether it was due to the dissatisfaction of sipahis or the
machinations of his own personal retainers, or something else entirely, Giirct Mehmed

Pasha was now the grand vizier, having clearly come to the position in a manner

482 7iya Yilmazer, “Abdiilkadir Efendi, Topgular katibi,” DI4, Vol. 1, 233.
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contested among different groups in the palace and the capital, as the widely differing
accounts of his appointment indicate. During Mehmed’s brief period in the post, one of
the first pressing issues to arise was the capture and punishment of those responsible for
the murder of Sultan ‘Osman. Quite apart from the interests of justice, this process was
triggered by what was happening to sipahis and janissaries both in the capital and
around the empire: they, as a class, were held responsible for the sultan’s murder, and as
a result had begun to be openly accosted. Toward the end of June 1622, for instance, an
apparently crazed man had attacked and wounded several sipahis gathered in the
Sultanahmed Mosque, denouncing them for what had been done to ‘Ogme'ln.“g3 Later, in
January 1623 after Giirci Mehmed had assumed the grand vizierate, a group of sipahis
came to the imperial council to complain that, in much of the provinces of Anatolia and
Karaman, both judges (kadr) and ordinary subjects would harass them in the streets,
shouting that they were ‘Osman’s murderers. As a result, the sipahis demanded to the

d.*® Only a few

council that those who had killed ‘Osman should themselves be kille
days later, another group of sipahis rode from the vicinity of the palace to the Fatih
Mosque and requested the grand mufti Yahya Efendi to issue a fatwa to the effect that
Sultan ‘Osman’s murderers should be caught and killed, to which Yahya Efendi
responded that the issue required a ferman from the sultan.*® Under such pressures as
these coming from the highly volatile army, there was effectively no choice but to act in

the matter: within a week, the five men considered most responsible for ‘Osman’s

murder, including the former grand vizier Daviid Pasha, were all apprehended and

* Hiiseyin Tugi, Musibetndme, 131-134 and Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 690—691.
* Hiiseyin Tugi, Musibetndme, 186—187.
5 Ibid., 188—189.
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executed. The chronicles once again differ, however, in terms of who is presented as the
main actor in bringing these five to justice. As might be expected, Hiiseyin Tugi’s
account, which includes a long mesnevi poem in rhymed couplets describing the men’s
capture, shows the army itself as the ones initiating and completing the process with the
blessing of the sultan, with the grand vizier playing almost no role whatsoever. **®
Similarly, ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi also makes no mention of Giirci Mehmed Pasha in his
brief account of the execution of ‘Osman’s murderers, instead ascribing the process to
the grand admiral Halil Pasha working alongside a few other state officials and senior
army officers.*®” On the other hand, Hasan Beyzade explicitly states that it was Giirci
Mehmed Pasha, acting in line with the wishes of the populace, who had the men hunted

down and killed.*®

Ibrahim Pecev also directly attributes the men’s executions to the
grand vizier, describing one by one how he had them captured and killed and concluding
with the phrase, “may God have mercy on the late Giirci Mehmed Pasha” (4llah rahmet
eylesiin merhiim Giirci Mehmed Pasa’ya).**® Katib Celebi’s account makes no mention
of the grand vizier in connection with this incident, but his later obituary for Mehmed
Pasha makes his high opinion of the man clear, calling him “a benevolent vizier, pious

and stable and constant” (vezir-i hayir-h'ah, din-dar ve merkezinde sabit ii ber-karar).*°

The positive interpretation of Giirct Mehmed Pasha, particularly as a grand vizier, was to

86 See ibid., 189-203.

7 Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 769.

** Hasan Beyzade, Hasan Bey-zdde Tarihi, Vol. 3, 953.
* Ibrahim Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi: 317b-351a,” 28.

40 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 772.

212



be the narrative that won out in the end, going on to influence Na‘Tma’s later depiction

of the man and continuing on well into the 20th century.*"

Whatever his qualities may or may not have been, however, Giirci Mehmed Pasha—Ilike
most of the grand viziers during this tumultuous period—was not to serve very long, and
the major incident that would occur during his short time in the post, and ultimately
indirectly lead to his removal, began in October 1622, just a month after his
appointment. This was the uprising of Abaza Mehmed Pasha (d. 1634), the governor of
the province of Erzurum—and the husband of Giirct Mehmed Pasha’s niece, who was
the daughter of Giirct Mehmed’s brother Hiiseyin Pasha. Like many, especially in the
provinces, Abaza Mehmed appears to have considered the kul soldiers in Istanbul, and
particularly the janissaries, responsible for the death of Sultan ‘Osman, and so,
ostensibly to avenge the regicide, he recruited an army of local seghan mercenaries,
expelled the janissaries resident in the fortresses of Erzurum, and began to extend his

control out into neighboring areas.

Initially, once the news of Abaza Mehmed’s uprising had come to the capital, nothing
was done to suppress it apart from officially reassigning the pasha to the province of
Sivas. While this was a tactic rather typical of the time,*” it was perhaps unsurprisingly
ineffective, especially given the extent of the uprising and the high passions that reigned

in the wake of the regicide—and it appears to have been the undoing of Giirct Mehmed

! For instance, ismail Hami Danismend mentions Giirci Mehmed as someone who “gained renown for
getting revenge for [Sultan] ‘Osman [II’s death],” and describes him as an “experienced and able vizier.”
See Danigsmend, Osmanli Devlet Erkani, 32.

2 For more on contemporary state tactics of controlling rebellious elements through appeasement and
consolidation, see Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats, 189-228.
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Pasha.*”® The shortest and barest account of what happened next comes from ‘Abdu’l-

kadir Efendi:

As one, the janissaries did not eat their soup and at the [imperial] council they
requested [an audience with] the vizier Hasan Pasha. They demanded the grand
vizierate. An imperial writ was issued. In a rush, the chief sergeant-at-arms
(¢avusbast) went from the council with the order and the auspicious news [to the
new] grand vizier Mere Hiiseyin Pasha, whom he brought from his mansion with his
[new] title to the imperial council. He was seated in the place of honor, and the
illustriogg4seal was taken from the [now] deposed vizier Giirct Mehmed Pasha the
Eunuch.

No reasoning is given here for Mehmed Pasha’s removal: all we get is that the
janissaries were dissatisfied, as indicated by their refusal to eat, a traditional sign of

discontent at the official ritual of the janissaries gathering together in the palace.
Tugl’s account,”” on the other hand, is much more forthcoming:

The former grand vizier Mere Hiiseyin Pasha, out of a desire to [once again] possess
the seal [of the grand vizierate], took the sipahis under his wing and secretly sent off
a few pouches of florins. And [...] every night he would summon the janissary ward
officers (odabasi) to the residence of Ahmed Celebi of Tophane, and a distribution
[of money] was made [as follows]: 25,000 akges to each of the wards, 5,000 ak¢es to
each of the ward officers, and to the chiefs of these thugs went 200 florins each, and
more to some, and florins to some of the heads of the [janissary] wards, 5,000 gold
pieces to just four people, and to the two senior aghas, who will not be named, went

3 Also worth noting here is that the rumblings regarding the Ottoman government’s inaction in this
matter reached even to the English ambassador Thomas Roe. In November 1622, he wrote laconically, “In
Asia are some rebellions, of which the court dares take no notice.” Roe, Negotiations, 108. One month
latter, he was more expansive: “In Asia are three open rebellions: one at Babilon [i.e., Baghdad]; the other
at Arzerum the border of Persia, by Tauris; and the third in Mesopotamia. The viziers here dissemble it,
and dare take no knowledge, nor so much as to send a command thither, for feare to blow the fire, and putt
all into combustion.” /bid., 114.

% «['Y]enigeri, Divan’da ¢orpa yemeyiip, ittifikla Vezir Hasan Pasa’[y]: taleb ederler. Vezir-i a‘zamhg1
reca ederler. Hatt-1 serif sadir olur. Elbetde ‘ale’l-‘acele Cavus-basi, Divan’dan ferman ile ve miijde haberi
ile Vezir-i a‘zam olan Mere Hiiseyn Pasa’y1 sarayindan ‘linvan ile Divan-1 hiimayin’a getiirdiiler; sadrda
karar etdi. Ve ma‘zil Giircii Haidim Vezir Mehmed Pasa’dan hatem-i serif alin[d1].” ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi,
Tarih, Vol. 2, 770.

3 The account given by Katib Celebi is based on Tugi’s version, though it is quite a bit more concise. See
Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 702.

214



10,000 gold pieces each. Then, one day, they did not eat soup, and in the council it
was asked, “What is the reason for this?”” The response was, “We do not want Giirct
Mehmed Pasha!” To this the sultan said, “So what shall it be, then? [Whatever it is,]
let that be!” And they said, “Now we want Mere. He must come to the council right
now, at once. If he does not come... But of course he will come!”

And on Sunday [sic], 4 Rabi‘ al-Akhir [February 5, 1623], the council was held, and
some thirty to forty prudent sipahis as well as many of the janissary ward officers
approached the Agha of the Janissaries and said, “Illustrious agha! A [grand] vizier is
needed who will be diligent about the betterment of [the affairs of] the world. The
world is in ruins, and this [grand] vizier has never been diligent.” The Agha of the
Janissaries informed the grand vizier Mehmed Pasha of this matter. When he realized
what was happening, Mehmed Pasha took out the imperial seal, surrendered it to the
marshal of the guards, [and thereby] resigned from the vizieral office. The marshal of
the guards took the seal, brought it to the Gate of Petition ( ‘arZ kapist), and
surrendered it to the head of the private treasury (hazinedarbast), who took the seal
and conveyed it to the sultan. The illustrious sultan said, “Whomever the servants
wish, I grant the vizierate [to him]!” The head of the private treasury took the seal
back out and said to the [assembled soldiers]: “Whomever you wish for the vizierate,
the illustrious sultan has given [it to him]!” At this, all the sipahis and janissaries
cried out, “May Mere Hiiseyin Pasha be the grand vizier, it is him we want!” When
they said this, the marshal of the guards took the seal and sent it to Mere Hiiseyin
Pasha. That very day, Hiiseyin Pasha came to the council and was seated in the place
of honor. Subsequently, the janissaries ate their soup. Giirct Mehmed Pasha rose from
the place of honor and went and cleansed himself (abdesthaneye giriip), and then,
before his horse could even arrive, he mounted a guardian’s horse and left.*°

496 «Sadr-1 a‘zamlikdan ma‘zil Mere Hiiseyin Pasa, miihri almak arzasiyle Sipah ta’ifesi'ni kolina alup,
hufyeten, bir kag kise, filori gonderiip [...] Tophéanelii Ahmed Celebi’niin evine, her gice, Odabasilar’t
cagurdup, her odaya yigirmibeserbin ak¢e ve Odabasilar’un her birine beserbin akge ve zorbabasilar’a
ikiseryiiz filori ve ba‘zina dahi ziyade ve Ocak Agalari’ndan ba‘zina filori ve ancak, dort kisiye, beserbin
altun ve iki Biiyiik Aga’ya, ad1 dinilmez, onarbin altun, tevzi‘ olinup, heman, bir giin, Divan’da, sorba
yimeyiip: ‘Nediir ashi?’ dinildiikde: ‘Giirci Mehemmed Pasa’y1 istemeziiz!” dinildi. “N’ola? Olsun!” diyii
Padigah, cevab virdiikde: ‘Imdi, biz Mere’yi isteriiz. Heman, simdi, Divan’a gelmek gerekdiir.
Gelmeyince, olmaz, elbette geliir!” didiler.

“Ve yine, mah-1 Rebi‘u’l-ahir’un dordinci, <Yek>senbe giini, Divan olup, ziimre-i Sipah’dan
otuz, kirk nefer miidebbirler ve Yeniceri Odabagilari’ndan nigeler, Yeniceri Agasi’na varup, eyitdiler:
‘Devletlii Aga! Islah-1 alem ile mukayyed olur, bir Vezir gerekdiir. Alem, haraba vardi, bu Vezir, asla,
mukayyed olmad1’ didiiklerinde, Aga, bu husiis1 Vezir-i a‘’zdm Mehemmed Pasa’ya i‘lam eylediler.
kendiisi mesned-i Vezaret’den ma‘zil eyledi. Kapucilar Kethudasi, miithr<i> alup, Arz-kapusi’na getiiriip,
Hazinedarbasi’ya teslim eyledi. Hazinedarbas1 dahi, miihri alup, Padisah canibine iletdiler. Sa‘adetlii
Padisah: ‘Kul, kangisin isterse, ben, Vezirligi ana virdiim!” diyiip, buyurdilar. Hazinedarbasi, miihri
tagraya cikarup, Kul ta’ifesi’ne: “Vezirlige kimi isterseniiz, sa‘adetlii Padisah, virdi!” didiiklerinde, ziimre-i
Sipah ve Yenigeri’den fi’l-ciimle, ¢agrisup, ‘Mere Hiiseyin Pasa, Vezir-i a‘zdm olsun, biz, ani isteriiz!’
didiiklerinde, Kapucilar Kethudasi, miihri alup, Mere Hiiseyin Pasa’ya iletdiler. Ol giin, Hiiseyin Pasa,
Divan’a geliip, Sadr’da, karar eyledi. Ba‘dehtl, Yeniceri, sorba yidiler. Giirci Mehemmed Pasa, Sadr’dan
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While this account is detailed almost to a fault—Ilikely owing to the fact that Tugt’s text
was intended for oral recitation®’—it still does not provide much concrete reasoning for
specific dissatisfaction with Mehmed Pasha as the grand vizier, instead resting content
with the sipahis’ and janissaries’ joint yet imprecise claim that he lacked diligence in
carrying out his duties and making it abundantly clear that they preferred Hiiseyin Pasha
in the post, with the money he handed out doubtless having swayed their opinion to
some extent. However, elsewhere in Tugl’s text, he does in fact give some idea of why
the army was dissatisfied, and it was in specific connection with Abaza Mehmed Pasha
and his uprising. On December 23, 1622, shortly after news of the events in Erzurum
had reached the capital, a group of Istanbul janissaries went to the grand vizier’s

mansion;

The Agha of the Janissaries, Mustafa Agha, went to the home of the grand vizier
Mehmed Pasha, and when he [and the janissaries accompanying him] were inside the
mansion, the janissaries created tumult and said to the vizier, there in his mansion,
“In the province of Erzurum, Abaza Pasha has rebelled against the sultan: he took the
possessions of our comrades serving as the fortress garrison and expelled them from
the fortress, and he [also] put the senior local janissaries in the area under house arrest
[so that] they cannot leave their homes. The whole of the reason behind Abaza’s
rebellion lies in Istanbul with the grand vizier Giirct Mehmed Pasha and rests in his
patron (babalik) the grand admiral Halil Pasha,**® [and that is why] he refuses to
leave the sultan’s fortress. For Abaza Pasha married the daughter of Giirct Mehmed
Pasha’s brother Hiiseyin Pasha and is still with her. That is why Abaza Pasha insults

kalkup, abdesthaneye giriip, oturup, ba‘dehd, at1 dah1 yitismedin, bir ¢cadvus’un atina biniip, gitdi.” Hiiseyin
Tugl, Musibetndme, 205-207.

*7 For more on this view of Tugl’s text, see Piterberg, 4n Ottoman Tragedy, 73—77 and Tezcan, “The
History of a ‘Primary Source’,” 47.

% Abaza Mehmed had originally been a soldier in the rebel army of Canbuladoglu ‘Alf Pasha in the first
decade of the 17th century before being captured. While on the verge of execution, Halil Pasha, who was a
commander in the anti-rebel campaigns in Anatolia at the time, took him into his personal retinue, which
was what began Abaza’s rise through the ranks. See Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy, 175.
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us so!” And with that, [the janissaries] created an uproar. Constables (Zabit)
intervened to prevent a quarrel and [then] dispersed [the crowd].*’

Thus, the Ottoman army—or at the very least the janissaries—apparently believed that
the grand vizier’s family connection with Abaza Mehmed Pasha, as the latter’s wife’s
uncle, kept him from acting against the uprising, prompting the janissaries to later,
according to Tugl’s account, demand Giirci Mehmed’s removal for neglect of duty; that
is, of the specific duty to suppress the uprising in Erzurum, which was specifically
aimed at avenging the death of Sultan ‘Osman on the janissaries. Once again, then,
Hiiseyin Tugl’s account presents the grand vizier’s resignation as, through and through,

a justified act on the part of the soldiery who forced Giirct Mehmed’s hand in this affair.

In this, Tugl’s version of events is the polar opposite of the versions presented by both
Hasan Beyzade and Ibrahtm Pecevi. The former’s account of the grand vizier’s
deposition begins, pointedly, with a kind of introduction offering high praise for Giirci

Mehmed Pasha’s qualities and accomplishments:

For several months [i.e., during his time as grand vizier], [Giirct Mehmed Pasha]
dealt with matters of importance. In none of his actions was there any fault, and in his
person there was no lack of zeal. According to the widespread desire, he had Davud
Pasha—who had wrongfully spilled the blood of Sultan ‘Osman and removed him
from the face of the earth—Xkilled, along with the former governor of Vidin, Meydan
Bey, and others who had contributed to the killing [of ‘Osman] [...]. He grew famed

9 «“yenigeri Agasi Mustafa Aga, Vezir-i a‘zdm Mehemmed Pasa kapusina varup, dahil-i sardy oldukda,
Yenigeri ta’ifesi, guliivv idiip, Vezir<’e>, sardyinda, eyitdiler: ‘Vilayet-i Erzurum’da, Abaza Pasa,
Padisah’a asi olup, kal‘a muhafazasina me’mir olan yoldaslar’umuzun malin alup, kal‘adan ihrac eyledi
ve ol canibde olan yirlii ekabir-i Yenigerileri, g6z habsine koyup, evlerinden tasra ¢ikartmaz oldi. Hep,
Abaza’nun 1syanina sebeb, Asitine’de, Vezir-i a‘zam olan Giirci Mehemmed Pasa’ya dayanur ve babalig
Kapudan Halil Pasa’ya istinad idiip, Padisah’un kal‘asindan ¢ikmaga inad ider. Zira, Abaza Pasa, hala,
Vezir-i a‘zam olan Giirci Mehemmed Pasa’nun biraderi Hiiseyin Paga’nun kizin evleniip, almis idi. Ol
sebebden, Abaza Pasa, bize bu hakareti ider!” diyiip, ziyade samatalar eylediler. Zabitlar, araya girtiip,
gavgayl men‘ u def* eylediler.” Hiiseyin Tugi, Musibetndme, 184—185.
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for his excellent name and was much mentioned by the tongues of men. And as his
office required, he also had Kelender Ugrisi executed.”®

Not only does this paint Giirct Mehmed as personally without fault, it also depicts him
as the perfect servant of the Ottoman state, going about his duties with efficiency and
dedication. And this passage is immediately followed by the entrance of the antagonist,

Mere Hiiseyin, and his partners in crime:

The tyrant named Mere Hiiseyin Pasha was determined to be grand vizier once again.
He dispensed valuable gifts to [the sipahis] through Siileyman the Albanian, a sipahi
thug (zorba), and other malevolent persons. And thus one day, that group known for
its villainy came together as one with a common purpose and went to the illustrious
[imperial] council. They descended upon the grand vizier [Giirct Mehmed Pasha],
saying, “Once you made some of our innocent comrades disappear, spilling their
blood unjustly. We do not want you in the grand vizierate, and we do not wish for
some eunuch to occupy the post of grand vizier.” And they said, “If he is not removed
[from office], we will draw daggers and make his body disappear.” And so, of
necessity, [Glirct Mehmed] was removed and the seal of the grand vizierate was
granted to Mere Hiiseyin by all the [other] viziers [on the council].””’

Here, three significant new elements are introduced into the story: first, an accusation is
made that the grand vizier had had some, presumably sipahis, killed, although nothing
else recorded regarding Giirct Mehmed’s life seems to indicate such an action on his
part; second, Mehmed’s eunuchism is explicitly presented as a cause of the army’s

discontent with him, despite this being by no means unprecedented, since several grand

390 «IB]ir kag ay, tedbir-i umfir idiip, ciimle-i ef dlinde asld, kusir ve zdtinda fiitiir yog iken ve Sultin
Osman’un hin-1 na-hakkini isdle ve arsa-i alemden izale itmege sebeb olan Daviid Paga’y1 ve iimeradan
sabika, Vidin beyi Meydan Bey’i ve sa’ir katle miibasir olanlari, [...] taleb-i cumhir ile katl itdiirtip, nam-1
nik ile meghiir ve elsine-i enamda mezkiir olmis iken ve Kelender Ugrisi’n1 dah1 mukteza-y1 riyaset iizre,
siyaset itdiirmis.” Hasan Beyzade, Hasan Bey-zdde Tarihi, Vol. 3, 953; emphasis added.

01 “Mere Hiiseyin Pasa didiikleri zalim, yine, vezir-i a‘zam olmaga azim olup, sipah zorbalarindan
Arnavud Siileyman, dahi ba‘zi bed-giiméan kimesneler vesatati ile ta’ife-i mezbtireye bezl-i mal-i firdvan
eylemegin, bir giin, ol ta’ife-i sakavet-unvan [dahi, yek-dil i yek-zeban olup,] cem‘iyyet ile Divan-1 ali-
sana varup, Vezir-i a'zam-1 salifii’l-beyana, ‘Sen, bir zaménda, [bi-giindh,] ba‘z-1 yoldaglarumuzi izéle ve
hiin-1 na-haklarini isdle itdiirmis idiin, biz, seni bu sadrda, istemeziiz ve tavasi kisminun sadaret-i uzma
makaminda oldugini dilemeziiz’ diyii hiicim ve ‘Eger, ref* eylemezlerse, hanger {isiiriip, viicidin ma‘diim
ideriiz’ diyii kelimat eylediiklerine bind’en, [bi’z-zartre, kaldurup,] girii, Mere Hiiseyin’e hatem-i vezareti
teslim ve ciimle-i viizera iizerine takdim eylediler.” Ibid., 953—954.
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viziers throughout the 16th century had also been eunuchs;’ "

and third, the sipahis—
here, significantly, the janissaries are not mentioned—openly threaten to kill the grand
vizier if he is not removed or does not step down. Considered together, these additions to
the story paint a picture of the Ottoman center being held under the thumb of partisan
and capricious army thugs during the tense period following the murder of Sultan
‘Osman II, a picture that is entirely at odds with the one created by Hiiseyin Tugl. Tug,
it should be noted, does not always depict the capital’s sipahis and janissaries as justified
or even innocent: on several occasions, such as the account of Mere Hiiseyin’s
distribution of money quoted above, he too describes soldiers as thugs. However, he
nearly always tends to be quite careful to avoid generalization by indicating that such
behavior is in the minority, whereas Hasan Beyzade, by contrast, tends to be rather more
slapdash about making such fine distinctions. This approach not only reflects the
authors’ own backgrounds and attitudes, but also reveals the fissures that had begun to
open among the various classes (i.e., the soldiery, the administration, and the

bureaucracy) and only been exacerbated by the traumatic murder of Sultan ‘Osman and

the events that followed in its wake.

Ibrahim Pecev1 relates the grand vizier’s deposition on similar lines to Hasan Beyzade’s
account:
[Though] he had [previously] been well informed of affairs and cautious to act, [now]

Mere Hiiseyin Pasha conspired with thugs who came to the [imperial] council and
said, “A false pasha cannot be our vizier” and falsely accused [Giirct Mehmed

*%2 Of course, it should also be noted that this is the historian’s 20/20 hindsight: the revolting soldiers can
hardly be expected to have been familiar with the backgrounds of grand viziers from half a century and
more before.
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Pasha], saying, “Once he had one of our men killed.” And immediately they had
Mere brought [to the imperial council] and removed Giirci [Mehmed] Pasha and sat
Mere in his place. But this time he removed all justice and law (ser ‘). There was no
end to his bizarre conduct.’”

While more concise than Hasan Beyzade’s version, the first two additional elements are
still there, albeit rather than being directly denigrated as a eunuch, this time Giirct
Mehmed is termed a “false pasha” (sahte pasa), which may in fact be meant as an
indirect swipe at his eunuchism, though it seems more likely to be an accusation that he
is a person considered unfit for viziership, and particularly for the grand vizierate.
Moreover, Pegevi’s version also showcases the process of vilification of Mere Hiiseyin,
as against the praise for Giirct Mehmed, that was to become the standard narrative: as
already mentioned above, this narrative typically presented Mehmed as a loyal servant
who did all he could to clean up the mess that followed upon the murder of ‘Osman II,
while Hiiseyin Pasha, over time, came to be presented as a tyrant who rose to the heights

of power on the backs of thuggish soldiers.”**

All of these subtly differing accounts of the deposition of Giirct Mehmed Pasha feature
nuances—in terms of the particular actors involved, the reasons advanced, the threats
made—that indicate the respective authors’ favoring different factions among all those
at play during the tumultuous period following the death of ‘Osman II. The trauma of

this regicide effectively split the capital apart, and Mehmed Pasha’s rise to the grand

>3 <[ AJhvalden habir ve hiisn-i tedbire kadir adem iken Merre Hiiseyin Pasa ziir-balar ile yek-dil olup

divana vardilar ve ‘Bize sahte pasa vezir olmaz.” didiler ve ‘Mukaddem bizden bir adem katl itdirmisdiir.’
diyii biihtan itdiler ve fi’l-hal Merre’yi getiirtdiler ve Giirci Pasa’y1 kaldurup yirine Merre’yi oturtdilar.
Amma bu kerre “adl {i ser‘i kaldurdi. Evza‘-1 garibesine nihayet yok.” Ibrahim Pegevi, “Pegevi Tarihi:
317b-351a,” 30.

> This perception and/or presentation persisted into the 20th century, and can be seen in, e.g.,
Danismend, Osmanli Devlet Erkdni, 32.
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vizierate and near immediate fall therefrom are emblematic of this split, showing that,
whatever his talents may or may not have been, his inability to play the changed political

game required during this period only hastened his deposition.

Once Giirct Mehmed Pasha had been deposed, Hiiseyin Pasha took the grand vizierate,
though he would only hold the post for six months before his own deposition at the
hands of the capital’s soldiery. Mehmed Pasha, in the meantime, was exiled to Bursa,
where he would remain for several months.’® He returned in the fall of 1623, and soon
afterwards was back on the imperial council, this time as the second vizier.”"® When, a
month later, the new grand vizier Cerkes Mehmed Pasha crossed over to Uskiidar to
depart on a campaign against Abaza as well as the Safavids, who had captured Baghdad
and reignited war, Giirct Mehmed Pasha was appointed deputy grand vizier for the third,

and what would prove the final, time.”"’

In the end, it was the failure of Cerkes Mehmed Pasha and his successor, Hafiz Ahmed
Pasha (c. 1564—-1632), to carry out a successful campaign against the Safavids and
recapture Baghdad that would lead to the death of Giirct Mehmed Pasha. The fullest
account of the pasha’s death is provided by the English ambassador Thomas Roe, who
was active in Istanbul between 1621 and 1628, and was himself on good terms with

Giirci Mehmed, whom he clearly admired. Roe’s account runs as follows:

%% According to an anonymous Hebrew chronicle of the period, he was exiled on April 1, 1623—nearly
two months after he was deposed—and returned to Istanbul on October 16, by which time Mere Hiiseyin
himself had been deposed in favor of Kemankes ‘Ali Pasha (d. 1624). See Nuh Arslantas and Yaron Ben
Naeh, eds. and trans., Anonim Bir Ibranice Kronige Gére 16221624 Yillarinda Osmanli Devleti ve
Istanbul (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, 2013), 52, 61. At the same time, the simultaneously
deposed grand admiral Halil Pasha was also exiled, to Malkara. See Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 702.

> Anonim Bir Ibranice Kronige Gire, 68.

307 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 725 and Anonim Bir Ibranice Kronige Gore, 69.
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Upon the 3 of this moneth [i.e., July 3, 1626], the Spahees assembled in the
Hippodrome, and mutinously came to the Mufti, and demanded of him sentence of
death against the good old chimacam Georgi Mehmet, bassa; and that hee would rise
and enforme the grand signor of their will; which, if hee refused, they threatened a
generall revolt, and to do their own justice. There was no remedy, and the emperour
being informed, was pleased to displace him, and to give the office to Regeb, capten-
bassa [i.e., Topal Receb Pasha], and his to the Imrohor-bassi, hoping thus to quiett all
matters; but this gave them no satisfaction: in greater fury, they aske his life. The
poor chimacam retired into the grand signors protection, who used all meanes (by
offering to confine, or banish him) to appease them; but nothing would content and
separate them, untill hee was stranguled, and throwne out naked; over whose dead
body they barbarously trampled, cutting off his nose and cares.””
As for the ostensible reason for Giirct Mehmed’s execution, Roe states the following:
“The occasion taken up against him was, that hee did conceal the yll estate of the army
at Babilon [i.e., the siege of Baghdad]; flattering the grand signor [...]; and certeyne
letters, written part in bloud, as from the camp, were produced to accuse him.”** This
reasoning accords with that given by Katib Celebi, the only Ottoman chronicler of the
time to devote space to the issue, who, however, states that it was not sipahis alone who
rose up, but janissaries as well, with this group demanding an imperial edict for Mehmed
Pasha’s death and then, once they had obtained it, continuing to his home and strangling
him there, with Katib Celebi pointedly describing the pasha as “the unfortunate one”
(derdmend).”"” Subsequently, Topal Receb Pasha (d. 1632)—who was the grand admiral
at the time—was appointed deputy grand vizier in Mehmed’s place. Katib Celebi’s

claim that janissaries were also involved in Glirci Mehmed’s death, however, is lent

more nuance by Roe’s account of what happened in subsequent days: as he tells it, a

5% Roe, Negotiations, 532. A similar account is given in another of Roe’s letters; see ibid., 524, where Roe
points out that the pasha’s strangulation and subsequent mutilation occurred the following day (i.e., July
4), when the sipahis also demanded, unsuccessfully, the lives of a few others.
509 1.

1bid., 532.
319 K atib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 767-768.
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group of janissaries—*“either envious that they had no part in [this] last sedition, or
beeing innocent, unwilling to participate in the infamy, or rather it was their turne to doe

somewhat™>!!

—came to the sultan’s private seaside residence by night not only to
proclaim their own innocence, but also to request that revenge be exacted upon those
who they blamed for the incident, which included several higher-ranking janissary and
sipahi officers “who held councells together, and were become heads of factions,” with
the chief actor being the senior deputy (seghanbasi) to the Agha of the Janissaries and
with the newly instituted deputy grand vizier Receb Pasha being party to their plans,

possibly with the intent of usurping Giirci Mehmed’s post.’'

Ultimately, over the
coming days, the young Sultan Murad IV (r. 1623—-1640) had the accused parties hunted
down and executed, though Receb Pasha, not having been openly incriminated by the

accusing janissaries, continued in his post.’">

Having weathered the storm of the more grievous days following the murder of Sultan
‘Osman and managed to get out of the grand vizierate with his life, Mehmed Pasha thus
nevertheless fell victim to yet another uprising by the Istanbul soldiery. Upon his death,
the poet Veyst composed an invective chronogram to mark the occasion:

that ass and enemy of the people of culture, the dog Giirct who, | murdered, has

found his station in the deepest depths of hell || Hagim1 stuck his dick in [Giirct’s] ass
thrice | and said his chronogram, “The massive pig has died”"*

> Roe, Negotiations, 532—533.

12 Ibid., 533.

313 Ibid., 533-534.

>14 «chl-i dil diigmeni har ya‘ni kopek Giirci kim | katl olup ka‘r-1 cehennemde makanun buld: || Hagimi
Kirini ii¢ kere sokinca gotine | dédi tarthini aniy koca hinzir 61di”; IUNEK TY 511, 64b [marginal]. The
chronogram’s date, given in the words koca hinzir 6ldi, adds up to AH 1032, corresponding to November
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The Hagim1 mentioned in the chronogram is the pen name of Bakkalzade Seyyid
Mehmed Celebi (d. 1627), a poet who was especially renowned for his chronograms.’"
Whatever Veyst’s quarrel with Gilirct Mehmed Pasha may have been, and at one point
the pasha seems to have been on good terms with him,”'® it seems clear that this oddly
polarizing figure—whom the English ambassador Thomas Roe once described as “a
very wise man, that knows all the state and canons of this goverment [sic], [...] a man, if
there be any remedy sufficient to cure this broken and diseased monarchy, best able to

find, and apply it”>"”

—made numerous enemies high and low. It was Nef'1, though, who
had launched the most sustained verbal assault on him, an assault that, though in word

only, was every bit as violent as Mehmed Pasha’s final end.

4.2 Nef'T’s invectives against Giirct Mehmed Pasha

There is an anecdote that records, likely with a good deal of license and dramatic flair,
an encounter between Giirct Mehmed Pasha and the poet Nef 1. Preserved in a
miscellany (mecmii ‘a) that was apparently compiled by the historian Mustafa Na‘Tma (d.
1716),”'* the anecdote begins with the arrival in Istanbul of a Safavid envoy bearing

tribute:

5, 1622—October 24, 1623, is incorrect, though it does correspond to the year in which Mehmed Pasha
resigned from the grand vizierate.

315 See Bakkalzade Seyyid Mehmed (Hasimi) Celebi, “Hasimi, Hayati, Edebi Kisiligi ve Divani’nin
Tenkidli Metni,” ed. Ayse Bulan (Master’s thesis, Selcuk University, 1993).

316 This, at least, according to Veysi’s own foe Nef'T, who accused Mehmed Pasha of “laughing
uproariously at Veyst’s ridiculous statements” (kahkaha mizanad az-yava-e tab -e Vaysi); IUNEK TY
511, 64b [marginal].

S17 Roe, Negotiations, 90.

>'% An inscription on the front flyleaf of this manuscript—University of Michigan, Isl. Ms. 409, of which I
am currently preparing an edition and analysis—reads as follows: “Exquisite miscellany in the hand of the
late and laudable Na‘Tma of superior virtue, [may] God’s mercy [be upon him]” (mecmii ‘a-i nefise ba-
hatt-1 merhumu’l-mebrir Na imda-y1 bahirii’l-feza’il, rahmetii’l-1ah).
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When Giirct Mehmed Pasha was the grand vizier, a learned envoy came from Persia.
His eminence the grand vizier prepared for the envoy a gathering in the style of a
banquet, arranging for and having laid out all the foods and other necessities. The
poet Nef'T—who was from Hasankal ‘as1 near Erzurim—was present at the grand
vizier’s gathering, and he began to talk at such great length that no one else was able
to say a word. Finally the pasha demeaned him by saying, “Now that you’ve found
your long-lost sister (hem-girer), you’re not giving anyone a chance to speak,” upon
which Nef'1 expiated the embarrassment by replying, “My lord, while my father may
have been a Kizilbas, my mother was a Georgian.™"”

The exact dating of the anecdote recorded here is difficult. As is, with Mehmed Pasha
explicitly named as the grand vizier, it would seem that the encounter—assuming it
actually occurred, though there is no reason to doubt that it or something like it did, even
if the actual details are somewhat fanciful—took place in or soon after October 1622,
when an envoy by the name of Agha Reza came to Istanbul bearing an immense tribute
from Shah Abbas I (r. 1588—1629), just a few short months before war erupted once
again between the Ottomans and Safavids.”** However, the encounter may also have
occurred several years earlier. In one of his studies of Nef'1, Abdiilkadir Karahan briefly
mentions a different version of what is undoubtedly the same anecdote.”*' Karahan
reports that he saw the anecdote in a miscellany in the collection of the bookseller Raif
Yelkenci, and says that it describes Glirct Mehmed Pasha as being the deputy grand
vizier, naming the Safavid envoy as “Burun Qasim Han” or “Yadigar-1 “‘Ali Sultan.”

This was an envoy who initially came to the Ottoman capital in late 1615 and remained

319 «1 afife: Giirc Mehmed Pasa sadr-1 a‘'zam iken ‘Acem’den bir ferzane elgi geliip sadr-1 ‘alt hazretleri
elgiye ziyafet seklinde tertib-i meclis-i ta‘am, temhid-i levazim u ikram édiip sa‘ir Nef'1, ki Erzurim
kurbunda vaki‘ Hasankal ‘as1 nam mevzi‘den idi, ol meclis-i ‘alide bulunup elgi ile diir u diraz
miikalemeye agaz ediip kimseye s6z diisiirmez. Pasa dahi ta‘rizen ‘Hem sireni bulunca kimseye firsat-1
kelam vermez olduy’ dédikde ‘Sultanim, ger¢i babam Kizilbas idi lakin validem Giirc idi” déyii cevab
édiip def'-i hicalet eylemisdir.” Mustafa Na‘tma (?), ‘Ulaletii’l-mecalis, mecmii ‘atu 'n-nefd’is, University
of Michigan Isl. Ms. 409, 62. R. Aslithan Aksoy-Sheridan and I are currently preparing an edition and
analysis of this miscellany.

>20 Hiiseyin Tugi, Musibetndme, 165, 169—170 and Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 693.

52! Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 11.
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there for approximately two years (including a short stint imprisoned in the Yedikule

fortress in 1616).°%

The beginning of the envoy’s period in Istanbul coincides with
Giirct Mehmed Pasha’s second deputy grand vizierate, before he was replaced by

Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha, and so this dating—i.e., late 1615 or early 1616—for the

encounter between Mehmed Pasha and Nef'1 seems just as plausible.

In any case, there are a few significant points that the anecdote raises. For one thing, the
phrasing of the anecdote carefully emphasizes Nef'1’s origins in Hasankale (now
Pasinler) in eastern Anatolia. At the time, this was not especially far from the border
with Safavid Persia, particularly when considered from the vantage point of the Ottoman
center in the capital of Istanbul. On a basic level, this emphasis on Nef'1’s place of
origin serves as a simple background to or explanation for Mehmed Pasha’s insulting
suggestion that Nef'T may be a Kizilbas; that is to say, a Safavid sympathizer at a time
when tensions between the two polities were once again beginning to mount. On another
level, though, the anecdote’s parenthetical reference to Nef'1’s origins in the empire’s
east highlights his alterity: he was neither from Istanbul nor from the central imperial
lands of western Anatolia and Rumelia. This alterity is precisely the quality that the
grand vizier’s insult plays upon, relying on the fundamental binary opposition between
the Sunni Ottomans and the Shiite Safavids that was present in contemporary discourse
both official and literary. The grand vizier also belittles the Safavid envoy, likely as a

show of superiority, by feminizing him through the word “sister” (hem-gire). As for

>22 Though Karahan claims, ibid., that this envoy’s mission occurred in the year AH 1028/1619 CE, he is
mistaken about the date; see ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 687-689 and Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,”
611, 620, 638—-640.
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Nef'T’s response, although at a glance it might seem almost to flatter the Georgian grand
vizier, in fact it throws Mehmed Pasha’s own alterity as a slave of non-Muslim origin
back in his face. What is more, by implying that Nef'1’s supposedly Kizilbas father took
a Georgian woman and sired a son on her, the response also implicitly sets up a
hierarchy of power whereby the Georgians are placed conspicuously below the
Kizilbag/Safavids. This was not an empty statement: at the time, whether it was in 1615
during the Ottoman-Safavid war or in 1622 just a few years after it, Georgia and the
eastern Caucasus were firmly under Safavid control. Thus, Nef'1’s brief response to
Mehmed Pasha’s simple otherization of him proves to be a more multilayered and

indeed more complete otherization.

If the banquet described in the anecdote above was indeed held in late 1622, then it was
only a short time later that Nef'1 produced his first invective against Mehmed Pasha.
Written in the kaside form and extending over nearly sixty distichs, this invective begins
with much the same approach as Nef'1’s earlier terkib-i bend against Etmekgizade
Ahmed Pasha; namely, introducing the target by providing an eschatological sense of the
broad, empire-wide disaster he portends. Unlike in the case of Ahmed Pasha, however,

this time Nef'T immediately trains his gaze on the grand vizier’s body:

alas! it’s the ruin of religion and state and shame of Islam | that a giant demonic
hermaphrodite holds the seal of Solomon || not a giant but a packhorse with an
elephant face | if he just had a cheap saddle I’d call him Dajjal’s ass || [...] || fate
would not have shat such a turd out into this era | had Saturn’s*>> massive cannonball

> In Islamicate astrology, the planet Saturn (Kaywan) is regarded as especially maleficent and boding
great ill; see, e.g., al-Birtni, The Book of Instruction in the Elements of the Art of Astrology, ed. and trans.
R. Ramsay Wright (London: Luzac & Co., 1934 [reprint: Bel Air: The Astrology Center of America,
2006]), 26-27.
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not torn its ass askew || fate shat blood right up till it defecated on the grand vizierate |
whoever sees the blood cleaving this era’s ass will think it’s the dawn™**

Just as had been the case with the long invective against Etmek¢izade, the advent of
Mehmed Pasha is depicted as a calamitous event orchestrated by fate, though here, in
keeping with Nef'1’s focus on the grand vizier’s actual physical body, fate is also
described in violently scatological terms. As regards Mehmed Pasha himself, in bodily

terms there are two main points of attack in these lines.

The first of these, and indeed the more prominent, is the insult leveled at Mehmed Pasha
for his physical size, calling him a “giant” (div)*** and a “packhorse” (bargir) and
likening his face to that of an elephant.’*® Throughout the invective, in fact, the grand
vizier’s size and girth is one of the elements most consistently returned to, and indeed, to
judge from a contemporary miniature depicting Mehmed Pasha (see Illustration 3),”*’ he
appears not to have been a small man. Significantly, just as in these opening lines,
throughout the poem the grand vizier’s size is typically mentioned by way of

comparison to either a mythical being or an animal: for the first, in addition to div he is

324 «zehT hiisran-1 din [ii] devlet [ve] neng-i Miislimant | ki ola bir div-i hiinsa malik-i miihr-i Stileymant ||

ne div efsar1 yok bir bargir-i fil-peyker kim | har-1 Deccal’dir dérdim eger olaydi palani || [...] || felek bir
boyle bok sigmazdi fark-1 riizgara [ger] | gotiin kec yirtmasaydi giille-i kiipal-1 Keyvani || felek kan sigdi ta
yestehleyince sadr-1 divana | safak sanur goren hiin-1 sikaf-1 kiin-1 devran1”; ULLWCO 662, 2b.

>2 In Persian mythology, div refers to a kind of demon or monster; see Mahmoud Omidsalar, “Div,”
Encyclopceedia Iranica, December 15, 1995, http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/div and Clément Imbault
Huart and Henri Massé, “Diw,” E]z, Vol. 2, 322-323. The word also came to mean “giant” in Turkish.

326 The elephant comparison is also used in one of the distichs not quoted, where Nef'T writes: “like

Nev ‘izade [‘Ata’1], he would assume the shape of an inverted elephant | if the long trunk in his ass were a
donkey dick” (donerdi Nev ‘izade gibi sekl-i fil-i ma ‘kitsa | gotiinde kir-i hardan olsa ger hortiim-1 tilani),
ULLWCO 662, 2b. The reference to Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’1 refers to an invective quatrain Nef'T had written
against him, calling him a water buffalo (camiis) being sodomized by an unidentified figure whom Nef'1
calls “Camel Lips” (Ustiirleb, Siitiirleb), with the latter’s penis being likened to an elephant’s trunk; see
IUNEK TY 511, 79a.

**7 T would like to thank Tiiliin Degirmenci for drawing my attention to this miniature, located in Topkap1
Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi H. 1263, 259b. See Tiiliin Degirmenci, /ktidar Oyunlar: ve Resimli Kitaplar:
11. Osman Devrinde Degisen Gii¢ Simgeleri (Istanbul: Kitap Yaymevi, 2012), 257.
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Illustration 3

Miniature depicting the presentation of a book

to Glirci Mehmed Pasha (center)
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also termed an “insatiable ghoul” (gil-1 sehvani),”*®

a “torpid demon” ( ‘ifrit-i giran-
- 2 - . . . .
can),”* and a “monster” (canever);>" for the second, he is likened in turn to a “dropsical

531

crocodile” (timsah-1 miistesk),”" a “Georgian dog” (kopek Giirci),”* a “massive

.- 4 . _
333 a “forest bear” (hurs-1 ¢engelistan),”" a “pig” (hunzir),”*® and

mastift” (koca samsun),
a “fool-deceiving ass” (har-1 ebleh-firib).’ 3% The cumulative effect is clear: Giircl
Mehmed Pasha, the grand vizier, is not only not human, but evil. This is only
emphasized through the invective’s occasional more detailed descriptions, one of the
key themes of which is the pasha’s ambition, often likened—in keeping with the

emphasis on his weight and the comparisons to evil beings and animals—to a gluttonous

appetite, eating, and defecating. Thus, for instance, the following passage:

that cursed one’s covetousness is to some extent within his self, for out of ambition |
he would swallow a wild pig [whole] from the tail down, if he found one || and out of
ambition he snapped off and swallowed his own testicles, for why else | would they
bother castrating such a torpid demon || who, if he shat, would cover the mountains
of the seven climes in his shit | and, if he farted, would set the domes of the seven
vaults [of the heavens] trembling?537

These dehumanizing and demonizing elements are provided with a concise summation

in the distich that concludes the invective’s first section: “he’s the solid frozen fart of the

2 Ibid.

*® Ibid.

> Ibid., 4a.

! Ibid., 3a.

> Ibid., 3b.

> Ibid.

> Ibid.

>3 Ibid., 4a.

> Ibid.

7 “tama‘ bir mertebe zatinda mel Gnun ki hirsindan | yudard: kuyrugindan bulsa [ger] hiik-1 beyabant ||
koparmis kendii yudmusdir tasagin hurs ile yohsa | nice hadim éderler boyle ‘ifrit-i giran-can || ki sigsa
basdirir boka cibal-1 heft ikltmi | osursa lerze-nak eyler kibab-1 heft eyvam”; ibid., 2b—3a.
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demon of Mount Damavand®*® | the bodily curdled turd of the patriarch of the
Christians.”>** With these lines, Mehmed Pasha is doubly otherized, being presented as
the waste product of beings—the demon Zahhak and the Christian patriarch—who are
already others in the context of Persian Islamicate mythology and the Sunni Muslim
Ottoman Empire. The Christian connection, in particular, is one that Nef'1 will return to

again.

The second point of bodily attack introduced in this long invective’s opening lines is the
grand vizier’s status as a eunuch, which is introduced using the word “hermaphrodite”
(hiinsa), thereby effectively denying the grand vizier the long since legitimate status of
palace eunuchs and presenting him instead as a freak of nature. On one level, attacking
Mehmed Pasha for his eunuchism—especially by framing it in terms of
hermaphroditism—is yet another means of demasculinization, which was among the
standard tactics in the Islamicate and Ottoman invective traditions, dating all the way
back to pre-Islamic invective in Arabic: this was an especially effective tactic in a highly
masculinized and homosocial society such as that which pertained in the Ottoman
Empire. On another level, however, this attack had profound political implications
insofar as it suggested that a eunuch had no business governing the empire. Moreover,
this assault on Mehmed Pasha’s eunuchism seems not to have been a personal

preoccupation for Nef'T alone: as related in the previous section, one of the accounts of

>% Mount Damavand is a mountain south of the Caspian Sea near Tehran that, in Persian mythology, was
where the hero Faridiin was said to have chained the malevolent figure Zahhak; see Bernard Hourcade and
Ahmad Tafazzoli, “Damavand,” Encyclopeedia Iranica, November 14, 2011.
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/damavand.

3% “miicessem zarta[-y1] yah-beste[-yi] div-i Demavendi | musavver-beste[-yi] efs[ii]rde[-yi] batrik-i
Nasrant”’; ULLWCO 662, 3a.
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Mehmed’s later removal from the grand vizierate relates that the soldiery who rose up
against him explicitly stated that a eunuch was not fit to be grand vizier. Although
Mehmed Pasha was by no means the first eunuch to serve in this position, he was the
first to be forcibly removed from the post and, more importantly, to have his very

identity as a eunuch put forward as a reason for his deposition.’*

The upshot of Nef'1’s introducing his long invective with a focus on Giirct Mehmed
Pasha’s body is his ultimate presentation of that body, and hence of the man himself, as
a blight on the position of grand vizier. This, it will be noticed, is an echo of the similar
discourse that had posited that Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha was not fit for viziership
owing to, among other things, his physical appearance. In the invective against Giirct
Mehmed Pasha, however, the grand vizier’s body is made even more culpable, and is

used to impute “faults” that are even more blameworthy:

look at what he’s done! look at the sedition that has arisen | since he soiled the grand
vizierate with his very body || so what if he was educated in the imperial harem | his
unprecedented body still has no like in this world || can someone like him be a worthy
vizier of the land of Islam, | this pigherd of a Georgian Armenian Laz Gypsy? || it’s a
rebuke to all Georgia if he is [really] Georgian | may the succor-granting sovereign
not hear of his oppression and calumny*!

In the first distich, by removing any reference to actual actions (or lack thereof) on the

part of the grand vizier, Nef'1 presents Giirct Mehmed Pasha’s already described body as

340 1t should be noted here that anti-eunuch sentiment appears to have been on the rise among the Ottoman
soldiery for some time. In a 1603 uprising, for instance, the sipahis and janissaries had claimed that the
eunuch Hiisrev Pasha had been appointed as a military commander by the chief black eunuch and the
deputy grand vizier, also a eunuch, solely because of his eunuchism. Thus, palace eunuchs appear to have
been viewed by the soldiery as something of a corrupting faction of sorts. For the uprising, see Kétib
Celebi, “Fezleke,” 417—418. For analysis of the uprising, see Borekei, “Factions and Favorites,” 54—63.

> “neler ¢[t]di ne denlii fitne peyda old1 ‘dlemde | édince ta viiciidiyla miilevves sadr-1 divam || tutalim
kim hartm-i muhteremde perveris bulmis | viiciid-1 bi-naziri kim bulunmaz ana bir sani || vezir-i miilk-i
Islam olmaga layik midir andan | tonuz ¢oban1 GiircT Ermenisi Lazki Cingan || sitemdir ciimle Giircistan’a
GircT olursa bu | meded-giis[t]er melik isitmesiin bu zulm [{i] bithtan1”; ULLWCO 662, 2b.
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if it were the efficient cause of “sedition” (fitne) in the empire. This is a veiled reference
to the uprising of Abaza Mehmed Pasha in Erzurum, which, it will be recalled, had
begun soon after Giirct Mehmed Pasha’s appointment as grand vizier and whose
instigator was in fact married to the new grand vizier’s niece. Ultimately, of course,
Giirci Mehmed Pasha’s dismissal from office would come about as a result of Istanbul
janissaries who, convinced that the grand vizier was reluctant to suppress Abaza
Mehmed’s rebellion owing to their family connections and incited by the former grand
vizier Mere Hiiseyin Pasha, rose up and demanded he be removed from his post. This
gives one a clear sense that Nef'1, just as ten years earlier he had written against
Etmekg¢izade Ahmed Pasha as part of what was in essence a smear campaign, was now
also taking part in another such campaign against this man who, despite being in
ostensibly the most powerful post in the empire, was in fact extremely vulnerable during
a particularly volatile period in the empire’s history. As will be seen below, a number of
other signs in both this invective and the second long invective Nef'1 produced against

Giirct Mehmed Pasha indicate that this was in fact the case.

But to return to the grand vizier’s supposedly inauspicious body, the second distich
quoted above reinforces the first one’s implication that his body itself was effectively a
curse on the grand vizierate. Significantly, in this distich—quite in line with the
discourse that animates Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza and indeed the majority of the early 17th-
century invective corpus—nature trumps nurture: regardless of the fact that Giirct

Mehmed received the excellent and thorough education afforded by being brought up in

233



the palace,”* his “unprecedented” (bi-nazir) body nevertheless makes him unfit to be
grand vizier. While Nef'1, later in this same poem, later backtracks on this point to
instead present Giirct Mehmed as something of an uncultured ignoramus, the fact that he
openly makes this point here in the midst of his opening salvo against the grand vizier is

especially telling.

Equally telling is the following distich, where Nef'T explicitly sets up the Ottoman
Empire as “the land of Islam” (miilk-i Islam) and places it, and its primary administrator
the grand vizier, in stark opposition to a series of “outsiders” who, strictly speaking, are
hardly outsiders at all. In the matrix that Nef'T establishes, what makes Mehmed Pasha
not “worthy” (layik) to administer to the Islamic Ottoman state is his identity as a
Georgian, which the second hemistich here lumps together with Armenians, Laz,”* and
Gypsies, subsuming them all under the epithet “pigherd” (foyuz ¢obani)—a shorthand
reference to being a Christian. The implication is that there is a possibility that the grand
vizier is a crypto-Christian, and thus unfit to serve the Ottoman state, whose
administrators were, particularly after the Sunnitization process enacted in the mid-16th
century, expected to be Sunni Muslims. Within the invective discourse utilized by Nef'1,

Mehmed Pasha’s mere origin as a Christian slave is enough to suggest that he may still

32 For a brief overview of the organization of the inner palace (Enderiin) and its education, see Ismail

Hakki1 Uzungarsili, Osmanli Devletinin Saray Teskilati (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1988),
300-339.

>3 In Metin Akkus’s supposedly critical edition of portions of the Siham-1 kaza, he chooses the word
“Turk” (Tiirkt) for this line, despite the fact that it appears in only one of the manuscripts that he consults;
see Nef 1, Hicvin Ankdlari, 150. This is not only a highly misleading choice, but it can also serve to
highlight the problems of putting together critical editions, which—especially for a work with as much
variation from manuscript to manuscript as the Siham-1 kaza—effectively creates a pastiche of a text that
in fact does not exist in reality. For a good critique of the assumptions behind the creation of critical
editions of texts in the Ottoman context, see Ahmed Ates, “Metin Tenkidi Hakkinda,” Tiirkiyat Mecmuasi
7-8 (1942): 253-267.
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be a Christian, just as, in one of the quatrains Nef'1 produced against ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha
described in the previous chapter, the mere fact of the latter’s place of birth in Aleppo
was enough to rhetorically associate him with a fanciful ancestry among the Jews of
Palestine: in this era, once you are far enough away from the Ottoman center, whether in
terms of location or sociocultural origin or both, anything may serve as ammunition for

rhetorical otherization.

Another point that emerges from this distich of Nef'1’s has to do with the specific groups
he associates with Mehmed Pasha—the Georgians (i.e., the pasha’s actual origin),
Armenians, Laz, and Gypsies—and the origin of the man who, at the time, was the grand
vizier’s staunchest opponent; namely, Mere Hiiseyin Pasha. Hiiseyin Pasha was an
Albanian, presumably a Christian by birth, who had been taken into service as a cook for
Satirct Mehmed Pasha, commander of the Ottoman forces in Europe between 1597 and
1599, before enrolling with the ¢cavus corps, after which he entered into personal service
under Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha and the chief black eunuch Mustafa Agha,

connections that subsequently enabled him to advance steadily through the palace ranks
all the way up to the grand vizierate, being appointed to this post in June 1622, during
the aftermath of the death of Sultan ‘Osman IL>** As will be recalled from the previous
section, it was Hiiseyin Pasha who was instrumental in getting Mehmed Pasha to step
down from the grand vizierate, which he did by organizing a group of sipahis to rise up

and demand his removal. At least some of these sipahis appear to have been, like

¥ For a full summary of Hiiseyin Pasha’s career, see Mehmed b. Mehmed, “Nuhbetii’t-Tevarih ve’l-
Ahbar ve Tarih-i Al-i Osman,” 3940 [Tarih-i al-i ‘Osman].

235



Hiiseyin Pasha, of Albanian origin.>* This points to a significant aspect in relation to
Ottoman palace servants, one that was first described in a brief overview by Metin
Kunt.>*® As Kunt points out, “there are indications that Ottomans from slave origins
retained various elements of their early background other than merely in the sphere of
religion. They remembered their birthplace and exhibited a special tie to it.”>*’ But
beyond this, there was at the same time a kind of factionalization occurring in the early
17th century, with the “two cins factions [seeming] to have been [...] the Albanians and
the Bosnians on one hand, the ‘westerners’ as it were; on the other hand [were] those
from the Caucasus region, Abazas (Abkhaz), Circassians, and Georgians, making up the
‘eastern’ group.”*® This divide is clearly visible not only in the machinations of the
Albanian Hiiseyin Pasha to have the Georgian Mehmed Pasha removed from the grand
vizierate with the assistance of a certain cadre of Albanian sipahis, but also in the line by
Nef'1 where he inserts Mehmed Pasha into a matrix of Armenians, Laz, and Gypsies.
The former two groups, while they were not a source of slaves in the manner of
Georgians, who were a largely separate polity, were in fact peoples of a broad “eastern”
group, which as Kunt points out was beginning in the early 17th century to fall by the
wayside in favor of the “western” group.”* This would eventually, by the early 18th
century, lead to “the tendency on the part of some Ottoman writers to deride the

‘easterners’ ruthlessly,” with Kunt specifically naming the historians Na‘Tma and

> See, for example, Hasan Beyzade, Hasan Bey-zdde Térihi, Vol. 3, 953-954, quoted above.
>4 See Kunt, “Ethnic-Regional (Cins) Solidarity,” 233-239.

7 Ibid., 235.

8 Ibid., 237.

¥ Ibid.
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Silahdar Mehmed Agha (d. 1726/27).% 0 As we can see from NefT’s invective against
Giirct Mehmed Pasha, however, this derision had begun well before that and was in fact

largely coincident with the ascendancy of the Albanians and Bosnians.

As for Nef'T’s use of “Gypsies” (Cingan) within this matrix, this will be a matter
explored in more detail in Chapter 5 in connection with the reciprocal invectives
between Nef'T and a coterie of ‘alim-littérateurs, an exchange in which this epithet is
extensively used. For the time being, suffice it to say that insult via the appellation
“Gypsy” was a kind of wild card of otherization and verbal ostracism. In relation to
NefT’s line against Mehmed Pasha, then, it works almost as a way of underlining and
emphasizing the grand vizier’s alterity, which in turn reinforces the fact that this so-

called “eastern” group of palace servants was forcibly on the wane.

Apart from his focus on the body of Mehmed Pasha in this invective, Nef'T also devotes
a great deal of space to establishing the reason why he is writing against the grand vizier.
As he makes clear, the initial trigger, at least, was personal: “God damn this cursed one!
this is the third time | he has dismissed me [from my post] for no reason, though I had

been his panegyrist.””’

While it is unclear what post(s), or when, Nef'1 was dismissed
from that he attributed to the machinations of Mehmed Pasha, we do know that he

produced a panegyric to him while he was serving as deputy grand vizier, and thus

between either 1610 and 1612 or 1615 and 1617.%2

> Ibid. 238.
! “ficiinci def*adir bu Hakk belasin vére mel ‘@i | ki yok yére beni azl étdi olmusken sena-h"an1”;
ULLWCO 662, 3a.

%32 See Nef'1, [Divan], 134—136.
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But whatever Nef'1’s personal animosity may have been, the poem subsumes his ire
within the framework of a long fakhr, or self-praise, section that takes up the entire
middle of the work and emphasizes Mehmed Pasha’s apparent neglect of the grand
vizier’s cultural duty to support poets and artists, which, similarly to his invectives
against Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha, Nef‘1 connects to a fundamental ignorance on the
grand vizier’s part. Thus, this fakhr section—which lauds previous viziers’ and sultans’
granting Nef'1 gifts and favors in return for his praise—concludes with the following
lines linking Mehmed Pasha’s unfitness for his post with the injustice he has inflicted on

the poet personally:
an ignorant Georgian ass has become grand vizier | I did not begrudge him the
splendor of praise || he gladly begrudged me in the distribution of posts | like a
massive mastiff he snatched the bread from my hand || if he apologizes saying, ‘Who
heeds a sipahi?’ it’s a lie | why, then, did he take such a parade of inane beasts under
his wing? || this is difficult for me, but in truth it is justice | why did I, like an ass, sing

the praises of such an ignoramus || who has no intelligence, maturity, or morality? |
why would anyone praise such a bear of the forest?*>

While this contains all the standard elements seen earlier in Nef'1’s invectives against
Etmekcizade Ahmed Pasha—viz., the target’s ignorance, greed, association with
unworthy or disreputable people, and sheer ugliness—what is especially significant is
the claim that the grand vizier took from Nef'T a financial opportunity. Unlike in the
earlier case of his apparently having dismissed Nef'T from a post on three separate
occasions, this is a claim that can in fact be identified. As surmised by Ozer Senddeyici,

this refers to an action taken by Mehmed Pasha whereby he attempted to clear Istanbul’s

553 . . T . : —— =
“vezir-i a‘zam old1 bir har-1 Giirci-yi na-dan | ana ¢ok gérmedim ben ol kadar darat-1 “‘unvani || o cok

gordi bana devletle yagma-y1 menasibda | koca samson gibi kapdi elimden bir dilim nani || sipaha s6z
gecer mi déyll ‘Ozr eylerse kizb eyler | nigiin étdi himayet bir alay beyhiide hayvam? | bapa bu gii¢ geliir
amma hakik[at]da ‘adaletdir | ni¢iin harlik édiip medh eyledim bir boyle na-dam? || ki ne idraki var ne
riisdi var ne hiisn-i ahlaki | hi¢ insan medh éder mi boyle hirs-1 ¢engelistan1?”; ibid., 3b.
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sipahi corps of elements that were not conducive to the peace and security of the city.”>*

However, Senddeyici’s statement is somewhat weakened by a lack of detail attendant
upon failing to look at contemporary sources. The action in question, though, is
described in detail in Hiiseyin Tugi’s account of the death of ‘Osman II and its
aftermath, when the Ottoman capital was descending into chaos. The ground was laid
during the grand vizierate of Hiiseyin Pasha, who, as will be recalled, put forth a great
deal of effort to win over the capital’s sipahis. Hiiseyin Tugl’s description of what
Hiiseyin Pasha did immediately upon taking office is concise: “And in the final third of
the month of Sha‘ban [July 1-10, 1622], the grand vizier Mere Hiiseyin Pasha took the
sipahis under his wing and bestowed the trusteeships and guardianships of all the waqfs
in the Ottoman state upon the sipaht corps.”>>> ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi provides

considerably more detail:

The [newly appointed] grand vizier Hiiseyin Pasha distributed services in his own
mansion. To the sipahis (boliik halki) he distributed all the sultanic and vizieral waqf
trusteeships together with their conditions, as well as the rights to collect revenue
(voyvodalik) and all their services. Throwing caution to the wind, he distributed
[these] to inappropriate [people] and to certain outsiders who did not know the
meaning of service [to the state], as well as to immoral [people]. [...] With no
consideration for veterans, a whole parade of retainers [fevabi ‘] and troublemakers
said, “This is an opportunity!”>>®

4 See Ozer Senddeyici, “Nef’i ve Giircii Mehmed Pasa Miicadelesinin Tarihi ve Edebi Boyutlar1,” Gazi
Tiirkiyat 6 (Spring 2010), 324-325.

3% “Ve yine, mdh-1 Sa‘ban’un aser-i ahirinda [1031], Vezir-i a‘zam Mere Hiiseyin Pasa, Sipah ta’ifesin
kolina alup, Devlet-i Osmaniyye’de, cemi‘-i evkaflarun tevliyetler ve nezaretlerin ziimre-i Sipah’a bahs
eylediler.” Hiiseyin Tugl, Musibetname, 139-140.

>0 “Vezir-i a‘zam olan Hiiseyn Pasa kendii sarayinda hizmet tevzi ederler. Cemi‘i evkaf-1 selatin
tevliyetlerin ve viizera tevliyetlerin ve mesritlart ma‘an ve dahi voyvodaliklari ve cemi‘i hizmetleri boliik
halkina tevzi‘ ederler. SG’-i tedbir ediip, na-mahalle ve ba‘z1 ecnebiyye hizmet ndmin bilmezlere ve bi-
edeblere tevzi‘ ederler. [...] Emekdarlara bakmayup, bir alay tevabi‘, bir alay miifsid kavm: ‘Fursatdur’
de[r].” ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 766. Cf. Roe, Negotiations, 114: “The mutined soldiour, even
in this citty, the head of the empire, is growne to that height of insolency, that they demand in troopes, at
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Essentially, so as to get the capital’s sipahis on his side, Hiiseyin Pasha opened the
floodgates to give them and all who might join them access to the revenue sources of
wagqfs and voyvodaliks. While ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi does strike the typical notes here of
how this led to the “inappropriate” (na-mahalle) and “outsiders” (ecnebi) joining the
sipahi divisions, it is Hiiseyin Tugl who proves more forthcoming on what this process
led to, an account that he provides when describing how Mehmed Pasha later attempted

to rectify the situation:

And on the twenty-second day of the month of Dhu’l-hijja [October 28, 1622], the
honorable ‘ulema and the esteemed viziers and the Agha of the Janissaries and the
aghas of the [sipahi] divisions and various aghas of the [janissary] units all held
consultation regarding [how to] bring order to the faith and the world and bring the
bandits under control. For in the city of Constantinople, many bandits had emerged
and made it a habit to rob people at night. This was why they held consultation. And
also, some of the sipahis who had been appointed as waqf trustees had come to think
that waqf income was an untroubled treasure, latching on with covetous hands and
gluttonous teeth and getting involved in hashish and halwa, journeying thirstily to the
sweet [red] water in the valley of wine, and busying themselves [only] with eating
and drinking. For this reason, [at the consultation] it was said, “Let those sipahis who
are unable to behave responsibly not be made waqf trustees!” For some council
scribes (divan katipleri) and others from other positions had seen the sipahis
behaving so notoriously and become sipahis themselves. Furthermore, these new
sipahis had come to the gates of the aghas and, without ever having received any
salary ( ‘uliife), had been made waqf trustees without even being officially enrolled,
simply joining the ranks even though most of them had never even been among those
who had crossed over to Uskiidar with the intention of [engaging in] battle. The grand
vizier Mehmed Pasha looked into the statutes that had come down [from the past] and
declared, “Let the veteran sipahis serve; [the privilege of] service belongs to the
veteran!” Those experienced sipahis who had served acceded to the vizier’s
statement, but the aforementioned new sipdhis did not accede.””’

this court, all offices of gayne, to be stewards to the revenues of churches, which are great; to take the
farmes of customes, and there committ those outrages that are unsufferable.”

7 «Ve yine, mah-1 Zii’l-hicce’niin yigirmiikinci giini [1031], Ulema’-i kirdm ve Viizerd’-i izaim ve
Yenigeri Agas1 ve Boliik Agalari ve sd’ir Ocak Agalari, nizam-1 din i diinya i¢iin ve eskiya zabt olmasi
iclin, miisavere eylediler. Zira, sehr-i Kostantiniyye’de, nige eskiya zuhir eylemis idi kim, gicelerde, adem
soymag adet idinmisler idiler. Ol sebebden, mesveret eylediler ve hem, tevliyet alan Sipah’un ba‘zisi,
mal-1 evkafi genc-i bi-renc zann idiip, hirs eliyle yapisup, dendan-1 tama“ birle, bengi, helvaya girisdiigi ve
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Nef'1, it appears, was one of those who did not accede, and his invective against the
grand vizier was his response: especially given this passage’s specific mention of
Ottoman scribes, of which Nef'1 had long been one, it is possible—albeit still
uncertain—that Nef'1 was indeed among those “new sipahis” who joined with the
intention of deriving extra income from the waqfs, before Mehmed Pasha shut down this
possibility. While Senddeyici thus characterizes the reason behind Nef‘T’s invective as

1 95558
D

“not actually persona it would in fact be more accurate to call it personal vengeance

prompted by a specific set of historical conditions unique to that period.

All this of course raises the question of whether or not Nef'1, who was so staunchly
opposed to Mehmed Pasha, was at the same time a supporter of Hiiseyin Pasha and his
varied machinations. Unfortunately, there is no definitive answer to this question. When
Hiiseyin Pasha first became grand vizier in June 1622, Nef'1 was confirmed in his
position as comptroller of mines, despite the fact that there was, as always on such
occasions, some amount of reshuffling of posts.””” Additionally, Nef‘T also wrote a
panegyric to Hiiseyin Pasha, and indeed this work contains clear references to the
invective he produced against Hiiseyin Pasha’s foe Mehmed Pasha. For one, the

panegyric, like the invective, begins with the interjection zehi, which is used to mean

vadi-i sarabda, tesne-dil, ab-1 ziilale irisdiigi, ekl i siirbe mesgtl olmslar idi. Ol sebebden: ‘Ziimre-i
Sipah’un, uhdesinden gelmege kadir olmayanlar[in]a tevliyet virilmesiin!” diyiip, s6ylediler. Zira, ziimre-i
Sipah’un bu istiharin gorenlerden ba‘zilar, Divan katibleri’nden ve gayri tariklardan dirliklerin biragup,
Sipahi oldilar. Dahi, Aga’lar1 kapularinda, ulife almadin, miilazemet idiip, tevliyet aldilar ve ru’dslari
kayd olmadik yeni Sipahiler, miilazim olup, hidmete talib oldilar kim, ekseri, gaza niyyetiyle Uskiidar’a
ge¢meyenlerden idi. Vezir-i a‘zam Mehemmed Paga, evvelden olageldiigi kantina bakup, ‘Emekdar
Sipahiler, miildizemet eylesiinler, hidmet, emekdarundur!” dirdi. Vezir’in bu sdziine umir-dide ve kar-
azmide olan ihtiyar yoldaslari, ka’il idiler; 1akin, zikr olinan yeni Sipahiler, ka’il degiiller idiler.” Hiiseyin
Tugl, Musibetname, 171-172.

> Senddeyici, “Nef’1 ve Giircii Mehmed Pasa Miicadelesi,” 324.

> See ‘Abdu’l-kadir Efendi, Tarih, Vol. 2, 765.
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“alas!” in the latter but “hurrah!” in the former. Moreover, in this panegyric there is a

veiled reference to Mehmed Pasha in a pair of distichs that castigate the poet Veyst:

many things are said in that place where the poet sells himself | [by] a rumor-
mongering, ignorant Turk [i.e., Veysi] who spreads errors in meaning || he knows
neither the measure nor the power of speech, that worthless one || he struts about like
the Messiah yet is a pair with Dajjal’s ass [i.e., Giirci Mehmed Pasha]*®

However, the rest of the panegyric consists largely of the standard abstractions to be
seen in any panegyric in praise of a vizier, featuring nothing in the way of specific
references to the period or to any individual favors Hiiseyin Pasha may have done for
Nef‘1. Even so, some of the similarities in wording to both of Nef'1’s long invectives
against Mehmed Pasha—not to mention the opening word zehi—indicate that this
panegyric was likely written soon after Hiiseyin Pasha had assumed the grand vizierate
after arranging for Mehmed’s dismissal. Thus, while it offers no clear evidence of prior
links between the two, it at least shows Nef ‘1 shoring up his position in the midst of this

era’s steady parade of highly factionalized grand viziers.

But before Nef'1 would write this panegyric to the (briefly) triumphant Mere Hiiseyin
Pasha, he was not yet done with Giirct Mehmed. The ferocity of Nef'1’s attack in the
invective analyzed above drove the grand vizier to attempt to have the poet executed,
and to this end he may well have requested that the grand mufti, Yahya Efendi (d. 1644),

issue a fatwa authorizing the execution—a request that, if it was indeed made, was

>0 “nice s6z sdyleniir ol yérde kim sa‘ir satar kendin | galat-perdaz-1 ma‘na bir miizevvir Tiirk-i 1a-yefhem

|| ne mikdarin biliir ne kadr-1 giiftar1 ‘aceb batil | Mestha geciniir amma har-1 Deccal’la tev’em”; Nef'T,
[Divan], 92.
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denied.”" The intention itself, however, provoked Nef'T to seek revenge through the
composition of a second long invective in kaside form, in which he not only again
attacked the grand vizier on the basis of his very identity, but leveled much more precise

and serious charges against him.

This second invective begins, much like the first, with broad statements regarding how
the “pig” (hunzir) and “immense mastiff” (samson-1 mu ‘azzam) Mehmed Pasha is unfit

for the grand vizierate, and as a result the empire has fallen into “catastrophe” (musibet)

562

and “mourning” (matem).””" In other words, it features the standard declinist and

alarmist discourse of the era. From there, however, the poem moves on to a specific

charge:

here let the Shah of Persia take Baghdad | and let Abaza seize Erzurum as well, you
dog! || you two with no balls came together and sold the khanate | and let no one else
in on it, you dog! || and you trampled the sultanate’s honor under foot | so many men
were slaughtered for nothing, you dog! || how can the khanate just be sold, you
immoral traitor! | so let’s say that sedition wasn 't so large, you dog || still, let the
Khan of the Tatars go to Baghdad and shatter his forces™® | while you still hold the
honored grand vizierate, you dog!***

> No known official document records either the grand vizier’s request or the grand mufti’s refusal. The
only evidence comes from Nef'1’s own words in the poem in question: “even with so many crimes you are
safe and sound, yet I | am deserving of death? you dark curse, you dog! || not even an infidel judge would
consent to this order | what has become of true Muslims, you dog?” (bu kadar ciirm ile sen sag olasin da
yine ben | vacibii’l-katl olam ey bahtek-i azlem [a kopek] || hele bu hiikme kdfir kadist olmaz razi | kande
kaldy ki Miistilman-1 miisellem a kopek); ULLWCO 662, 7a.

> Ibid., 6b.

33 1 have been unable to find any evidence that the Crimean khan at this time, Canibek Giray, was called
to serve as an auxiliary force for any planned Ottoman campaign against the Safavids. In fact, during
Mehmed Pasha’s grand vizierate, no campaign against either the Safavids or Abaza Mehmed appears to
have been planned—which is, of course, the whole point of Nef'1’s accusation here. It may well be, given
the specificity of the invective’s reference to Crimean forces, that there was talk, now lost to history, of
containing the situation in the east by sending the Crimeans there rather than an Ottoman force.

>4 “bu mahallerde ki Bagdad’1 ala sah-1 ‘Acem | Erzuriim’1 éde teshir Abaza hem [a kopek] || sat[d]ijuz
iki tasaksiz bir olup hanlig1 | kimseyi étmediniiz bu ise mahrem a kdpek || paymal eylediniiz saltanatiy
‘irzin1 hem | yok yére oldi telef ol kadar adem [a kdpek] || hi¢ hanlik satilur m1 hey edebsiz ha’in | tutalim

243



As described in the previous section, the beginning of Mehmed Pasha’s grand vizierate
was marked by the uprising of Abaza Mehmed Pasha—the husband of the grand vizier’s
niece—in Erzurum, and ultimately the grand vizier’s failure to suppress this uprising
would contribute greatly to his dismissal. At the same time, the Persian shah ‘Abbas |
took advantage of the disorder in Erzurum to begin making preparations for the
recapture of Baghdad from the Ottomans,’® a plan that would ultimately be realized in

early 1624.

All of this forms the background for the charges Nef'T levels against the grand vizier in
these lines, the basic tenor of which is that Mehmed Pasha is in cahoots with his relative
Abaza, thus doing nothing about the latter’s uprising, and together they are allowing
Shah ‘Abbas to maneuver unmolested by any significant Ottoman campaign. The former
of these charges, of course, was precisely what would be brought against Mehmed Pasha
when he was forced out of the grand vizierate in February 1623. Nef'T’s invective thus
utilizes the rumors that were undoubtedly swirling around the grand vizier from, at least,
the time when the news of Abaza’s uprising reached Istanbul around November 1622,
making this invective certain to have been written between December of 1622 and

January of 1623.

Given this environment and the pressure steadily building against Mehmed Pasha, the
manner in which NefT proceeds in the poem from the above charges is especially

significant:

olmamis ol fitne mu‘azzam a kopek || gide Bagdad’a kira “askeri han-1 Tatar | olasin sen yine d[ii]stiir-1
miikerrem a kdpek”; ULLWCO 662, 6b—7a.
365 Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 707-713.
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pig! could there be any greater enemy of the state than you? | if only I knew what’s
stopping the possessor of the sultanate, you dog! || if one considers how to bring
order to the world | the most vital [thing] of all is to kill you, you dog!566

Such a demand, and from a middling bureaucrat no less, for the grand vizier’s head
increases the likelihood mentioned above that Nef'1 could in fact rely on the direct or
indirect support of, if not necessarily Hiiseyin Pasha himself, then at least the sipahi
soldiery who were backing him. The call for grand vizier Mehmed Pasha’s execution on
the grounds of treachery in the Abaza affair is further reinforced when Nef'1, just as in
the earlier invective but even more directly, accuses the grand vizier of being a crypto-
Christian: “you’re an enemy of the people of culture, a cursed one devoid of religion | if
they kill you may your soul go to hell, you dog! || if there were [even] the tiniest trace of
567

Islam in you | you would not have become such intimate friends with Alamanzade,

you dog!”568

It is at this point, after calling for the grand vizier’s execution, that Nef'1’s poem shifts
into a complaint against Mehmed Pasha for daring, as mentioned above, to try to have
Nef'1 executed for his earlier invective against the pasha. This sets up an opposition

between right (Nef'1) and wrong (Mehmed Pasha), as well as between which actions

366 “sen kadar diismen-i devlet mi olur a hinzir | ne turur saltanatin sahibi bilsem a kopek || ‘add olunsa

eger esbab-1 nizam-1 ‘alem | seni katl eylemedir climleden elzem a kdpek”; ULLWCO 662, 7a.

37 T have been unable to confirm the identity of the Alamanzade (“son of the German™) mentioned here.
One’s first impression would be that it refers to the Habsburgs, but at this period Ottoman-Habsburg
relations were largely nonexistent as the latter had its hands full with the Thirty Years” War. The term
could be a reference to the Dutch ambassador Cornelis Haga (1578—1654), with whom Mehmed Pasha
was known to have cordial relations; see, e.g., Biilent Ar1, “Early Ottoman Diplomacy: Ad Hoc Period,” in
Ottoman Diplomacy: Conventional or Unconventional?, ed. A. Nuri Yurdusev (Houndmills: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2004), 62. But perhaps most likely—especially given the discourse of invective and its ability
to feed into rumor—is that Nef'T merely meant Alamanzade as a generalization for European Christian
powers.

>68 «chl-i dil diigmeni din yohsul1 bir mel ‘@insin | 5ldiiriirlerse eger can be-cehennem a kopek || sende islam
eseri olsa eger zerre kadar | eylemezdin) Alamanzade’yi hem-dem a kopek™; ibid.
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demand punishment (Mehmed Pasha’s neglect) and which do not (Nef'1’s invective).
This opposition is once again framed within the context of possible crypto-Christianity

on the grand vizier’s part:

why does lampooning you merit death? | if only I knew what you were, you dubious
infidel, you dog! || if reviling you is [really] cause for death | then just kill everyone
now, what’s stopping you, you dog?”®

This is followed by a declinist lament for the quality of the stewards of the state and an

alarmist and even fatalist view of what this portends for the future:

how can the state be left to those without balls? | what happened to the zeal of the
great shah of shahs, you dog? || God has taken away the Arab, he has left this world |
you’re next but I don’t know who’ll take you away, you dog!’”

These lines allude to two other figures in such a way as to present an especially dim
view of the Ottoman state. Firstly, the second line in the first distich touches directly
upon the inability of the ineffectual sultan Mustafa to do anything about what is going
on in the empire, which is surprising inasmuch as criticism of the sultan, however light,
was hardly done in invective due to the fear of almost certain execution. However, the
fact that Nef'T felt secure enough to produce such a line indicates a confidence that this
poem would simply not reach the sultan’s ear, or that even if it did, he was not in an
intellectual or mental state capable of either understanding or caring about what it
meant. Sultan Mustafa, then, was clearly hermetically isolated from the rumor and

turmoil surrounding his grand vizier. Secondly, these lines” mention of the removal and

>%% “seni hicv étmekle katle neden istihkak | sen nesin bilsem eya kafir-i miibhem a kopek || sana setm

eylemek olursa eger katle sebeb | katl-i ‘am eyle heman turma demadem a kopek”; ibid.
70 “psyle kalur mi tasaksizlar elinde devlet | n’old1 ya gayret-i sahenseh-i a‘zam a kopek || Hakk gotiirdi
‘Arab’1 gitdi hele diinyadan | kim gétiirse ‘akabince seni bilmem a kdpek™; ibid.
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apparent death®”' of “the Arab” (‘Arab) refers to the previous chief judge of the
European provinces, ‘Alt Efendi, the black eunuch and scholar who, as mentioned in the
introduction, had been the first of his kind to hold this prestigious position. In Turkish,
the epithet “Arab” was, and remains today, a quite derogatory way of referring to a black
person such as “Ali, but even more significant in this line is how Nef'1 presents ‘Ali—
who had in his time gained an amount of power and influence unprecedented for a black
eunuch—as representative of corrupt and corrupting officials exercising a pernicious
influence upon the state and the sultan. This is an echo of one of Islamicate advice
literature’s key recommendations, already mentioned in regards to Nef'1’s invectives
against Etmekg¢izade Ahmed Pasha; namely, the necessity for the ruler to take care to
surround himself with competent and trustworthy advisors and administrators. Yet, in
the absence of a competent ruler, as Nef 1 implies to be the case with Sultan Mustafa,
and in the midst of a political and economic situation that was rapidly deteriorating, the
state almost inevitably falls into the hands of those whose desire is to serve their own
ends and not the state’s—or so Nef'1’s discourse, itself prompted by personal and even

opportunistic concerns, would have it.

This claim of pernicious influence is reinforced by the next section of the poem, a long
(25 distichs) digression expressing Netf'1’s view—introduced by the line “and then I

heard that whore had incited you” (soyra tuydum seni ol fahise kiskirdiigin[i])’"*—that

371 Al Efendi was not in fact dead yet, as he would not die until several months later, toward the end of
1623 or beginning of 1624. However, he had fallen from grace and was residing unemployed in Istanbul.
NefT’s line is likely referring not to death per se, but rather to ‘Ali’s sudden and complete loss of power in
the wake of the death of Sultan ‘Osman II. See Tezcan, “Dispelling the Darkness,” 81.

 ULLWCO 662, 7b.
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Giirct Mehmed Pasha was goaded into trying to retaliate against him by one of his own
rivals, ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (NadirT) Efendi. At the time, Mehmed Efendi was the

judge of the Galata district in Istanbul.’”

Though this section of the poem does not go
into detail regarding the two men’s connection or what Mehmed Efendi may have said,

Nef'T uses it as an opportunity to attack the judge at length, effectively inserting one

invective inside another, thereby utilizing a framed structure.””*

The poem finally concludes with a fakhr (self-praise) section wherein Nef'1 reasserts
that he is in the right to attack the grand vizier. This section’s opening distichs
emphasize and make especially explicit the discourse that has animated the poet’s attack

throughout the poem:

I’ll be damned [lit., ‘I’'m an infidel’] if I regret lampooning you | or if I feel shame
before you in the presence of God, you dog! || it is my conviction, God willing, that I
have waged holy war [gaza] | God knows that I curse no one without cause, you
dog!®™
The word used for God here and elsewhere in the poem is Hakk, meaning “the Right” or
“the Just” and referring to God’s capacity as the judge of right and wrong. Given the
context of Nef'T’s accusations of crypto-Christianity, this choice and indeed the diction
of these lines as a whole, with their repeated reference to explicitly Islamic conceptions,

is telling: Nef'1 is right and just before the only one who can judge what is right and just,

while Mehmed Pasha is wrong and unjust—and possibly a crypto-Christian to boot.

1 Nev'izade ‘Ata’1, Hada 'iku’l-Haka ik, Vol. 2, 1732.

™ As an invective by Nef T against another poet, this section of the poem will be examined in Chapter 5.
°7 “kafirim ger seni hicv etdiigiime nadim isem | Hakk huzirinda ya senden utanursam a kopek || [...] ||
i‘tikadimca gaza eyledim insaallah | Hakk biliir yok yére ben kimseyi s6gmem a kopek”; IUNEK TY 511,
64a—64b.
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In sum, what Nef'1T’s invectives against Giirct Mehmed Pasha show is the use of the
invective discourse to otherize the grand vizier through an assault on his body, his lack

>76 This otherization is a manner of presenting

of culture, and his doubtful religion.
Mehmed Pasha as an “outsider” (ecnebi), though this time in a sense different not only
from that term’s use in the contemporary advice literature, but also from the utilization
of a similar notion in regards to Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha. Here, Mehmed Pasha is
presented as an outsider not because there is anything worryingly novel about the
appointment of a white Georgian eunuch to the grand vizierate, as the advice literature
authors might have presented the situation: in fact, Mehmed Pasha’s rise to the position
followed all the traditional channels, with the one exception of his actual appointment to
the grand vizierate under pressure from the Istanbul soldiery (and/or his own retainers),
which was a consequence mainly of the turbulent atmosphere in the capital at the time.
Instead, Nef'1 depicts Mehmed Pasha’s unfitness for the post, evidenced by his allowing
the political situation to get out of hand, as a direct consequence of his origins as a

eunuch from Georgia—much as Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha had been deemed unfit for

viziership as a direct consequence of his origins as a sipahi merchant.

376 Edith Giilgin Ambros has written about the use of invective to otherize, stating that it was “common [to
satirize] a Muslim Ottoman by addressing him with the appellations of non-Muslim Ottomans, and much
more rarely of non-Muslim non-Ottomans. Such a practice had the collateral effect of indirectly satirizing
the non-Muslims and non-Ottomans, thereby attributing to them a quality of ‘Otherness.” It must be
stressed, however, that the main object of this sort of satire was not the creation of an ‘Other’ but the
censure or mockery of a Muslim Ottoman.” Edith Giilgin Ambros, ““The Other’ (Non-Muslim, Non-
Ottoman) in Ottoman Literary Humour,” Journal of Turkish Studies /| Tiirkliik Bilgisi Arastirmalar: 44
(December 2015), 85. While this is an accurate and excellent point, it seems to overlook the possibility—
which I believe an overall consideration of the early 17th-century invective corpus shows—that there was
no need to create an other of non-Muslims because they already were an other, which is precisely why
they could be utilized as tools to effect an otherization of Muslim targets.
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Yet this otherization of the grand vizier was of course no more than a means to an end,
with the end being to reduce Mehmed Pasha’s esteem by creating and/or spreading
rumor about him and thereby contributing to his downfall—a downfall that, of course,
would have potential benefits for Nef 1. Invective of this sort is, in effect, the
instrumentalization of rumor,”’” a discursive mode in which rumor’s vagueness and
uncertainty are made potentially more effective, and easier to spread, by enshrinement in
verse format, just as was seen in the earlier case of Nef'T’s invectives against

Etmekg¢izade Ahmed Pasha.

4.3 Conclusion

In Chapter 2, reference was made to the late 19th-century author and critic Ebti’z-ziya
Tevfik’s defense, one of the few, of Nef‘T as a producer of invective verse. This defense

was expressed as follows:

Invective is a manner of defending what is right from the destructive might of those
who are in power. It is a vilified practice. However, while poison is deadly in and of
itself, it may also serve as an immediate remedy for certain ailments. As such, even
though Nef'T lampooned a number of his contemporaries, up to and including figures
of importance, he did so because their words or actions compelled him to.

For example, exposing the true nature of such figures as Giirct Mehmed Pasha,
Etmekg¢izade Ahmed Pasha, Kemankes ‘Alt Pasha, and Bakt Pasha—to whose evil
actions history itself bears irrefutable witness—is not invective, even if the language
used is abusive in nature.””®

Following the extended discussion of Giirct Mehmed Pasha in this chapter, as well as of
Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha and ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha in the previous chapter, together

with Nef'T’s invectives against them, it should be clear that this assessment by Ebu’z-

>77 T owe this phrase to Oktay Ozel, who coined it during the course of our discussions regarding this
dissertation.
8 Ebi’z-ziya [Tevfik], Nef 7, 18—19. For the original Turkish, see Chapter 2, footnote 231.
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ziya Tevfik is a highly idealized one, as was already touched upon in the literature
review in Chapter 2. For one thing, to categorically state that these figures’ “evil
actions” (seyyi at ef"al) are proven by history is, in context, to retroactively justify
Nef'T’s assessments of these figures and thereby equate his decidedly, and openly,
subjective view with historical fact. As this and the previous chapter have attempted to
show, Nef'T’s invectives put forward just one side of the story, and a highly
opportunistic one at that, with the criticisms and charges laid out in them supported by
some contemporary accounts and contradicted by others. Thus, to assert, as Ebii’z-ziya
Tevfik implicitly does, that Nef'1’s invectives are “speaking truth to power” is to assume
a truth that, in fact, the historian can never actually reach—and that indeed may be
largely irrelevant. Was Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha “corrupt” or was he a capable
financial administrator? There are indications of both the former and the latter. Was
Giirci Mehmed Pasha praiseworthy for his efforts to restore order in the capital after the
murder of Sultan ‘Osman II, or was he blameworthy for failing to prevent the collapse of
state control and order in eastern Anatolia because he did not wish to move against his
relative Abaza Mehmed Pasha? The subsequent historiography has largely stressed the
former, while much of the contemporary historiography—as well as Nef'1’s invectives—
emphasized his culpability in the latter matter. Just as much as the profanity with which
they are peppered, it has been the inability to see through the haze of contemporary
accounts and arrive at some supposed “truth” that has led to a discounting of Nef'1’s
invectives, and more broadly of Ottoman invective as a whole, as potential historical
sources. But in fact such works present one, albeit versified, account of their era, and

even though this account may be highly subjective, it ultimately proves no more or less
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subjective than, for example, the contemporary advice literature, chronicles, and

histories. This is historiography in a nutshell.

In terms of the relationship between historical actuality and the sort of vertical invectives
produced by Nef'1, it would be instructive to briefly examine the concept of parrhesia, or
“frankness in speaking the truth,”*”* as formulated at length by Michel Foucault.”*
Though the term dates back as far as the works of the Greek playwright Euripides (c.
480—c. 406 BCE), Foucault recasts it according to his own notions of power and ethics in
such a way as to shed light on the practice of invective in general. He conceives of
parrhesia as one of the four basic modalities of telling truth—alongside prophecy,
wisdom, and teaching®®'—from which it is distinguished by being “the veridiction which

speaks polemically about individuals and situations.”™*

For a speaker (or author) to be a
parrhesiast, a number of conditions must be met. Firstly, he or she must “[tell] the truth
without concealment, reserve, empty manner of speech, or rhetorical ornament which
might encode or hide it.”*® This is the element of frankness that both ancient Greek

philosophers and rhetoricians and Foucault himself took to be what distinguished

parrhesia from rhetoric. Secondly, there must be “a fundamental bond between the truth

379 Joseph Pearson, “Editor’s Preface,” in Michel Foucault, Fearless Speech, ed. Joseph Pearson (Los
Angeles: Semiotext(e), 2001), 7.

3% See Michel Foucault, Fearless Speech, ed. Joseph Pearson (Los Angeles: Semiotext(e), 2001); Michel
Foucault, The Government of Self and Others: Lectures at the College de France, 1982—1983, ed. Frédéric
Gros, trans. Graham Burchell (Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010); and Michel Foucault, The
Courage of the Truth (The Government of Self and Others II): Lectures at the College de France, 1983—
1984, ed. Frédéric Gros and Arnold I. Davidson, trans. Graham Burchell (Houndmills: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2011).

¥ For more on these other modalities, see Foucault, The Courage of the Truth, 15-19, 23-25.

82 Ibid., 27.

* Ibid., 10
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spoken and the thought of the person who spoke it.”*%*

That is, the speaker (or author)
must believe in and stand by what he or she has spoken (or written). Thirdly, there must
be an element of “risk which concerns [the parrhesiast’s] relationship with the person to

whom he is speaking.”*™’

In other words, the truths the parrhesiast pronounces will
almost of necessity be unpleasant truths for his or her interlocutor. And finally, as a
corollary to the third condition, the truth spoken (or written) by the parrhesiast must
“[involve] some form of courage, the minimal form of which consists in the parrhesiast
taking the risk of breaking and ending the relationship to the other person which was
precisely what made his discourse possible.”* That is, as Foucault explains elsewhere,
the risk involved is a political one—i.e., in Foucauldian terms, related to power—based

on an ethical standpoint that insists on thinking and exposing truth whatever the cost.”®’

Extrapolating from this, it is not difficult to see the connection between a parrhesiast—
of whom Foucault gives Socrates (c. 470-399 BCE) and Diogenes (412 or 404—323 BCE)
and the Cynics as quite different but equally exemplary instances’**—and an invectivist
of the likes of Nef'1, or more broadly between the modality of parrhesia and the mode of
invective. On a superficial level, all the boxes are checked. There is little in the way of
reserve in Nef'1’s vertically oriented invectives, and any rhetorical ornaments are
necessarily a function of the fact that these are works produced in literary verse. Nef'1

does appear to believe in and stand by what he writes, as evidenced by statements like

> Ibid., 11.

> Ibid.

% Ibid.

87 See ibid., 68.

88 Ibid., 26 et passim.
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“I’ll be damned if I regret lampooning you [i.e., Giirct Mehmed Pasha]” (kafirim ger
seni hicv etdiigiime nadim isem)*®® and “I curse no one without cause” (yok yére ben

. . e 590
kimseyi sogmem).

And there is most definitely a great degree of risk involved for
Nef1, as he could well have been executed in 1622 or 1623—and indeed was executed a
little more than a decade later, once there was a sultan, Murad IV, with actual power—
had the grand vizier’s apparent request for a fatwa on the matter been granted, not to
mention the fact that his invectives regularly put his official posts on shaky ground. On
these grounds, then, one might be tempted to think that Nef'1 was indeed a parrhesiast,

speaking truth to power and damn the consequences—just as Ebti’z-ziya Tevfik had

claimed.

But the problem with Foucault’s account of parrhesia and the parrhesiast, instructive and
rich as it is, 1s that it is largely presented in a vacuum: although he frames his discussion
within the context of a history of ideas, he takes little to no note of the social context
within which any so-called parrhesiast might be operating. Thus, he never gets at the
question of why a speaker or author would engage in parrhesia, but instead takes it as a
given that “truth” has a historical essence of its own to which the parrhesiast simply
gives voice. This is because Foucault is clearly focused on the notion of the parrhesiast

as a variety of “philosophical hero,”*”!

and so he largely disregards another sense of
parrhesia, one that he mentions only in passing and never returns to. This is the negative

sense of the term, which he describes as follows:

% JUNEK TY 511, 64a.
3 Ibid., 64b.
! See Foucault, The Courage of the Truth, 209-211.
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Used in a pejorative sense, parrhésia does indeed consist in saying everything, but in
the sense of saying anything (anything that comes to mind, anything that serves the
cause one is defending, anything that serves the passion or interest driving the person
who is speaking). The parrhesiast then becomes and appears as the impenitent
chatterbox, someone who cannot restrain himself or, at any rate, someone who cannot
index-link his discourse to a principle of rationality and truth.>?

While this is just as extreme a view as that of the “philosophical hero,” it has the
historiographical advantage of admitting that self-interest can drive one’s practice of
parrhesia—which, as has been seen, was in many ways the case with Nef'1’s production
of invective. In fact, if one unmoors the concept of “truth” from a discussion of parrhesia
(or invective) as being neither here nor there, then parrhesia necessarily becomes what
Foucault describes just above. The example that Foucault goes on to give for such a

situation is telling:

[[]n Book VIII of [Plato’s] The Republic [...] there is the description of the bad
democratic city, which is all motley, fragmented, and dispersed between different
interests, passions, and individuals who do not agree with each other. This bad
democratic city practices parrhésia: anyone can say anything.””

This could as well serve as a description of Istanbul and its highly factionalized and
factionalizing sociocultural and administrative elite in the early 17th century, and
particularly in the early 1620s when Nef‘T produced his invectives against the grand
vizier Giirct Mehmed Pasha. Thus, whether it is the moralist modern scholar shunning
the Siham-1 kaza for its obscene and blatantly opportunistic ad hominem attacks, Ebii’z-
ziya Tevfik presenting Nef'T as a bold defender of “what is right,” or Foucault dressing
the parrhesiast up as a “philosophical hero” rather than a self-interested “impenitent

chatterbox,” such an inherently dualistic framework does not hold when one takes into

%2 Ibid., 9-10.
59 Ibid., 10.
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consideration the complexity of contemporary contingencies, not to mention the human
factor of the invective corpus, which gives us a glimpse into the subjective emotional
experiences and expressions of the figures involved. This will become more clear in the
following chapters, where I examine the invectives produced by Nef'T against other
poets rather than against political figures—as well as the invectives that were produced

against him.
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CHAPTER S
“THEY ALL GANGED UP TO LAMPOON ME”:

NEF‘I AND THE ‘ALIMS

Completed around the year 1621, shortly before the compiler’s death, Kafzade Fa'iz1’s
(1589-1622) dictionary of poets, the Ziibdetii’'l-es ‘ar (Quintessence of Poetry), was the
first example of an Ottoman fezkire that was primarily anthological rather than
biographical in nature. The 515 poets chosen for the work are described with little more
than their name, place of origin, and, where applicable, the date of their death. This
information is then followed by a selection of their poetry, either voluminous or sparse
according to the compiler’s opinion of the poetry’s value or to what he was able to

discover.

Though characteristically brief, Fa’'iz1’s introduction to his selection from Nef1’s

94

poems—consisting of the first three distichs of a ghazal and no more™*—is revealing:

5% The ghazal in question is that beginning with the couplet, “drink a long draft, let the limpid wine fill
your eyes | if you get drunk, start to flirting and let sleep fill your eyes” (bir toli niis ét serab-1 nab gelsiin
cesmine | mest olursay naza basla h’ab gelsiin ¢esmine); see Nef'1, [Divan], 31 [gazeliyyat].
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“Nef T of Erzurum. These distichs are chosen from among his nonsense.”*”> For a work
that is of necessity a selection of what the compiler deems worth compiling, and hence
canonizing, this is of course an odd way to introduce a choice of a poet’s works. No
other entry in the anthology is introduced in such a way, with the standard brief
introduction being to point out that the chosen distichs are from a given poet’s divan of
collected poems or simply that they belong to him. However, when one considers that
Nef'1 produced more than 20 invective quatrains lampooning Fa'iz1 his choice to refer to

Nef'T’s verses as “nonsense” (ferzikar) acquires a meaningful context.””®

It is also important to take into consideration the canonization aspect™ ' of Kafzade
Fa’iz1’s work, which is especially significant given that, unlike earlier Ottoman works in
the genre, this one is almost purely an anthology. As such, it ostensibly presents a
selection of what Fa'iz1 deemed the finest verse in the Ottoman tradition up through his
time, and in this regard his choice of contemporary poets proves especially telling: the
bulk of the space given over to his contemporaries goes, perhaps unsurprisingly, to those
who are known to have been his friends, patrons, and mutual admirers. This was a circle

of poets and littérateurs consisting of ‘Azmizade Halet1 (1570-1631), Riyazi (1572

395 “Nef'T Erzirumi [sic][.] [B]u ebyat terzikanndan intihab olindi.” Kafzade Fa’izi, “Kaf-zade Fa’izi’in
Ziibdetii’l-Es’ar’1,” ed. Bekir Kayabas1 (Ph.D. dissertation, Inénii University, 1997), 551; emphasis added.
3% Though this dissertation will not be examining Nef'T’s numerous invectives (some 20 quatrains in total)
against Fa'iz1 in detail, the following example might be considered fairly typical: “o Kafogli, do not suffer
because you suffer from impotence | do not think the only cure is to abstain from catamites || o [you]
catamite, my invective will strike such a blow to your ass | when you see how strongly I ejaculate you will
be drawn to pricks again” (¢ekme ey Kafogh innin oldugiygiin iztirab | sanma ancak ¢are aya ibneden
perhiz olur || a [klekez hicvim hele bir hamle étsiin gétine | zor inzali amiy gérince kir-engiz olur); IUNEK
TY 511, 77a.

**7 The definitive study of literary canonization in the Ottoman sociocultural context, in relation
specifically to the early and mid-16th century and the rather sui generis figure of Zati, is Sooyong Kim,
The Last of an Age: The Making and Unmaking of a Sixteenth-Century Ottoman Poet (Oxon and New
York: Routledge, 2018).
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1644), Nev‘1zade ‘Ata’1 (1583-1635), ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed Nadiri (1572-1626),
Nergist (c. 1580-1635), and the grand mufti Yahya Efendi (1561-1644), with Veyst
(1561-1628) also an erstwhile associate.””® All of them were members of the
religiojudicial branch ( ‘i/miyye) of the Ottoman government; all of them hailed from
Rumelia or western Anatolia (i.e., the Ottoman center), mostly from established ulema
families; and most of them wrote panegyrics and parallel poems (nazire) to, exchanged

letters with, and took inspiration from one another.

And all together Nef'1 wrote nearly 100 invectives targeting the “members” of this
circle. In turn, several of them—Riyazi, Nev 1zade ‘Ata’1, Kafzade Fa'iz1, and Nadir—

wrote invectives against him. Regarding this relationship, Abdiilkadir Karahan writes:

Nef‘T must not have always been on bad terms with all of them. His antagonists also
did not hold themselves back from responding to him. Sometimes, probably, they
were even friends who suddenly became cross with him. It would be best to recall
that in those times, such crude jokes [as seen in invective] were fashionable among
poets, and that showcasing one’s [poetic] skill through this sort of verse that
sometggtlgles contained obscene allusions regarding others was considered a skill in
itself.

Karahan is correct to point out that the skillful employment of what might be called

obscenity or obscene imagery was seen as a demonstration, albeit generally a minor one,

*% While most of Kafzade Fa’izi’s contemporaries have between 1 and 10 distichs selected, among his
known circle ‘Azmizade Haleti has 539 distichs (in addition to 56 ruba 7 quatrains) in Fa’izi’s anthology,
Riyazi 99, Nev ‘izade ‘Ata’'1286, ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed Nadiri 194, Veysi 44, and the grand mufti
Yahya Efendi 395. Nergisi was almost exclusively known as a prose stylist, but is still represented by
several distichs “selected from a notebook containing his poems” (mecmii ‘a-1 e ‘arindan intihab olind),
Kafzade Fa’izi, “Ziibdetii’l-Eg’ar,” 548. In addition, from the previous generation ‘Ata’1’s father Nev'Tis
represented by 219 distichs.

> “Bunlarm ciimlesiyle Nef’i’nin arasi, her zaman agik olmasa gerek. Muarizlar1 da ona mukabeleden
geri kalmis degillerdir. Bazan, galiba, durup dururken ona ¢atan ahbaplar da olmus olmalidir. Biraz da o
devirlerde bu tarz kaba sakalarin sairler arasinda moda oldugu, birbirlerine hattd miistehcen telmihler
tastyan bu kabil manzumelerde de kabiliyet gostermenin bir maharet sayildig1 diisiiniilmek yerinde olur.”
Karahan, Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri, 16.
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of a poet’s talent. But as will be seen in this chapter, the clash between these poets goes
well beyond the friendly rivalry seen in a poet such as Zat1 joking to his friend Kesfi,
“when the boy they call Kesfi mentioned his wife | saying, ‘She is my joy,’ [I said], ‘Oh!

1’1l fuck your joy!”*"

It even goes beyond the invective quarrel between the janissary
poet Yahya Beg and the féted “dervish” poet Hayali, described at some length in the
introduction, as their invective exchange never openly inscribed sociocultural
differences into its texts, such as those seen in Nef'T’s invectives against Etmekg¢izade
Ahmed Pasha, ‘Abdu’l-baki Pasha, and Giirci Mehmed Pasha in the previous chapters.
As will be seen in this and the following chapter, such differences appear in abundance

in the horizontal invective corpus centering on Nef'T, and in fact there were even open

calls for him to be executed.

This chapter will discuss, in turn, the invectives by and against Nef'T in relation to three
figures from among the circle of ‘alim-littérateurs mentioned above: Riyazi, Nev ‘1zade

‘Ata’1, and Nadir.

5.1 Riyazi
Riyazi (1572—-1644), whose real name was Mehmed, came from a western Anatolian

1 He himself became a student

‘ulema family on both his father’s and his mother’s side.
of ‘Abdu’l-kadir Seyhi Efendi (1514—1594) of the Mii’ eyyedzade family,*”* who served

as the Ottoman grand mufti between 1587 and 1589 before being forcibly removed from

600 «K esfi didiikleri oglan amicak ‘avretini | Devletiimdiir dir imis vay s[ik]eyin devletini”; Cavusoglu,
“Zati’nin Letayifi,” 29. )

' Namik A¢ikgéz, “Riyazi,” DIA, Vol. 35, 144.

2 Ibid.
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office during the janissary uprising that became known as the Governor General Incident
(Beylerbeyi Vak ‘ast).®” Riyazi’s connections with the now significantly weakened
Mii’eyyedzades did not hold his own career back, however, as he entered into the
educational branch of the ‘i/miyye career track and steadily moved up the ranks until he
was teaching at the prestigious Madrasas of the Eight Courtyards (Sahn-1 Seman)

complex in Istanbul.

Despite his solid career at this point, he seems to have harbored a degree of enmity
toward the newly emerging, proto-dynastic Bostanzade and Sa‘de’d-dinzade ‘ulema
families, who in the early decades of the 17th century were beginning to exercise a
stranglehold over leading religiojudicial positions and the right to make appointments
within the ‘ilmiyye hierarchy.®®* Whether Riyazi’s enmity was more personal in nature
or had something to do with these families’ eclipse of the family of his own teacher
Mii’eyyedzade ‘Abdu’l-kadir Seyhi is unknown, but is nonetheless evident from an
invective chronogram that he wrote. The occasion for this chronogram was the
simultaneous appointment, in December 1608,°° of Bostanzade Mehmed Efendi
(1564/65-1625/26)° to the position of chief judge (kazi ‘asker) of the Asian provinces

and of Sa’de’d-dinzade ‘Abdii’l-"aziz Efendi (1575—-1617) to the position of chief judge

693 The name emerged because the governor general (beylerbeyi) of Rumelia, Doganci Mehmed Pasha (d.
1589), was accused along with the chief treasurer Mahmud Efendi of being behind the currency
devaluation against which the janissaries were revolting. Both men were handed over to the janissaries and
killed. For a summary of this uprising, the reasons behind it, and its consequences, see Ismail Hami
Danismend, zahli Osmanli Tarihi Kronolojisi, Vol. 3 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yaymevi, 1972), 111-113.

5% For an overview of the rising ‘ulema families in the 17th century and the privileges they were being
granted, see Madeline C. Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Postclassical Age (1600—
1800) (Minneapolis: Bibliotheca Islamica, 1988), 43—80.

695 Nevizade ‘Ata’1, Hada 'iku’l-Haka ik, 1558—1559.

69 This Bostanzade Mehmed was, perhaps not coincidentally, the son of the same Bostanzade Mehmed
Efendi (1535/36—1598) who had replaced Riyaz1’s teacher Mii’eyyedzade ‘Abdu’l-kadir Seyhi Efendi in
the post of grand mufti in 1589.
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of the European provinces. The invective Riyazi produced in response to these
appointments runs as follows: “well, so much, then, for the ulema | tyranny’s banged a
nail in i/m’s gold || for two catamites now chief judges | this date: White Butt and Black
Balls.”®"” Here, “White Butt” (dkdiibiir) is Sa’de’d-dinzade ‘Abdii’l-‘aziz: in giving him
this particular epithet, the poem likens him to a young, beardless catamite, the relatively
powerless partner in a pederastic sexual relationship whose skin in general and posterior
in particular were ideally depicted as being pale.”® “Black Balls” (Kara Tasak),’” on
the other hand, is Bostanzade Mehmed, and his epithet, while more obscure in terms of
its associations, casts him as the pederast and alludes, at least, to the inauspiciousness
and shame connected with the color black. Significantly, the poem reverses the
hierarchy of the two appointees: the more powerful European chief judge is presented as
the less powerful sexual partner, and in this manner the poem, however obliquely, hints

at a world turned upside down.

607 «ylemaniy isi tamam oldi | zer-i ‘ilme kakild1 zulmle mih || pustlar kazi‘asker oldugina | Akdiibiir’le

Kara Tasak tarth”’; IUNEK TY 3004, 47b.

698 See, for example, Selim Sirr1 Kuru, ed. and trans., “A Sixteenth Century Scholar: Deli Birader and His
Dafi i ’lI-gumiam ve rafi i ’l-humizm” (Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 2000), 77, 188: “There is one
group that love[s] fresh rosebuds of beauties who are modest and immature, with ginger-fresh penises and
walnut-hard balls. They claim that prepubescent boys’ crystal bodies and behinds are so soft that whoever
sees them get the hots. And their well-known parts are devoid of any body hair” ([ Blir ta ife vardur ki
mahbibuii tazesin ve gongesin utanacagin ve bunacasi zencebil ¢ukcesin ve ceviz tasaklucasin sevup
puser-i na-baligun beden-i billtiru ve diinbesi nerm ve ani goren ihtiyarsiz germ olur[.] [M]uvazzi-1

ma ‘hitdi saf u latif olup kudiiret-i miidan beri olur dirler).

599 Nef'T would write an invective against Bostanzade Mehmed as well, also utilizing the epithet “Black
Balls”; see IUNEK TY 511, 75b—76a. What is more, Riyazi was not yet finished with him, either, and
upon another occasion when Bostanzade Mehmed was appointed as chief judge, he wrote: “so now posts
are obtained with bribery and with crudity | people of knowledge and virtue are hidden, the truth unknown
|| a black and sinister idiot has become chief judge | the grand mufti says ‘Yes, by all means’ and Black
Balls trots on in” (riisvet @i gilzat ile alinur oldr mansib | ‘ilm ii fazl ehli nihan old: bilinmez el-hakk || bir
kara cahil iken kazi-1 ‘asker oldi | miifti hay hay édiip varagele Kara Tasak); IUNEK TY 3004, 47b.
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This somewhat embittered scholar Riyazi, author of this invective, was also a poet of
some accomplishment, but it was for his biographical encyclopedia Riyazu 's-su ‘ara
(Gardens of the Poets) that he would become best known. This work was completed not
long after the composition of the invective chronogram above, in the year 1610. It was at
this time that he was serving at the Madrasas of the Eight Courtyards, though

subsequently he would transfer into the judicial branch of the ilmiyye.®'

It appears to have been the Riyazu 's-su ‘ara that triggered the clash between Riyazi and
Nef'1. At some point soon after its completion, the manuscript presumably entered into
some degree of circulation, and Nef‘T must have either seen a copy of it or heard about
it, and specifically the entry on himself, at second hand. The encyclopedia’s entry on
Nef'1is brief, and reads as follows: “Nef‘Tis ‘Omer Beg of Erzuriim. Currently he is the
comptroller of mines (ma ‘den mukata ‘acist) in the imperial chancery. He is a painter of
meanings and a player of the zither that arranges words in the Persian style in the region

%11 Though the entry appears quite innocuous, it contains some subtle elements

of Iraq.
that may have created ire on the part of Nef'1. Firstly, he may have been piqued by

Riyaz1’s description of his style as “Persian” ( ‘Acemane), a term that appears nowhere

else in the text and thus serves to single Nef'T out.®'* Considering the fact that the

619 For a summary of Riyazi’s later appointments in the judicial hierarchy, see A¢ikgoz, “Riyazi,” 144.

611 “Nef1. Erzurumi ‘Omer Beg’diir. Hala divan-1 hiimayiin-1 sultdnide ma‘den mukata‘acisidir. Me*ani-i
naks-perdazi olup semt-i ‘Irak’da tavr-1 ‘Acemane {lizere nevazende-i kantin-1 sithan-sazidiir.” Riyazi
Mehmed Efendi, Riydzii’s-Suara, ed. Namik A¢ikgdz (Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi
Yaynlari, 2017), 319.

612 Although ‘Acemane is a purely stylistic term, it is also worth noting that the Arabic word ‘Acem was
originally an almost exact equivalent of the Greek term Bappdpor (“barbarians”), referring to those unable
to speak Arabic, which in the original context meant primarily the Persians, hence the word’s assumption
of that meaning; see Francesco Gabrieli, “‘Adjam,” EF,Vol. 1,206. In the early modern Ottoman context,
‘Acem was used not only for Persia and the Persians, but also occasionally for anyone who came from the

263



genesis of Nef'T’s style, particularly in his panegyrics, lay partly in the work of such
Persian poets as Anwart and ‘Orft of Shiraz (1555-1591), Riyaz1’s claim can certainly
be said to have some truth to it. At the same time, though, Nef'T also consistently and
forcefully asserted himself as an Ottoman poet who had equaled or surpassed the Persian
luminaries, and thus Riyazi’s direct linking of his work with the Persian tradition might
have been interpreted as a slight. Secondly, the phrase “the region of Iraq” (semt-i ‘Irak)
is particularly odd here given that Nef'1 was well established in Istanbul by this time. It
is unclear why Riyazi might have chosen this phrase, as Nef'1 appears to have had no
connection with Iraq throughout his life and career (though admittedly there are gaps in
our knowledge of his earlier years, as outlined in Chapter 2). What might be surmised is
that this was an indirect way of verbally shifting Nef'T from the Ottoman center to the
periphery as a kind of subtle denigration.’’® Overall, then, if Nef'T did indeed take issue
with either of these aspects of Riyazi’s characterization of his poetry, then he might have
interpreted the entry as a veiled slight on his origins and/or style depicting him, however

subtly, as a kind of outsider.

eastern part of the Ottoman Empire; see Filiz Kilig, XVII. Yiizyil Tezkirelerinde Sair ve Eser Uzerine
Degerlendirmeler (Ankara: Ak¢ag Yayinlari, 1998), 29-30.

%13 Given that the examples from Nef'T’s poetry that Riyazi gives in his entry are all from among his
ghazals, one might be tempted to associate the phrase semt-i ‘Irak with the so-called “Iraqi style” (sabk-e
‘Iraqr) that supposedly dominated Persian poetry between the 13th and the 16th centuries; was
exemplified by figures like “Attar (c. 1145-1221), Sa“di (c. 1210—c. 1291), and Hafiz (c. 1315-1390); and
was characterized by the increasing prominence of the ghazal and a more pronounced tendency toward
mysticism and concepts of divine love. This, however, would be anachronistic in that the historical
division of Persian poetry into three regional styles—the Khorasani (sabk-e Khorasani), the Iraqi, and the
Indian—was a product of the 20th-century Iranian scholar and poet Mohammad-Taq1 Bahar (1886-1951),
who advanced the notion with explicitly nationalistic and ethnocentric ends in mind, yearning for a return
to the supposed Persian purity of the pre-Khorasani (i.e., the Sasanid) era. Nothing in Ottoman documents
indicates that there was any association made between this era’s poetry and the region of Iraq. For a brief
overview of Bahar’s schema and its conceptual background, see Rajeev Kinra, “Make It Fresh: Time,
Tradition, and Indo-Persian Literary Modernity,” in Time, History and the Religious Imaginary in South
Asia, ed. Anne Murphy (New York: Routledge, 2011), 15-17.
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Whatever the reason for Nef'1 taking offense may have been, some time later he
responded with an invective quatrain pointing out his displeasure and threatening Riyazi

with further retaliation:

that catamite of a deaf poet, Riyazi Celebi | taunted me in his encyclopedia (tezkire)
to get the better of me || damned if I do not strike him with invective’s cock | and
turn his ass to his ear and his ear to his ass®"*

It remains uncertain whether or not this was the first piece produced in the invective
quarrel that erupted between Nef'1 and Riyazi, and is in any case impossible to verify,
though the fact that it offers a direct threat indicates that it may well have marked the
beginning. Nef'1’s main point of attack here, the hearing disability from which Riyazi
suffered throughout his life, would be the common motif of his other invectives against
him as well, as would the performative element of threatening Riyazi or daring him to
respond. One example of this is the following quatrain, in which Nef'1, apparently
having heard or read an invective against Riyazi by the poet Kesbi (d. c. 1640),°"” dares
the former to strike back:

Riyazi, Kesbi took offense and lampooned you | if you hear it and don’t have the

nerve to respond || where they normally say, “The deaf screws the chatterbox'° |
this time they’ll say, “The chatterbox screws the deaf’ 617

614 «sa‘ir-i pust-i asamm ya'ni Riyazi Celebi | dokunup tezkiresinde bize olmis 6t[e]ne || lekeyim nisbet

i¢lin ben de dah1 dondiirmezsem | kir-1 hicv ile gétin giisina giisin gétine”; ULLWCO 662, 20a.

615 K esbi, like Nef'T, was employed in the chancery around the time this quatrain is likely to have been
written (i.e., the 1610s), and despite the somewhat disparaging term yansak (“chatterbox”) used for him
here, he seems to have at least had some association with Nef'T inasmuch as another invective, apparently
by Nev‘izade ‘Ata’i, links and mocks the two poets simultaneously; see [IUNEK TY 511, 89a. Later,
however, Kesbi would switch sides, as it were, transferring to the religiojudicial branch and using
connections with the grand mufti Yahya Efendi to secure a teaching appointment; see footnote 738 below.
816 This phrase, yaysag: sagir siker, is a proverb extant since at least the second half of the 15th century. It
is explicated as follows in the Ebii 'n-nasayih (The Father of Recommendations), a late-15th or early-16th
century work of personal advice organized around proverbs: “The forefathers said: ‘First the deaf person
screws the chatterbox.” Strenuously avoid such people [i.e., chatterboxes], for they will tell others all that
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In his own invectives against Nef'1, however—of which he wrote at least eight as against
NefT’s five—Riyazi took a somewhat different tack to the same destination, choosing to
launch an assault on Nef'1’s identity as a poet by attacking his boastful claims to poetic

power and originality.

Such claims are a consistent element throughout Nef'1’s divans of collected poetry in
both Turkish and Persian. He was, for instance, perhaps the most abundant practitioner
in Ottoman poetry of fakhr or self-praise, a mode that had roots deep in pre-Islamic Arab
culture and had been used in the context of battle, much like 4ija’, from which it had
indeed originally hardly been separable.®'® Most of Nef'T’s panegyrics, up to and
including even his na ¢ or eulogy of the Islamic prophet Muhammad, devote
considerable space to hyperbolic self-praise, such as this distich from an ode on a
mansion of Sultan ‘Osman II: “I challenge today’s weighers of words! I do not speak
idly | it was I who taught the world seductive style and balanced verse.”®'” Boasts of this
sort perforce went hand in hand with Nef'T’s frequent claims to be the equal or superior
of those poets in the Persian tradition whom he admired and by whom he was
influenced. For example, in the following distich from a panegyric on the sons of Sultan
Murad IV, Nef'T sets himself up beside the poets Khagani (c. 1127-between 1186 and

1199) and "Orfi of Shiraz: “in eloquence and power my verse is nothing like | [that of]

is shameful about you” (Nitekim atalar démislerdiir: Yafnsagi mukaddem sagir siker. Anuii gibi
kimesnelerden be-gayet perhiz eyle ki seniii ‘aybin dahi aherlere soyler.); Mustafa S. Kagalin and Omer
Zilfe, “Muhammed bin Ahmed’in Ebii 'n-Nasayih’i,” Osmanlt Arastirmalary | The Journal of Ottoman
Studies 38 (2011), 203.

617 «ey Riyazi inciniip hicv eylemis Kesbi seni | isidiip sen de cevaba ciir’et etmezser eger | yansagi sagir
siker démek cevab olurd1 Iik | bir zaman dér simdi amma sagir1 yansak siker”; ULLWCO 662, 20a.

%1% For more on this aspect of fakhr, see Ewald Wagner, “Mufakhara,” EF,Vol. 7,309.

619 «saladir niikte-sencan-1 zamane hig 1af étmem | ben 6gretdim cihdna tarz-1 sih u §i‘r-i hemvarr”; Nef'T,
[Divan], 31.
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either ‘Orfi or Khagani, this is a different style.”**® And inasmuch as Nef'T thus claimed
to equal or surpass Persian poets, he also inherently, but sometimes explicitly, asserted
that his style was novel or unparalleled, as in this concluding distich (makta ‘) of a
ghazal: “whatever tropes and valleys you may find and roam, Nef'1 | let us always see
that you have invented a style unique and new.”®*' This “style unique and new” (farz-i
hass u taze) was introduced largely under the influence of ‘Orf1 of Shiraz, one of the
progenitors of a highly complex and even mannerist or baroque style that later came to
be called the “Indian style” (sabk-e Hindr) and that would dominate Persian poetry
through the middle of the 18th century, with Nef'T being one of the style’s antecedents in

the Ottoman Turkish context.®??

In his invectives against Nef 1, Riyaz1 takes direct aim at Nef'T’s claims, often
encapsulating his supposedly new style in the phrase “fresh tongue” (zeban-i taze).*
This and similar phrases, such as ta@ze-gii (“who speaks in a new manner”), were used to

refer to often unspecified novelties of style in general, of which Nef'1’s work

620 ¢

46.
621 <

nezaketde metanetde kelamim benzemez asla | ne ‘Orfi’ye ne Hakani’ye bu bir tarz-1 ahardir”; ibid.,

ne mazmunlar ne vadiler bulur seyr eylesen Nef'1 | yine bir tarz-1 hass u taze icad étdigin gorsek™;
ibid., 20 [gazeliyyat].

%22 For an overview of the Indian style in Persian poetry, see J.T.P. de Bruijn, “Sabk-i Hindi,” EI, Vol. 8,
683—685. For analyses of the style in Turkish poetry, see Ali Fuat Bilkan, Sebk-i Hindi ve Tiirk
Edebiyatinda Hint Tarzi (Istanbul: 3F Yaymevi, 2007); Ali Fuat Bilkan, “Sebk-i Hindi,” DIA4, Vol. 36,
253-255; and Hatice Aynur, Miijgan Cakir, and Hanife Koncu, Sozde ve Anlamda Farklilasma: Sebk-i
Hindi, 29 Nisan 2005 Bildiriler (Istanbul: Turkuaz Yayinlari, 2009).

623 Nef'T’s own divan of collected poems does not make use of the specific phrase “fresh tongue,” but as
already discussed he does very frequently refer to the novelty and excellence of his own poetry,
sometimes making use of the telling adjective faze. For instance, one distich in a panegyric to Sultan
‘Osman Il reads, “this is a young (faze) valley of panegyrics and ghazals | a creation of my miraculous,
astounding pen” (hem kaside hem gazel bir taze vadidir bu kim | ihtira -1 hame-i mu ‘ciz-beyanimdur
benim; Nef1, [ Divan], 29), while the concluding distich (makta ‘) of one ghazal declares, “let he who can,
if there be any, come to the square [of competition] with NefT | such a fresh (#aze) and rare style calls for
elegance” (gelsin benimle var ise meydana Nef 1ya | bir boyle tarz-1 taze vii nadir eda bilir; Nef'1, Nef’i
Divani, ed. Metin Akkus [Ankara: Ak¢ag Yayinlari, 1993], 300).

267



represented one. While Riyazi’s biographical encyclopedia does not make use of these
terms, others do, such as that of Mehmed Riza (d. 1672): his entry on Nef'T in his
dictionary, completed in 1640 just a few years after the poet’s death, introduces him by
describing him as one who “began in Anatolia by singing unparalleled poems using a

fresh tongue,”***

and the phrase is also used twice to describe the poet Cevri (1595—
1654), who was a friend and admirer of Nef'T’s verse.® Riyazi’s use of zeban-1 tdaze in
the context of invective, however, makes it clear that he not only links the phrase with
NefT’s style, but also that he views it, at least in the semi-public context of circulating
invective, in a negative light. Moreover, the physical aspect of the word zeban

(“tongue”) allows ample room for Riyazi to lambast Nef'T in sexually charged terms, as

in the following quatrain:

a catamite poet, much like Nef 1, would be inclined | toward the fresh tongue and
verse without measure || may his fresh [boy]’s member never leave his ass | that is
the mouth such a fresh tongue requires

Much as he had done with Sa’de’d-dinzade ‘Abdii’l-‘aziz Efendi in the chronogram
discussed above, here Riyazi starkly presents Nef'1 as a catamite (me 'biin), the passive
partner in an unbalanced pederastic relationship, thereby verbally stripping him of his

poetic power and implicitly denouncing his claims of originality and excellence. But

624 «yilayet-i Rim’da ibtida zeban-1 taze ile es‘ar-1 bi-hem-taya agaze iden”; Seyyid Mehmed Riza, Zehr-i

Mar-zade Seyyid Mehmed Riza: Hayati, Eserleri, Edebi Kisiligi ve Tezkiresi, ed. Gencay Zavotgu
(Kocaeli: T.C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 2009), 145.

%% Ibid., 79. At the same time, though, Mehmed Riza also uses the phrase tdze-gii to refer both to a poet
like Na’ili (d. 1666) (ibid., 142) whose work was among the most typical exemplars of the complexities of
the new style, and to one like Kafzade Fa’iz1 (ibid., 94), who was a patron of Riyazi and his associates and
whose work bears few if any of the hallmarks of the new style. As such, the exact signification of
Mehmed Ri1za’s use of the phrase remains somewhat uncertain.

626 s ‘ir-i me’biin olan Nef T gibi ma’il olur | hem zeban-1 tizeye hem si ‘r-i bi-endazeye || tazesinirn
mehrezi hergiz gotiinden ¢ikmasun | boyle bir agiz gerek Oyle zeban-1 tazeye”; [UNEK TY 511, 92a.
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Riyazi also doubles down on this by presenting the one who is penetrating this catamite
Nef'1 as a young, kept boy, indicated by the word tazesi, meaning “his fresh (or young)
one.” There is also a verbal linking between the mouth (producer of verse) and the anus
(producer of feces), a trope frequently used in the Islamicate invective tradition to
denigrate the quality of a poet’s verse. All of this amounts to a way of warning Nef T that
he should hold his tongue in regards to invective and temper his claims to poetic novelty
and excellence, with the implication that if he does not, there will be consequences.
Besides the quatrain’s sexually loaded imagery, however, the poem also casts a more
direct aspersion on the quality of its target’s verse: by describing Nef 1’s poetry as bi-
enddze—that is, lacking in proportion, symmetry, and balance—Riyaz1 simultaneously
emphasizes and criticizes one of the hallmarks of Nef'T’s style; namely, the
aforementioned bombast and braggadocio that he brought into Ottoman poetry. The
implication here is that this “new style” lacks the balance and form of the more
established styles utilized by others—among them, one must assume, not only Riyazi
himself but also those western Anatolian ‘@lim-littérateurs who were his own friends and

patrons and with whom he associated.

Indeed, from among this group, the same Kafzade Fa’izi who had belittled Nef'1 in his
anthology, as discussed at the beginning of this chapter, also produced an invective

quatrain against Nef'1 criticizing him for his “fresh tongue”:
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hey, blasphemous pimp! don’t go looking | in vain for fresh poetry off in Tabriz or
Qom or Shiraz || don’t let your wife’s worn-out clitoris leave your mouth | Nef'7,
that’s not the fresh tongue you need®”’

Here, Fa’iz1 makes an explicit connection with Persia, not only as a style of or approach
to verse, but also as a figurative and, more obliquely, actual location. One might read the
specific references to the Safavid cities of Tabriz, Qom, and Shiraz as allusions to
Nef1’s origins in the province of Erzurum on the empire’s eastern periphery, far nearer
to Persia than the capital of Istanbul was. While this aspect of the early 17th-century
invective corpus will come to the fore in the examination of Nev‘1zade ‘Ata’1 in the next
section, the dominant stance in Fa’iz1’s quatrain remains one in which, like Riyazi, he
attacks Nef'1 on the basis of his poetic style, in this case suggesting that his work is a

mere imitation of Persian verse.

Being imitative is also one of the main bases on which Riyazi establishes his invective
discourse against Nef'1. This is somewhat hinted at in the Riyazu ’s-su ‘ara’s description
of Nef'T’s verse as being “in the Persian style” and Nef'1’s reaction, if indeed that was
what the invective presented above was reacting to. However, it seems more likely that
Riyaz1’s use of the phrase tarz-1 ‘Acemane there was meant primarily as a descriptor for

a certain manner of phrasing and poetic approach. In his invectives, on the other hand,

627 “taze es‘ar déyii ey gidi-yi bed-mezheb | gitme gel yok yére Tebriz it Kum [u] Siraz’a || gitmesiin kohne

tilagi karmin agzindan | olmaz ey Nef'1 sana bdyle zeban-1 taze”; [IUNEK TY 511, 89a. Note that
Kortantamer, who quotes only the first distich, misattributes this quatrain to Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’t; see Tunca
Kortantamer, Nev i-zdde Atdyi ve Hamse si (Izmir: Ege Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, 1997),
412. Nef'1 responded directly to this poem by Fa’iz1, writing: “hey, son of Kaf! if it’s a war of invective
you want | come and see the wound the fresh tongue [will inflict] on you || come and press my penis
against your wife’s clitoris | this is the battlefield of words, no need to go to Shiraz” (ceng-i hicv ise
muradiy eger ey Kafogli | sen de neymis goresin [z]ahm-1 zeban-i taze || kirimizle tilagin ‘avratiyiy
dillesdiir | iste meydan-1 siihan gitmeyelim Sirdaz’a); ITUNEK TY 511, 77b—78a.
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Riyazi’s message to Nef'T is clear: “Nef'T eats whatever shit he finds®*®

| what is that
shit-eater’s poetry and invective, anyway? || if your aim is to keep him quiet | just shit on
that pimp’s tongue.”** Here again we see Riyazi establishing a verbal link between the
mouth and the anus as a means of belittling Nef'1’s verse, and again we see a warning or
threat against Nef'1, although in this case it is encoded more in scatological than in
sexual terms. Two implications, then, arise from the quatrain: the first distich uses
scatology to hint that Nef'1’s non-invective work is derivative, and even then only of
verse of poor quality, while his invective itself is nothing to fear; whereas the second

distich advises that the only way to silence him is to respond with invective of one’s

own.

Another of Riyaz1’s invectives that charges Nef'T with being imitative is particularly
interesting inasmuch as it directly names—and implicitly denigrates—the imitated
author in question; namely, Nef‘T’s mentor, Mustafa ‘Al of Gallipoli. Riyazi, as his
biographical encyclopedia makes clear, was hardly positive in his appraisal of Mustafa
‘AlT’s verse: “[H]is poetry is blameworthy in that it is [like] the camel and cat and its
seed is not more eminent than the cotton [itself]; however, some of [his poetry] attained
a degree of acceptability.”®° As Namik Acikgdz explains in the introduction to his
edition of the encyclopedia, “the camel and cat” (siitiir-giirbe) is a reference to the

folktale in which a camel brought for sale to the marketplace with a cat tied around its

628 The phrase buldig boki yémek (“to eat whatever shit one finds”) can also be used to refer to men who
engage in sodomy at every opportunity; see Filiz Bingdlge, Osmanli Argo Sozliigii (Taniklariyla) (Ankara:
AltUst Yayinlari, 2011), 41 and ¢f. Kuru, “A Sixteenth Century Scholar: Deli Birader,” 61, 173.

629 “yér imis buldig1 boki Nef'1 | si‘ri ne hicvi ne o bokyedinin || agzini tutmak ise maksiidin | si¢ zeban
vukii‘ina gidinin”; [UNEK TY 511, 92a.

630 «[E]s*an siitiir-giirbe olup danesi penbeden miimtaz olmadug: cihetden medhildiir; 1dkin ba‘zisi
derece-i kabile mevsuldiir.” Riyazi, Riyazii’s-Suara, 216.
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neck was priced exceptionally cheaply at just one dinar—but the seller also stipulated
that the cat must be sold together with it, and the cat’s cost would be 1,000 dinar. In
Acikgoz’s words, this alludes to “the confounding of the valuable with the worthless,
presenting the worthless as if it were valuable and the valuable as if it were

7031 1y other words, there is some good and some bad in Mustafa ‘Alf’s verse,

worthless.
but in Riyaz1’s estimation what has been thought good is not so, while what has been
thought bad may deserve reappraisal. The cottonseed and cotton comparison, on the
other hand, is glossed by A¢ikgdz as showing that Riyazi believed that Mustafa ‘Ali’s
poetry was deficient in terms of content (the cottonseed) but fine in terms of form (the

532 In the invective quatrain where Nef'1 is linked with Mustafa ‘Ali, Riyazi

cotton).
moves from the scatological to the sexual to present the former’s verse as if it were mere

recycling of the latter’s already—as the Riyazu 's-su ‘ara emphasizes—quite inferior

VEerse:

‘Ali would take your tongue in his mouth and keep on sucking | Nef'1, while still
young (taze) you gave it up to that ass-fucker || since all you do is take [your verse]
from his mouth and sell it | how can your poetry be known for its ‘fresh tongue’
(zeban-1 taze)?>
Poetic derivativeness is framed as Nef'1, the catamite, being granted whatever verse he
may have through cataglottism with Mustafa ‘Alf, the pederast. As a result, nothing

about it can be considered original or novel.®** Yet this quatrain also goes one step

further by bringing in the economic dimension, depicting Nef'T as someone who not

! Ibid., 13.

%2 Ibid.

633 «dilin) agzina alup da’im emerdi ‘Al | Nef'Tya taze iken ram idin ol kiin-baza || ¢iinki karm aniy
agzindan alup satmakdir | §i‘rinin nami n’ola olsa zeban-1 taze”; IUNEK TY 511, 92a.

% As mentioned in Chapter 2, Nef'T’s style of invective verse also owes much to that of the understudied
invectives that Mustafa ‘Al scattered throughout his prose works.
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only imitates Mustafa ‘AlT’s work, but then sells his imitations to obtain material
benefits. As discussed in the introduction, within the Ottoman patronage system and the
Islamicate tradition as a whole, poetry was indeed often used as part of an exchange,
effectively becoming a commodity that could provide the producer with economic
and/or social gains. Nevertheless, while this was not merely an accepted practice but
indeed a virtually essential one for many, it remained a practice that went mostly
unacknowledged within the formal confines of literary works: poets’ own introductions
to biographical encyclopedias and collected poems, for example, consistently stress

635 And no doubt it was, and was

poetry’s status as a high and even supreme form of art.
considered by poets themselves to be primarily just such an art. Even so, panegyrics and
even sometimes ghazals were written, even if only implicitly, so as to gain some variety
of capital (economic, social, or cultural), and in fact were sometimes even explicitly
produced for the purpose of “obtaining goods and/or services from would-be elites in
non-governmental occupations from doctors and wealthy merchants to calligraphers,”®*
thus providing the producer with a material need and the consumer with an item of
cultural caché. All this, however, was the de facto rather than the de jure side of poetic

practice, and as a result Riyazi’s accusation that Nef'1 was effectively selling second-

hand goods procured from Mustafa ‘Al takes on added force.

Though Riyazi wrote several other invectives against Nef'1, perhaps the most vitriolic is

a quatrain that openly declares that his target ought to be executed:

6_?5 For a collection of several introductions written by poets for their divan of collected poems, see Tahir
Uzgor, ed. Tiirk¢e Divdn Dibdceleri (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanligi, Yaynlari, 1990).
636 Andrews, “Speaking of Power,” 288.
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let us establish Nef'1’s blasphemy through Sharia law | bring that foul-mouthed
heretic before the council || hang that dog’s profane curses from his neck | and burn
that foul one on a fire of dogshit®’

The fact that this quatrain hints at an already somewhat sizeable body of “profane
curses” (kiifriyyat; i.e., invectives) shows that it is likely to have been written well after
the advent of the clash between Nef'T and Riyazi. One point that especially bears
discussion here is the quatrain’s addressee, or rather addressees: whereas the previous
invectives treated here were aimed at the actual target, either directly addressing him in
the second person or defaming him in the third person in such a way that he would read
or hear the poem and perceive it as a slight, this particular quatrain is in the first person
plural and so openly addressed to an ingroup, to a particular “we.”®* The identity of that
ingroup is of course vague, and though it may initially be considered simply as “those
who stand against Nef'1,” the fact that Riyazi brings up the possibility (even if only
discursive and theoretical) of using Sharia law (ser ) to obtain a formal injunction
against him for blasphemy or apostasy (kiifr)—the most extreme charge that could be

brought against a Muslim, even if here it is used primarily as a term of abuse®*—gives

637 <

ser‘le kiifrini isbat édelim Nef T’ nin | gotiiriip meclise ol miilhid-i bed-giiftar1 || baglayup ol kdpegin
boynuna kiifriyyatin | it bokiyla yakalim atese ol murdar”; IUNEK TY 511, 92a.

53% The concept of ingroups and outgroups was initially formulated in 1906 by sociologist William
Graham Sumner, who wrote, “a differentiation arises between ourselves, the we-group, or in-group, and
everybody else, or the others-groups, out-groups. The insiders in a we-group are in a relation of peace,
order, law, government, and industry, to each other. Their relation to all outsiders, or others-groups, is one
of war and plunder, except so far as agreements have modified it.” William Graham Sumner, Folkways. A
Study of Mores, Manners, Customs and Morals (New York: Cosimo Classics, 2007), 12.

639 Another instance in which Nef'T was directly “charged” with blasphemy or apostasy was a quatrain by
another occasional opponent, the grand mufti Yahya Efendi: “among the multitude of today’s eloquent
men | is there any poet like unto Nef'1 || his words are the Seven Hanging Odes | and that blasphemer
himself is Imru’1-Qays” (simdi hayl-i suhenveran i¢re | Nef T manendi var mi bir ga ‘ir || sozleri Seb ‘a-i
Mu ‘allaka’dr | Imriii’I-Keys kendidir kafir); Ebii’z-ziya [Tevfik], Nef 7, 20. The odes referred to are seven
celebrated pre-Islamic poems, the so-called Mu ‘allagat, thought to have been hung in public on the Ka‘ba
in Mecca, with Imru’l-Qays being the author of the earliest of the odes; see Gérard Lecomte, “Al-
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us some clue as to who this invective was meant to be heard by; namely, those who had
especial familiarity with Sharia law and its application, or in other words, members of

the ‘ulema.

While we cannot know exactly to whom Riyazi primarily meant this quatrain to speak, it
is highly likely that it was the particular group of like-minded ‘al/im-littérateurs with
whom he was closely affiliated. As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, this
group included high-ranking members of the ‘ulema such as ‘Azmizade Halett, ‘Abdu’l-
ganizade Mehmed (NadirT), and Yahya Efendi, as well as more middling figures like
Kafzade Fa’izi, Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Nergisi, and Veysi.** Significantly and not
coincidentally, all of these men with the exception of Nergisi concentrated on poetry in
their literary endeavors, and all of them—again with the exception of Nergist—were
targeted by Nef'T’s invective verse. Asli Niyazioglu describes this coterie of ‘alim-

littérateurs as follows:

Apart from a common social background, similar literary tastes and preferences,
especially an interest in the mesnevis, seem to have united this group. Almost all of
the members of this group composed a sakiname [ ...] which suggests a poetry contest
among friends. It is also significant that members of this group seem not to have
participated in some newly emerging trends in the literary scene of Istanbul at the
time, such as the Sebk-i Hindr poetry.641

The commonality of these men’s social backgrounds, it should be added, refers not only

to their common profession in the Ottoman religiojudicial hierarchy, but also to their

Mu allakat,” EF, Vol. 7, 254-255. Through these allusions, Yahya implicitly links Nef'T with pre-Islamic
and hence non-Muslim poets, thereby justifying the use of the word kdfir.

640 The affiliation among these figures is examined in some detail in Ash Niyazioglu, Dreams and Lives in
Ottoman Istanbul: A Seventeenth-century Biographer’s Perspective (Oxford and New York: Routledge,
2017), 22-30.

4! Niyazioglu, “The Very Special Dead,” 230.
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pedigrees and places of origin: they were all from wulema families of varying degrees of
distinction; they were all of western Anatolian provenance (though Riyazi was born in
Mecca because his grandfather was serving as judge there at the time of his birth, his
family in fact hailed from Birgi); and many of them studied under the same teachers and

built up their initial networks in this manner.

While the issue of this coterie’s social background will be explored in more detail
below, the vital importance of what Niyazioglu rightly calls these men’s “similar literary
tastes and preferences” must be kept in mind as well. Pierre Bourdieu, in discussing how
authors write “not only for a public, but for a public of equals who are also
competitors,”®** hints at the profound cultural significance the sharing of tastes and

preferences can have:

Any act of cultural production implies an affirmation of its claim to cultural
legitimacy: When different producers confront each other, it is still in the name of
their claims to orthodoxy or, in Max Weber’s terms, to the legitimate and
monopolized use of a certain class of symbolic goods; when they are recognized, it is
their claim to orthodoxy that is being recognized. As witnessed by the fact that
oppositions express themselves in terms of reciprocal excommunication, the field of
restricted production [i.e., effectively, “high art”] can never be dominated by one
orthodoxy without continuously being dominated by the question of orthodoxy itself,
that is by the question of the criteria defining the legitimate exertion of a certain type
of cultural practice.**

Considering this, it can be said that the coterie of ‘alim-littérateurs of which Riyazi was
part viewed itself as a, or rather the, orthodoxy of Ottoman poetic production. On the

other hand, Nef'1, as well as those few younger poets associated with him or under his

2 Bourdieu, “The Market of Symbolic Goods,” 18. It should be noted here that Bourdieu was discussing
modern print culture with its more widely available distribution of literary and intellectual works. As such,
the broad public to which he refers was, in the context of early modern Ottoman manuscript culture, in
;ffft largely limited to the public of competitors (i.e., other poets) of which he also speaks.

1bid., 19.
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644 claimed his own work—which, as will be recalled, he rather aggressively

tutelage,
self-promoted as new and unparalleled—to be an emerging orthodoxy in conscious

opposition to the orthodoxy being put forward by the ‘alim-littérateurs.

What Bourdieu says concerning “reciprocal excommunication” also helps to at least
partly explain why Riyazi went so far as to pen an invective calling for Nef'1’s
execution. And he was not the only one, as another of Nef'1’s opponents from the same
group, Kafzade Fa'iz—whose rather dismissive anthology entry on Nef'T was discussed
at the beginning of this chapter—produced the following Persian couplet doing just the
same: “that poet of invective who goes by the name Nef'1 | his death, like the death of a
viper, is called for by the four schools [of Islamic jurisprudence].”®* However, unlike in
the case of Riyazi’s quatrain, this one in fact prompted a response by Nef'1 that is extant
today:

son of Kaf [i.e., Kafzade],** listen to this word of advice from me | be aware of the

degree of your knowledge, do not touch the people of culture (yaran) || his venom is

absolutely fatal, so next time | go touch the viper, do not dare touch Nef'1’s member
. S 7647
[i.e., penis]

44 Among these poets were Hiiseyin ‘Alf of Edirne (d. 1640 or 1648), Unsi (d. 1664), Cevri (c. 1595~
1654), and Sehri of Malatya (d. 1660). Of these, it may have been Unsi, whose real name was ‘Abdu’l-
latif, that was closest to Nef‘T: a member of the judicial branch of the Glmiyye, Unsi passed most of the
1620s in Istanbul without receiving an appointment, and he was linked to Nef'T in numerous invectives by
Nev izade ‘Ata’1as well as one by Riyazi; see IUNEK TY 511, 88a, 90a, 90b, 92a. For more on UnsT’s
life, see Tbrahim Halil Tugluk, “Unsi, Abdiillatif,” Tiirk Edebiyat: Isimler Sozliigii, October 1, 2014.
http://www.turkedebiyatiisimlersozlugu.com/index.php?sayfa=detay&detay=4602.

645 ¢ adl U8 g caml g ande o Gl | adi ol Canl S S laa ,els o7 Tulga Ocak, “Nef] I¢in Séylenmis Bir
Hiciv Beyti Uzerine,” Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1,no. 1 (1983), 19.

646 The patronymic of Kafzade Fa’izi, whose real name was ‘Abdu’l-hayy, comes from his grandfather,
Kaf Ahmed Efendi.

647 «K afogli nasthatdir isit bu s6zi benden | bil riitbe-i ‘irfani1 yarana ulasma || zehri kati miihlikdir ani
bir dah1 zinhar | ef‘Tye ulag mehrez-i Nef'1°ye ulasma”; IUNEK TY 511, 78a. The use of “penis” (mehrez)
here alludes to the likening of the act of writing invective to sodomizing, and hence getting the upper hand
over, the target.
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In addition to the threat of further invective offered by this response, it also makes
careful use of the term yaran, which literally means “friends” but in the context of the
field of Ottoman poetry also refers to people of education and culture who are familiar
with the poetic tradition, poetic composition, and the “rules of the game” of gatherings
where poetry was performed.®*® By, to use Bourdieu’s term, excommunicating Fa’izI
through the accusation that his “degree of knowledge” (riithe-i ‘irfan) is insufficient for
him to be considered one of the true yaran, Nef'1 draws a line in the sand and implicitly
stakes a claim on the poetic orthodoxy against the similar claim put forward by the
‘alim-littérateurs—one of whose most vehement proponents was Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’1,

whose exchange of invectives with Nef T constitutes the topic of the next section.

5.2 Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1

Among the coterie of ‘alim-littérateurs to whom Nef'T stood opposed, it was Nev‘1zade
‘Ata’1 (1583-1635) who most forcefully attempted to stake his own claim to the
Ottoman poetic orthodoxy of the early 17th century. Son of the distinguished scholar
Nev'1 (Yahya) Efendi (1533/34-1599) from Malkara in eastern Thrace, the Istanbul-
born “Ata’1 initially followed in his father’s footsteps: after his graduation in 1601,
‘Ata’1 sought appointments in the educational branch of the ‘i/miyye, and was finally
able to secure one at a small madrasa after sending a pleading quatrain to the poet and
future grand mufti Yahya Efendi,®* who was then serving as the chief judge of Istanbul

and was among ‘Ata’'T’s strongest poetic influences. Within a few years, however, he

% The “rules” of poetic gatherings, which shape the discourse used in poetic production, are laid out in
detail in Walter G. Andrews, Poetry’s Voice, Society’s Song: Ottoman Lyric Poetry (Seattle and London:
University of Washington Press, 1985), 165-173.

649 Kortantamer, Nev ‘T-zdde Atdyi ve Hamse si, 111.
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had grown dissatisfied, and, switching over to the judicial branch, he managed to obtain
an appointment as a judge in Lof¢a (the modern-day Lovech, Bulgaria) in 1608. For the
next two decades until just before his death, with only short stints in Istanbul now and
then, ‘Ata’1 would serve as a judge at a wide variety of different places, all in Rumelia
and all of relatively middling prestige, while continuing to keep up ties with friends and

important figures in the capital.**

Apart from his biographical dictionary of shaykhs and ‘alims, the Hadda 'ikii ’I-haka ik fi
tekmiletii’s-Saka ik (Gardens of Truths in the Completion of the Peonies®") and his
divan of collected poems, ‘Ata’T’s major work and in many ways his real claim to fame
as a poet was his khamsa (“quintet’), or collection of five long mesnevi poems. The
khamsa tradition had begun in the 13th century, when the five mesnevis of the Persian
poet Nizami of Ganja (1141-1209) began to be collected together as a group,®* and
subsequently numerous poets, writing in both Persian and Turkish, would undertake to
produce their own khamsa either as full or partial parallels to Nizam1’s or independently.
As this was a substantial compositional endeavor, it often served as a kind of crowning
achievement to a poet’s career, as well as a locus for him to put his aesthetic and cultural
views into their fullest practice. “Ata’1 was no exception in this regard in that he used his
work to mount a direct challenge to the Persian poetic tradition, specifically in the

narrative mode of the mesnevi form upon which he was embarking:

650 Niyazioglu, Dreams and Lives, 25, 41.

%1 The work is so named because it was composed as an addendum to Taskoprizade Ahmed’s (1495—
1561) Arabic biographical dictionary al-Shaqa iqu 'n-nu ‘maniyya fi ‘ulama’i’d-dawlati’l- ‘Uthmaniyya
(Red Peonies of the ‘Ulema of the Ottoman State).

652 Domenico Parrello, “Kamsa of Nezami,” Encyclopeedia Iranica, November 10, 2010.
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/kamsa-of-nezami.
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in poems of praise and lyrics, Rimt [i.e., Ottoman Turkish] words | have been
victorious over the mages of Persia || when the bloodthirsty swords of the Ottomans |
emerged with the excellence of the Turkish language || and yet in the mode of the
mesnevi | the word of the Persians has remained the stronger || if only it were said,
“This jewel-scattering verse | whose every couplet is an auspicious unity || grants
poweér5 3to the authors of khamsas” | if only a response were given on the highest
level

These lines are from ‘Ata’T’s sakiname entitled ‘Alemniima (World-scryer), the first of
the five mesnevis he wrote, completing the work in 1617 when he was serving as the
judge of Tirhala (today’s Trikala in central Greece). The desired “response” (cevab)
mentioned is, of course, the khamsa that “‘Ata’1 was commencing with this work. Thus,
the entire project of the khamsa was, from the start, conceived of as an aesthetic and thus
implicitly cultural challenge to the Persian tradition, one that ‘Ata’1 clarifies was
specifically requested by his friend and patron Kafzade Fa'izi.*** As Kortantamer points
out, the fakhr section at the ‘Alemniima’s conclusion does much the same: “In boasting
of [the ‘Alemniima], [ Ata’1] claims that Nizami would weep from jealousy and that
Zuhtrt had not shown the skill that he had; however, when “Ata’1 begins to speak of the
Turkish poets Neva'1 and Revani, he suddenly changes his tone: he (i.e., “‘Ata’1) has
written in a new style like Neva'T and has pleased Revani’s spirit with his work.”*>
What Kortantamer neglects to discuss, however, is how extremely telling this choice of
poets is: Nizam is of course used as the originator and exemplar of the khamsa; Revani

(d. 1523/24) was the first to compose a sakiname in Turkish; Neva'1 (1441-1501) was a

Chagatay poet at the court of the Timurid sultan Husayn Bayqara (r. 1469—-1506) in

653 «ki medh i tegazziilde Rami kelam | olup galib-i sahirdn-1 ‘Acem || ¢ii semsir-i hunriz-i ‘Osmaniyan |
zuh(r étdi riichan-1 Tiirki-zeban || velikin kalup sive-i mesnevi | s6zi anda A‘camuil old1 kavi || deiilseydi
bu nazm-1 gevher-nisar | ki her beyti bir miifred-i rizgar || olup hamse erbabina nice tab | vérilseydi alaya
tenha cevab”; Kortantamer, Nev ‘i-zdde Atdayi ve Hamse si, 411-412.

6% Ibid., 162—164 and Niyazioglu, Dreams and Lives, 23-25.

653 Kortantamer, Nev ‘T-zdde Atdyi ve Hamse ’si, 412.
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Herat who wrote a treatise, the Muhakamat al-lughatayn (Judgment of the Two
Languages), mounting a defense of the (Chagatay) Turkic language as superior to
Persian; and Zuhuri (d. 1616) was a poet active in the sultanate of Bijapur in India’s
Deccan who had composed the most recent Persian sakiname and who was just very
recently deceased. Taken all together, then, the lines are not simply a declaration of the
superiority of the Turkish language and poetry (Neva't and Revani) over the Persian
tradition (Nizam1), but also over recent Persian productions as represented by Zuhiiri—
who composed largely, albeit not in his sakiname, in the complex so-called “Indian

style” from which Nef'1T drew much of his inspiration.

Despite his ambitious claims in this regard, ‘Ata’T appears never to have attacked Nef'1
for being imitative of Persian poetry, as Riyazi and Kafzade Fa'iz1 did. Instead, he
would narrow the scope of his attack on Nef'1 in such a way as to effectively cast Nef'1
out not simply of the field of poetry, but of Ottoman high culture and indeed—via
notions of what a “real Ottoman” might be—of the Ottoman enterprise itself. And for his
part, NefT would do the same with ‘Ata’T—occasionally attacking him in conjunction

with others in his circle.

One of the primary areas of attack in this regard related to the two poets’ respective
lineages. It will be recalled that, where “Ata’1 was the scion of the distinguished scholar
Nev 1, who had served as tutor to the sons of Sultan Murad III (r. 1574-1595), Nef1
was, as detailed in Chapter 2, the son of a district governor named Mehmed. While
neither of these were by any means positions to laugh at inasmuch as they both wielded

a significant degree of power and influence, there was nevertheless a center-periphery
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opposition involved: ‘Ata’1, even regardless of the fact that he never himself advanced
beyond relatively middling positions in the i/miyye hierarchy, was a skilled poet with a
circle of important friends and patrons whom he had gained to a great extent through his
father’s connections in the capital, whereas Nef'1 was an unknown quantity, a provincial
upstart aggressively building and promoting his name in an environment of elites
occupying the sociocultural center. Hence ‘Ata’1, in a number of instances, launched an
assault on Nef'1’s father as a means of discrediting the son’s very presence in, at the
highest levels, the sultan’s own private gatherings. One of these assaults can be seen in

the following quatrain:

Nef'1, you dark vessel of blackest pitch, we know your father | a vile commoner and
a disgraced and miserly beg || before [you] took Vahdeti’s®® shit in your mouth and

chewed | it would have been best for Pendi®’ to drink a laxative and shit on your
head®®

The poverty in which Nef'T was raised was likely known to “Ata’1 and his circle as a
result of Nef'T himself describing it at length in the long invective, mentioned in Chapter
2, where he lambasted his own father Mehmed Beg for apparently leaving the family to
serve in the court of the Khan of Crimea: “since [my] father has happily been companion
to the Khan | I have seen nothing of either lentils or tarkhana || poverty is my calamity, |
wonder if I should | like my father show myself a beggar to the Khan?"**° Yet where
Nef'1 situates the poverty he once knew within a set of specific circumstances, ‘Ata’1’s

description of him as “disgraced and miserly” (nikbeti, cimri)—a seeming reference to

6% For Vahdeti, see section 6.1.4.

%7 For Pendi, see Chapter 2, footnote 176.

6% “piliiriiz babam Nef T koyu kardanligr kim | bir diinig ‘ammi ve hem nikbeti cimri bég idi || Vahdeti
bokini agzina alup ¢inemeden | Pendt bir miishil i¢iip basia sigmak yeg idi”’; IUNEK TY 511, 89a.

659 “sa‘adet ile nedim olal peder hana | ne mercimek goriir old1 goziim ne tarhana || ziigiirtliik afetim [o]ld1
‘aceb midir étsem | peder gibi buradan ben de ‘arz-1 cerr hana”; ULLWCO 662, 1b.
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how Mehmed Beg left his family to serve the khan of Crimea, as compared to "Ata’1’s
own father, who served in the Ottoman palace itself—posits these as inherent faults of
character attendant upon his identity as “a vile commoner” (bir ditniy ‘a@mmat), an identity
that is implied for Nef'1 as well, in addition to the latter’s being otherized on account of

his dark skin through the phrase “dark vessel of blackest pitch” (koyu kardanlik).

Considering their dissimilar backgrounds, NefT’s own assault on ‘Ata’T’s lineage is
necessarily of a different character. Owing to Nev T’s scholarly and poetic output—
according to his son, he produced over thirty works in both verse and prose®**—as well
as ‘Ata’T’s own, Nef'1 was able to link father and son in a visceral manner. In one
quatrain he writes, “how, oh how, could the son of a doltish poet | like Nev‘1 ever be a

woman to a lion like me?”%!

That is to say, with a father of such poor quality, ‘Ata’t, a
chip off the old block and a woman (zen) to boot, is scarcely even worth lampooning.
Overall, a not insignificant portion of the invective exchange between Nef'T and ‘Ata’1
alludes to their respective fathers. It would seem that, in this regard, both of them found
the other’s soft spot and exploited it. We know from his own works that ‘Ata’t had a
deep respect for his father Nev ‘T, and it is also known that it was through his father that
‘Ata’1 made his initial connections in the scholarly and literary worlds that enabled him
to launch his career.®® Nevertheless, as discussed at the beginning of this section,

‘Ata’T’s own career, particularly in terms of judgeship posts, never achieved the heights

of his father’s, and for Nef'1 to pour salt on this wound through aspersions on ‘Ata’1’s

660 Nev ‘izade ‘Ata’1, Hada 'iku’lI-Hakd ik, Vol. 2, 1142.

661 “Nev'T gibi bir sa‘ir-i gii-salenin ogli | bir bencileyin sire nige nige zen olsun”; TUNEK TY 511, 78b.
662 For a fuller examination of the relation between father and son, see Niyazioglu, Dreams and Lives, 35—
39.
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deceased forebear must have been especially vexing, prompting him to reply on the

same grounds.
One quatrain by Nef'1 makes the connection between father and son particularly stark:

Nev ‘1zade, from your father you inherited gibberish | for your father spent his life
spouting gibberish || come, judge how much drivel the departed consumed | as to shit
out behind him a turd as coarse as you®®

As Niyazioglu points out in regards to this quatrain, here “Nef 1 targets the self-image

664
PP a self-

‘Ata’1 tries to promote as [...] ‘poet son of a poet’ and turns it upside down,
image that she points out is quite consciously expressed in a distich from a panegyric
that “Ata’1 addressed to the grand vizier Nasiih Pasha: “That poet I, that poet’s son,

before whose verse today | The cultured of the world have bowed the head low.”*®

While Nef'1’s invective quatrain does indeed attack ‘Ata’T’s manner of presenting
himself, as well as his using his deceased father’s reputation to attempt to further
himself, what is especially important to note for the context of my argument here is that
the discourse of Nef'1’s invective presents ‘Ata’1’s imputed lack of talent and
intelligence as an inheritance (miras), thereby implying, if not necessarily that this lack
is inherent in the family line, then at least that ‘Ata’1 was merely aping his father’s work.
From the perspective of one promoting his own originality as aggressively as Nef'T, it is
not difficult to understand why he might make such a claim. After all, the khamsa on

which “Ata’1 would build his reputation as a poet was explicitly based on the earlier

example of Nizam1’s khamsa, however different and “Ottoman” he was attempting to

663 “Nev ‘izade sana miras-1 pederdir yave | ‘omri zira pederin yave démekle gegmis || var kiyas ét ne kadar
yave yémis kim merhlim | yérine sencileyin bir kaba yesteh sigmis”; ULLWCO 662, 21a.

564 Niyazioglu, Dreams and Lives, 28.

53 Ibid., 37. The Turkish is “benim ol sa‘ir ogh sa‘ir kim | bas egdi nazmima diinya™; ibid., 45.
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make it. And in connection with Nev T specifically, the son’s Heft H an (Seven
Banquets) mesnevi was inspired not only by Nizam1’s Haft Paykar (Seven Portraits), but
also by his father Nev 1’s mesnevi entitled Hasb-i hal (Discussion).666 Moreover, as
Saadet Karakose details in her edition of “Ata’'1’s divan of collected poems, many of the

667

son’s verses are directly modeled on those of the father.”” Nef'T was undoubtedly well

aware of such similarities and adaptations, and in a manner similar to how Riyazi
attacked him for not being so novel as he claimed, Nef'1 attacked ‘Ata’1 for putting
nothing new on the table but simply reproducing his father’s work, which is itself
denigrated for being inspired by or modeled on less than excellent “drivel” (yave) that
produced the “coarse turd” (kaba yesteh) of “Ata’1. The entire process of poetic

influence that led to ‘Ata’1T’s advent is thereby reduced to consumption, digestion, and

defecation.
‘Ata’1 responded to this attack by Nef‘1 with a quatrain of his own:

you are outside your home, your wife inside [engaged] in pleasure | and listening is
roundly condemned by all mankind || hey Nef'1, no one can [really] reproach you,
it’s your inheritance | pandering was your father’s work, getting fucked your
mother’s art®®®

Here, the first distich disgraces Nef'1 via familial honor ( ird) by transforming him into a

cuckold, further disempowering him, both personally and socially, by presenting him as

686 See Kortantamer, Nev i-zdde Atayi ve Hamse ’si, 363-364 and Niyazioglu, Dreams and Lives, 35-36.
567 Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’i, Nev i-zdde Atdyi Divini, ed. Saadet Karakose (Ankara and Malatya: T.C. Kiiltiir ve
Turizm Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 1994), 21-26.

668 «sen tisarda karin igerde safa tizre evin | dikilmek ise ne denlii halk-1 ‘dlem la‘neti || Nef Tya hic kimse
ta‘n étmez sana mirasdir | gidilik baban isi sikilmek anap san‘at1”; [IUNEK TY 511, 89b. Another quatrain
against Nef'1 by ‘Ata’1 begins with the same image—i.e., Nef'T outside his house while his wife is
engaged in sexual intercourse inside—but lacks reference to the target’s lineage; see IUNEK TY 3004,
49b.
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standing outside listening as his wife engages in sexual intercourse. The poem’s second
half, however, alters this perception somewhat, revealing that he is not simply a cuckold
but a pimp who has prostituted his wife. What is more, he directly links this personal
and social shame to Nef'T’s lineage: his father engaged in pandering (gidilik) his mother,
and such disgraceful behavior has been passed down to Nef'1 as his inheritance (miras),
suggesting that pimping is his inherited career. However, by referring also to the mother,
‘Ata‘T’s quatrain goes beyond Nef7’s—which, because it dealt directly with “‘Ata’T’s art,
had at least left open the possibility that the inheritance was a matter of artistic choice—
and suggests that an intrinsic lack of breeding has been passed down: Nef'1 is of
necessity the way he is—he could, in fact, be no other way. Indeed, the second distich
also mounts a subtle assault on the practice and quality of Nef'T’s poetic art. If the
mother (or, alternatively, the wife) is imagined as the poet’s work, then the implication
of pandering becomes that Nef T produces poetry merely for sale and material gain,
while the “art” (san ‘af) of “getting fucked” (sikilmek) could refer either to his failure to
obtain that gain owing, presumably, to the poor quality of his work relative to his peers,
or to being defeated in the practice of reciprocal invective, a practice which was often

likened to penetration with “the penis of invective” (kir-i hicv).

‘Ata’T’s attack on Nef'1’s lineage also alludes to the latter’s place of origin in the
empire’s east so as to slander him in a manner with potentially serious political

implications:

286



hey Nef'T, don’t say “ayranci”®® or “outcast” (gurbet) to anyone | as both of these

things are contained in you || your father once served as the shah’s Chief Ayranci |
and you’ve been cast out (merdiid) for constantly buggering yourself®”’

Here, in addition to the garden variety depiction of Nef'T as a catamite,®’' the reference
to the shah serves as a way of situating Nef'1’s origins as a person not from the center
but from the periphery, specifically the empire’s eastern regions bordering Safavid
Persia. In this, it echoes the comment made by Giirci Mehmed Pasha in the anecdote
related in the previous chapter, where the pasha referred to the Safavid envoy as Nef'1’s
“long-lost sister” (hem-sire) as a means of belitting both him and the envoy who was
hanging on his every word. And here as well, the assertion that Nef'1’s father, an
Ottoman district governor, had served the shah in some capacity—while primarily
simply an offensive slander revolving around the unidentified slang meaning of
ayranci—also insinuates that he was effectively betraying the empire and the Ottoman
way. It will be recalled from Chapter 2 that Nef'1’s grandfather, Mirza “Ali, had in fact
served the Safavids before coming out in support of the Ottomans; if “Ata’1 was aware of
this through the circulation of rumor if nothing else, then his insinuation that Nef'1’s
father Mehmed Beg had secretly gone back to the Safavid side might well be interpreted
as something that Mehmed Beg’s own son could do as well. Additionally, in line with

the poem’s claim that being an ayranci is also something present (mevciid) in Nef'1, as if

59 Ayranci literally means “maker or seller of ayran,” a variety of buttermilk. Here, it clearly has a slang
meaning that I have been unable to determine, though it seems likely to be intending either a low-class
profession or a sexual innuendo, or alternatively, as suggested by Oktay Ozel in personal communication,
a reference to one who reduces the quality of something, since ayran is essentially yoghurt that has been
watered down. No extant invectives by Nef'T feature the term ayranci, though he did use gurbet
(“outcast”) on several occasions.

670 “Nef Tya kimseye ayranci ve gurbet déme sen | ikisi dahi bu karm yine sende mevciid || babar
ayrancibagisi idi evvel sahiy | sen kati mide-hedd olmak ile oldun merdiud”; IUNEK TY 511, 88b.

57! Here the term used is mide-hedd, literally meaning “demolishing the stomach” and referring to the act
of being anally penetrated by a penis.
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it were an inherited profession, the implication is that 4e cannot be fully trusted, either:
his origins, in terms of both lineage and place, cast doubt on his identity as an

Ottoman.®”?

Perhaps the height of “Ata’1T’s vehement assault on Nef'1’s origins is found in a quatrain
that moves from denigrating his parents to directly cursing both his lineage and his

future descendants:

Nef'1, you catamite, shit has dribbled from your mouth | now that Sami the strong
has squeezed you with invective || may your descendants be damned down to Dajjal |
may your ancestors be cursed back to Aba Jahl®”

674 the first

Alluding to an unknown invective by the sipahi poet Sami (d. 1645/46),
distich reveals that ‘Ata’1 had either read this invective or heard about it, and the fact
that he mentions it in this quatrain points to invective’s function as a form of media
spreading, in either oral or manuscript form, what might be called cultural news: by
framing Sam1’s invective as a successful one, regardless of what the actual case may or
may not have been, ‘Ata’1 is contributing to the devalorization of Nef'1’s art and person.
Subsequently, the second distich—which is connected to the first only very loosely®”*—

adds to this devalorization via a direct curse. The quatrain as a whole, then, in its very

disjunction sheds some light on how invectives were circulated orally: just as particular

572 In this period, what I refer to as “identity” involved praxis more than essence, though part of my

argument is that the early 17th-century invective corpus hints that this conception may have been
beginning to change, as will be seen in the conclusion to this chapter.

673 “geldi bokun agzindan eya Nef'1-i me’biin | hicv ile seni Sami-i piir-ziir sikinca || evladina nefrin ola
Deccal’a varinca | ecdadima la‘netler Ebii Cehl’e ¢ikinca”; IUNEK TY 511, 89b.

7% For Sam, see Ismail Hakki Aksoyak, “Sami, Mustafa Sami Bey,” Tiirk Edebiyat: Isimler Sozligii,
March 19, 2014. http://www.turkedebiyatiisimlersozlugu.com/index.php?sayfa=detay&detay=2105.

57> The connection comes through the potential secondary meanings of “Semite” for Samr and “full of
lies” for piir-ziir—the latter here translated as “the strong”—which thereby links up, albeit very loosely,
with the evil Dajjal and the Semitic figure Abii Jahl mentioned in the second distich.
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distichs in ghazals were recalled and circulated as individual units, as their abundant
illustrative use in variants in biographies of poets reveals, so were individual invective
quatrains or, failing that, individual distichs within invective quatrains intended to travel
in much the same way, as has already been briefly discussed in connection with Nef'1’s

invectives against Etmekc¢izade Ahmed Pasha.

But returning to the discussion at hand, ‘Ata’1’s pithy curse in this quatrain raises doubt
not simply about Nef'1’s identity as an Ottoman, but indeed as a Muslim: Dajjal—with
which name, it will be recalled, Nef'T had also slandered Etmekg¢izade Ahmed Pasha—is
an eschatological being whose advent is among the signals of the end times, while Aba
Jahl, meaning “father of ignorance,” is a moniker applied by Muhammad to ‘Amr b.
Hisham (c. 570—624 CE), who fought against the early Muslim community and to whom
numerous persecutions of Muslims were attributed.®”® ‘Ata’1 thus directly links NefT’s
lineage with the notorious ‘Amr b. Hisham, using a slanderous genealogy to imply that
his belief and Muslim identity are in doubt. Given the close association of the Ottoman
state and identity with Islam and specifically Sunni Islam that had begun to be
consciously planned from the mid-16th century under the auspices of Ebii’s-su‘ad
Efendi, and to some extent in response to the Safavid threat,””’ this was a particularly
damning implication by ‘Ata’t—though, as will be seen, there was much more to come

in this regard.

676 See W. Montgomery Watt, “Aba Djahl,” EF, Vol. 1, 115. The “ignorance” (jahl) attributed in the
epithet is a result of ‘Amr b. Hisham’s refusal to accept Islam.

677 Recent years have seen a burgeoning number of works produced in the area of Ottoman sunnitization;
for a good recent overview and interpretation, see Derin Terzioglu, “How to Conceptualize Ottoman
Sunnitization: A Historiographical Discussion,” Turcica 44 (2012-2013): 301-338.
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A very similar quatrain by “Ata’1 traces Nef'1’s ancestry to a different source, though to

much the same effect:

hey, Nef'1 the Gypsy, shit streams from your mouth | when they squeeze with
invective one with a vile disposition like you || [you are] just an evil person of

wicked and malicious behavior | a curse on your ancestors all the way back to
Pharaoh®’®

The first distich here presents an almost identical image as that found in the previous
invective, though this time without providing any names, and again the second distich
constitutes a curse linking the target with a non-Muslim, or more strictly a non-
monotheist. This similar content and structure hints that the two quatrains may have
been written around the same time, although the differences between them are telling. In
this case, the imputed ancestor is not “Abt Jahl” but rather Pharaoh (Fir ‘awn), the
oppressor of the Israelites and foe of Moses, whose story is told in the twentieth sura of
the Qur’an. Though the Qur’anic story is derived largely from the Book of Exodus, it is
reinterpreted in terms of Islam, with “the history of Pharaoh [being] seen in relation to
Muhammad’s own mission—the determined rejection of the divine message by the
unbelievers who in the end are severely punished, while the believers among them are
saved.”®” That is to say, ‘Ata’T’s linking of Nef‘T with Pharaoh is functionally identical
to the other quatrain’s connecting him with ‘Amr b. Hisham: both cases serve to cast
doubt on his identity as a Muslim. Moreover, this quatrain also imputes to Nef'1 an
inherent wickedness or evil, one that is implied to have been passed down to him by

Pharaoh.

678 “bir bok ¢ikar agzindan eya Nef'i-i Kibti | hicv ile senin gibi deni tab ‘1 sikinca || bed-zat u bed-evza“ vu
bed-endis-i serr ancak | ecdadipa la‘net hele Fir‘avn’a ¢ikinca”; [IUNEK TY 511, 88a.
67 Arent Jan Wensinck and Georges Vajda, “Fir‘awn,” EIZ, Vol. 2, 917.
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However, it is the fact that Nef'1 is here called a “Gypsy” (Kibti) that proves to be most
characteristic of ‘Ata’'1’s method of attack. As with nearly all the varieties of slander that
animate the invective corpus of this period, this is of course not to be taken literally:
there is nothing to indicate a Roma background for Nef'1, and in any case, in Ottoman
society the deck was stacked so firmly against any possibility of Roma social
advancement that it would have been rather astonishing for him to rise as far as he did if
he were Roma.®®® In any case, in this quatrain the reference to Nef'T as a “Gypsy” is
rhetorically linked with the claim that he is descended from Pharaoh: it was a
widespread belief that the Roma were originally from Egypt, a cursed people who had
originated among the people of Pharaoh.®®' This was not the only occasion when ‘Ata’1
linked Pharaoh and the Roma to a target of invective, either, as a long poem that he
wrote against the aforementioned chief judge (whether of Rumelia or Anatolia at the
time is uncertain) Bostanzade Mehmed Efendi refers to its target as “an enormous Gypsy

h 95682

sorceror for that Pharao When connected with Pharaoh in regards to lineage, the

term used for the Roma was typically Kibti, which literally referred to the Christian

5% For approaches of the Ottoman state toward Roma as seen through court records of the 18th century,
see Eyal Ginio, “Neither Muslims nor Zimmis: The Gypsies (Roma) in the Ottoman State,” Romani
Studies 5, vol. 14, no. 2 (2004): 117—-144. For a more generalized account of the same, but in relation to
the 15th and 16th centuries, see Faika Celik, “Gypsies (Roma) in the Orbit of Islam: The Ottoman
Experience (1450-1600)” (Master’s thesis, McGill University, 2003) and Faika Celik, “Probing the
Margins: Gypsies (Roma) in Ottoman Society, c. 1450—1600,” in Subalterns and Social Protest: History
from Below in the Middle East and North Africa, ed. Stephanie Cronin (Oxon and New York: Routledge,
2008): 173-199.

8! See Dimitrie Cantemir, Sistemul Sau Intocmirea Religiei Muhammedane, in Opere Complete, Vol.
VIII, Book II, ed. Virgil Candea (Bucharest: Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste Romania, 1987),
527. Note that the practice of referring to Roma as Kib¢7 continued into the republican era as well, with
national identification cards even referring to citizens of Roma ancestry as “Kipti,” as testified to by my
late father-in-law, Nazim Aksoy (1928-2006), who served as a judge until the mid-1990s.

682 «O Fir‘avnuii heman bir koca Kibti sahiri”; Suat Donuk, ed., “Nev’i-zade Atayi’nin Hezliyat'1,”
Uluslararasi Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi | The Journal of International Social Research 8, no. 39

(August 2015), 108.
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Copts of Egypt but later took on the sense of “Gypsy” owing to the popular association
of the Roma with Egypt. However, there is more to “Ata’1’s use of “Gypsy” than just a
reference to a cursed people descended from a villainous character in the Islamic

mythos, and this is revealed especially in his uses of the other derogatory term for the

Roma, Cengane.

For one thing, as “Ata’T’s discourse makes clear, this term was used as a descriptor for
someone with dark skin, since it is often used in conjunction with things that are black in

color. One invective, for instance, mentions Nef T’s “coal-rat face” (komiir si¢ani

683

¢ehre),””” while another calls him a “black dog” (kara kopek) and says that “his essence

is a Gypsy, his temperament a coal ax” (6zi bir Cengenedir tab 1 komiir baltasidir).***
This last description, in particular, points to a physiognomical discourse in which
physical appearance reflects character and vice versa, a concept seen in Chapter 3 in
connection with Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha. The fact that Nef'1 is depicted as a dark-
skinned Gypsy already serves to visually set him off from and cast him out of the
community of cultured figures working in the high Ottoman poetic tradition. Yet by
asserting that his very “essence” (6z) is a Gypsy, ‘Ata’1 also emphasizes the point made
in regards to Nef'1’s lineage; namely, that he is inherently low-born and lacking in

culture and breeding, and thus can hardly be expected to participate meaningfully in that

tradition.

8 JUNEK TY 511, 88a.
% JUNEK TY 3004, 49a.
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This, in some ways, is a reaction to the aggressive self-promotion—not to mention the
aggressive invective—in which Nef'T engaged, a reaction that can be gauged from a
distich that may have been produced in response to the quatrain, mentioned above, in
which Nef 1 referred to “Ata’'t’s father’s work as “gibberish” or “drivel” (yave). This sort
of attack, “Ata’1’s response suggests, is itself gibberish, driven by Nef'1’s own vulgar
nature: “Nef'1, [even] you do not understand the nonsense (yave) you spout | you’re a
stranger to skill, to reading, to writing.”®® The ascription of illiteracy to Nef'T in the
second hemistich, especially in conjunction with the first hemistich’s suggestion that his
natural disposition is impulsive and overly precipitate, is a further means of marking him
off from “Ata’1 and his cohorts: where repeatedly calling Nef'1 a “Gypsy” served to
physically set him apart by means of his (apparently) dark skin, that label in fact carried

a plethora of sociocultural associations that ‘Ata’1’s invectives utilized to ostracize

Nef'1.

Yet ‘Ata’1’s verbal ostracism of Nef'T was by no means limited to calling him just a
“Gypsy.” He is also, for instance, termed a “kike pimp” (Cifit gidi)** and a “Yid

Gypsy” (Cehiid Cenganesi),’® taking advantage of the Islamic tradition’s long history of
negative characterizations of Jews,**® with the “Yid Gypsy” example doubly otherizing
Nef'1 much as Nef T himself had otherized Giirci Mehmed Pasha by terming him a

“pigherder of a Georgian Armenian Laz Gypsy” (foyuz ¢cobani Giirci Ermenisi Lazki

685 «“Nef'T yaven anlamazsin sdylediigiin yavenin | ma rifetden okumakdan yazmadan bi-ganesin”; TUNEK
TY 511, 88a.

6% JTUNEK TY 3004, 48b.

7 Ibid.

%% See Norman Arthur Stillman, “Yahid,” EF, Vol. 11, 240-241.
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Cengdm').689 In another instance, ‘Ata’1 states that anyone who sees Nef'1’s
aforementioned “coal-rat face” will react by saying to him, “you’re a Shiite, or Chinese,
or some outcast Gypsy” (Rafizi ya Cinisin ya gurbet-i Cenganesin).**® Just as with
Nef'1T’s concatenation of othering terms for Giirci Mehmed Pasha, here “Ata’1 utilizes
carefully chosen weapons from the invective arsenal to paint a picture of his target as
someone beyond the pale. The “Gypsy” appellation—here modified with the adjective
gurbet, which in this case may refer simultaneously either to an unaccustomed physical
appearance or to the idea of being cast out or exiled—has already been covered above.
The “Chinese” (Cini) appellation appears to be used as a negatively charged exotic
element: while the Ottoman poetic tradition, following the Persian, sometimes used the
Chinese as one of the types of exotic beauty,”"' the invective context in question here
makes any such positive charge highly unlikely. Finally, the hemistich refers to Nef'1 as
a Rafidi (Rafizi), here translated as “Shiite.” While this term strictly denotes a follower
of so-called Twelver Shiism, etymologically it means “one who rejects” and, though
initially a derogative that evolved among opposed Shiite groups, it came to serve as a
general derogative for Shiites among Sunni Muslims as well.*”* In this sense, it once
again shows ‘Ata’1 casting doubt on Nef'1’s identity as an “orthodox” Sunni Muslim

conforming to the Ottoman identity of the center.

Y ULLWCO 662, 2b

%0 TUNEK TY 511, 88a. Note that gurbet is read incorrectly as ‘uzbet (“celibacy”) in Hikmet Feridun
Giiven, “Klasik Tiirk Siirinde Hiciv”’ (Ph.D. dissertation, Gazi University, 1997), 147.

%! See Djalal Khaleghi-Motlagh, “Chinese-Iranian Relations X: China in Medieval Persian Literature,”
Encyclopeedia Iranica, December 15, 1991. http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/chinese-iranian-x.

92 See Etan Kohlberg, “Al-Rafida,” EF, Vol. 8, 386-389 and Ahmet Yasar Ocak, “Tiirk Heterodoksi
Tarihinde ‘Zindik,” ‘Harici,” ‘Réafizi,” ‘Miilhid’ ve ‘Ehl-i Bid’at’ Terimlerine Dair Baz1 Diisiinceler,” Tarih
Enstitiisti Dergisi XII (1981-1982), 514-516.
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In “Ata’T’s discourse, as well as Riyaz1’s, the representatives of this center’s poetic
culture were, of course, themselves and their cohorts. It was this coterie of ‘alim-
littérateurs who envisioned and presented themselves as the poetic orthodoxy and as the
standard bearers of the Ottoman iteration of the Islamicate poetic tradition. This was
something ‘Ata’1 had made clear in the introductory material to his ‘Alemniima, as
discussed above, but it was also integral to the argument mounted against Nef'T in his
invectives. Just as in the case of Riyazi’s invectives, with their denigration of Nef'1’s
“fresh tongue,” so too in ‘Ata’'1’s do we see him building a list of Nef'1’s faults in terms
of poetic approach and performance—which, given that these faults are consistently
paired with aspersions on Nef'1T’s identity, transforms this corpus from a narrowly
cultural attack to a broader sociocultural one. This is especially apparent in the following

quatrain:

hey Nef1, we know well the land of the fortress of beauty | henceforth we must
expose you to the people of culture (yaran) || for you’re a catamite, you converted
Armenian pimp | it’s the poets’ compliment to call you a Gypsy®”

The string of insults animating the second distich here—which, interestingly, sets up a
hierarchy in which “Gypsy” is effectively the best of the worst—is specifically framed
in terms of the first distich’s implied poetic community. Whatever he may claim to the
contrary, it is not Nef'1 but rather “we” (biz), presumably the coterie of ‘@lim-littérateurs
with whom ‘Ata’1 associated, who understand poetry—i.e., “the land of the fortress of

beauty” (hiisn kal ‘asi semti)—and thus “we” who represent the standard or orthodoxy of

6% “biz hiisn kal ‘as1 semtin biliiriiz ey Nef'T | lazim old1 seni simdengerii yarana démek || ¢iin civansin sen
eya Ermeni’den donme gidi | iltifat-1 su‘aradir sana Cengane démek™; IUNEK TY 3004, 49a.
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the Ottoman tradition. In this manner, ‘Ata’1 explicitly articulates his own group as the

guardians of that tradition, with Nef'1 the would-be usurper thus framed as “heterodox.”

Exactly what that heterodoxy consists of is hinted at in other invectives and involves

primarily the same aggressive self-promotion and grandiose claims of excellence that
had irked Riyazi to the point of calling for Nef'1’s execution. Thus, the same quatrain
that mentions Nef'1’s “Gypsy” essence and “coal ax” disposition also declares, “he

should not praise himself saying, ‘The sword of my tongue!”,”%*

a collocation (#ig-i and
the alternative semsir-i zeban) that is used abundantly in Nef'1’s divan of collected
poems.®” In another invective—namely, the one in which he terms his target a “kike
pimp,” in addition to once again attacking his honor ( ird) by stating, “everyone’s busy

fucking your wife right before your eyes”*

— Ata’1 takes aim at Nef'T’s penchant for
engaging in invective: “hey, Nef'1 with the Gypsy face, hold your tongue! | why do you
pursue everyone and eat all the shit you find?”®®” The phrase used here, buldig: boki
yeémek (“eat the shit one finds”), is—as was also the case with its use in a poem by
Riyazi examined above—meant to signify both that Nef'1 is a catamite and that his

constant stream of invective is so far out of order that he is making a laughingstock of

himself.

This latter claim echoes the later historian Na‘Tma’s claim that writing “invective is a

deplorable and shameful act, and to expend one’s creativity and time on it is especially

694 “medh édiip kendisini tig-i zebanim démesiin”; ibid.

695 See, e.g., Nef'1, [Divan], 3, 10, 18, 22, 23, 24, 27, etc. 1t is also worth noting that ‘Ata’1 himself did not
exactly shy away from the term, as it appears in his divan as well; see Nev‘1zade ‘Ata’1, Divan, [kaside
#11, #12].

6% “her kisi goziin 6niinde karm1 sikmededir”; IUNEK TY 3004, 48b.

597 «dilini tutsana ey Nef'1-i Cengane-lika | buldigin bok1 yémek herkese ardinca neden; ibid.
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reprehensible and improper.”®”® Nevertheless, the fact that ‘Ata’1 is here, as was Riyazi,
fighting fire with fire—i.e., using invective against invective, thereby providing an emic
view as opposed to Na‘Tma’s etic one—tells us a good deal about poets’ own attitude
toward invective. This seems especially true when considered in the light of Katib
Celebi’s claim that Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza was “held in esteem by the wits of Anatolia
because it is agreeable to their sinister temperament.”®” It was clearly not Nef T’s
language or approach per se that was galling to poets like ‘Ata’1 or Riyazi, who
employed essentially the same discourse against him as he used against them and others.
This was to be expected, as the only possible responses on the part of poets to Nef'1’s
attacks would be the high road of silence—a route that was largely followed by ‘Abdu’l-
ganizade Mehmed (NadirT), as the next section will show—or the confrontational path of
answering back. The confrontational path, as the multiplicity of responses to Nef'1’s
invective show, was not seen as an act that must be avoided. Thus, the problem was not
Nef'T’s invective itself, but rather the person who was producing that invective and the
claims this person was making with that invective. This is why the quatrain that sets off
the “we” who are familiar with poetry continues with the assertion that it is “our” duty to
“expose [Nef 1] to the people of culture” (yaran); in other words, not only to attack his
poetry and poetic claims, but also to essentially call a spade a spade and slander him as a
“Gypsy,” a “Jewish Gypsy,” a “Jewish pimp,” an “Armenian pimp,” and so on—briefly,
to ostracize him via otherization from the(ir) imagined community of representatives of

the elite Ottoman sociocultural tradition.

% Na‘ima, Tarih, Vol. 2, 800.
699 Katib Celebi, Lexicon Bibliographicum et Encyclopaedicum, Vol. 3, 631-632.
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The particular means of otherizing Nef'1, especially in “Ata’T’s invectives, proves to be
especially revealing of early 17th-century sociocultural tensions and realities. Ottoman
and, more broadly, Islamicate invective had always made liberal use, for example, of
sexual slander to demasculinize and thereby figuratively disempower its target: by
verbally depicting a male poet—and it was almost always male—as a pimp (i.e., one
who prostitutes his wife), a catamite (i.e., the young and less powerful, penetrated half of
a pederastic relationship), or even directly as a woman (as will be seen in the following
section with Nef'1’s invectives against Nadir1), the producer of a given invective
achieved the upper hand by attacking the target’s imputed sexual practices and/or gender
identification. Yet the denigration of a Muslim target in terms based on their
ethnoreligious identity (i.e., in Ottoman terms, their millet), religious affiliation, place of
origin, and social “class” (for lack of a better term) was a phenomenon little seen before
the early 17th century.”® There is one quatrain by ‘Ata’1 that makes the terms of his

objection to Nef'1 particularly clear:

your invective has made you infamous in the city of Istanbul | Nef'1, excuse your
actions, you’re an obdurate catamite || nothing is known of either your millet or your
madhhab (i.e., school of Islamic jurisprudence) | if you’re not a catamite, pimp, or
pander, then what the hell are you?”*"'
The quatrain begins with a declaration that Nef'1, by ceaselessly engaging in invective,
has overstepped his bounds and disgraced himself, going on to demand that he offer up

apologies or repent for his behavior. But then, in the second distich, again ‘Ata’1

indicates that at least part of the problem lies in Nef'T’s origins: his millet is unknown, as

% For a consideration of this matter with examples, see Ambros, ““The Other’,” especially 95-96.
701 “sihre-i sehr-i Sitenbiil eyledi hicvin seni | NefTya ma‘zir tut vaz‘i kati hizanesin || milletin hem
mezhebin bilinmedi gitdi senin | pust degil gidi degil pazenk degilsin ya nesin”; [IUNEK TY 511, 88a.
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is his affiliation to one of the four schools of Islamic jurisprudence. Nef'1 is an unknown
quantity—in short, a nobody. The fundamental problem with Nef'1, as related by
‘Ata’T’s discourse, is that he comes from bad stock, and he certainly is not one of the
coterie of western Anatolian ‘a/im-littérateurs who saw themselves as the guardians of
Ottoman poetic culture in the early 17th century. He is, in a word, an “outsider” (ecnebi)
whose very identity as such makes him, in the terms of ‘Ata’1’s discourse, unqualified to
join the orthodox poetic community of true yaran—and yet he has the gall to attack

them unceasingly and unsparingly by way of invective verse.

For his part, though Nef'1 might slander ‘Ata’'1’s lineage through denigration of his
father, it was impossible for him to attack him—a scholar and judge, son of a scholar
and judge—as an outsider. Thus, the focus of his attacks centered on two primary areas:
firstly, “Ata’1T’s imputed lack of qualification for his vocation; and secondly,
demasculinization via sexual slander. One example of the first method of attack was
already seen earlier, with Nef'T’s reference to “Ata’1 inheriting gibberish from his father;
that is, to his being a poor poet. Another quatrain of Nef'T’s boasts that, since he is the

superior poet, he has already bested ‘Ata’1 in the battle of invective and will do so again:

that catamite Nev ‘1zade passes himself off as a poet to me | even as he eats up all
sorts of nonsense yet again, he’s fucked || I've [already] turned his ass to his mouth

with invective’s penis | he can say nothing, and if he does he’ll eat shit, he’s
fucked””?

702 “Nev‘izade o kekez hem bize sa‘ir geginiir | hem yine herzeyi sozde kati ¢ok yer sikiliir || kir-i hicv ile
g6tin agzina dondiirdiim aniy | dahi s6z sdyleyemez sdylese bok yér sikiliir”; ibid., 21a.

299



>—y

But in denigrating ‘Ata’'T’s talents, Nef'1 did not confine himself to the field of poetry,
even attacking him in regards to his position as a representative of the ulema and a

judge. Thus, one quatrain reads as follows:

Nev ‘1zade, how can you serve as a judge? you who | know nothing of Sharia matters,
you pimp, nothing at all! || would those who fucked you in the ass find it full of shit
at first? | if so, then [surely] you know the matter of washing after defecation
(istinca)’™

For Nef‘i—a bureaucrat who, in ‘Ata’1T’s view, was a provincial parvenu—to attack

‘Ata’1 on the basis of his qualifications (or lack thereof) as a scholar and judge, and in

such harsh terms, was particularly aggressive.

The quatrain just quoted deals, in addition to lambasting ‘Ata’1’s imputed lack of
qualifications as a judge, with Nef'1T’s second common point of attack against him;
namely, sexual slander. Many of these, six all told, depict “Ata’T as the passive sexual
partner, and even as the young boy catamite, ** of a certain Siitiirleb (“Camel Lips™). I
have been unable to determine the identity of this Siitiirleb; however, given that Nef'1’s
invectives sometimes call him by the title beg, it is clear that he was a member of the
administrative branch of the Ottoman hierarchy, rather than being an ‘alim. In fact, one

quatrain makes explicit, if mocking, reference to this:

703 «“Nev‘izade nice kazilig édersin sen kim | ser T bir mes’ele bilmezsin eya pust asla || evvela bokli bulur
miydi sikenler gotini | olsa ma‘limiy eger mes’ele-i istinca”; ibid., 21a.

704 Thus, in the long kit ‘@ mentioned earlier, the distichs: “who would fuck a giant like you [i.e., ‘Ata’1],
let donkeys fuck you | o [you] catamite, my member is not like Siitiirleb’s prick, you know || if your ass is
itching again, Camel Lips is ready, you know | not every member is suitable for such a raw hairless ass [as
yours], you know” (kim siker sencileyin divi esekler siksiin | a kekez hadisemiz kir-i Siitiirleb degil e ||
gicidiyse biiziigiin yine Siitiirleb hazwr e | 6yle taslak gote her hadise enseb degil e); ibid., 14b.
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hey, Camel Lips Beg! o Governor of Slosh-slosh!”® | let’s say you’ve made a habit
of fucking very important people || why, thanks to Nev‘izade, don’t you do some
invective, too? | how grand it is for you to fuck a poet!”®

While this is directed primarily at Siitiirleb, insinuating between the lines that he is
something of a social climber, it nonetheless mocks “Ata’1 not simply through depicting
him as the (potential) passive partner, but also through the sarcastic use of the words
“very important people” (ekdbir) and “poet” (sa ir), implying that “Ata’1is in fact
neither. Furthermore, given that Siitiirleb is depicted as being honored by this
opportunity, a hierarchy is implicitly set up wherein the religiojudicial branch that ‘Ata’1
represents is on a higher plane than the administrative branch. Even so, if we consider
the mockery inherent in ekdbir and sa ir—almost as if they were within scare quotes—
then the quatrain can also be read as a subtle dig on “Ata’T’s pretensions as a poet and

even his insignificance as a judge of middling rank.

There are two more sexually-based quatrains Nef'1 directed at “Ata’1 that pair him not
with someone like Siitiirleb, whoever he may have been, but rather with other members
of the group of ‘alim-littérateurs with whom he associated. The first pairs him with
Kafzade Fa’iz1:
Nev ‘1zade, first you and Kafogl will be fucked [together] | how dare you pass
yourselves off as poets and say a quatrain against me? || now [ will press such a cock

in your ass that they’ll say | “The heavens struck one great blow on those catamites’
»707
asses

7% The phrase used here is or hor, an onomatopoeiac term for moving water or water being drunk. Here,
while it may refer to gluttony on the part of Siitiirleb, it likely has sexual connotations as well.

706 «“ey Siitiirleb Bég eya mir-i liva-y1 horhor | ‘adet olmus tutalim sana ekabir sikmek || Nev zade sebeb ile
n’ola girsey hicve | ne bala idi senin basima sa‘ir sikmek”; IUNEK TY 511, 78b.

07 «Nev‘izade sen [ile] evvel sikiliir Kafogl | ne démekdir bize sa‘ir geginiip kit'a démek || ben de bir sik
basayin gotigize kim déyeler | kekezati[n] gotine yek selken urdi felek”; ULLWCO 662, 21a.
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Here, of course, because he is mounting a threat against both men for producing
invective against them, it is Nef'1 himself who is the active partner in the imagined
sexual power scenario, stating in effect that he will rebalance the situation by
lampooning them and, in the process, demasculinizing them—but this threat itself is

performative.

While such performative invective is rather standard in the tradition, what is of special
interest here is the clues that it provides about how invective was practiced against Nef'1
at this time. The first distich strongly implies that both ‘Ata’1 and Fa'izi themselves
produced invectives around the same time, which in turn opens up the possibility that
there was, to some extent, a semi-organized effort among this group of poets to attack
Nef'1 and destroy his reputation. In return, then, Nef'1T’s invective would occasionally
target them in pairs, thereby marking them off as a specific clique and, in a sense,
picking them off two by two rather than one by one. Another, albeit somewhat different,

example of this method is the following quatrain:

Nev 1zade got all heated up like a catamite and put one out [i.e., an invective]| where
| right away he put the tax of sodomy on me again || I would be no man if I didn’t
transform his ass, | with a blow from invective’s penis, into Kirli Nigar’s vagina’*®

This is another response to an invective in which ‘Ata’1 sexually slandered Nef'1, and is
a performative boast and threat more than a direct attack, stating that he will effectively
castrate ‘Ata’1 with what he will produce against him. In this case, however, there is a

metareference to another set of invectives by Nef'1; namely, those against Kirli Nigar.

708 «“germ olup hizane bir vaz* étdi Nev ‘Tzade kim | dér démez koydi bizi yine livata harcina || ben de na-

merdim eger dondiirmez isem kiinin1 | darb-1 kir-i hicv ile Kirli Nigar’iy fercine”; TUNEK TY 511, 78b.
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This is an epithet meaning, effectively, “the beautiful woman (Nigdr) with a penis
(Kirli),” and was the name Nef'T applied consistently to the topic of the next section,
‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed Efendi, whose pen name was NadirT and who, in terms of his
rank within the religiojudicial hierarchy, was the most powerful member of the group of

‘alim-littérateurs with whom ‘Ata’1 associated.

5.3 ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (NadirT)

NadirT was the son of ‘Abdu’l-gani Efendi (d. 1587), who held prestigious posts as the
chief judge of Damascus, Cairo, and Istanbul, in addition to being an author and poet.
Born in Istanbul in 1572, NadirT was initially educated by his father and then the
influential Sa‘de’d-din Efendi, from whom he graduated in 1591. He steadily advanced
up the madrasa teaching hierarchy and, in 1602, was about to enter into the judiciary via
an appointment as the chief judge of Thessalonica when the posting was officially
stopped at the behest of the grand vizier, Yémis¢i Hasan Pasha (d. 1603): the grand
vizier had developed a grievance with and twice would dismiss the grand mufti Sun‘u’l-
lah Efendi (1553-1612), who happened to be Nadirt’s father-in-law, and the aspiring
judge’s way was blocked by Hasan Pasha as a show of spite.”” After Hasan Pasha’s
deposition and execution in October 1603, Nadiri, still unemployed, wrote a chronogram
to mark the occasion: “Hasan’s deposition is agreeable and his execution approved | so
let there be the chronogram, “Yémisci’s execution is the best.””’'’ Nadir subsequently

utilized a rather calculated program of pleading panegyrics to get himself reinstated in

"% Mehmed b. Mehmed, “Nuhbetii’t-Tevarih ve’l-Ahbar ve Tarih-i Al-i Osman,” 96 [Tarih-i al-i
‘Osmanl; cf- Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Hada iku’l-Haka ik, Vol. 2, 1730.

7o “Hasan’un ‘azli hasen katli dahi1 miistahsen | diisse tarthi n’ola katl-i Yémis¢i ahsen”; ‘Abdu’l-ganizade
Mehmed (NadirT) Efendi, “Divani ve Seh-namesi,” 294.
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Thessalonica in March 1604.”"! From this point on, he would proceed to advance
steadily up the judiciary hierarchy until, in September/October 1612, he was appointed
as the chief judge of the Asian provinces,”'? one of the the most prestigious positions in

the ilmiyye hierarchy.

Given his high status within this hierarchy as well as the poetry he had been producing

since at least the 1590s, and considering what was seen in the previous section regarding
Nef'1’s approach toward Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’1, it should come as no surprise that NadirT was
attacked by Nef'1 on the very same grounds. Perhaps the most concise summation of this

is the following quatrain:

if the son of Gani says, ‘I’m a man of knowledge, I’'m a poet’ | if he unequivocally
proves what he says, then all is well || [but] if he has knowledge, why doesn’t his
Qur’anic commentary come out? | if he’s a poet, what the hell is that nonsense poetry
full of foolishness?’"

As in some of the invectives against ‘Ata’1, this is what might—along the lines of the
term “rhetorical question”—be called a rhetorical challenge: the target, in the eyes of the
aggressor, 1s already defeated beforehand, since within Nef'1’s discourse it is a given

714

that he is neither a scholar nor a poet.” ™ The Qur’anic commentary mentioned in the

' Nev'izade ‘Ata’1, Hadd 'iku’l-Haka ik, Vol. 2, 1730—1731. For the panegyrics in question, see ‘Abdu’l-
ganizade Mehmed (Nadir1) Efendi, “Divani ve Seh-namesi,” 167-169, 191-193, and 194-195.

"> Nev‘izade ‘Ata'1, Hada iku’l-Haka'ik, Vol. 2, 1731.

713 “ghl-i ‘ilmim §a‘irim dérse eger ibn-i Gani | hos kabiil étdin s6zin isbat éderse bi-hilaf || ‘ilmi var ise
niciin tefsiri cikmaz ortaya | sa‘ir ise ya nedir ol yave si r-i piir-giizaf”’; [IUNEK TY 511, 75b.

714 A similar distich from the long kit ‘a directed at Nev‘1zade ‘Ata’1 and several others in his circle, which
was mentioned in the previous section, addresses NadirT’s divan of collected poems: “if he says, ‘I’'m a
poet,” [then] prove that skill to a poet [i.e., to Nef'1] | a divan isn’t put together just from nasta lig
calligraphy, you know” (sa ‘irim dérse eger sd ‘ire isbat-1 hiiner | hatt-1 ta ‘I[1)k ile divan miiretteb degil e);
ULLWCO 662, 15a. The reference to fa lig refers to the nasta lig style of calligraphy, a cursive style that
was developed in Persia. NadirT’s divan began to be put together at an early date and exists in several early
recensions that Nef'1 could well have been aware of, including a copy illustrated with miniatures, for
which see Degirmenci, Iktidar Oyunlari, 153—171.
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third hemistich is a reference to Nadir1’s attempt to gloss the earlier Qur’anic
commentary (fafsir) of the medieval scholar Nasir al-Din al-Baydaw1 (d. c¢. 1286), which
was entitled Anwar al-tanzil wa asrar al-ta 'wil (The Lights of Revelation and the
Secrets of Interpretation).’'” Nadiri’s father had also begun to gloss this standard
commentary, and his son’s plan was to add his own glosses to his father’s to complete
the work—yet, as Nef T’s invective points out, he never managed to finish it.”'® The
same point was also made in Nef'T’s second invective against the grand vizier Giirct
Mehmed Pasha, where, as mentioned in Chapter 4, he inserted a long invective against
NadirT into the piece against the grand vizier because he believed NadirT had pressured
Mehmed Pasha to try to have a fatwa for his execution issued. There, Nef'1 writes: “it’s
been over fifteen years that whore’s been writing his commentary | has even one person

seen even one letter of it, you dog?”""’

Similarly, in the long invective kit ‘a that Nef T produced against ‘Ata’1 and those in his
circle, as mentioned in the previous section, when the subject turns to Nadiri’'® his

claims and qualifications as a scholar and a judge are directly denied:

if he says, “I’m a man of knowledge [i.e., an ‘alim],” he can have his damned
knowledge | other people of the word (erbdab-i suhen) are not ignorant of ink, you

715 See James Robson, “Al-Baydawi,” EF,Vol. 1, 1129.

71 Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Hada iku’l-Haka'ik, Vol. 2, 1733.

717 «kahpe on bes seneyi gecdi ki tefsir yazar | hig bir harfini gérmiis mii bir adam a kopek” ULLWCO
662, 8a.

78 Though this invective begins with Nev‘izade ‘Ata’T, it is labeled under the rubric Der hakk-1 cumhir,
Nev Tzade ve nicesi (“On everyone, Nev‘1zade and many more”), with the mention of ‘Ata’T added later in
a different hand. The subject switches to NadirT in the tenth distich, where the word kahpe (“whore”) is
used; in Nef'T’s invective vocabulary, this epithet is used almost exclusively to refer to Nadiri, for reasons
that will be discussed below.
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know || if he says, “I’m a judge,” what courts of law need | isn’t some drunken pretty
boy and a glass filled to the brim, you know’"”

Here, it is not only his intellectual fitness for a religiojudicial post that is called into
question, but his moral fitness as well, terming him a drunk (bade-kes; literally, “wine
drinker”) and a “pretty boy” (dilber), with the latter implying sexual deviance by hinting

that he is a catamite.

While such imputed moral degeneracy is, on one level, a way of feeding slander into the
rumor mill, another quatrain against NadirT hints that he may in fact have been involved
in some variety of scandal:

hey, you whore Kirli!"** don’t think my invective’s in vain | what the hell, you

betrayed the canonically lawful fatwa || come and see my temperament’s connection

with God’s divine power | through invective he has taken Sharia’s wrath out on

721
you

What the nature of NadirT’s “betrayal” (ihanet) may have been remains uncertain, but
this incident appears to have taken place in the summer of the year 1614, when he was
removed from his position as the chief judge for the Asian provinces.”*” In a panegyric
that NadirT addressed to Sultan Ahmed I at this time, he writes:

o shah of shahs, cast the gaze of mercy upon your servant | do not believe [my]

enemies, in the name of God the unparalleled || I committed no treachery whatsoever
in serving you | the majesty of God the Just is witness to this claim || the wheel of fate

719 «ehl-i ‘ilmim dér ise basina ¢alsun ‘ilmin | sa’ir erbab-1 suhen cehl-i miirekkeb degil e || kadiyim derse

eger mahkemeye 1azim olan | dilber-i bade-kes ii cam-1 lebaleb degil e”; ibid., 14b.

29 Nef T’s previously mentioned epithet of “Kirli (Nigar)” for NadirT will be discussed below.

72! “bi-hiide sanma hicvimi ey Kirli fahise | fetva-y1 ser‘e n’eydi senin ol ihanetin || gor tab‘imuy ‘alakasini
feyz-i Hakk’la | hicv ile ald1 kinini senden ser atiy”; IUNEK TY 511, 74b.

7% Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Hada iku’l-Haka'ik, Vol. 2, 1731.
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has fettered my virtue to the steed of my disposition | is it any wonder that a lowly ass
has passed me by?’*

While NefT’s quatrain quoted above refers to a betrayal of Sharia law, implying that
something moral was involved, other invective quatrains by Nef'1 allude to more serious
political treachery. These allusions center around Mehmed Efendi (d. 1622/23), known
as ‘Itr1, a man from Shiraz in the Safavid Empire who served as NadirT’s amanuensis due
to the fact that his calligraphy was very fine.”** As might be expected given what we
know of Nef'1’s invective discourse by now, several of his pieces targeting NadirT and
‘ItrT together focus on sex and the power involved therein, depicting the former as the

passive partner and the latter as the active:
hey, you whore Kirli! are your cunt and ass itching again?’** | what happened to your
boys? did their cocks break? || forget about lusting after their dicks and hammers,

since that heretic | ‘Ttri’s syphilitic balls are enough for you'*°

Here, the epithet K7rli, meaning “possessed of a penis,” is used. Elsewhere,””’ as already

seen at the end of the previous section, this epithet is given in its full form as Kir/i

723 “sehengeha kuluna eyle merhamet nazarin | inanma hasma bi-hakk[in] Huda-y1 bi-hem-ta || hiyanet

eylemediim hidmetiinde zerre kadar | cenab-1 hazret-i Hakk’dur bu miidde‘aya giiva || semend-i tab ‘uma
carh étdi fazlumi pa-bend | “aceb degiil beni gegdiyse bir har-1 edna”; ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (NadirT)
Efendi, “Divani ve Seh-namesi,” 144.

724 Mehmed Riza, Tezkiresi, 122.

72 The reference to itching (gicimek) refers to the theory in medieval Islamicate medicine that the urge to
be sodomized is the result of being born with the testicles inside the body, which causes an itch in the anus
that, in turn, creates the sense that anal penetration will soothe the itch. This theory was first put forward
in embryonic form by the physician Muhammad ibn Zakariyya al-Razi (d. 925), but was most extensively
explored by the scholar al-Tifasht (1184—1253) in his book Rujii * al-shaykh ila sibah fi’l-quwwa ‘ala’l-
bah (The Rejuvenation of the Old Man in His Powers of Copulation); see Ahmad b. Ytsuf al-QaysT al-
Tifashi, Les délices des coeurs; ou, ce que [’on ne trouve en aucun livre, ed. and trans. René R. Khawam
(Paris: Phebus, 1981), 258-259.

726 “ey Kirli kahpe ger gicidiyse amun gotin | oglanlari kirildi m1 n’oldi yaraklari || ko hirs-1 kiri balyosi
zira yeter sana | ‘Itr1-i miilhidin o Firengl tasaklar1”; ULLWCO 662, 17a.

727 An example of this is another quatrain in which Nadirf is again indirectly (i.e., through sexual
association) accused of treachery, this time with Celall rebels: “when the Celall boy mounted Kirli Nigar |
his long dick in his hand was enough of a lance for him || he thrust it in his ass and pulled it out his vagina
| and his underpants flew as a flag atop that lance” (binince Kirli Nigdar’'a Celali oglani | elinde kir-i diraz
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Nigadr."™® The Persian word nigdr refers etymologically to sight or observation, but in
poetry came to mean a portrait or idol and, by extension, a beautiful person, either a
young boy or a female. Yet as a name, which is how Nef'T employs it, it refers to a
woman. Thus, the epithet Kirli Nigar demasculinizes NadirT as, essentially, a woman
who happens to have a penis, although—as in the quatrain just quoted—Nef'1 refers

exclusively to this character’s vagina and anus as sexual loci.

To return to that quatrain, on the one hand it alludes to the others in that coterie of ‘alim-
littérateurs with whom NadirT associated, referring to them as “your boys” (oglanlar)
and severely disempowering him by suggesting that he is their catamite, despite the fact
that, in terms of actual status in the 7/miyye, Nadir1 was by far the most powerful among
them. But more significantly, the quatrain suggests that these “boys” have abandoned
Nadiri, at least for the time being. This is likely because the rumors of treachery
mentioned above have begun to swirl around him, causing them to temporarily
disassociate themselves from him—and the reason for those rumors is Nadiri’s

amanuensis ‘Itr1, with whom he is close but who comes from Safavid territory.

In this quatrain, the accusation of treachery is veiled, residing only in the description of
‘Itr1 as a “heretic” (miilhid; i.e., a Shiite). Another quatrain, though, is significantly more

direct:

yeter ana mizrak || sokup gotine ¢ikardikca ani fercinden | toni o mizragiy olur ucinda bir bayrak);
IUNEK TY 511, 73b.

72 For the identification of “Kirli Nigar” as Nadiri, see Halil Erdogan Cengiz, “Nef’i’nin Kirli Nigar1,”
Tarih ve Toplum 16, n0. 93 (1991): 39-43 [167-171].
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now some whorish woman poet [i.e., Nadiri] has appeared in Riim | for his pander is
a Persian spy || no such whore will ever be seen again | for his penetrated ass is his
inverse vagina'*’

‘ItrT is here directly named as a “Persian spy” ( ‘Acem casiist), and by presenting him
within that context as the “whore” (kahpe) Nadir1’s “pander” (pazenk), Nef'1 quite
clearly implies that ‘ItrT has prostituted him to the Safavids; i.e., that NadirT is serving

not the Sunni Ottoman cause, but the Shiite Safavid one.

Whether Nef'1 was one of the “enemies” (hasm) referred to by NadirT in his 1614
panegyric to Sultan Ahmed is impossible to determine with certainty, but given Nef'1’s
relative closeness to the sultan at this time—not to mention the fact that around the same
period he was utilizing invective to help bring about the eventual downfall of the chief
treasurer Etmek¢izade Ahmed—it is a distinct possibility. In any case, Nadir1’s plea to
the sultan was not entirely heeded: in February 1615, he was granted the right to the
revenues of the judicial district of Provadia in Varna—but he was granted no post. Thus,
he again produced a panegyric to Sultan Ahmed toward the end of the latter’s reign,

where he wrote:

God knows I have committed no sin deserving of punishment | but hostile people
have made accusations || [my] Qur’anic commentary is being written in your honored
name | is it not strange for them to call me a second-rate judge? || observe my virtue,
my sovereign, and take pity [on me] | do not forget your servant, do not make his
weeping eyes cry

72 “s3‘ire bir kahpe peyda oldi simdi Ram’da | kim ana pazenk olan zira ‘Acem casiisidir || boyle bir gayr-

1 miikerrer fahise olmaz dahi | kiin-1 me’biin1 aniy zira kiis-i ma‘kaisidir”; ULLWCO 662, 16b; emphasis
added.

3% “Huda biliir ki seza-y1 ceza giinahum yok | egergi ehl-i garaz étdi nige bithtan: || yazilmak iizrediir ism-i
serifige tefsir | ‘aceb degiil baga dérlerse kadi-yi sani || kemal[-1] fazluma bak sefkat eyle hiinkarum |
unutma bendeni aglatma ¢esm-i giryani1”; ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (NadirT) Efendi, “Divani ve Seh-
namesi,” 149.
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One can certainly imagine that Nef 1 was among the “hostile people” (ehl-i garaz) of
whom NadirT complains here. Furthermore, the fact that he directly uses his unfinished
Qur’anic commentary and his status as a judge as a shield goes some way to explaining
Nef1T’s mockery of NadirT’s inability to finish the commentary and of his unfitness for

the judiciary.

Sultan Ahmed still did not permit NadirT to be granted a post, and after his death in
November 1617, with the ascension to the throne of Mustafa I, he wrote another
panegyric pleading for the favor (iltifat) of a post’>'—to no effect. Thus, several months
later when ‘Osman II was made sultan as a result of a palace coup in February 1618,
came another panegyric imploring, “NadirT, your aged slave, is your hereditary servant |

2”732 This appears to

would it be so wrong for you to free him from the chains of trouble
have created, or to have had an influence in bringing about, the desired effect, as Nadir1
was reinstated to his post of chief judge of the Asian provinces in October 1618.”** He

would continue to serve at significant posts for several years, until his death in February

1626.7%

If indeed, as seems probable, Nef'1’s invectives—not to mention whatever may have

been actually said in words and thus lost to history—played some part in Nadir1’s

735

temporary fall from grace, " then it serves as another example of how invective, in the

Bl See ibid., 151.

732 «“NadirT eski kulur bende-i mevriisundur | n’ola kurtarsan idi bend-i beladan an1”; ibid., 154.

33 Nev izade ‘Ata’1, Hadd 'iku’l-Hakd ik, Vol. 2, 1731.

% Ibid., 1732.

733 NadirT himself appears to have confined his responses to Nef'T primarily to his panegyrics. There is
only one invective he is known to have written against Nef'1, and that is more of a throwing in the towel—
one that he may, in fact, have produced as a word of caution to his ‘@lim-littérateur associates—than an
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environment within which it was produced and disseminated, functioned as an
instrumentalization of rumor. Nef'1 may not have just been whistling “Dixie” when he

stated, “don’t think my invective’s in vain.”"*°

5.4 Conclusion

Whether the ‘alim-littérateurs discussed in this chapter were working in any degree of
concert against Nef'T must remain an open question. Given their collaborations and
mutual influence in other poetic (as well as career) ventures, however, it is quite
plausible that they did do so. Perhaps more to the point, Nef'T himself perceived them as

doing so, as he made clear in one invective quatrain:
they all ganged up to lampoon me | they all ate a pile of shit, some openly and some
in secret || let them buy and sell their drivel, they’ll still eat shit | none of them are

worth a penny, those poetaster pimps’>’

While this might of course refer to others”® besides the ‘@lim-littérateur group, another

quatrain leaves little doubt that Nef'1 is referring exclusively to this group:

invective proper: “would one who is wise lampoon Nef‘T the shameless? | if you call him a pimp or a
catamite, he does not deny it || in short, the swords of the poets have become weak | he is truly a monster
and swords have no effect on him” (‘arif olan Nefi-i bi- ‘Grt hicv eyler mi hi¢ | pust dérsey ibne dérsey
kendi inkdr eylemez || ‘dciz oldi hasili semsir-i tab -1 ehl-i dil | giiyiya bir caneverdir tigler kdar eylemez);
IUNEK TY 3004, 49a. Incidentally, ineffectual as it may be, this invective does put the lie to Numan
Kiilekei’s claim that “[Nef'1’s] obscenities, invectives, and [black] humor have no presence in [the works
of] Nadiri.” ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (NadirT) Efendi, “Divan1 ve Seh-namesi,” 83.

736 «bi-hiide sanma hicvimi”; IUNEK TY 511, 74b.

37 «ittifak eylediler hep bizi hicv eylemege | kimi zahir kimi batin bir alay bok yédiler || ne alur var ne
satar yavelerin bok yérler | alay1 bir pula degmez miitesa‘ir gidiler”’; IUNEK TY 511, 79b.

38 Few poets outside of the group of ‘alim-littérateurs (i.e., Riyazi, Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Kafzade Fa'izi, etc.)
are known to have produced invectives against Nef'1, and none of them as extensively as, for instance,
Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1. Two of these others, ‘Anka and Vahdeti, will be discussed in Chapter 6. Another is Tiflt
(Ahmed Celebi) (d. 1659/60), a storyteller and entertainer (meddah) in the court of Sultan Murad IV, and a
fourth is Kesb1 (d. 1640), who was originally a scribe but later trained as a lecturer (miiderris) under
Yahya Efendi and so might be considered an ancillary member of the group. For their invectives, one
quatrain each, against Nef'T, see Agah Siurr1 Levend, Divan Edebiyati: Kelimeler ve Remizler, Mazmunlar
ve Mefhumlar (Istanbul: Inkilap Kitapevi, 1943), 511. For Tifli, see Bekir Cinar, ed. “T1fli Ahmed Celebi:
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God knows I am a servant and sacrifice to the people of knowledge (ekl-i ‘ilm; i.e.,

the ‘ulema) | hey catamites! go ahead and prove your knowledge then! || but you’ve
gone astray and wander the road of nonsense verse | you’ve fallen in an old toilet of
words and eaten shit”>’

This echoes Nef'1’s aforementioned statement against Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’1, “he can have his

damned knowledge,”"*

as well as those against NadirT where he asks the rhetorical
questions, “what is that ridiculous catamite’s knowledge and virtue anyhow?”*" and “if
he has knowledge, why doesn’t his Qur’anic commentary come out?”’* Now, though,
the claims are extended so as to cover the entire group, not merely daring them to prove
their knowledge of ‘i/m—and hence, questioning their ability to serve the Ottoman state
in the capacity of ‘a/ims—but also making it clear that he views these men as a

degradation in the quality of the ‘ulema, in addition to being poets unfit to continue the

Ottoman literary tradition.

This takes us back to Nef‘T’s mentor, Mustafa ‘Alf, who himself had some very choice
words about what he presented as happening to the Ottoman wulema. In the Nushatii’s-

selatin, he wrote:

[W]henever offices in [the 7/miyye] career, judiciary or scholastic positions, become
vacant, qualification and priorities are disregarded and the offices are not given to the
right person, for one says: “This one is one of such and such person’s men,” “This
one recommends himself as being the khdja of such and such pasha, whereas that one
is tainted with the blemish of industry and seclusion, and since he neglects the

Hayati, Edebi Sahsiyeti, Eserleri ve Divani’nin Tenkitli Metni” (Ph.D. dissertation, Firat University,
2000). For Kesbi, see Ismail Hakk1 Aksoyak, “Kesbi/Kisbi, Kesbi Mehmet Efendi,” Tiirk Edebiyati
Isimler Sozliigii, January 31, 2015. http://www.turkedebiyatiisimlersozlugu.com/
index.php?sayfa=detay&detay=6845.

739 “ehl-i ‘ilmiin kuli kurbamyiiz Allah biliir | ey kekezler hele siz ‘ilmiiniiz isbat édiniz || herze-gird-i reh-i
nazm oldiguz amma yol azup | diisdiniiz kohne hela-y1 suhene bok yédiniz”; ibid., 76b.

740 “hagina galsun ‘ilmin”; ULLWCO 662, 14b.

1 «syle yave kekezin ‘ilmi nedir fazlh nedir”; ibid., 8a.

42 «{Imi var ise niglin tefstri ¢ikmaz ortaya?”; IUNEK TY 511, 75b.
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occupation of visiting us (iis/izb-1 miilazemetiimiiz) the fulfillment of his wish is out of
[the] question.”*

This passage could as well be a summary of how Nef'T envisioned, or at least presented,
the ‘alim-littérateurs against whom he stood and who in turn stood against him. Mustafa
‘Al stresses how favoritism and/or nepotism have led to a decline in the intellectual and
moral standards of the ‘ulema, with the supposed decline in merit-based appointments
paving the way for people of inferior learning to enter the ranks of the madrasa system
and the judiciary. For ‘Alf, this in turn meant that even those ‘@lims of superior learning
had to neglect the pursuit of knowledge so as to protect their positions against this new
type of ‘alim:

[T]he frequent visits of the ‘ulema in the houses of the vezirs and their zeal in

wandering from reception to reception in order to prevent the ignorants from

overtaking them and becoming their superiors through the intercession of the great

detains them from their studies and prevents them from rising up through books and
744
works.

In regards to the clique of ‘alim-littérateurs lined up against Nef'1, their voluminous
writings indicate that they can hardly be said to have neglected studying and writing,
though they did concentrate primarily on verse rather than on works of scholarship per
se. But as Nef'T frames them, of course, they are not ‘alims of superior learning, but
rather the “ignorants” (ciikeld) against whom Mustafa ‘Alr’s fundamental complaint is

directed.

43 “[T]ariklarinda menasib u kaza vu medarise miite ‘allik meratib hall olundukca liyakat u istihkak

gozedilmeyup bu fiilana menstibdur ve bu flilan pasanuy hocaligiyla mergabdur, bu ise sugl u inziva ile
me ‘yiib ve lislib-1 miilazemetiimiizde taksir etmek ile hustil-1 merami mesliibdur diniliip mansablar ehline
vérilmemel[kte].” Mustafa ‘Ali, Counsel for Sultans, Vol. 1,75, 175. Translation by Andreas Tietze.

4« T]a’ife-i mezbireniiy [i.e., the ‘ulema] viizeraya kesret-i miilazemetleri ve ciihela ekabir vasitasiyla
bize tasaddiir ii tefevvuk étmesiin déyii kapu kapu gezmege muvazebetleri tevaggullerine mani’ ve asar u
tesanif ile tereffu‘larina dafi‘diir.” Ibid., 75, 174—175. Translation by Andreas Tietze.
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Such “ignorants” are described in some detail by the anonymous author of the Hirzu 'I-
miilik (Stronghold of the Kings), a work of advice literature that was roughly
contemporaneous with Mustafa ‘Ali’s Nushatii’s-selatin, apparently being intended for
presentation to Sultan Murad III (r. 1574—-1595): “The majority of the teachers in the
higher madrasas, having no allotment of knowledge or virtue and no renown for
perfection and wisdom, have become teachers through connections (intisab) or through
giving money or through being the son of a mullah, and lecturing and learning have been
done away with.””** The same author goes on to detail the fundamental problem that this

leads to:
The wonder is that now they appoint some ¢elebis [i.e., those who can read and write]
as teachers at the Madrasas of the Eight Courtyards and at 60-ak¢e madrasas solely
because of the esteem of their pedigree—“He is the son of so-and-so”—or owing to
their connections (intisab) with a great household. [The appointees], shamelessly and
knowing nothing at all of reading and writing [i.e., apart from basic literacy], strut
forward and say, “We teach,” coming and going with wrongheaded lies on their lips.
Can the salary they receive for this be lawful (helal)?”*®

We saw earlier, in Chapters 3 and 4, how much of the late 16th- and early 17th-century

advice literature, as well as Nef'1, evinced a deep concern with “outsiders” (ecnebi) of

various sorts entering into the Ottoman military and administrative hierarchy. With the

religiojudicial branch, however, the inclusive and theoretically egalitarian nature of the

madrasa education that lay at its foundation largely precluded complaints along these

745 « A1 medreselerde olan miiderris efendilerden ekseriniin ‘ilmi i faziletten behresi ve kemal ve ma rifet
ile sohresi yog-iken kimi intisabla ve kimi mal vérmegle ve kimi molla-zade olmagla miiderris olup ifade
ve istifade ber-taraf olmisdir.” Yiicel, Osmanli Devlet Tegkilati, 197. For more on the issue of the
addressee of the Hirzu '[-miiliik, see ibid., 148.

746« Acebdir ki simdiki zamanda: ‘Filan-zadedir’ déyii mahza seref-i nesebi hasebiyle ve yahiid bir ‘azim
asitaneye intisabi sebebiyle ba‘z1 ¢elebileri Semaniyye Medreseleri’ne ve altmis ak¢a medreselere
miiderris éderler. Anlar dahi1 utanmayup kat'a okumak yazmak ne édiigin bilmezler iken gahi ikdam ediip
varup: ‘Ders dériiz’ déyii yalan yanglis bir kag sz soyleyiip geliip giderler. Andan alduklar1 vazife helal
mudir?” Ibid., 197.
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lines. A careful consideration of the above passages from the Nushatii’s-selatin and
Hurzu’l-miiluk, for example, reveals that the perceived problem outlined there is not one
caused by an influx of “outsiders” strictly speaking. Instead, the degeneration of the
‘ulema that they describe results, on the contrary, from an influx of “insiders”: that is,
teaching positions at madrasas—which were the essential initial stepping stones to a
career in the judiciary—would be given not on the basis of knowledge and
accomplishment, but rather on the basis of whose son someone was, who someone was
connected to through intisab relations, or how much money someone was able to
procure to effectively buy a position.”*” This situation bears a distinct similarity, of
course, to the group of ‘alim-littérateurs to whom Nef'T stood opposed. In the final
analysis, the upshot of the argument laid out in the contemporary advice literature is that
favoritism and/or nepotism in the assignment of scholarly and judicial posts creates a
network of friends, acquaintances, and affiliates that is, somewhat paradoxically, ever
widening yet ever more insular: essentially, the ulema—or at least their upper echelons

4
178

in the capital of Istanbul ™"—were in danger of becoming a negative feedback loop.

Although he nowhere puts it in quite the same terms as Mustafa ‘Alf or the author of the
Hurzu’l-miiliik, this is one of the fundamental ideas underlying Nef'1’s invectives against
the ‘alim-littérateurs, and it emerges in the discourse and imagery that animate his verse.

We saw in the previous section, for example, how Nef'1 mocked NadirT when his

77 1t should not be thought that such complaints were new; see, e.g., Halil inalcik, “A Report on the
Corrupt Kadis under Bayezid 11,” Studia Ottomanica 47 (1997): 75-86.

78 For evidence that this was not the case at lower levels of the ‘ilmiyye hierarchy, see Denise Klein, Die
osmanischen Ulema des 17. Jahrhunderts: Eine geschlossene Gesellschaft? (Berlin: Klaus Schwarz
Verlag, 2007).
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associates were apparently unable to assist him during the period after he had been
dismissed as chief judge of the Asian provinces. Another quatrain by Nef'1 against
NadirT also takes on significance in the light of the former’s clash against the group of

which the latter was a part:

a few catamites gathered around Kirli Nigar | and pulled at their hair and curls
crying, “Why don’t you lampoon [Nef 1], too?” || yet they have come to war with a
sorcerous poet | [and] have been defeated by [my] sorcery like an army of witches’*’

It will be recalled that NadirT wrote only one invective against Nef 1, and that even that
seemed more in the nature of an admonition to his fellow ‘a/im-littérateurs than a direct
attack on Nef'1. Given this situation, this quatrain’s “a few catamites” (bir ka¢ kekez)
can only be interpreted as Nev ‘izade ‘Ata’1, Riyazi, Kafzade Fa'izi, and the rest, goading
him to join their efforts. Nef'1’s response is to allude all the way back to kija’’s, and
poetry’s, pre-Islamic origins in magical efficacy, as discussed in the introduction, to
declare that there is, in any case, nothing that the likes of them can do against the likes

of him.

Where Nef'1’s assault on the ‘alim-littérateurs rests on a sense of their lack of
qualifications and quality as well as their “insiderism,” their attacks on him are framed
in terms of his “outsiderism” as reflected in his origins as the son of a district governor
in eastern Anatolia, in his dark skin, and in what they saw as his imitation of
contemporary Persian poetry. As the discourse and imagery of their invectives against

Nef'1 evinces, this was a case of a provincial upstart—perhaps talented, perhaps not—

™ “cem" olup Kirli Nigar'iy bagina birkag kekez | sen de hicv ét déyii sagin piirgegin hep yoldilar ||

girdiler bir sa‘ir-i sahirle cenge ‘akibet | lesker-i cadii gibi sihr ile magliib oldilar”’; IUNEK TY 511, 75b.

316



poking his nose in where it was unwanted, even to the point of presuming to weigh in
not only on their status as poets, but on their qualifications as ‘alims as well. What is

more, he was doing this in an aggressively confrontational manner, and as a result the
invective battle that developed began to utilize weapons drawn from the sociocultural

armory.

What emerges, then, from a consideration of this portion of the early 17th-century
invective corpus is that what was at stake for those involved was nothing less than the
elite Ottoman sociocultural identity itself. It is in this regard that this corpus proves so
radically different from the “friendly” invectives of Zati, and even from the exchange of
invectives between Yahya Beg and Hayali discussed in the introduction, where the clash
was based in janissary-sipahi conflict and/or in Hayali’s own parvenu status: in both of
those cases, the invectives themselves neither reflect sociocultural clashes openly, for
the most part, nor do they take on burdens as broad as those seen in the clash between

Nef‘1 and the ‘alim-littérateurs.

From the perspective of the invectives produced by the latter, the Ottoman identity can
be envisioned of as a series of concentric circles with its sociocultural center in western
Anatolia and Rumelia (i.e., in Riim)"*" and invested in the circle of ‘@lim-littérateurs
who all hailed from that region, who knew and associated closely with one another and
their families, and who took related stances toward poetry and the poetic tradition. Their

group identity developed in accordance with such connections, and became identified by

7% The concepts of Riim and Riami—corresponding respectively to the Ottoman sociocultural (and, to a
lesser extent, geographical) center and those who represented it—will be discussed in more detail in the
following chapter.
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themselves with what it meant to be “Ottoman,” which in turn led to attempts to exclude
those who did not or would not fit, as evidenced not only by the invective corpus but
also by such canonization efforts as Kafzade Fa’iz1’s poetic anthology and Nev ‘1zade

‘Ata’T’s Hada 'ikii’l-haka 'ik.

As for Nef T, his own invectives against this coterie of ‘alim-littérateurs reveals that he,
too, considered himself a, or perhaps the, exemplary representative of elite Ottoman
sociocultural identity. That his conception thereof was in many ways just as exclusive
and shot through with “insiderism” as that of his opponents is something that will be

explored in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6
“STOP COMING TO ISTANBUL”:

NEF‘I, THE PERSIANS, AND RUM

The previous chapter discussed how the poet and calligrapher ‘ItrT from Shiraz in south-
central Persia appeared, in connection with his benefactor ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed
(Nadir1) Efendi, in a number of invectives produced by Nef'1. In those pieces, ‘ItrT was
not the primary target, but rather, as NadirT’s amanuensis, was used as a vehicle for
Nef'T to undermine Nadir1’s esteem and question his loyalty to the Ottoman state. Other
poets whose origins, like ‘Itr1’s, lay in Safavid Persia or its sphere of influence did not

escape so lightly.

Nef'T’s invectives against such figures of Persianate origin in Ottoman lands were, like
some of those of the ‘alim-littérateurs against him, predicated on a dichotomy between
the (Sunni) Ottomans and the (Shiite) Safavids. The latter were, of course, most

typically termed Kizilbas in the contemporary literature, though several other terms (all

derogatory) were used as well, among them such already discussed terms as Rafizi and
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miilhid. The problem from a historiographical standpoint, though, is what the Ottomans
called themselves, or rather—to limit the scope somewhat—what the particular
Ottomans actively involved in the early 17th-century clash of invective called
themselves, and more to the point how they saw themselves as they engaged in the
construction of a self-image built in contradistinction to those whom they attacked as

“others.”

The term “Ottoman” ( ‘Osmani) is of little use in this matter during this period: while it
is often blithely used—including (as a matter of custom and convenience) in this
dissertation—to refer to anyone within the bounds of the Ottoman Empire, such a
conception is based in modern ideas of the nation-state and has little to no applicability
to an empire in the early modern period. For figures like Nef'T or Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’1, the
meaning of “Ottoman” ranged between a limited signification referring to the royal
dynasty (al, neseb, silsile) descended from Sultan ‘Osman I (r. c. 1299—-1323/24) and a
broader one referring to the land, army, and state structure that were considered
inviolable possessions of and under the control of the head of that dynasty. That is to

say, they neither considered nor termed themselves “Ottomans.”

Examples abound, but the selection from ‘Ata’1’s previously discussed work the
‘Alemniima might be seen as particularly illustrative of this: “in poems of praise and
lyrics, Rim1 words (Rizmi kelam) | have been victorious over the mages of Persia

(“Acem) || when the bloodthirsty swords of the Ottomans (semsir-i hiinriz-i ‘Osmaniyan)
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| emerged with the excellence of the Turkish language (Tiirki-zeban).””" This is a
perfect storm of all the troublesome terms involved in any discussion of “Ottoman”
identity. To focus, firstly, on simply the phrase “the bloodthirsty swords of the
Ottomans,” this is manifestly a reference to the army, albeit in a metaphorical context, as
the backbone of the sultan’s empire: it was the military and political dominance of the
sultan’s army and state over the Safavids that paved the way for subsequent “Ottoman”

domination in the cultural, or specifically literary, realm.

What, though, to make of the simultaneous use of the phrases “Riim1 words” and
“Turkish language”? The short answer is that they are not, in fact, so different: “Ram1”
words are articulations or literary works expressed via the Turkish language, and the
Turkish language is the vehicle for the expression of “Rumi” words. But the phrasing of
the second clause there hints at the larger answer: where “Turkish” or Tiirki—which

must be strictly distinguished from “Turk” (Tiirk)">>

—is a word for the language alone,
“Rim1” refers to a sociocultural phenomenon that might be termed a sense of belonging
or even, with some reservation, an imperial identity. When Nef1, for instance, equates
himself with one of his poetic influences, he states, “all of the eloquent [men] of Persia
(4 ‘cam), should they see this panegyric | will admit that T am the ‘Orfi of Ram.””** The

“Rim” here does not refer to, for instance, Anatolia or even to the combined “region” of

western Anatolia and Rumelia: as is intimated by the use of “the eloquent” (biilega),

7! ki medh ii tegazziilde Rimi kelam | olup galib-i sahirdn-1 ‘Acem || ¢ii semsir-i hunriz-i ‘Osméniyan |
zuhir étdi riichan-1 Tiirki-zeban”; Kortantamer, Nev T-zdde Atdyi ve Hamse ’si, 411-412.

72 As has already been seen in connection with Mustafa ‘Ali’s Nushatii s-selatin, Tiirk was a derogatory
word used exclusively to refer to uneducated rural and/or pastoralist people; the stigma attached to it did
not, however, inherently accrue to the word Tiirki as used for the language.

73 «Urfi-i Rim idigim ciimle éderler teslim | gorseler ger bu kasidem biilega-y1 A ‘cam”; Nef'1, [Divan),
122.
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referring to those trained in eloquent rhetoric (beldgat), what is in play here is a
particular sociocultural sense of belonging to the tradition of high Ottoman literary and
artistic culture in contradistinction to the Persian version thereof. Thus, just as ‘Ata’1
admitted “Rum1” dominance over Persia(n) in the lyrical and panegyric modes but not
the narrative mode of the mesnevi form, so did Nef'T assert the equality of his own
iteration of panegyric with that of ‘Orfi of Shiraz. By implication, then, /e is the

representative of Rim and Rami culture.

These concepts and their specific relation to the question of “Ottoman identity” will be
further discussed in section 6.2, but first I will look at the approach taken toward
individuals of Persianate origin in Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza. There are neither many such
figures nor many invectives produced against them, with one exception (Vahdet).
Nevertheless, much of the discourse animating this relatively small sample is
remarkably similar to that seen in the invectives produced against Nef'1 by the ‘alim-
littérateurs discussed in the previous chapter, as well as echoing certain aspects of
NefT’s attacks on Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha and Giirct Mehmed Pasha as seen in
Chapters 3 and 4. As such, it will help in revealing some nuances of the early 17th-

century clash over “Ottoman” identity that forms the basis of the rest of the chapter.

6.1 Persian targets in the Siham-1 kaza

For the most part, the Persian figures against whom Nef'1 produced invective and who
are covered in this section—viz., Hafiz, Mehmed (Zaman) Efendi, Mullah Husayn
(‘Anka), Mutahhar Efendi, and Zaman—appear to have been targets relatively early in

his career, very likely up through around the year 1615 or so. If this is indeed the case, it
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must be assumed that during this period when NefT was carving a place for himself
within the tradition of high Ottoman literary and artistic culture—a place that was at
least partly predicated on an agon with the Persian version thereof—he was
simultaneously making a claim against those emerging from the Persianate cultural

sphere into the very center of the Ottoman one where Nef'1 dwelt.

6.1.1 Hafiz and Zaman (Mehmed Efendi)

The poets known as Hafiz and Zaman are often, though not exclusively, mentioned
together in Nef'1’s invective. While both were originally from Persia, there is very little
biographical information available about either in contemporary sources produced
within the Ottoman context. Regarding the former, there is only the anthologist Kafzade
Fa’izi’s laconic entry: “Hafiz of Persia. This distich is his: ‘within a terrible love that
name and image will not be one | what great fame it is to lay down stories of madness
and leave’.””* The cited verses’ use of eastern Turkic elements—e. g., bolgay, kilmas,
ni—indicates that this Hafiz, which is actually not a pen name but a title used for
someone who has memorized the Qur’an, was likely of Turkmen origin. As for Zaman,
the only extant information comes from the much later biographical encyclopedia of
Mehmed Siireyya, where he states that Zaman Mehmed Efendi was originally from

Nakhchivan but came to Istanbul in 1591/92, where he died in 1613 while serving as a

lecturer (miiderris); inasmuch as Mehmed Siireyya points out that he was young when

7% “Hafiz-1 ‘Acem[.] [B]u beyt anufidur|:] Fena ‘ask icre ol bolgay ki ism u resm hem kilmas | Ciinin
birle hikayetler koyup kitmek ni sohretdiir.” Kafzade Fa’izi, “Ziibdetii’l-Eg’ar,” 221.
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he died, one might speculate that he had been born around the 1580s.”>> Given the
apparent date of Zaman’s death, as well as his frequent association with Hafiz in Nef'1’s
invectives, one can assume that these invectives were relatively early works written
between roughly the years 1605 and 1615, a contention supported by the fact that Hafiz
1s also referenced in one quatrain produced against Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha, against
whom Nef'1 was actively writing between the years 1609 and 1617 and who the quatrain

hints was a retainer or associate of Etmekgcizade. ®

Nef'T’s invectives targeting Hafiz, whether by himself or in conjunction with Zaman,
amount to eight quatrains. These typically make no mention of his origins, but instead
allude to his apparently close relationship with Zaman—and occasionally another
unidentified figure called Hekim (“the physician”)—via sexual innuendo. In these
poems, Hafiz is consistently and very explicitly presented as the passive sexual partner,
as he is in another quatrain that, without reference to Zaman, openly mocks Hafiz’s
claims to piety:

the esteemed Hafiz Efendi claims to be highly pious (ziiid) | and considers himself a

perfect man in that matter || he himself says, “I have never turned my face from the
qibla” | but the backside of the one screwing [him] is in the mihrab’’

755 Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmani, Vol. 5, ed. Nuri Akbayar and Seyit Ali Kahraman (Istanbul: Tarih
Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1996), 1705.

736 «his excellency Etmekgi’s ass is itching again | that accursed whore desires a prick || so why don’t I
take the penis of invective in my hand | and fuck that pimp’s ass like [I fucked] his Hafiz’s bum” (gicidi
yine kiini hazret-i Etmekgi 'niy | hadise istedi ol kahpe me ‘buni gibi || kir-i hicvi alayin ben de ele n’ola
gerek | sikeyin gidi goti Hafiz iny kiimi gibi); ULLWCO 662, 15b.

7 “hazret-i Hafiz Efendi da‘va-i ziihd eyleyiip | merd-i kimil ‘add édermis kendii[s]in ol babda || kendii
dérmis kibleden dondiirmedim asla yiiziim | arkas1 amma ki lark édenin mihrabda”; ULLWCO 662, 25b.
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The second distich implies that, though Hafiz may go to the mosque, his vaunted piety is
no more than show, captured in the final hemistich’s image where the sexual position

described requires that he in fact face away from the qgibla.

The matter of false piety was one that was a very common throughout the Ottoman
poetic tradition, encapsulated in the character of the zahid or ascetic religious

literalist,®

which in this quatrain is explicitly referenced through the word ziihd
(“piety”) in the first hemistich and further supported by “perfect man” (merd-i kamil)”>°
in the second hemistich. In the cast of characters that animate much of Ottoman poetry,
the zahid was opposed by the ‘asik (“lover”) or rind (literally, “hedonist” but implying
one who adopts a positively charged emotional approach to life). The ‘@sik or rind was
the protagonist persona adopted by the poet in his verse, especially in lyric ghazals, with
this persona’s pursuit of the beloved (ma ‘sitk) and of rich emotional experience being
opposed by the zahid or by other antagonists, often referred to using terms that mark
them as enemies or rivals (diisman, ‘adi, rakib) or as outsiders (agyar, bigdne).”*® The
basic triangle of beloved-lover-rival that populates the ghazal corpus is a concept whose

traces can be seen in the invective corpus as well. The difference is that, in invective, the

figure of the beloved is effectively removed from the discourse, thus being present (if at

7% For more on the figure of the zahid, see Ahmet Talat (Onay), Eski Tiirk Edebiyatinda Mazmunlar, ed.
Cemal Kurnaz (Ankara: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Yaylari, 1993), 443-444.

7 The notion of the “perfect man”—here used in the Persianate form merd-i kdmil but most widely
known in its Arabic equivalent, al-insan al-kamil—is derived from a long philosophical and spiritual
tradition concerning the most advanced realization in human form of the reflection of divine qualities. See
Roger Arnaldez, “Al-Insan al-Kamil,” EF,Vol. 3, 1239-1241.

780 For a fuller discussion of some of these characters, see Andrews, Poetry’s Voice, especially 133—135
and 162.
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all) only in absentia’®'

while the lover or protagonist addresses the rival or antagonist
directly and oppositionally. A particularly clear example of this can be seen in a distich
from Nef'1’s attack on ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (Nadir) inserted into his long
invective against Giirct Mehmed Pasha, as discussed in the previous chapter. There, in
the course of describing how the judge Nadir has deceived and harmed numerous other
members of the religiojudiciary establishment in the course of his career, Nef'T writes: “I
am no mufti or mullah that he can make an ass of me | I will fuck him again, [ am a
fierce rind, you dog!”’®* Whereas, in the lyric ghazal with the beloved serving as an
active element, the protagonist persona emerges as a character showing some weakness
owing to his emotional attachment to the beloved, in invective the absence of the

beloved allows, even demands, that he assert absolute dominance over all possible rivals

or antagonists.

The other primary difference in invective, of course, is that the figures involved are
actual individuals,”®® however caricaturized they may be as a result of the rhetorical
demands of the verse tradition. Thus, for Nef'1 to liken Hafiz’s false piety to his getting
sodomized in the mihrab of a mosque is to use verse to attempt to create real effects

against the target or targets via slander fed into the rumor mill of oral circulation. In one

76! In the context of many invectives, the “beloved” would in fact best be conceived of as the patron figure

in whose eyes the author is attempting to damage the target’s reputation. Thus, for example, if
Etmekgizade Ahmed Pasha were the “rival” and Nef'T the “lover” in the latter’s invectives against the
former, then the “beloved” might be considered Sultan Ahmed I, who the poet hoped would heed the
rumors about his chief treasurer and act accordingly.

762 “degilim miifti vii molla ki beni de har éde | sikerim ben yine am1 kati rindim a kopek™; ULLWCO 662,
8a.

763 While this was also the case with many ghazals, where beloveds are sometimes named (though rivals
are not), it was an exception to the rule.
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quatrain where Nef'T attacks Hafiz and Zaman together, he creates a dialogue between

the two regarding how the former lost his anal virginity to the latter:

Zaman’s Hafiz'* recalled when he was yet young and fresh and said, | “The dick’s
strike made blood flow from my ass” || and [Zaman] let loose a melancholy sigh and
said, | “Ah, those were the days!’® and that was the time (zaman)!”’®

Given the little that is extant regarding the lives of these two men of Persian origin, we
do not know what their relationship to one another may have been. Nonetheless, it must
be assumed that they were friends or associates, in the same manner as the group of
‘alim-littérateurs discussed in the previous chapters; otherwise, Nef'1’s invectives
pairing them would have no effect. What is more, a quatrain like that above indicates
that Zaman was the senior or superior figure in whatever their relationship may have
been, which in turn may hint that Hafiz attached himself as a subordinate to Zaman in

some variety of intisab.
Another quatrain puts the two men in the same sort of hierarchy as the previous one:

hey Hafiz, the dissolute, the delicate, with the torn ass | truly, you are the absolute
catamite of this era (zamane) || is it any wonder that you cross paths with that ass
(har) Zaman | truly, if he is Zaman, you are Miss Zaman (Zamane)'®’

7% Here, Nef T uses the Persian genitive construction Hafiz-1 Zaman, which can have both the meaning of

“the eminent Adfiz or Hafiz of this era” (intended mockingly) and the meaning of “Hafiz, who belongs to
Zaman,” with this latter indicating sexual possession in the context of the quatrain.

765 Here, Nef'T uses the phrase demler o demler idi, with the word dem having multiple meanings, several
of which are likely intended; viz., “time” (here translated as “days”), “blood” (referring to the breaking of
Hafiz’s anal virginity), and possibly “breath; sigh; exclamation” (referring to the cries Hafiz made during
intercourse).

766 “Hafiz-1 Zaman tazeligin yad édiip démis | darb-1 megiikle kan biiziigiimden revan idi || hiin-1 cigerle ol
dahi bir ah édiip démis, | ‘Demler o demler idi, zaman ol Zaman idi’”’; ULLWCO 662, 25b. The final
instance of the word zaman (“time”) in this quatrain is meant to signify that it was indeed Zaman Mehmed
Efendi who broke Hafiz’s anal virginity.

767 “ey Hafiz-1 sefih ii zarif ii deride-kiin | hakka budir ki haylice pust-1 zamanesin || diisse Zaman-1 harla
‘aceb mi mu‘amelen | hakka ki ol Zaman ise sen de Zamanesin”; IUNEK TY 511, 80a.
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NefT’s description of Hafiz here, particularly in the first hemistich, is a play on the
stereotypes associated with Persians in the Ottoman popular social imagination, where
they were presented as being sexually degenerate and sometimes absurdly elegant men

. . c g 768
given to excessive drinking.

Thus, Nef'1 presents Hafiz as a “dissolute” (sefih),
“delicate” (zarif), and sexually worn out (deride-kiin; literally, “torn ass’) catamite
(pust). His latest sexual patron is Zaman, whose patronage represents a further
demasculinization for Hafiz represented by Nef'1’s use of a feminized form of the name
Zaman as Zamane, here translated as “Miss Zaman.” As Nef'T presents it, theirs is an
affiliation that recalls the one Nef'T presents between NadirT and his amanuensis ‘ItrT,
another Persian, in such lines as “‘Itr1 the heretic fled like a jinn from the sword of my

invective | and all for nothing he went in and out of Kirli Nigar’s vagina.”’®

But while such verses primarily present Hafiz as the figure of ridicule rather than
Zaman, there are others that single the latter out as well. One of these, moreover, calls

particular attention to Zaman’s status as an outsider:

that worn-out hedonist (kéhne kalender) whose ear is cleft | the people of culture
(varan) know his essence for one of two things || some call him a Persian and some

768 An example of this can be seen in a short poem by the early 16th-century poet Fakiri (d. 1526): “Did
you know who the Persians in this world are? | They live it up all the time at parties. || They are the leaders
of the herd of Shiites; | Some are Sahis, others are Hayderis. || They’ve sunk to every deception and
trickery, | For a Kaf'and a Nin [i.e., the Persian word kiin, ‘ass’] they hand over the soul’s currency”
(nediir bildin mi ‘alemde ‘Acemler | siirerler dayima ‘isretde demler || Revafiz hayliniiy ser-leskeridiir |
kimi Saht kimi Hayder? diir || diisiipdiirler kamu mekr ii fiisiina | vériirler nakd-1 cani kaf u niina”; see
Edith Giilgin Ambros, “Six Lampoons out of FaqirT’s Risale-i ta rifat,” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde
des Morgenlandes 82 (1992), 33—34. Translation by Ambros.

769 «“7g-i hicvimden kagup ‘Itri-i miilhid cinn gibi | girdi gitdi fercine Kirli Nigar’m yok yére”; IUNEK TY
511, 74a.
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call him a Georgian | in any case, his disgraced black face (yiizi kara) has not been
cleared (beyaza ¢ikmadi)’”

Here, the tenor of the quatrain’s conceit is Zaman’s imputed sexual deviance: he is
“worn out” (kéhne), implying that he has been sexually used—just as he was, in Nef'1’s

conception, using Hafiz—and that this disgrace continues to follow him.

Here, however, the vehicle for Nef'1’s conceit is a significant concatenation of
otherizing images and terms. Zaman is also likened to wandering antinomian kalender
dervishes, who were often linked—both in Ottoman poetry and in the popular
imagination—with immorality of various sorts; were depicted in a very particular
costume that included rings in the ears (hence, perhaps, the reference to a cleft ear in
Nef'T’s quatrain); and furthermore were frequently associated with the eastern Anatolian
and Persian sphere.””' Zaman is thus openly excluded from the people of culture
(yaran)—i.e., representatives of the high Ottoman cultural tradition—and said to be
either Persian or Georgian, which would seem to lend support to Mehmed Siireyya’s
statement that Zaman was from Nakhchivan, which is located in the region of Armenia
not far from the Caucasus and on the western edge of the Persian sphere of influence.
And finally, the last hemistich’s phrase yiizi kara, an idiom that literally means “his face
has been blackened” and refers primarily to being socially disgraced, is clearly used here
to also imply darkness of skin, an implication balanced and buttressed by the phrase

beyaza ¢ikmak, another idiom that literally means “to become white” but refers mainly

770 o1 kéhne kalender ki anin giisi yarikdir | mahiyyetini bilmede yaran iki sikkdir || kimisi ‘Acem’dir dér

ana kimisi GiircT | ¢ikmadi beyaza ne yiizi kara 1s1kdir”; ULLWCO 662, 26a.
" For more on the figure of the kalender, see Tahsin Yazici, “Kalander,” EF,Vol. 4,472-473 and Onay,
Eski Tiirk Edebiyatinda Mazmunlar, 236-238.
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to having one’s name cleared after being accused of something. The upshot is that, as an
outsider from the east, Zaman has not managed to, and perhaps even cannot, assimiliate

with the Ottoman center and its culture.

Thus, this quatrain against Zaman—far more than those that focus on Hafiz—utilizes
sociocultural elements both explicit and implicit to cast the target out from any potential
claims to being “Ottoman,” in a move that is not just analogous with what the ‘alim-
littérateurs discussed in Chapter 5 did toward Nef'1, but in fact fundamentally identical
to it. As will be seen below, such efforts at ostracism form the basis of the majority of
Nef'1’s attacks on figures whose origins were in Persia or the Persian sphere of

sociocultural and political influence.

6.1.2 "Anka (Mullah Husayn)

Originally from Shiraz in south-central Persia, the poet ‘Anka, whose real name was
Husayn, left his home with the aim of traveling and arrived in Istanbul in the year AH
978 (1570/71 cE).””* According to the biographer Kinalizade Hasan Celebi (1546-1604),
whose biographical encyclopedia of poets was completed in 1586, “since that year, he
has been an affectionate friend to the noble [Ottoman] dynasty and the throat of his heart
and soul have been adorned with this household’s collar of devotion to God.””” This
suggests that he may have used the currency of his poetry in both Persian and Turkish,

whose quality Hasan Celebi praises, to obtain entry into the gatherings of the sultan,

12 Kinalizade Hasan Celebi, Tezkiretii’s-Su ‘ard, ed. Aysun Sungurhan-Eyduran (Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir ve
Turizm Bakanligi, 2009), 118-119.

77 “Ql zemandan berii muhibb-i hanedan-1 ‘ali ve gerden-i dil i cAnm1 bu didmanun tavk-1 ‘ubidiyyeti ile
miitehallidiir.” 7bid., 119.
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certainly Murad III if not also his predecessor Selim II. Nothing is known of how he
earned his living apart from poetry, but the biographer Riyazi refers to him as “Mullah

7% 50 he would have been well educated in the

Husayn of Shiraz” (Sirazi Monla Hiiseyn),
religious field. By the year 1609, when Riyazi’s biographical encyclopedia was
completed, he had left Istanbul and was serving as the retainer of an unknown person in
Egypt,”” presumably Cairo, which is where he died in either AH 1023 (1614/15 CE)”’® or
AH 1025 (1616/17 cE).””” Inasmuch as Nef'T produced invectives against ‘Anka, and
considering that the former seems not to have begun writing invective till at least the

start of the reign of Sultan Ahmed I, the timeframe for these two poets’ exchange of

invectives can be assumed to have occurred between about 1603 and about 1608.

Nef‘1 wrote two invective quatrains aimed at ‘Anka, which, given that timeframe, may
rank among his earliest. One of these is a fairly standard attack, though with quite vivid
imagery, on the alleged poor quality of the Persian poet’s verse.’® But it is NefT’s other
invective that, in sociocultural terms, proves more damning:

if you observe the visage of ‘Anka with the eye of admonition | that pimp’s eyes are

askew, not just his eyebrows || anyone who sees him looking like that will say, “This
pimp is in fact | Persia’s Gypsy, not its Kizilbas™’"

M Riyazi, Riydzii's-Suara, 245.

" Ibid.

776 Kafzade Fa'izi, “Ziibdetii’l-Eg’ar,” 434.

""" Mehmed Riza, Tezkiresi, 60.

778 « Anka the vile, that spouter of nonsense whose | every word is dust in the grove of his life || he speaks
his meaningless poetry, eating shit [i.e., embarrassing himself] till it seems | his mouth is a chamberpot
and his pierced ears its handles” (jaj-hay-1 yave-gi[-yi| ‘Ankau’l-esfel kim aniy | her kelami sahsar-1 ‘omr
igiin bir durbidir || si ‘r-i bi-ma ‘na déyiip boklar yédik¢e sanasin | agzi bir havriiz delikli giis1 aniy
kulbidir”; ULLWCO 662, 27b.

77 «ayn-1 ‘ibretle baksan ¢ehresine ‘Anka’min | gidinin gozi de egri yalniz kasi degil || o kiyafetle goren
dér gidi ve’l-hasil | ‘Acem’in Cingenesi’dir bu Kizilbas1 degil”; ibid.
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Here, as was also the case in his first invective against Giirct Mehmed Pasha, we see
Nef'1 utilizing the same “Gypsy” epithet that was used quite frequently against him, as
seen in the previous chapter. Against Nef'1, the epithet was, in terms of the physical,
generally used as an allusion to his dark skin, while here Nef'1 uses it to refer to slanted
or crooked eyebrows and to what may be a case of strabismus, though another variant of
the poem’™ replaces gozi (“eyes™) with béli (“waist™), indicating a stooped posture. In
any case, “Gypsy” is here used to represent a generalized ugliness, further indicating that
the Roma were a go-to element for indicating alterity, with a variety of negative qualities

able to be attached thereto.

But it is Nef'T’s direct use of the term “Kizilbag” that is especially damning, a very
deliberately ostracizing term. Though the verse actually states that he is not a Kizilbas,
the implication of course is that it is a given that he is. As he hailed from Safavid
territory, ‘Anka’s origin was fodder for Nef'1’s attack, and this was an especially severe
insult with potentially dire consequences were it to be believed, especially given that, at
the time the invective was produced, the Ottomans and Safavids were at war. Even so, it
will be recalled that, according to the anecdote related at the beginning of Chapter 4,
Giirci Mehmed Pasha had also implied that Nef'1 was a Kizilbas as a result of the poet’s
own origins in eastern Anatolia near the Safavid border, as well as his ability to
communicate in the Persian language. Thus, on one level, the epithet “Kizilbas” could
be seen as a sort of all-purpose and particularly powerful defamation in the manner of

“Gypsy,” but unlike the latter term, which could be applied to anyone hailing from

780 Milli Kiitiiphane 06 Mil Yz A 5379, 96b [marginal]. This is the variant written in conjunction with
‘Anka’s response.
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anywhere, this was a localized defamation: it implied that the target was, at least, from
the eastern Anatolian periphery, if not actually from Safavid territory itself. There is,
though, much more lying behind Nef'1’s own use of “Kizilbas,” as will be discussed

later in this chapter.
In response to Nef'1’s defamation, ‘Anka composed a piece in the ruba 7 quatrain form:

so my dear friend called me a Kizilbas | no one, Nef'7, is a fellow traveler to me | I'll
dispatch you to a “Kizilbas” [lit., “crimson head”’] who | will be the span of a hand
and whose head is like my own’""'

While the first two lines here constitute ‘Anka’s denial that he is a Kizilbasg, along with
an implicit claim of superiority over Nef'1, he also simultaneously insinuates that he and
Nef'1 are in fact from the same place, and thus subtly hints that Nef'T may himself be a
Kizilbas. The second two lines constitute a threat: the “Kizilbas” mentioned there is a
literal use of the word’s meaning, “crimson head,” to refer to ‘Anka’s penis, with which
he threatens to sodomize Nef‘T—which in the context of back-and-forth invectives, as
has been seen before, refers to defeating someone in a poetic contest. On one level, then,
this poem operates on the same plane as Nef'T’s other invective against ‘Anka, alluding
to the poetic sphere. On a more profound level, however, ‘Anka refuses and refutes the
sociocultural alterity to which Nef'1’s verse has attempted to confine him, instead

claiming that the two are fundamentally no different in terms of their social origins.

Among the figures of Persianate origin whom Nef'1 attacked in his invective, ‘Anka was

the only one to have responded in such a manner, one that is indeed reminiscent of, for

781 ¢

¢lin bana Kizilbas dédi benim haldasim | hi¢ bir kimse degil Nef'1 benim yoldasim | bir Kizilbas’a
havale eylerim ben seni kim | kendi bir karis ola basi benim bagdasim”; Milli Kiitiiphane 06 Mil Yz A
5379, 96b [marginal].
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instance, Nev ‘1zade ‘Ata’1’s clash with Nef'1. We will see below how the poet Vahdett
responded to Nef'1, but utilized a very different discourse. First, however, there is the
case of Mutahhar Efendi, against whom Nef'1 produced one of his most openly

exclusionary invectives.

6.1.3 Mutahhar Efendi

Mutahhar Efendi was originally from Shirvan,”®* which was taken by the Ottomans in
1578, at the beginning of the Ottoman-Safavid war of 1578—1590. At some point he
enrolled as a sipahi, but then began to study the religious sciences ( i/m) and literature
and, coming to Istanbul, became a student of the scholar Sa‘de’d-din Efendi (1536—
1599) and his sons. He was present and provided unspecified services during the
enthronement ceremony and celebration of Sultan Mehmed III (r. 1595-1603), so it can
be assumed that he came to the Ottoman capital sometime during the 1580s. Having
studied under Sa‘de’d-din, he would later go on to periodically serve as a writer of
memoranda (tezkireci) and secretary (miistesar) to his sons Mehmed (d. 1615) and Es‘ad
(d. 1625). Initially entering into the teaching branch of the ‘i/miyye, Mutahhar advanced
steadily up the madrasa hierarchy to the prestigious Madrasas of the Eight Courtyards
complex, where he was appointed in May 1613. After a few more equally prestigious
appointments, in December 1616 he moved into the judicial branch, being made judge of

Mecca. He remained outside of Istanbul for several years, first in Mecca and then Cairo

782 Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Hada 'iku’l-Hakd ik, Vol. 2, 1715. The biography provided here is a summary of
‘Ata’T’s biographical entry.
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and Edirne, before being made judge of the capital’s Galata district in October 1624. It

was while serving in this position that he died a year later, in October 1625.”%

Nef'1 wrote little against this rather esteemed ‘alim, only two quatrains, but one of these

directly addresses the matter of Mutahhar’s origins in Shirvan:

stop coming to the city of Istanbul from the east | some new catamite’s appeared who
they call Mutahhar || if I use the pen of invective to add just a dot | then in the land of
the east’™* they’ll call that catamite Muzahhar'™

The conceit in the second distich imagines Nef 1 placing a dot over the letter & in the
name Mutahhar (u¢&4)—which means “one who has been cleansed”—to produce the
name (or word) muzahhar (,4), which means “one who has been mounted.” In other
words, Nef'T is renaming him as a catamite or passive sexual partner, which, given the
typical significations of such a figure in the early 17th-century Ottoman invective
corpus, could be a slur on Mutahhar’s education and writing ability, but inasmuch as he
does not appear to have produced poetry, this is more likely simply a verbal

disempowerment via demasculinization.

In the first distich, the phrase “some new catamite’s appeared” (bir yeni pust zuhiir etdi)
might suggest that this poem was written quite early, as Mutahhar was in Istanbul in the
1590s when Nef'1 was also there, at least for a time. It is more plausible, though, that
this piece was written between roughly 1606, when Nef'1 is back in Istanbul and

definitely producing poetry, and 1616, when Mutahhar left the capital; in this case, the

™ Ibid., 1768.

8% In place of this early variant’s sark (“east”), another variant has garb (“west”); see IUNEK TY 511,
80b.
78 “sarkdan gelme yine sehr-i Sitanbiil igre | bir yeni pust zuhiir etdi Mutahhar dérler || hame-i hicv ile bir
nokta kosam ana eger | pusta ¢iin sark diyarinda muzahhar dérler”; ULLWCO 662, 20a.
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“new” would simply indicate that Nef'T has just newly taken notice of and decided to
lampoon him. Alternatively, it may have been produced upon Mutahhar’s return to

Istanbul in 1624.

In any case, the quatrain’s very first line is an attack on Mutahhar’s origins in the
furthest eastern reaches of the Ottoman polity, and, reading it more broadly, a general
complaint about the tendency of some in the Persian sphere of influence of the empire—
or indeed from Safavid territory itself—to come to Istanbul to take advantage of the
opportunities of the Ottoman capital.”® This, however, is precisely what Nef T himself
had done, and at a later date to boot: here, then, we have a case of a parvenu plus tard
railing against a parvenu plus tot, a case of the pot calling the kettle black. Of course,
NefT’s home province of Erzurum had been a part of the Ottoman polity since the Battle
of Chaldoran in 1514, when Sultan Selim I (r. 1512—1520) had roundly defeated the
Safavids, while Mutahhar’s home of Shirvan was a recent addition to Ottoman territory,
and was in fact lost to the Safavids again in 1607. This factor may have played some
role in Nef'1’s complaint. More likely, though, this invective emerges from Nef'T’s
conception of himself as a representative of the Ottoman poetic and cultural orthodoxy:

he is an Ottoman or Riim1, while Mutahhar is not. In the case of the western Anatolian

78 During this broad period, the vast majority of emigrants from Iran, especially littérateurs and artists,
went to the Mughal Empire in India, where they were generally more welcome than they were in an
Ottoman Empire that was carrying on military and ideological wars with the Shiite Safavids; the so-called
“Indian style” (sabk-e Hindr) of which Nef'T was an early proponent in Turkish literature was a direct
consequence of these mass emigrations. For a broad overview of Indo-Iranian relations during the early
modern period, see Richard M. Eaton, “India, VI: Political and Cultural Relations (13th—18th centuries),”
Encyclopeedia Iranica, December 15, 2004. http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/india-vi-relations-from-
the-13th-to-the-18th-centuries. For an interesting examination of some of the figures who thus emigrated
around this time, see Masashi Haneda, “Emigration of Iranian Elites to India during the 16—18th
Centuries,” Cahiers d’Asie centrale 3/4 (1997): 129-143.
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‘alim-littérateurs discussed in the previous chapter, Nef'1 framed his claims against them
in this matter primarily in terms of education and literary production; that is, in terms of
the tangible results of their own claims. Here in the case of Mutahhar, however, the
accusation is leveled at the target’s origins, hinting not so subtly that he is an opportunist
like many others who have “com[e] to the city of Istanbul from the east.” In the next
section, we will see both this allegation and the claims regarding literary production

combined in the invectives Nef'T produced against Vahdeti, who was himself a poet.

6.1.4 Vahdeti

Almost nothing is known of Vahdeti apart from the fact that he was from Baghdad.”®’

Nev 1zade ‘Ata’1 mentions that Vahdett wrote the following chronogram upon the death
of ‘Ata’T’s father Nev'T on June 24, 1599: “Nev T resides in the rosegarden of death.”’*®
This indicates that Vahdeti was already in Istanbul on that date, and likely had been
there for some time already. Thus, it was Ottoman Baghdad that he was coming from,
since the city and province were in Ottoman rather than Safavid hands between 1534

and 1623. The chronogram quoted by ‘Ata’1 is also, together with the single distich

87 Both Kafzade Fa’izi and Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1 refer to him as “Vahdeti of Baghdad”; see Kafzade Fa’izi,
“Zibdetii’l-Eg’ar,” 589 and Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Hada iku’l-Haka ik, Vol. 2, 1141.

788 « Adem giilzarini cay itdi Nev'T”; Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1, Hadd 'iku’l-Haka ik, Vol. 2, 1141. Apparently not
pleased with the word ‘adem (“death” or “nothingness”), ‘Ata’1 then “corrects” (zs/ah) the chronogram to
“Nev T resides in the rosegarden of paradise” (cinan giilzarini cay étdi Nev 7); ibid.
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quoted in Kafzade Fa’izi’s anthology,”® one of the few extant specimens of Vahdet’s

VGI‘SC.790

The third definite specimen, however, is this invective quatrain written by Vahdet1 in

response to Nef'1’s invectives against him:

hey Nef'1, don’t eat the shit off your own poetry’s arrow again | my fart was small
[but] you went on and on and blew it up || may no one fall to your mouth as a
laxative,”" for | my fart fell in your mouth and you swirled it round and turned it to
shit’?

This is, as has been seen before, the conceit wherein poetic contests of invective are
framed in scatological terms. It is difficult to know exactly which of Nef'T’s invectives
against Vahdet is being responded to here, but it is more than likely a broad response
inasmuch as the poem’s rubric—*“Vahdeti on Nef 1’ (Vahdeti der-hakk-1 Nef ‘z')m—is a
general one rather than being labeled cevab (“response”), which is what would be
expected were this an answer to any specific invective. Moreover, Vahdeti’s quatrain
itself indicates a general response by claiming that Nef'1 has stretched something
small—a fart (Zarta), referring to a bad poem or reading of a poem, or possibly some

sort of social faux pas—out into something big by bringing it up repeatedly.

78 “let’s say fate pulls you from all sides and bends your posture low | caught in the hands of liars
whirling round and down” (kadd-i ham birle seni ko her taraf ¢eksiin felek | ziir-baz eline girmis dondiiriir
bir yana diin); Kafzade Fa'iz1, “Ziibdetii’l-Es’ar,” 589. The distich looks to be from an invective, though
without more context this must remain uncertain.
7 There are dozens of miscellanies (mecmii ‘a, cénk) containing poetry by a poet named Vahdeti, but as
there were several other poets of this pen name, none can be attributed with certainty to Vahdett of
Baghdad.
1 Reading miishil for muhassal or its colloquial pronunciation mahsal, which does not suit the context.
792 “kendi si ‘rin ok1 poh yéme yine ey Nef'T | az iken zartanu siirdiiy yiiriidiin ¢ok étdin || diismesiin kimse
%e}henilje [miishil] ki benim | kavaram agzina diisdi ¢eviriip bok étdin”; IUNEK TY 511, 90b.

Ibid.
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This was in fact the case: against Vahdeti, who appears to have been a very minor poet
at best, Nef 1 produced a total of 29 quatrains targeting either Vahdett on his own or in
tandem with others. What is more, all of these poems make reference to flatulence on
Vahdet1’s part, consistently depicting Vahdeti as a poetaster (miitesa ir) and likening his
verse to farts. The following may serve as representative examples:

hey Vahdett! you’ve caused a strange din throughout the world | with one fart you’ve

caused a quake in the nine heavens | in the end you couldn’t put your divan together |
you just farted out its pages and they scattered in that wind”**

hey Vahdeti! come display your talent, what are you waiting for? | come and sit and
stay a while with the people of wisdom | yet there is no difference between your ass
and your mouth | for whenever we say, “Read a ghazal,” all you do is fart””

your words have nothing to them, Vahdett | the [spiritual] meaning is gaunt despite
your corpulence || a zurna player heard your fart and said, | “A drum full with sound
[yet] empty inside””®
So extensive was Nef'1’s invective crusade against Vahdeti’s poetic ambitions that even
Nev‘izade "Ata’1 entered the fray. In a quatrain against Nef'1 that was quoted in the

previous chapter, and may even have been produced around the same time as Vahdeti’s

quatrain given above, he wrote, “before [you] taking Vahdeti’s shit in your mouth and

chewing | it would have been best for Pendi to drink a laxative and shit on your head.””’

Another quatrain ‘Ata’1 produced against Nef'1 in this context reads as follows:

794 «ey Vahdeti diinyaya ‘aceb velvele vérdin | bir zarta ile niih felege zelzele vérdiin | divanim tertibe

mecal olmadi ahir | evrak-1 perisani osurdiy yéle vérdin”; ULLWCO 662, 23a.

795 «ey Vahdeti ‘arz-1 hiiner ét gel ne turursur | erbab-1 ma‘arifle turursun oturursun | amma gdtiiniin
agzila fark[1] yok ancak | zira ki gazel oku dédik¢e osurursuy”; ibid., 23b.

796 «s6zlerinin ma‘nasi1 yok Vahdet | laghar-e ma ‘na ba-hama farbihi || zartar isidiip dédi bir zurnazen |
‘Tabl-e pur-avaza-ye batin taht””; IUNEK TY 511, 83a. This quatrain’s second and fourth hemistichs are
in Persian, which language—presumably Vahdeti’s native tongue—was utilized by Nef'1 on several
occasions as an implicit way of declaring his own linguistic superiority and Vahdeti’s sociocultural
alterity.

7 «yahdeti bokim agzina alup ¢inemeden | Pendi bir miishil iciip basia sigmak yeg idi”; ibid., 89a.
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the breath of your life (nefs) is not so different than Vahdett’s fart | Nef'1, he knows
his measure and has nothing new to say || but if invective is the issue, you disgrace, a

[literary] conceit is called for | for with all the shit you’ve eaten there’s no meat there
at all””®

‘Ata’T’s verses do not appear so much to support Vahdeti per se—after all, as mentioned
above, he was apparently rather displeased with the Persian poet’s chronogram on his
father’s death—as to call Nef'1 out for going overboard, which suggests that there was
an unspoken limit regarding how much one poet could lampoon a single target,
particularly if the invectives in question all used the same conceit. That is to say, ‘Ata’1

used Nef'1’s quarrel with Vahdet as yet another weapon with which to strike the former.

Some of Nef'1’s invectives, however, point to ambitions beyond poetry on the part of
Vahdeti, thus providing not only some insight about the latter’s otherwise unknown life,
but also revealing more about Nef'1’s perceptions of individuals coming to Istanbul from
the empire’s periphery to seek their fortune. One of these is among the many in which

Vahdeti is lampooned together with Firsati’:

so what if that ass Firsati becomes Vahdett’s sweetheart? | one of them’s a peasant
and one a runaway peasant (¢iftbozan) || so what then if there’s harmony between
them? | for one of them’s a beggar and one an outcast Gypsy (Surbet uzan)**

Keeping in mind the resolutely subjective nature of invective, the appellation of

“peasant” (fellah) for Vahdett still gives some idea about Nef'1’s perception and/or

798 «yahdet zartasina ger¢i yakindir nefsin | Nef‘Tya bildi o mikdarimni nev-giiftesi yok || hicv olursa dahi
ey nikbett mazmiin gerek | yédigin bokiy i¢inde hele hi¢ koftesi yok™; ibid., 89b.

7 The identity of “Firsat?”—an epithet apparently created by Nef'T and meaning “Opportunist”—remains
uncertain. However, based on dating and Nef'1’s descriptions in other invectives, particularly the fact that
he is mentioned as being from Karesi (i.e., Balikesir), there is a possibility that “Firsat” was in fact the
preacher Kadizade Seyh Mehmed Efendi (d. 1636); see Seyht Mehmed, Vekayiii'I-Fudald, Vol. 1, 59-60.
800 «“yar olsa ne gam Vahdeti’ye Firsati-yi har | ani biri fellah ve biri ¢iftbozandir | olsa ikisinin n’ola ma-
beyni diizenlik | gliya biri dilenci biri gurbet uzandir”; IUNEK TY 511, 82b.
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presentation of his target’s origins: even if Vahdet was not an uneducated commoner,
the invective treats him as such, indicating how Nef'i—as a representative of high
Ottoman poetic culture—felt Vahdett deserved to be seen. Furthermore, the description
of Vahdett as a “beggar” (dileyci) alludes to an approach whereby he goes about
attempting to extract money or position from those with the wealth or authority to

provide them.

Other quatrains by Nef'1 against Vahdett hammer home this point. One of them reads as

follows:
hey Vahdett! go back to Baghdad, you’ve stunk up Anatolia | the food here has
proven poison to you || if your goal is [to gain] an appointment befitting your
reputation | go be the Chief Farter for Ahmed Subasioglh®”’

The identity of Ahmed Subasiogli is uncertain, though he appears to have been a figure

of some note in Baghdad.**

Regardless, for Nef'1, someone of Vahdeti’s ilk would be a
disgrace to any position in the Ottoman hierarchy at the center, and thus he ought to
return to the periphery, to Ottoman Baghdad, and seek his fortune there. A clear

hierarchy is set up: not everyone is fit for the center, particularly if they are from the

periphery, and the integrity and dignity of the center must be preserved.

801 «ey Vahdeti Bagdad’a ¢ekil Riim’1 kokutdun | simdengeérii zehr oldi sana bu yérin as1 | maksiidiy eger

mansib sanima layik | Ahmed Subasioglina ol Zzartacibasi”; ULLWCO 662, 23a. Another quatrain uses the
same exhortation for Vahdeti to leave Istanbul: “hey Vahdeti! not even a kettledrum would sing so loud |
your fart has shattered the ear of the world || if you are wise, go back to Baghdad, for | ‘to hear the drum’s
sound is pleasant [only] from a distance’” (ey Vahdeti kiis olsa bu deylii 6tmez | vérdi kavaray sami ‘a-1
dehre sikest || Bagdad’a ¢ekil ‘arif isey sen yine kim | avaz-e duhul shanidan az dar khoshast); [UNEK TY
511, 83b.

%02 His name means “son of the police superintendent (subast),” a position that had some sway in Ottoman
Baghdad, as evidenced by the fact that, in 1623, the local subas: Bekir was able to organize an uprising
that took hold of the city, ultimately allowing the Safavid shah ‘Abbas I to capture the city and ignite a
war with the Ottomans. For the Bekir Subasi uprising, see Katib Celebi, “Fezleke,” 707-713.
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Two more quatrains seem to indicate, albeit in the typically mocking tone of invective,
that at some point Vahdeti may indeed have managed to obtain some variety of salary

and/or position with the Ottoman state. The first runs as follows:

Vahdeti, fortune has smiled upon you | your fart has opened the gate of [your] desire
| they have enfeoffed you (timar vérdiler) with the windmills | that’s a fine living,
sir, congratulations!*”

Windmill is yél degirmeni, with the word yél (“wind”) also having the meaning of
flatulence; thus, holding the timar of the windmills (which is not an actual timar) is this
poem’s equivalent to the previous one’s “Chief Farter.” Of course this poem can hardly
be said to reveal that Vahdeti was granted some variety of timar or salary; more likely
than not, it is simply a barb aimed at mocking his ambitions in that regard. At the same
time, however, it may also serve as an allusion, albeit a derisive one, to some bestowal
received by Vahdeti. The other invective mentioning the granting of revenues (dirlik)

and timars imagines Vahdeti losing what he has been granted:

hey Vahdeti! if the revenues and fiefs coming from farts | are destroyed by the
winds, don’t let it harden your heart || there’s a famous saying that you must know,
too | “It came with the wind and it’s gone with the wind”***

This is just as likely to be a trope as a reference to actuality, but the gist of both this and
the previous quatrain is that Vahdeti has what are, in Nef'1’s view, aspirations that are
far too grand for someone of his ilk: even were he to gain some post or stipend, his

incompetence would be sure to lose it for him before long.

803 «yahdett tali‘iin kiisade imis | kavaranla ag1ld1 bab-1 murad || vérdiler yél degirmenin timar | eyii dirlik
begiim mubarak bad!”; IUNEK TY 511, 82b—83a.

804 “ey Vahdet zartayla gelen dirlik ii timar | ger yélle yuf oldiysa yine tutma dilin saht || meshiir meseldir
buni sen dahu biliirsiin | az bad-e hava amad va bar bad-e hava raft”; ibid., 83a. The final hemistich is in
Persian.
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What links Nef'T’s copious invectives against Vahdeti back with those produced against
Mutahhar Efendi, ‘Anka, and Zaman (though not Hafiz) is their common ground of
railing against, as Nef'1T’s discourse would have it, these upstarts who come from the east
to the Ottoman capital of Istanbul and make a pretense of belonging there. They are, as
Nef'1 takes pains to highlight in a variety of ways, Persians, or even Kizilbas, and hence
not only are they not fit for the Ottoman center, but they are also in some cases not even

to be trusted.

In essence, they are outsiders from the Ottoman periphery, or even from outside the
Ottoman polity altogether, trying to pass themselves off as representatives of the
Ottoman, or rather Riim1, culture. And this approach toward them taken by Nef'1 is, as
the discussion in Chapter 5 made clear, fundamentally no different than the approach
taken by the ‘alim-littérateurs toward, and against, Nef'1. Therefore, before addressing
the issue of why this is the case in the conclusion of this chapter, a discussion of what it
meant to be a “Riim1” in the early 17th century is in order, as this was in fact the elite

sociocultural “Ottoman identity” that was being contested among the two sides involved.

6.2 Ram, the Rumi, and Ottoman identity

The word Riim is, quite simply, the Arabic word for Rome, though originally also
applied to the people associated therewith (i.e., the Byzantines). The word Rimi, adding
the adjectival suffix, refers specifically to people or concepts connected to Rizm. But in
order to understand “where” Riim is and “who” the RUmT are in their relevant contexts,

it is necessary to look at the rather radical changes of signification that these words
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underwent over the centuries, particularly in the Turkish-speaking sociocultural and

political context.

6.2.1 Where is Rim?

The earliest known use of the term Rizm in the Islamic period comes from the Qur’an,
where it is in fact used to refer to a people: “The Romans have been defeated in the
nearest land.”*** These verses, referring to Sasanian victories over the Byzantines in
Syria, utilize Rizm to mean the Byzantines in what was the standard Arabic usage in
early Islamic and medieval times; namely, a people and an empire—the Eastern Roman
Empire—rather than a geographical location per se. But of course the politico-
geographical and the sociocultural go hand in hand, and the word soon developed a more
explicitly geographical denotation as well, being used to refer to “the Greek lands of the
Byzantine empire beyond the Taurus-upper Euphrates frontier zone.”*" That is to say,
Riim came to mean the Eastern Roman Empire considered as an integral political,
cultural, and religious unit. Such a usage became standard throughout the Islamicate

cultural zone up through at least the late 11th century ce.*"’

After the Seljuk Turkish incursion into Asia Minor following their defeat of the
Byzantines at the Battle of Manzikert in August 1071, Rim gradually began to assume a
rather different signification. When the Seljuk Empire split apart after the death of Malik

Shah I (r. 1072—-1092) in 1092, Kilij Arslan I (r. 1092—-1107) seized power in the

805 e 3T Aol 8 23" <ilé” Qur’an 30: 2-3; translation mine.

80 Clifford Edmund Bosworth, “Riim: 2) Relations between the Islamic powers and the Byzantines,” EI°,
Vol. 8, 606.
%97 For a visualization of this conception, see Map 1 in Appendix.
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empire’s Anatolian domains and, over the next century, the dynasty he established began
to expand its territories to both west and east. At least one of the Seljuk rulers, Ghiyath
al-Din Kaykhusraw II (r. 1237—1246) had himself, in an official inscription, styled the
“Sultan of the Land of Riim, of the Armenians, of Syria, of Diyarbekir, and of the
Franks” (Sultan bilad al-Rim wa’l-Arman wa’lI-Sham wa Diyarbakr wa’l-Afranj).*®
While much of this claim is wishful thinking, the first part seems to indicate Riim being
considered as both the geographical region of central Asia Minor and as the Byzantine
lands already annexed together with those desired to be taken.®” Whatever the exact
signification intended may have been, Rim now suggested not only a politico-

geographical and sociocultural unit, but also a political claim, a marker of victory both

achieved and potential, and a signifier of legitimacy.

When this so-called “Sultanate of Rim” effectively collapsed following the Mongol
invasion in the 1240s, this political claim endured in the memory of the rulers of the
independent principalities that came to succeed Seljuk rule in Asia Minor. It was in the
mid-14th century that the Ottoman principality emerged as the region’s chief power,
helped greatly by their conquest of a large swath of territory in Europe across the
Dardanelles. Following one important victory by Bayezid I (r. 1389-1402) over a united
Christian force at the Battle of Nicopolis in September 1396, the sultan was sent a sword

by the Abbasid caliph in Cairo, Mutawakkil ‘ala’l-lah (r. 1362—-1406), and addressed by

808 paul Wittek, The Rise of the Ottoman Empire: Studies in the History of Turkey, Thirteenth—Fifteenth
Centuries (Abingdon: Routledge, 2012), 81-82, note 28.
%99 See Map 2 in Appendix.
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the title “Sultan of Ram” (sultan al-Riim).*"°

Owing to the fact that it may not have been
Bayezid’s own claim, but was bestowed from outside, it is next to impossible to know
precisely what this title intended. Nonetheless, the Ottoman assumption of primacy in
the region, coupled with their secure and extensive presence on both sides of the
Dardanelles, suggests that Riim’s geographical scope had shifted to the west while still
retaining at least some of the political claim it had developed under the Seljuks.*"!
Geographically, this is more or less where Riim would henceforth remain, though one
step still remained regarding the term’s connotations of political legitimacy. Following
Sultan Mehmed II’s (r. 14441446, 1451-1481) conquest of Constantinople on May 29,
1453—effectively eliminating the Eastern Roman Empire—one of the titles he assumed
was “Caesar of Rum” (Kayser-i Rium), thereby proclaiming himself the legitimate

successor not simply to the Byzantines, but to the Roman Empire itself.®'?

6.2.2 Who are the Rami?

Turning from the term “Rum” as a physical, sociocultural, and even aspirational place to
the corresponding descriptor “Rimi’—Iliterally meaning “of, from Rim”—in pre-
Ottoman times, we can speak of Rimi as a predominantly geographical signifier whose

referent follows the slightly shifting course of Rim itself. Thus, in the early Islamic

810 Abdiilkadir Ozcan, “Kili¢ Alay1,” DI, Vol. 25, 408. Cf. Halil inalcik, “Periods in Ottoman History,”
in Essays in Ottoman History (Istanbul: Eren, 1998), 21, where the author claims that Bayezid himself
applied to the caliph to be granted this title.

811 See Map 3 in Appendix.

#12 For an overview of the titulature of Ottoman sultans, including Mehmed II’s claim over the Eastern
Roman heritage, see Halil Inalcik, “Osmanli Sultanlarinin Unvanlar (Titiilatiir) ve Egemenlik Kavrami,”
in Osmanhilar: Fiituhat, Imparatorluk, Avrupa ile Iliskiler, ed. Halil Inalcik (Istanbul: Timas, 2010): 115—
123.
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period we find the companion of Muhammad known as Suhayb al-RﬁmT,813 who was
either of Greek Christian origin himself or else a slave raised in Byzantine lands before
escaping; this is “Rimi” in the sense of “from the Eastern Roman Empire.” Later, there
was the celebrated mystic Jalal al-Din Muhammad Ramt (1207-1273), originally from
the region of Balkh in what is now Afghanistan but who migrated to the Seljuk capital of
Konya in the mid-13th century; this is “Ram1” in the sense of, roughly, the Seljuk-

controlled lands of central Anatolia.

However, once the Ottomans had become the dominant polity in the region, and
particularly after Mehmed II’s conquest of Constantinople removed the Byzantines as a
political entity, Rim1 began to assume a more exclusively sociocultural character. In the
15th and 16th centuries, this was most clearly articulated in the field of literature.
Concerning the literature, primarily poetry, of this period, Selim S. Kuru writes:
“Although [...] poets who composed their poetry in Turkish are today generally called
‘Osmanl1’ or ‘divan’ poets, this had not been the case until the nineteenth century.
Before that time, they were distinguished among other local and foreign cultures by the

25814

title ‘suara-y1 Rum’ (poets of Rum).”” ™ In terms of what the geographical scope of this

peculiarly “Ottoman” Riim was, Kuru points out that, for the 16th-century biographers

#13 See Abii Ja‘far Muhammad b. Jarir al-Tabari, The History of Al-Tabari, an Annotated Translation, Vol.
XV: The Crisis of the Early Caliphate, ed. and trans. R. Stephen Humphreys (Albany: State University of
New York Press, 1990), 3.

814 Selim S. Kuru, “The Literature of Rum: The Making of a Literary Tradition (1450-1600),” in The
Cambridge History of Turkey, Volume 2: The Ottoman Empire as a World Power, 1453—1603, eds.
Suraiya N. Faroghi and Kate Fleet (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 549.
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Sehi Beg (d. 1548/49) and ‘Asik Celebi, “Rum stood for western Anatolia and Rumeli,

with Istanbul consituting its centre.”*"

Likewise, Cemal Kafadar draws up the same boundaries, again rightly associating Rim
with both geography and culture: “Rum was a cultural space inhabited by a community
that shared a literary language, Turkish [...] [T]he lands of Rum as a cultural zone had
two parts in Ottoman usage: what is now Anatolia and what used to be Rumelia.”®'°
While I would argue (¢f. Map 3 in Appendix) that Kuru’s delineation of western
Anatolia as opposed to all of Anatolia is more accurate, the essential point is the same:
the poets of Rtim, or the Riimis who were poets, had from at least the early 15th
century®'” begun to consciously present themselves as representatives of an elite
Ottoman literary culture, one that was deliberately set up against the already established
literary cultures in the Arabic and, especially, Persian languages. This effort gained even
more significance in the context of the developing political and ideological clash with
the Safavids through the 16th century, in a sense culminating with Nev‘1zade ‘Ata’1’s

aforementioned declaration of Riimi victory in panegyric and lyric poetry and imminent

victory in the narrative mode of the mesnevi.

*1° Ibid., 548.

816 Cemal Kafadar, “A Rome of One’s Own: Reflections on Cultural Geography and Identity in the Lands
of Rum,” Mugarnas 24 (2007), 15, 17. See also Cemal Kafadar, Kendine Ait Bir Roma: Diyar-1 Rum’da
Kiiltiirel Cografya ve Kimlik Uzerine (Istanbul: Metis Yayinlar1, 2017).

817 See, e.g., Seyht’s (d. c. 1431) narrative poem Hiisrev ii Sirin (Khusraw and Shirin), where he writes,
“he removed the Persian clothing from the beloved | and immediately put Rim1 garb in its place || taking
from her shoulders those worn-out rags | he arranged her clothes of Riim1 satin” ( ‘Acem tonindan ol
mahbiibt soydi | heman dem Riami iislibina koyd: || soyup egninden ol kéhne pelasin | diizetdi Rimi
atlasdan libasin); Seyhi, Seyhi: Hayati ve Eserleri, Eserlerinden Se¢meler, ed. Faruk K. Timurtag
(Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1968), 122.
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The term “Rim1” was thus one pole in a binary system of terminology pitting Rimi
against non-Rami. In literature as well as in much political discourse, the non-Rum1 par
excellence—initially in literature and then in political and religious ideology as well—
was the Persians, as indicated not only in ‘Ata’T’s claims from the ‘Alemniima but also,
implicitly, in Nef'1’s demands that figures such as Mutahhar Efendi and Vahdeti return
whence they came. Yet the fact that “Ata’T and others among the group of ‘alim-
littérateurs to whom Nef‘1 stood opposed could utilize what was effectively the same
discourse against him calls for more thorough explanation: it was not merely a matter of
Persian literary influence, but rather of sociocultural Persian spheres of influence that

were intimately linked, in the invective corpus, with place of origin and background.

To examine this sociocultural opposition, it is actually most useful to initially examine
how the notion of “Rumi1” operated within Turkish-speaking sectors of the empire. As
Kafadar points out, from at least the early 14th century onward, “Riim1” grew associated
with Turkish-speaking urbanites, in contradistinction to “Turk” with its “associations
with ethnicity-not-transcended and attachment to tribal ways and cultural codes.”®'®
Because of this process, ““Rumi vs. Turk’ [...] resonated with a social class distinction
and had connotations similar to ‘bourgeois vs. rustic’.”*'” In order to better understand
how this distinction arose and assumed broad significance, it needs to be even more

firmly situated in the historical development of the Ottoman polity during that time in

the mid-15th century when it was transitioning from a state to an empire.

818 Ibid., 11.
819 Ibid.
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In observing the process of how this transition occurred, what is particularly striking on
an internal administrative level is a series of dualisms whose poles became increasingly
distant, and estranged, as time wore on. The Turkic peoples who would eventually
become the “Ottomans” (in the word’s broader, non-dynastic sense) were originally just
one of many frontier groups under the Seljuks’ rather loose authority. When even this
quite lax authority was shattered by the Mongol invasion, Anatolia became a patchwork
of principalities with no semblance of a center. As the Ottomans expanded and asserted
power in western Anatolia and then Thrace and beyond, the decentralized structure
initially remained intact, but with the large territorial gains of Murad I (r. 1362—1389)
and Bayezid I in the second half of the 14th century, the state necessarily grew more
centralized: the bureaucracy and administrative class of kapu kullar: (“slaves/servants of
the Porte”) emerged alongside the janissary standing army, all situated both physically
and symbolically beside the sultan at the palace. This development, though,
marginalized the frontier begs who had been the main engine behind both conquest and
the maintenance of stability on the marches. Tension inevitably developed,* finally
erupting at the Battle of Ankara in 1402, when the Ottoman army’s frontier Turkmen
elements deserted to join the forces of the conqueror Timur. While this spelled
Bayezid’s doom in the short term, in the long term—once the subsequent interregnum
period had come to an end with Mehmed Celebi’s assumption of the throne as Sultan

Mehmed I (r. 1413—-1421)—it meant still more severe marginalization of the now

820 As Halil Inalcik points out, in the anonymous Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osman chronicles dealing with Bayezid’s
period, “we find [...] quite a violent expression of the reaction of the classes upholding the traditions of
the Ucheyligi—the Principality of the Marches—against the imperial centralist policies of the Sultan,”
including “bitter criticisms of the elaboration of the court ceremonial and the development of a centralized
administration.” Inalcik, “Periods in Ottoman History,” 15.
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distrusted frontier elements. Under Murad II (r. 1421-1444, 1446—-1451) and his son
Mehmed II, full centralization was effected with the implementation of the centrally
trained and controlled ‘askert ruling class. Especially after the conquest of
Constantinople, the Ottoman dynasty no longer represented the Turkmen frontier
elements, instead standing for nothing other than itself and the governing machine that it
had put into place. Considering the Rimi-Turk dichotomy in light of this long process of
centralization, it emerges not only as a divide in terms of the culture represented by each
element, but also as, to some extent, a political divide: if Mehmed II was now the
“Caesar of Rum,” it was the Rumis rather than the Turkmens who became the officials

and soldiers ( ‘askeri) with the authority to exert that Caesar’s power.

In the cultural realm, this marginalization of the Turkmens eventually had its effects on
the vocabulary and discourse of the early 17th-century invective corpus as well. Nef'T,
for instance, used the term Tiirk against ‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (NadirT) when he

wrote:

Kirli Nigér, that bitch from Gerede,*' that Turk bride | appears to the world as a

mighty mullah || but can there be a court of law in that house with | both a den for
fucking and a lodge for drinking, you dog?***
His most extensive attack in this regard, however, was launched against Veysi, against

whom he produced a long invective in the kaside form whose opening salvo is a barrage

of the word Tiirk used as an insult:

821 < Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed had been born in Gerede, near Bolu in northwestern Anatolia.
$22 “Gerede orfanasi Tiirk gelini Kirli Nigér | goriniir ‘aleme molla-y1 mu‘azzam a kopek || evvela
mahkeme olur mi1 ol evde kim ola | hem sikishane hem mastaba-i Cem a kopek™; ULLWCO 662, 8a.
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God bless! Excellent! Exalted be the power of God the Just! | what the hell is that
trickster Turk with his ludicrous words? || a Turk like that shouldn’t have rhetoric’s
reed of precedence (kasabi's-sebk-i belagat)*> | what his hand needs is a peasant’s
club (zer-deste)®** or shepherd’s flute || a Turk like that needn’t have with him for
use | a pouch with a notebook of poems but some old sack®

The picture Nef'T paints of Veysi, who was originally from Alasehir east of Izmir, can
serve as a concise description of the typical Rimi1 conception of the Turk; namely, an
uneducated rural pastoralist. Yet it is also a picture of this Turk playing at being a Riimi,
carrying around a notebook of poetry and fancying himself skilled in rhetoric. While the
early 17th century is, of course, quite temporally distant from the marginalization of the
Turkmen frontier begs that occurred in the 15th century, the image of the Turk that
crystallized during that period, and continued to be reproduced in the interim, had

persisted.

The division between Riimis and non-Riimis took on new dimensions after Sultan Selim
I’s conquests of Syria, the Holy Land, and Egypt and Siileyman the Magnificent’s
conquests in what is now Iraq. The imperial domain had now expanded to encompass a
vast population of Arabs, Bedouins, and Persians. With the introduction of this vast
periphery so distant from the palace and capital of Istanbul, as well as the subsequent

clarification and consolidation of the imperial ideology under Siileyman, to be Rim1 was

823 The phrase “reed of precedence” (qasab al-sabg) comes from an old Arab tradition wherein a reed is
stuck into the ground and then two horsemen race to try to be the first to pull it out.

824 The word zer-deste refers to a kind of club or wooden stick that was carried by some in Thrace, as well
as by Bektashi dervishes; see Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi’s Journey from Bursa to the Dardanelles and
Edirne, from the Fifth Book of the Seyahatname, ed. Hakan Karateke (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2013), 74,
139 and Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi in Bitlis: The Relevant Section of the Seyahatname, ed. and trans.
Robert Dankoff (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1990), 351, note 1.

825 “baraka’l-lah zehi kudret-1 Hakk jalla jalaluhu! | nedir ol Tiirk[-i] miizevvir sithen-i turfa-makal || 6yle
Tiirk’in kasabi’s-sebk-i belagat yérine | kef-i destinde y[a] zer-deste gerekdir ya kaval || dyle Tiirk’in
yarasur kande ise yaninda | kise-i defter-i ma‘na yérine eski ¢uval”; ULLWCO 662, 11b. Another figure
whom Nef'T attacked as a “Turk” was the aforementioned Firsati, who was from Karesi (Balikesir) in
western Anatolia; see ULLWCO 662, 12b—13b, 24a—24b.
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more than ever not a matter of geographical origin, but rather of being trained in the
geographical, administrative, and cultural center of the empire (Riim) and serving and

remaining loyal to that central system."*

However, even as the broad and rapid territorial expansion of the empire began to
crystallize the meaning of Ruimy, it put strains on the system that was constituted of
Riimis, making that system’s potential risks more acute. It was in the crucible of
political, economic, and social pressures and consequent changes that resulted from this
that there emerged the variety of “declinist”—or, to use what is perhaps a better term,
reactionary—advice literature initiated by Nef'T’s mentor Mustafa ‘Al and continued by
the anonymous author of the Kitab-1 Miistetab and Kogi Beg, as discussed in Chapter 3.
Concerning this literature, Cornell Fleischer makes the following point:

It is of considerable interest to note [...] that the central government, as well as

Ottoman historians, to some extent identified Ottomanism and Ottoman loyalty with

the geographical hinterland of Rum, and viewed with suspicion those who, Muslim

Turks though they might be,**” were not themselves identifiable as Rumi.**®

In other words, there was a perceived danger of a watering-down of the Riim1 identity,
which in practice meant a centrifugal pull on the ideology and resources of the

adminstrative center. As Serif Mardin has explained in connection with the “two very

826 A succinct description of this can be understood from Norman Itzkowitz and Max Mote’s definition of
“Ottoman” (for which, here, read “Rimi”): “The term Ottoman [...] is used to signify those who qualified
for first-class status in that society by serving the religion (being Muslim), serving the state (holding the
position that gave them a state income and a privileged tax status), and knowing the Ottoman Way (using
the Ottoman Turkish language and conforming to the manners and customs of the society that used
Ottoman Turkish).” Norman Itzkowitz and Max Mote, Mubadele: An Ottoman-Russian Exchange of
Ambassadors (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), 11.

%27 Earlier in his analysis, Fleischer had noted—I believe somewhat more accurately—that it was not
necessarily Turks who were putting a strain on the system, but that the problem was created by “the influx
of Muslim natives of the newly conquered eastern provinces into the ku/-dominated Ottoman military
establishment.” Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 155.

% Ibid., 157.

353



loosely related worlds™**

of the Ottoman center and periphery, “the style of state
domination and of official status and culture together made up a cluster, an institutional
code [wherein] the set of principles which kept officials alert to the erosion by the
periphery of the achievements of the center occupied an important place.”**° This
potential weakening of central control at the periphery was something the state—in a
process akin to that of the “seizure and binding” (Zabt u rabt) that would follow every
Ottoman conquest of territory—was careful to try to curtail by means of what were

effectively enclaves of Rimt authority and culture spread throughout the empire, but

concentrated particularly in urban spaces.®*!

By the late 16th and early 17th centuries, when Mustafa ‘All was bemoaning the
empire’s state and Nef'T was launching his assault on “Turks” like Veyst and Firsatt and
telling everyone from the periphery to “stop coming to Istanbul,” the situation in the
capital was to a certain extent the opposite, as the Riimis felt—or at least feigned to feel,
for opportunistic reasons—that their hold on the center was slipping. Throughout the
16th century, the economic opportunities to be had in the center combined with
increasing economic deprivation and social pressures in its mainly eastern peripheries to

2
1.83

attract increasing numbers of people to Istanbu For the capital’s and center’s Rums,

this was the harbinger of a potential dilution and consequent degradation of the elite

829 Serif Mardin, “Center-Periphery Relations: A Key to Turkish Politics?”, Daedalus 102, no. 1 (Post-
Traditional Societies, Winter 1973), 171; http://www.jstor.org/stable/20024114.

89 1bid., 173.

81 See Map 4 in Appendix.

%32 For a concise overview of Istanbul demographics, see J.H. Mordtmann, Halil Inalcik, and Stefanos
Yerasimos, “Istanbul (al-Kustantiniyya, Istanbul). IX: The Inhabitants: Repopulation; Religious
Minorities; The Court and Military Personnel; Epidemics; Population Statistics,” in Historic Cities of the
Islamic World, ed. C. Edmund Bosworth (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007), 202-211.
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sociocultural status of which they—whether it was Nef'1 or the western Anatolian ‘alim-

littérateurs opposed to him—viewed themselves as the representatives.

6.3 Conclusion

The cases of horizontal invective exchange between Nef'1 and the ‘alim-littérateurs in
the previous chapter and between Nef'1 and individuals of Persian origin in this chapter
nowhere make use of the term “Riimi.” Nevertheless, the discourse and parameters of
the conflict as revealed through their invectives make it very clear that this was a clash
over elite literary and sociocultural identity, and in the Ottoman context, as explored in

the previous section, this identity was not “Ottoman” but in fact Rimi.

It is established that the late 16th and early 17th centuries were a period of increasing
factionalization within both the Ottoman palace and the broader administrative and
military systems around it. What the examples of invective examined in this chapter and
the previous one reveal is that the literary sphere was growing just as factionalized.
Moreover, as the discourse of this invective makes apparent, it was by no means simply
differences of literary taste, style, and approach that outlined the contours of these
factions. On the contrary, sociocultural background and pedigree were explicitly mapped
onto what stylistic differences there were and then used as weapons with which to attack

the opposing faction. This was a consciously elitist and implicitly reactionary endeavor.

From the perspective of ‘alim-littérateurs such as Riyazi, Kafzade Fa'izi, and Nev 1zade
‘Ata’1, the aim was for this relatively small faction to concentrate cultural capital in their

hands and forge an identity that they could control—a control that, as their close and
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carefully nurtured network evinces, they averred could be achieved at least partly
through a control over social capital. This factionalized elitification was simultaneously
an active canonization process, one that can be traced in, for example, the changes
occurring in the encyclopedic works produced at the time: it is no accident that three of
the most central members of this coterie of ‘alim-littérateurs—viz., Riyazi, Nev 1zade
‘Ata’1, and Kafzade Fa’izi—were also the most significant biographers of the era. On the
other side, Nef'T’s aim was very much the same as theirs, though in his case, lacking the
paternal networks that were already in place for the ‘alim-littérateurs at the very start of
their careers, he concentrated on asserting dominance in cultural production and lashed
out at the socially (and politically) dominant figures conglomerating around him. To
some extent, this bears all the hallmarks of being a kind of defense mechanism,
especially when considered in the light of his invectives against Nev‘1zade ‘Ata’1 and
individuals of Persianate origin (whether poets or not), such as Zaman Mehmed Efendi,

‘Anka, Mutahhar Efendi, and Vahdeti.

In the end, the factionalization of Ottoman high poetic culture would prove a moot point
as the sociocultural landscape changed even more extremely later in the 17th century.
Yet for a period of some forty years, it produced a rich invective corpus where nearly all

those involved put their most deeply seated predilections and prejudices on full display.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION:
AN AGE OF RAGE

As all historians know, the past is a great darkness, and filled with echoes.
Voices may reach us from it; but what they say to us is imbued

with the obscurity of the matrix out of which they come;

and, try as we may, we cannot always decipher them precisely

in the clearer light of our own day.**

The invective corpus that has been examined in this dissertation shows that, in a way,
the early 17th-century Ottoman elite cultural field might be characterized as an age of
rage. The figures involved—on one side Nef'1, on the other ‘alim-littérateurs like Riyazi
and Nev‘1zade ‘Ata’1, arrivals from the Persian sphere of influence like Mutahhar Efendi
and Vahdeti, and statesmen like Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha and Giirct Mehmed Pasha—
were all attempting to navigate systems of patronage and of career advancement that
were increasingly unstable under the pressure of contemporary circumstances; as Rifa‘at
‘Ali Abou-El-Haj emphasized in regards to the transitional period of the late 16th and

the 17th centuries, there was “intensifying competition within the ruling elite for access

833 Margaret Atwood, The Handmaid’s Tale (New York: Anchor Books, 1998), 311.
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to resources and revenues,” ultimately contributing to “social mobility, fluidity of

practice, and flux in fortunes.”*

In retrospect, given the instability of the era, it hardly
seems surprising that factionalization became a dominant factor governing relationships
between different groups not only within the Ottoman palace but also, as this
dissertation has shown, within one of its nearest peripheries, the literary and scholarly
elite. The invective verse that emerged from within this factionalized environment not
only reflected the tensions and passions that were involved, but also further fed into
them: just as, on an administrative or political level, the grand vizier Murad Pasha’s
attempts to have the chief treasurer Etmek¢izade Ahmed Pasha dismissed and killed
demanded a response in kind, so did the invective assaults of someone like Nef'1
demand a response in kind—as was, indeed, dictated by the very beginnings of the
Islamicate poetic tradition itself, where any attack on individual-cum-tribal honor ( ‘ird)
called for retaliation and demanded restitution. And the discourse animating the
invective corpus that emerged from this shows both that these factions were propped up

by something very much resembling tribal honor and that there was more than a little

rage pent up within the varied individuals involved.

There is much about this invective corpus that remains in the dark. On a superficial
level, the very identities of some of the figures involved remain a mystery in that all we
have, for the moment, is the epithet with which NefT chose to brand them for posterity:
“Opportunist” (Firsati), “Camel Lips” (Siitiirleb) , “Belly” (Sikem). But more

significantly, this corpus and the figures involved in it—whether as producers or as

834 Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the Modern State, 59.
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targets or both—await an even fuller integration into their diachronic and synchronic
contexts, both within the Ottoman polity and without. The remainder of this conclusion

will address these areas of further inquiry point by point.

Diachronically and within the Ottoman polity, the early 17th-century invective corpus
still needs to be situated into the historical literary trajectory of Ottoman invective as a
whole. As was discussed in Chapter 2, not even literary scholars, not to mention
historians, have even begun to touch on the topic of invective in an Ottoman context,
due partly to moral trepidations regarding the profanity and obscenity that is a virtual
sine qua non of the mode and partly to dismissal of its utility in historical studies. About
the former nothing can be done. As for the latter, however, this dissertation has been an
initial attempt to show that invective can in fact add something to our historical
understanding, not despite the mode’s inherent and explicit subjectivity but precisely

833 Yet once this has been admitted, work must be done to more closely

because of it.
link, for instance, Nef'T’s Siham-1 kaza, the invective verse written against Nef'1, and

other contemporary invectives (such as Riyaz1’s attack on “White Butt” and “Black

Balls”) with the invective that came before. A key question in this regard is this: was this

%33 Classicists and those working in early modern English studies have long since begun to recognize the
value of invective for historical analysis. For some key studies relating to the field, see Nicolino Applauso,
“Curses and Laughter: The Ethics of Political Invective in the Comic Poetry of High and Late Medieval
Italy” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Oregon, 2010); Phebe Lowell Bowditch, Horace and the Gift
Economy of Patronage (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2001); Dermot Cavanagh and Tim Kirk,
eds., Subversion and Scurrility: Popular Discourse in Europe from 1500 to the Present (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2000); Thomas Cogswell, “Underground Verse and the Transformation of Early Stuart Political
Culture,” Huntington Library Quarterly 60, no. 3 (1997): 303-326; Corbeill, Controlling Laughter; Adam
Fox, “Ballads, Libels and Popular Ridicule in Jacobean England,” Past & Present 145 (November 1994):
47-83; Andrew McRae, “Satire and Sycophancy: Richard Corbett and Early Stuart Royalism,” The
Review of English Studies, New Series 54, no. 215 (June 2003): 336—-364; Rose A. Zimbardo, A¢ Zero
Point: Discourse, Culture, and Satire in Restoration England (Lexington: The University Press of
Kentucky, 1998); and also the special issue of Huntington Library Quarterly 69, no. 1 (March 2006).

359



period’s invective corpus really as sui generis as I have claimed it to be? At the moment,
this seems to be the case—hence, to a great extent, the very existence of this
dissertation. However, it must be kept in mind that invective verse is often tucked away
into miscellanies and even recitation notebooks (mecmii ‘a, conk), media that have only
barely begun to be studied in the Ottoman context, and so the size and significance of
earlier corpora from, say, the 16th century may well be awaiting a complete
reevaluation, especially if we consider that not all the producers of a given piece of
invective are (or were) known and identifiable figures like Nef'T in the 17th century or
Zat1 in the 16th. To give just one example from just one miscellany that has already been
used in this dissertation, there is a verse beginning with the line, “suddenly Kalaylikoz
became a vizier | everyone said he would shatter the honor of viziership.”**® This
appears—judging from the time periods of the invective verses collected with it—to be a
reference to Kalaylikoz “Alt Pasha (d. 1587), a governor of various provinces in the
1580s who also married Sultan Seltm II’s daughter. But who wrote this piece, in what
context, and why? There are almost undoubtedly scores of pieces like this inscribed in
other miscellanies or scribbled down in margins, and until they are brought out into the
historian’s view no comprehensive analysis of the trajectory of the Ottoman invective

tradition from, say, the 15th through the early 19th century can even begin.

In terms of further synchronic (i.e., the early 17th century) study of invective within the
Ottoman polity, there is similarly a need to discover what more works there may be from

this particular period, not to mention the need to produce a full and uncensored edition

836 “hagteten Kalaylikoz geliip old1 vezir | her goren dédi, ‘Vezaret ‘irzim eyler sikest””; IUNEK TY 3004,
48b.
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837
37 But even

of Nef'1’s Siham-1 kaza together with the invectives produced against Nef'1.
once this has been done, this invective corpus and the divisive discourse that drives it
ought to be still more closely analyzed in connection with other contemporary sources.
This dissertation, making use primarily of contemporary chronicles and advice literature
as ancillary sources, is just a first step: there is also much to be gleaned from the
anecdotal evidence of registers of important affairs (miihimme defteri) and, especially,
court records (ser iyye sicili), and even such empirical (or ostensibly empirical) records
as cadastral surveys (tahrir defteri) might be used to shed light on the contemporary
invective corpus, as well as vice versa, in such a way as to obtain a more comprehensive
understanding of the historical period in question in terms of the sociocultural and
political clashes emerging under the pressure of contemporary changes and
transformations. Another important yet neglected area of study is the issue of how
invective verse was circulated and performed in the Ottoman context, and thus how it
worked to contribute to the rumor mill of the slander and defamation that were its
primary functions. Beyond this, the particular variety of elite invective examined in this
dissertation could also benefit from comparison and contrast with analogous traditions
in, for lack of a better word, “popular literature”; e.g., the taslama and atigma traditions
of folk literature; the social criticism, stereotypes, and uninhibited language of the
Karagoz and Hacivad shadow theater; and the performative traditions of meddah
storytellers. Moreover, to speak of the Ottoman polity is to speak not only of the Turkish

language but also the empire’s other languages and traditions: Arabic and Persian in this

%37 This, together with English verse translations of the works in question, is a project on which I am
currently engaged.
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period have analogous invective traditions dealing with similar issues to those addressed
in the invective corpus examined here, but is there anything of a similar nature in, for
instance, Armenian or Greek? And how aware were the producers in all these different
linguistic traditions of the producers and productions of other linguistic traditions? This
is a broad area of study that is still in its infancy, but the field of invective verse, not to
mention prose, as a discursive mode commenting on and critiquing contemporary
society and politics through ad hominem and ad tribum attack may well have something

to offer in this regard.

Moving beyond the Ottoman polity, further diachronically oriented research would
entail a more comprehensive investigation of what was only barely begun in this
dissertation; namely, situating the Ottoman invective tradition within the broader scope
of the Islamicate invective tradition as a whole. As was touched upon briefly in the
introduction, my preliminary research has indicated that certain historical periods
marked by a greater degree of sociocultural, political, and/or economic upheaval
coincide with a proliferation in the amount of invective produced (or at least preserved):
the early 17th-century Ottoman center was one such period, as was the transitional
period from pre-Islam to Islam in the mid-7th to mid-8th centuries CE. There is, though,
much more work to be done in this regard. For instance, how did the highly performative
aspect of the reciprocal naqa id poetry produced in Basra’s market and literary center of
al-Mirbad by al-Farazdaq (c. 644—c. 728), Jarir (c. 650—c. 728/729), and al-Akhtal (d. c.
710) affect the discourse and diction of invective, and what effect did this ultimately

have on the discourse, diction, and performativity of Ottoman invective? In the Persian
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tradition, what was the effect of the highly uninhibited discourse of poets like Anwart or
Stizani, or of the socially oriented satire of ‘Obayd Zakani (d. c. 1370)? All of these
producers of invective were plying their trade in periods of major change and/or
instability—the naqa id poets in the urbanizing and gradually detribalizing
Mesopotamia of the late Umayyad period; Anwarf in the early years of the breakdown of
the Seljuk Empire; Stizani in a Samarqand that had just been lost by the Seljuks; ‘Obayd
Zakant in the period when the Ilkhanate collapsed into a number of petty states—and all
of them were known of by Ottoman authors, as evidenced by references in the
biographical literature of the 16th century. Furthermore, the matter of the effect of such
figures and their work on the producers of Ottoman invective is not simply a matter of
literary style: since, as was discussed in the introduction, invective is a mode resolutely
discursive in nature and inherently topical in content, the issue of particular influence
can also serve as a reflection, albeit a distant one, of how authors viewed the historical

period in which they worked.

Finally, moving to the area of synchronic study of invective outside the Ottoman polity,
it is important to note that many of the same troubles that beset the Ottoman Empire in
the late 16th and early 17th centuries—the price revolution and attendant economic
hardship triggered by the influx of gold and silver from the New World, growing social
mobility and its effects on sociocultural stability and the mentalities of the elite, new
ways of waging war and the concomitant change in the composition of armies, internal
unrest and rebellion exacerbated by all these transformations—were all troubles by

which western Europe was afflicted as well. And not coincidentally, in Europe this same
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period was also one in which there was a massive proliferation in the production of
personal (ad hominem) and social (ad tribum) invective, both elite and popular and in
both manuscript and the burgeoning medium of print. England, for instance, saw a sea-
change in the size and composition of the nobility during the early Stuart period—and a
veritable explosion in the production of libels. Subsequent years saw the revolution of
the puritan Commonwealth in the 1650s followed by the notoriously libertine
Restoration—which gave birth to a figure such as John Wilmot, the 2nd Earl of
Rochester (1647—-1680), whose works straddle the line between the harshest personal
invective, both vertical and horizontal, and the broadest human satire. In Spain, the slow
decay of the internal Spanish economy was accompanied by a long invective quarrel
between Luis de Gongora (1561-1627), proponent of the complex stylings of
culteranismo with its many commonalities to the so-called “Indian style” of which Nef'1
was an antecedent in Ottoman lands, and Francisco de Quevedo (1580-1645), whose
conceptismo attempted to pare poetic language down to its simplest, often localized
forms. Both men represented different variants of the Spanish nobility, the urban and the
rural, and each mercilessly attacked the other in verse, sometimes disguising their
sociocultural differences behind aesthetic arguments and sometimes simply directly
accusing one another of dissolution and homosexuality—much as has been seen in this
dissertation in connection with the clash between Nef'1 and the coterie of ‘alim-
littérateurs. And in France, the scars of the 16th-century Wars of Religion left a mark on
such figures as Charles-Timoléon de Beauxoncles, Sieur de Sigogne (1560-1611) and

Jean Auvray (1580-1624), whose abundant satires marked a transition between
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personal invective of figures both named and unnamed, high and low, and social

criticism of the most pessimistic variety.

What all such abundant examples reveal is that contemporary changes in state formation
processes and their trickle-down effect on rising tensions within the sociocultural and
literary environment led to a proliferation in the production of invective within many
widely varying yet also radically similar contexts. Ultimately, then, more in-depth,
contextualized research into the field of invective production during the early modern
period can provide us with a deeper understanding of the involved actors’ mentalities
and motivations and how these came to receive expression under, and further feed back

into, the enmities and hostilities that arose during this age of rage.

365



REFERENCES

Primary sources

(1) Siham-1 kaza and related manuscripts

Ali Fuad Tiirkgeldi MS (private collection).

Ali Nihad Tarlan MS (private collection).

Bodleian Library, MS. Turk e. 100.

British Museum Or., 7170.

Edirne Selimiye Yazma Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, 2143.

Gazi Husrev Begova Library, 6816.

Istanbul University Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, TY 511.
Istanbul University Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, TY 1653.
Istanbul University Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, TY 3003.
Istanbul University Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, TY 3004.
Istanbul University Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, TY 9699.
Konya Mevlana Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, 389.

Konya Mevlana Miizesi Kiitliphanesi, 5913.

Marmara University Ilahiyat Fakiiltesi Kiitiiphanesi, 12017/YZ0273.

366



Millet Yazma Eser Kiitiiphanesi, Ali Emiri, Mnz 650.

Millet Yazma Eser Kiitiiphanesi, Ali Emiri, Mnz 1027.

Millet Yazma Eser Kiitiiphanesi, Ali Emiri, Mnz 1028.

Millet Yazma Eser Kiitiiphanesi, Ali Emiri, Mnz 1097.

Milli Kiitiiphane, Yazmalar Koleksiyonu, 06 Mil Yz A 5379.

Milli Kiitiiphane, Yazmalar Koleksiyonu, 06 Mil Yz A 8545.
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Tiirkische Handschriften, Mxt. 260.
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Tiirkische Handschriften, Mxt. 1244.
Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ali Nihad Tarlan, 10.

Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Mehmed Arif-Mehmed Murad, 246.
Siileymaniye Kiitliphanesi, Yazma Bagislar, 7274.
Universiteitsbibliotheek Leiden, Legatum Warnerianum, Cod. Or. 662.

Universiteitsbibliotheek Leiden, Legatum Warnerianum, Cod. Or. 870.

(2) Other manuscripts

Istanbul University Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, TY 3543.
Istanbul University Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, TY 5511.
Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, H. 1263.

University of Michigan Library, Islamic Manuscripts, Isl. Ms. 409.

(3) Transcribed, translated, and other primary sources
‘Abdu’l-ganizade Mehmed (Nadir1) Efendi. “Gani-zade Nadiri: Hayati, Edebi Kisiligi,
Eserler, Divani ve Seh-namesinin Tenkidli Metni.” Edited by Numan Kiilekg¢i. Ph.D.

dissertation. Erzurum: Atatiirk University, 1985.

367



‘Abdu’r-rahman Hibri. Enisii’[-Miisamirin: Edirne Tarihi, 1360—1650. Edited and
translated by Ratip Kazancigil. Edirne: Tiirk Kiitiiphaneciler Dernegi Edirne Subesi
Yayinlari, 1996.

‘Abdiilkadir Efendi. Top¢ular Katibi ‘Abdiilkadir (Kadri) Efendi Tarihi. 2 vols. Edited
by Ziya Yilmazer. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2003.

Aksoyak, 1. Hakki, ed. “Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali’nin Mecmau’l-Bahreyn’inin Onsozii.”
In I. Uluslar Aras: Tiirk-Iran Dil ve Edebiyat Iliskileri Sempozyumu. Istanbul: Kiiltiir
ve Sosyal Isler Daire Bagkanlig1, 2012. 303-352.

Arslan, Mehmet and Ismail Hakki Aksoyak, eds. “Gelibolulu Ali’nin Serh Muhtevali
Dort Risalesi: ‘Me‘alimii’t-Tevhid,” ‘Daka’iku’t-Tevhid,” ‘Nikati’l-Kal fi
Tazmini’l-Makal,” ‘Cam1’nin Bir Beytinin Serhi’.” Tiirkliik Bilimi Arastirmalar: 6
(1998). 263-288.

Arslantas, Nuh and Yaron Ben Nach, eds. and trans. Anonim Bir Ibranice Kronige Gére
1622-1624 Yillarinda Osmanli Devleti ve Istanbul. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Yayinlari, 2013.

‘Asik Celebi. Mega ‘irii’s-Su ‘ard: Inceleme—Metin. 3 vols. Edited by Filiz Kilig.
Istanbul: Istanbul Arastirmalari Enstitiisii Yaynlar1, 2010.

‘Attar, Farid al-din. Pend-nameh ou Le livre des conseils de Ferid-eddin Attar. Edited
by Silvestre de Sacy. Paris: Imprimerie Royale, 1819.

Bakkalzade Seyyid Mehmed (Hasimi) Celebi. “Héasimi, Hayati, Edebi Kisiligi ve
Divani’nin Tenkidli Metni.” Edited by Ayse Bulan. Master’s thesis. Konya: Selguk

University, 1993.

368



Barkan, Omer Liitfi, ed. “Edirne ve Civarindaki Bazi Imaret Tesislerinin Yillik
Muhasebe Bilangolar1.” Belgeler 1, no. 2 (July 1964): 1-377.

Biriing, al-. The Book of Instruction in the Elements of the Art of Astrology. Edited and
translated by R. Ramsay Wright. London: Luzac & Co., 1934 (reprint: Bel Air: The
Astrology Center of America, 2000).

Bukhari, Muhammad al-. The Translation of the Meanings of Sahih Al-Bukhdri, Arabic-
English. 9 vols. Edited by Muhammad Muhsin Khan. Riyadh: Darussalam, 1997.

Cantemir, Dimitrie. Sistemul Sau Intocmirea Religiei Muhammedane. In Opere
Complete. Vol. VIII, Book II. Edited by Virgil Candea. Bucharest: Editura
Academiei Republicii Socialiste Romania, 1987.

Cinar, Bekir, ed. “T1fli Ahmed Celebi: Hayati, Edebi Sahsiyeti, Eserleri ve Divant’nin
Tenkitli Metni.” Ph.D. dissertation. Elaz1g: Firat University, 2000.

Donuk, Suat, ed. “Nev’i-zade Atayi’nin Hezliyat’1.” Uluslararasi Sosyal Arastirmalar
Dergisi | The Journal of International Social Research 8, no. 39 (August 2015): 70—
110.

Ebu’z-ziya [Tevfik]. Nef'7. Istanbul: Matba‘a-i Ebii’z-ziya, 1311 (1893/94).

Evliya Celebi. Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi. Vol. IX. Edited by Yiicel Dagli, Seyit Ali

Kahraman, and Robert Dankoff. Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2005.

. Evliya Celebi in Bitlis: The Relevant Section of the Seyahatname. Edited by

Robert Dankoff. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1990.

. Evliya Celebi’s Journey from Bursa to the Dardanelles and Edirne, from the
Fifth Book of the Seyahatname. Edited by Hakan Karateke. Leiden and Boston: Brill,

2013.

369



Hasan Beyzade Ahmed Pasha. Hasan Bey-zdde Tarihi: Tahlil — Kaynak Tenkidi — Metin
— Metin ve Indeks. 3 vols. Edited by Sevki Nezihi Aykut. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Basimevi, 2004.

Hiiseyin Tugi. Musibetndme: Tahlil — Metin ve Indeks. Edited by Sevki Nezihi Aykut.
Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2010.

Ibn Ishaq. The Life of Muhammad, a Translation of Ishdq’s Sirat Rasul Allah. Edited
and translated by A. Guillaume. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1967.

[bnii’l-emin Mahmiid Kemal (inal). “NefTye Da’ir.” Tiirk Tarith Enciimeni Mecmii ‘ast
19 (96) (1928): 159-160.

[brahim Pecevi. “Pegevi Tarihi (250b—284a Metin, Dizin, Ozel Adlar Sézliigii).” Edited
by Beyhan Ding. Master’s thesis. Istanbul: Marmara Universitesi, 2005.

— “Pegevi Tarihi (317b—351a Metin, Dizin, Ozel Adlar Sézliigii).” Edited by
Zuhal Kayayurt. Master’s thesis. Istanbul: Marmara Universitesi, 2005.

—— “Pegevi Tarihi: Edisyon Kritigi Bagdat Niishas1 (284—317 Metin, Dizin, Ozel
Adlar Sozligi).” Edited by Melek Metin. Master’s thesis. Istanbul: Marmara
Universitesi, 2006.

Kafzade Fa'iz1. “Kaf-zade Fa’iz1’in Ziibdetli’l-Es’ar’1.” Edited by Bekir Kayabasi. Ph.D.
dissertation. Malatya: indnii University, 1997.

Katib Celebi. Lexicon Bibliographicum et Encyclopaedicum, Mustafa Ben Abdallah,
Katib Jelebi Dicto et Nomine Haji Khalfa Celebrato Compositum. Vol. 3. London:
Oriental Translation Fund, 1835.

— . “Fezleke.” Edited by Zeynep Aycibin. Ph.D. dissertation. Istanbul: Mimar

Sinan Giizel Sanatlar Universitesi, 2007.

370



Kaykavus b. Iskandar b. Qabus. Le Cabous Name, ou Livre de Cabous. Edited and
translated by A. Querry. Paris: Imprimerie Marchessou Fils, 1886.

Kinalizade Hasan Celebi. Tezkiretii ’s-Su ‘ard. Edited by Aysun Sungurhan. Ankara: T.C.
Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi, 2017.

Koc¢i Beg. Kogi Bey Risdlesi. Edited by Yilmaz Kurt. Ankara: Ak¢ag Yayinlari, 2011.

Kuru, Selim Sirri, ed. and trans. “A Sixteenth Century Scholar: Deli Birader and His
Dafi ii’lI-gumiim ve rafi Ui’l-humiim.” Ph.D. dissertation. Cambridge: Harvard
University, 2000.

Latifi. Tezkiretii's-Su ‘ard ve Tabsiratii'n-Nuzamad (Inceleme—Metin). Edited by Ridvan
Canim. Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir Merkezi Bagkanligi, 2000.

Mehmed b. Mehmed. “Mehmed b. Mehmed er-Rimi (Edirneli)’nin Nuhbetii’t-Tevarih
ve’l-Ahbar’1 ve Tarih-i Al-i Osman’t: Metinleri, Tahlilleri.” Edited by Abdurrahman
Sagirli. Ph.D. dissertation. Istanbul: Istanbul University, 2000.

Mehmed Ri1z3, Seyyid. Zehr-i Mar-zade Seyyid Mehmed Riza: Hayati, Eserleri, Edebi
Kisiligi ve Tezkiresi. Edited by Gencay Zavotgu. Kocaeli: T.C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm
Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 2009.

Mehmed Siireyya. Sicill-i Osmani. 6 vols. Edited by Nuri Akbayar and Seyit Ali
Kahraman. Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1996.

Murphey, Rhoads. “Doérdiincii Sultan Murad’a Sunulan Yedi Telhis.” In VIII. Tiirk Tarih
Kongresi, Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler (11—15 Ekim 1976). Vol. 2. Ankara: Tiirk

Tarih Kurumu, 1981. 1095-1099.

371



, ed. “The Veliyyuddin Telhis: Notes on the Sources and Interrelations between
Kogi Bey and Contemporary Writers of Advice to Kings.” Belleten XLIII, no. 171
(1979): 547-571.

Mustafa ‘All. Mustafa ‘Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581: Edition, Translation, Notes. 2
vols. Edited and translated by Andreas Tietze. Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen

Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1979.

. The Ottoman Gentleman of the Sixteenth Century: Mustafa Ali’s Meva’idii’'n-
Nefa'is {1 Kava’'idi’l-Mecalis (“Tables of Delicacies concerning the Rules of Social
Gatherings). Edited and translated by Douglas S. Brookes. Cambridge, MA: The
Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations, Harvard University, 2003.

— Kiinhii’l-Ahbar in Tezkire Kismi: Metin. Edited by Mustafa Isen.
http://courses.washington.edu/otap/archive/data/arch_txt/texts/a_kunhul.html.

Na‘tma Mustafa Efendi. Tarih-i Na ‘ima (Ravzatii’l-Hiiseyn fi Hulasati Ahbari’l-
Hafikayn). 4 vols. Edited by Mehmet Ipsirli. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari,
2007.

Namik Kemal. Namik Kemal'in Hustsi Mektuplar: I111. VI. Midilli Mektuplar: — 11.
Edited by Fevziye Abdullah Tansel. Ankara: Tiirk Tarth Kurumu Basimevi, 1973.

Net'1. [Divan-1 Nef i]. Bulaq, Cairo: Daru’l-tiba‘ati’l-amire, 1836.

——— Nef’i Divani. Edited by Metin Akkus. Ankara: Akcag Yaynlari, 1993.

——— Hicvin Ankalari: Nefi ve Sihdm-1 Kazd. Ed. Metin Akkus. Ankara: Ak¢ag

Yayinlari, 1998.

372



Nev‘izade ‘Ata’1. Hadad iku’l-Hakad ik fi Tekmileti’s-Sakd 'ik: Nev ‘izade Atdyi nin
Saka’ik Zeyli. 2 vols. Edited by Suat Donuk and Derya Ors. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazma
Eserler Kurumu Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 2017.

———. Nev’i-zade Atdyi Divani. Edited by Saadet Karakdse. Ankara and Malatya: T.C.
Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 1994.

Nicolay, Nicolas de. Le Navigationi et Viaggi, Fatti nella Turchia. Venice: Francesco
Ziletti, 1580.

Nizam al-Mulk. The Book of Government, or Rules for Kings: The Siyasat-nama, or
Siyar al-Mulitk of Nizam al-Mulk. Edited and translated by Hubert Darke. New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1960.

Riyazi Mehmed Efendi. Riyazii’s-Suara. Edited by Namik A¢ikgoz. Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir
ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 2017.

Roe, Thomas. The Negotiations of Sir Thomas Roe, in His Embassy to the Ottoman
Porte, from the Year 1621 to 1628 Inclusive. London: Samuel Richardson, 1740.

Riihi-i Bagdadt. Bagdatli Rithi Divani: Karsilastirmali Metin. Edited by Coskun Ak.
Bursa: Uludag Universitesi Basimevi, 2001.

SiirtirT. “Siirtri ve Hezliyyat’1 (Inceleme — Tenkitli Metin —SozIiik).” Edited by Elif
Ayan. Master’s thesis. Ankara: Hacettepe University, 2002.

Seyhi. Seyhi’nin Harname si. Edited by Faruk K. Timurtas. Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Basimevi, 1971.

—— Seyhi: Hayati ve Eserleri, Eserlerinden Se¢meler. Edited by Faruk K. Timurtas.

Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1968.

373



Seyhi Mehmed Efendi. Vekayiii’l-Fudald. 3 vols. Edited by Abdiilkadir Ozcan. Istanbul:
Cagr1 Yaymlari, 1989.

Sinas1. Miintahabat-1 Tavsir-i Efkar, Mebahis-i Edebiyye, Mes ele-i Mebhiisetiin-anha.
Edited by Ebu’z-ziya [Tevfik]. Istanbul: Matba a-i Ebt’z-ziya, 1303 (1885/86).

Tabar1, Abu Ja‘far Muhammad b. Jarir al-. The History of Al-Tabari, an Annotated
Translation, Vol. VII: The Foundation of the Community: Muhammad at Al-Madina,
A.D. 622-626 / Hijrah—4 A.H. Edited and translated by W. Montgomery Watt and

M.V. McDonald. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1987.

. The History of Al-Tabart, an Annotated Translation, Vol. XV: The Crisis of the
Early Caliphate. Edited and translated by R. Stephen Humphreys. Albany: State

University of New York Press, 1990.

. Tafsir al-Tabari: Jami " al-Bayan ‘an Ta 'wil ay al-Qur’an. Vol. 17. Edited by
‘Abd Allah b. “‘Abd al-Muhsin al-Turki. Riyadh: Dar ‘Alim al-Kutub, 2003.

Tifashi, Ahmad b. Yaisuf al-Qaysi al-. Les délices des coeurs,; ou, ce que l’on ne trouve
en aucun livre. Edited and translated by René R. Khawam. Paris: Phebus, 1981.

Wenner, Adam. Tagebuch der kaiserlichen Gesandtschaft nach Konstantinopel, 1616—
1618. Edited by Karl Nehring. Munich: Finnisch-Ugrischen Seminar an der
Universitat Miinchen, 1984.

Yahya Beg. Yahyd Bey, Divan: Tenkidli Basim. Edited by Mehmed Cavusoglu. Istanbul:
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Matbaasi, 1977.

Yazicioglu Ahmed Bican. Diirr-i Mekniin (Tipkibasim) (Inceleme — Cevriyazi — Dizin).

Edited by Ahmet Demirtas. Istanbul: Akademik Kitaplar, 2009.

374



Yiicel, Yasar, ed. Osmanli Devlet Teskilatina Dair Kaynaklar: Kitdb-1 Miistetdb, Kitabu
Mesalihi’l-Miislimin ve Mendfi i’l-Mii ’'minin, Hurzii’I-Miiliik. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Basimevi, 1988.

Ziya Pasha. “Si‘r ve Insa’.” Hiirriyet 11. September 7, 1868.

. Zafername. Edited by Fikret Sahoglu. Istanbul: Terciiman, 1975.

Secondary sources
Abou-El-Haj, Rifa‘at ‘Ali. “The Ottoman Nasihatname as a Discourse over ‘Morality’.”
In Mélanges Professeur Robert Mantran. Edited by Abdeljelil Temimi. Zaghouan:

Centres d’Etudes et de Recherches Ottomanes, Morisques, de Documentation et

d’Information, 1988. 17-30.

. Formation of the Modern State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth
Centuries. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991.

Acikgdz, Burak Fatih. “Ilk Osmanli Edebiyat Tarihleri ve Tarihgileri Hakkinda Baz
Degerlendirmeler.” Selcuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi 27 (2012):
1-8.

Akdag, Mustafa. Tiirk Halkinin Dirlik ve Diizenlik Kavgasi: “Celali Isyanlar”.
Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2017.

Akgiil, Ahmet. “Nef’1’nin Sihdm-1 Kaza’s1 ile Tiirkge Divan’indaki iki Farkli Uslp
Uzerine Baz1 Tespitler.” Turkish Studies 7, no. 2 (Spring 2012): 47-57.

— . “Suara Tezkirelerinde Anekdotlar Vasitasiyla Bilingaltina Telkin Edilen
Olumsuz Mesajlar: Kiinhii’l-Ahbar’in Tezkire Kism1 Ornegi.” Littera Turca:

Journal of Turkish Language and Literature 2, no. 1 (Winter 2016): 13-34.

375



Akkus, Metin. “Omer Nef*i’nin Hayati ve Biyografi Problemleri”. Atatiirk Universitesi
Tiirkiyat Arastirmalari Enstitiisii Dergisi, No: 3, 1995. pp. 205-210.

Alkan, A. Turan. “Ekmek¢izade Ahmet Pasa’nin Oliimiine Diisiiriilmiis Bir Tarih ve
Cennetle Miijdelenen Bir Zalim.” Tarih ve Toplum 9, no. 54 (June 1988): 46 (374)—
49 (377).

Ambros, Edith Giilgin. “Six Lampoons out of Faqiri’s Risale-i ta rifat”. Wiener
Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes, No: 82, 1992. pp. 27-36.

———— ““The Other’ (Non-Muslim, Non-Ottoman) in Ottoman Literary Humour.”
Journal of Turkish Studies | Tiirkliik Bilgisi Arastirmalar: 44 (December 2015): 85—
100.

Andrews, Walter G. Poetry’s Voice, Society’s Song: Ottoman Lyric Poetry. Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1985.

— . “Speaking of Power: The ‘Ottoman Kaside’.” In Qasida Poetry in Islamic Asia
and Africa, Volume One: Classical Traditions and Modern Meanings. Edited by
Stefan Sperl and Christopher Shackle. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996. 281-300.

Andrews, Walter G. and Mehmet Kalpakli. “Across Chasms of Change: The Kaside in
Late Ottoman and Republican Times.” In Qasida Poetry in Islamic Asia and Africa,
Volume One: Classical Traditions and Modern Meanings. Edited by Stefan Sperl

and Christopher Shackle. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996. 301-325.

. The Age of Beloveds: Love and the Beloved in Early-modern Ottoman and
European Culture and Society. Durham: Duke University Press, 2005.
Andrews, Walter G., Najaat Black, and Mehmet Kalpakli, ed. and trans. Ottoman Lyric

Poetry: An Anthology. Austin: University of Texas Press, 1997.

376



Antoon, Sinan. The Poetics of the Obscene in Premodern Arabic Poetry: Ibn al-Hajjdj
and Sukhf. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014.

Applauso, Nicolino. “Curses and Laughter: The Ethics of Political Invective in the
Comic Poetry of High and Late Medieval Italy.” Ph.D. dissertation. Eugene:
University of Oregon, 2010.

Arn, Biilent. “Early Ottoman Diplomacy: Ad Hoc Period.” In Ottoman Diplomacy:
Conventional or Unconventional? Edited by A. Nuri Yurdusev. Houndmills:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2004. 36—65.

Atwood, Margaret. The Handmaid’s Tale. New York: Anchor Books, 1998.

Aydin, Diindar. “Belge ve Kaynaklara Gore Nef’i’nin Dedesi Mirza Ali’nin Hayat1 ve
Soyu.” Marmara Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tiirkliik Arastirmalar: Dergisi
5(1989): 165-184.

Aykut, S. Nezihi. “Hasan Beyzade Ahmed Pasa.” Historians of the Ottoman Empire.
http://www.ottomanhistorians.uchicago.edu. Edited by Cemal Kafadar, Hakan
Karateke, and Cornell Fleischer. https://ottomanhistorians.uchicago.edu/sites/
ottomanhistorians.uchicago.edu /files/hasanbeyzade.pdf.

Aynur, Hatice, Miijgan Cakir, and Hanife Koncu, eds. Sézde ve Anlamda Farklilasma:
Sebk-i Hindi, 29 Nisan 2005 Bildiriler. Istanbul: Turkuaz Yayinlari, 2009.

Barkey, Karen. Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization.
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1994.

Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi Rehberi. Istanbul: Basbakanlik Basimevi, 2010.

Baypimnar, Yiiksel. “Hiciv Kavram Uzerine Bir Inceleme.” Ankara Universitesi Dil ve

Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi 29, no. 1.4 (1978): 31-37.

377



Bernards, Monique and John Nawas, eds. Patronate and Patronage in Early and
Classical Islam. Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2005.

Bilkan, Ali Fuat. Sebk-i Hindi ve Tiirk Edebiyatinda Hint Tarzi. Istanbul: 3F Yayinevi,
2007.

(Bilmen), Saffet Sidki, ed. Nef’7 ve Siham-1 Kazd st Istanbul: Aydinlik Basimevi, 1943.

Bingdlge, Filiz. Osmanli Argo Sozligii (Taniklariyla). Ankara: AltUst Yaynlari, 2011.

Birnbaum, Eleazar. “The Poet and the Sultan: Nef'1’s Divan, a Contemporary
Manuscript with a Miniature of the Poet with His Sultan.” Journal of Turkish Studies

31, no. 1 [In Memoriam Sinasi Tekin] (2007): 140—155.

. Ottoman Turkish and Cagatay MSS in Canada: A Union Catalogue of the Four
Collections. Leiden: Brill, 2015.

Blachere, Régis. “La poésie dans la conscience de la premiére génération musulmane.”
Annales Islamologiques 4 (1963): 93—103.

Bourdieu, Pierre. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste. Translated by
Richard Nice. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984.

—— . “The Market of Symbolic Goods.” Translated by Rupert Swyer. Poetics:
Journal of Empirical Research on Culture, the Media and the Arts 14, nos. 1-2

(April 1985): 13-44.

. La noblesse d’état: Grandes écoles et esprit de corps. Paris: Les éditions de

minuit, 1989.

. Language and Symbolic Power. Edited by John B. Thompson. Translated by

Gino Raymond and Matthew Adamson. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1991.

378



. Outline of a Theory of Practice. Translated by Richard Nice. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995.

Bourdieu, Pierre and Loic J.D. Wacquant. An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology.
Cambridge: Polity Press, 1992.

Bowditch, Phebe Lowell. Horace and the Gift Economy of Patronage. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2001.

Borekei, Gilinhan. “Factions and Favorites at the Courts of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603—17)
and His Immediate Predecessors.” Ph.D. dissertation. Columbus: The Ohio State
University, 2010.

Cavanagh, Dermot and Tim Kirk, eds. Subversion and Scurrility: Popular Discourse in
Europe from 1500 to the Present. Aldershot: Ashgate, 2000.

Cengiz, Halil Erdogan. “Nef’i’nin Kirli Nigar1.” Tarih ve Toplum 16, no. 93 (1991): 39—
43,

Conley, Thomas. Toward a Rhetoric of Insult. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 2010.

Connery, Brian A. and Kirk Combe. “Theorizing Satire: A Retrospective and
Introduction.” In Theorizing Satire: Essays in Literary Criticism. Edited by Brian A.
Connery and Kirk Combe. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995. 1-13.

Corbeill, Anthony. Controlling Laughter: Political Humor in the Late Roman Republic.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996.

Coskun, Menderes. “Tiirk Tarih ve Edebiyat Kaynaklarinmn i¢ ve Dis Tenkidi Meselesi.”

Turkish Studies 4, no. 2 (Winter 2009): 188—-197.

379



———. “Latifi’de Oryantalizmin Parmak Izleri: Latifi’nin Tiirk ve Islam Biiyiiklerini
Anekdodlar Vasitasiyla Degersizlestirme Gayreti.” Siileyman Demirel Universitesi
Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 23 (May 2011): 1-25.

——— “Osmanli Toplumunu Ahlaksiz Gosteren Tezkireci Latifi’nin Esdizim ve
Gramer Hatalar1.” Elestirel Bakis Dergisi 2 (2016): 1-40.

— . “Tezkireler Klasik mi, Nevzuhur mu: 20. Asirda Temel Tarihi Kaynak Olarak
Kullanilan Osmanl1 Sair Tezkirelerinin 19. Asirda Bilinmemesi.” Elestirel Bakis
Dergisi 3 (2017): 1-22.

Caliskan, Nurettin. “Nef’i Divan1 ve SihAm-1 Kaza’nin Zihniyet, Edebilik ve igerik
Bakimindan Karsilagtirilmasi.” Turkish Studies 9, no. 3 (Winter 2014): 397-422.
— “Siham-1 Kaza nin Dil ve Uslup Bakimindan Elestirisi.” Turkish Studies 9, no.

12 (Fall 2014): 75-100.

Cavusoglu, Mehmed. “Zati’nin Letayifi.” Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyati Dergisi 18 (1970): 25—
51.

—— . “l16. Yiizyilda Yasamis Bir Kadin Sair: Nisayi.” Tarih Enstitiisti Dergisi 9
(1978): 405-416.

— . “Sehzade Mustafa Mersiyeleri.” Tarih Enstitiisti Dergisi 12 (1981-1982): 641—
686.

Cavusoglu, Mehmet, ed. Oliimiiniin Ugyiizellinci Yilinda Nef’i. Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir,
Dil ve Tarih Yiiksek Kurumu, 1991 [1987].

Celik, Faika. “Probing the Margins: Gypsies (Roma) in Ottoman Society, c¢. 1450—
1600.” In Subalterns and Social Protest: History from Below in the Middle East and

North Africa. Edited by Stephanie Cronin. New York: Routledge, 2008. 173—-199.

380



Cipa, H. Erdem. The Making of Selim: Succession, Legitimacy, and Memory in the Early
Modern Ottoman World. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press,
2017.

Ciftei, Cemil. Maktul Sairler. Istanbul: Kitabevi, 1997.

Danismend, Ismail Hami. Osmanli Deviet Erkami. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yaymevi, 1971.

. Izahli Osmanli Tarihi Kronolojisi. 4 vols. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yaymevi, 1972.

Darling, Linda. Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance
Administration in the Ottoman Empire, 1560—1660. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996.

— “Nasihatnameler, Icmal Defterleri, and the Timar-Holding Ottoman Elite.”
Osmanl Arastirmalar: | The Journal of Ottoman Studies XLIII (2014): 1-23.

Degirmenci, Tiiliin. [ktidar Oyunlar: ve Resimli Kitaplar: II. Osman Devrinde Degisen
Gii¢ Simgeleri. Istanbul: Kitap Yayinevi, 2012.

Denny, Frederick M. “Ummah in the Constitution of Medina.” Journal of Near Eastern
Studies 36, no. 1 (Jan. 1977): 39-47.

Dijkema, F. Th. The Ottoman Historical Monumental Inscriptions in Edirne. Leiden:
Brill, 1977.

Dikici, A. Ezgi. “The Making of Ottoman Court Eunuchs: Origins, Recruitment Paths,
Family Ties, and ‘Domestic Production’.” Archivum Ottomanicum 30 (2013): 105—
136.

Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi. http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/.

Eflatun, Muvaffak. “Hasbi’nin Sehzade Mustafa Mersiyesi.” 21. Yiizyilda Egitim ve

Toplum Egitim Bilimleri ve Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi 5, no. 15 (2016): 159-178.

381



Elias, Norbert. The Society of Individuals. Edited by Michael Schréter. Translated by
Edmund Jephcott. New York and London: Continuum, 1991.

Encyclopceedia Iranica. http://www.iranicaonline.org.

Encyclopceedia of Islam: A Dictionary of the Geography, Ethnography and Biography of
the Muhammadan Peoples, The. 4 vols. and suppl. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1913-38.

Encyclopceedia of Islam. 2nd edition. 12 vols. and suppl. with indexes. Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1960-2005.

Eriinsal, Ismail E. “Tiirk Edebiyat: Tarihinin Arsiv Kaynaklar1 IT: Kanuni Sultan
Siileyman Devrine Ait Bir in’amat Defteri.” Osmanli Arastirmalar | The Journal of
Ottoman Studies 4 (1984): 1-17.

Fahd, Toufic. La divination arabe: Etudes religieuses, sociologiques et folkloriques sur
le milieu natif de [’Islam. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1966.

Farées, Bichr. L honneur chez les Arabes avant I’Islam: Etude de sociologie. Paris:
Adrien-Maissoneuve, 1932.

Ferguson, Heather. “Genres of Power: Constructing a Discourse of Decline in Ottoman
Nasihatname.” Osmanli Arastirmalari | The Journal of Ottoman Studies 35 (2010):
81-116.

Findley, Carter V. Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte,
1789-1922. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980.

Finkel, Caroline. The Administration of Warfare: The Ottoman Military Campaigns in
Hungary, 1593—1606. Vienna: VWGO, 1988.

Fleischer, Cornell H. Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian

Moustafa Ali (1541-1600). Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986.

382



Foucault, Michel. Fearless Speech. Edited by Joseph Pearson. Los Angeles:

Semiotext(e), 2001.

. The Government of Self and Others: Lectures at the Collége de France, 1982—
1983. Edited by Frédéric Gros and Arnold I. Davidson. Translated by Graham

Burchell. Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010.

. The Courage of the Truth (The Government of Self and Others Il): Lectures at
the College de France, 1983—1984. Edited by Frédéric Gros and Arnold I. Davidson.
Translated by Graham Burchell. Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan,
2011.

Gibb, Elias John Wilkinson. 4 History of Ottoman Poetry. 6 vols. Edited by Edward
Granville Browne. London: Luzac & Co., 1900-1909.

Ginio, Eyal. “Neither Muslims nor Zimmis: The Gypsies (Roma) in the Ottoman State”.
Romani Studies 5, Vol. 14 No. 2, 2004. pp. 117-144.

Goldziher, Ignaz. Ueber die Vorgeschichte der Higa -Poesie, in Abhandlungen zur
arabischen Philologie. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1896.

Gok, Adem. “Tezkireci Latifi'nin Tiirk¢eyi Kullanim Sorunlari: Hal Ekleri.”
Uluslararasi Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi 8, no. 38 (June 2015): 188—197.

Goyling, Nejat. “Ta’rth Baglikli Muhasebe Defterleri.” Osmanli Arastirmalari | The
Journal of Ottoman Studies X (1990): 1-37.

Grenfell, Michael ed. Pierre Bourdieu: Key Concepts. Durham: Acumen, 2008.

Griswold, William. The Great Anatolian Rebellion, 1000—1020/1591-1611. Berlin:

Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 1983.

383



Giildas, Ayhan. “Bilinmeyen Sehzade Mustafa Mersiyeleri.” Kubbealti Akademi
Mecmuasi 18, no. 3 (July 1989): 37-49.

Giiven, Hikmet Feridun. “Klasik Tiirk Siirinde Hiciv.” Ph.D. dissertation. Ankara: Gazi
Universitesi, 1997.

Hammad, Hanan and Francesca Biancani. “Prostitution in Cairo.” In Selling Sex in the
City: A Global History of Prostitution, 1600s—2000s. Edited by Magaly Rodriguez
Garcia, Lex Heerma van Voss, and Elise van Nederveen Meerkerk. Leiden and
Boston: Brill, 2017. 233-260.

Hammer(-Purgstall), Joseph von. Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches. 10 vols. Pest:

C.A. Hartleben’s Verlage, 1827—-1835.

. Geschichte der Osmanischen Dichtkunst bis auf unsere Zeit. Vol. 3. Pest:
Conrad Adolph Hartleben, 1837.

Haneda, Masashi. “Emigration of Iranian Elites to India during the 16—18th Centuries.”
Cahiers d’Asie centrale 3/4 (1997): 129-143.

Hess, Giinter. “Pasquill.” In Reallexicon der deutschen Literaturwissenschaft. Vol. 3.
Edited by Georg Braungart, Harald Fricke, Klaus Grubmiiller, Jan-Dirk Miiller,
Friedrich Vollhardt, and Klaus Weimar. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2003. 31-34.

Highet, Gilbert. The Anatomy of Satire. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962.

Hodgson, Marshall G.S. The Venture of Islam: Conscience and History in a World
Civilization. 3 vols. Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1974.

Howard, Douglas A. “Ottoman Historiography and the Literature of ‘Decline’ of the

Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries.” Journal of Asian History 22 (1988): 52-77.

384



Itzkowitz, Norman. “Eighteenth Century Ottoman Realities.” Studia Islamica 16 (1962):
73-94.

Itzkowitz, Norman and Max Mote. Mubadele: An Ottoman-Russian Exchange of
Ambassadors. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970.

llgiirel, Miicteba. “Kosem Sultan’in Bir Vakfiyesi.” Tarih Dergisi 16, no. 21 (1966): 83—
94.

Inalcik, Halil. “Capital Formation in the Ottoman Empire.” The Journal of Economic
History 29, no. 1 (March 1969): 97-140.

—— “A Report on the Corrupt Kadis under Bayezid I1.” Studia Ottomanica 47
(1997): 75-86.

——— “Periods in Ottoman History.” In Essays in Ottoman History. Istanbul: Eren,
1998. 15-28.

———— “Osmanli Sultanlarinin Unvanlar1 (Titiilatiir) ve Egemenlik Kavrami.” In
Osmanlilar: Fiituhat, Imparatorluk, Avrupa ile Iliskiler. Edited by Halil Inalcik.
Istanbul: Timas, 2010. 115-123.

Ipekten, Haltk. Divan Edebiyatinda Edebi Muhitler. Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi,
1996.

Isen, Mustafa. “Sehzade Mustafa I¢in Yazilmis Ug Yeni Mersiye.” Tiirk Kiiltiirii
Arastirmalar: 22, nos. 1-2 (1984): 104—109.

Isen, Mustafa, Filiz Kilig, Ismail Hakk1 Aksoyak, and Aysun Eyduran. Sair Tezkireleri.
Ankara: Grafiker Yayinlari, 2002.

Jayyusi, Salma K. “Umayyad Poetry.” In Arabic Literature to the End of the Umayyad

Period, The Cambridge History of Arabic Literature. Edited by A.F.L. Beeston,

385



T.M. Johnstone, R.B. Serjeant, and G.R. Smith. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1983. 387-432.

Kagalin, Mustafa S. and Omer Ziilfe. “Muhammed bin Ahmed’in Ebii 'n-Nasayih’i.”
Osmanl Arastirmalari | The Journal of Ottoman Studies 38 (2011): 193-212.

Kafadar, Cemal. “The Myth of the Golden Age: Ottoman Historical Consciousness in
the Post-Siileymanic Era.” Siileyman the Second and His Time. Edited by Halil
Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar. Istanbul: Isis Press, 1993. 37-48.

——— “The Question of Ottoman Decline.” Harvard Middle Eastern and Islamic
Review 4, nos. 1-2 (1997-1998): 30-75.

— . “A Rome of One’s Own: Reflections on Cultural Geography and Identity in the
Lands of Rum.” Mugarnas 24 (2007): 7-25.

— Kim Var Imis Biz Burada Yog Iken: Dért Osmanli: Yenigeri, Tiiccar, Dervis ve
Hatun. Istanbul: Metis Yaynlari, 2009.

— Kendine Ait Bir Roma: Diyar-1 Rum’da Kiiltiirel Cografya ve Kimlik Uzerine.
Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari, 2017.

Kalpakli, Mehmet. “Nef*1’s Siham-1 Kazad: A Satirical View of Seventeenth Century
Ottoman Society.” Acta Viennensia Ottomanica: Akten des 13. CIEPO-Symposiums
(Comité International des Etudes Pré-Ottomanes et Ottomanes) vom 21. bis 25.
September 1998 in Wien. Edited by Markus Kohbach, Gisela Prochézka-Eisl, and
Claudia Romer. Vienna: Instituts fiir Orientalistik, 1999. 183—186.

Karahan, Abdiilkadir. “Nef*1.” Isldm Ansiklopedisi. Vol. 9. Istanbul: Milli Egitim
Basimevi, 1964. 176-178.

——— Nef’i: Hayati, Sanati, Siirleri. Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1967.

386



——— . Nef’i. Ankara: Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yaynlari, 1986.

——— Nef’i Divanindan Se¢meler. Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanlig1 Yayilari, 1992.

Karamustafa, Ahmet T. God’s Unruly Friends: Dervish Groups in the Islamic Later
Middle Period, 1200-1550. Oxford: Oneworld, 2006.

Kazalak, Kadir and Tufan Giindiiz. “I. Osman’in Hotin Seferi (1621).” Ankara
Universitesi Osmanli Tarihi Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi Dergisi 14 (2003):
129-144.

Kilig, Filiz. XVII. Yiizyil Tezkirelerinde Sair ve Eser Uzerine Degerlendirmeler. Ankara:
Akc¢ag Yayinlari, 1998.

Kirzioglu, M. Fahrettin. “Sair Omer Nef’’nin Sekiz Arka Atas1 ve Babas1 Sah-
Mehmed’in Bir Tarih Siiri”. Tiirk Dili Dergisi 10, no. 120 (September 1961): 919—
923.

Kim, Sooyong. The Last of an Age: The Making and Unmaking of a Sixteenth-Century
Ottoman Poet. Oxon and New York: Routledge, 2018.

Kinra, Rajeev. “Make It Fresh: Time, Tradition, and Indo-Persian Literary Modernity.”
In Time, History and the Religious Imaginary in South Asia. Edited by Anne
Murphy. New York: Routledge, 2011. 12—-39.

Klein, Denise. Die osmanischen Ulema des 17. Jahrhunderts: Eine geschlossene
Gesellschaft? Berlin: Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 2007.

Korkmaz, Vedat. “Anekdotlarindaki Mesajlar Bakimindan Latifi ve Asik Celebi
Tezkirelerinin Tenkidi.” Turkish Studies 9, no. 6 (Spring 2014): 745-760.

Kortantamer, Tunca. Nev ‘i-zdde Atdyi ve Hamse si. Izmir: Ege Universitesi Edebiyat

Fakiiltesi Yaynlari, 1997.

387



. Temmuzda Kar Satmak: Ornekleriyle Ge¢misten Giiniimiize Tiirk Mizah.

Ankara: Phoenix Yayinevi, 2007.

Kopriiliizade, Mehmet Fuat. Eski Sairlerimiz: Divan Edebiyati Antolojisi. Istanbul:
Muallim Ahmet Halit Kitaphanesi, 1934.

Kunt, Metin Ibrahim. “Ethnic-Regional (Cins) Solidarity in the Seventeenth-Century
Ottoman Establishment.” International Journal of Middle East Studies 5, no. 3 (June
1974): 233-239.

Kuru, Selim Sirr1. “The Literature of Rum: The Making of a Literary Tradition (1450—
1600).” In The Cambridge History of Turkey, Volume 2: The Ottoman Empire as a
World Power, 1453—1603. Edited by Suraiya N. Faroghi and Kate Fleet. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2012. 548-592.

Lane, Edward William. An Arabic-English Lexicon, Derived from the Best and the Most
Copious Eastern Sources. 8 vols. London: Williams and Norgate, 1863—1893.

Levend, Agah Sirr1. Divan Edebiyati: Kelimeler ve Remizler, Mazmunlar ve Mefhumlar.
Istanbul: Inkilap Kitapevi, 1943.

Malinowski, Bronistaw. Argonauts of the Western Pacific: An Account of Native
Enterprise and Adventure in the Archipelagoes of Melanesian New Guinea. London:
George Routledge & Sons, 1932.

Mardin, Serif. “Center-Periphery Relations: A Key to Turkish Politics?” Daedalus 102,
no. 1 (Winter 1973): 169-190.

Mauss, Marcel. The Gift: Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies.

Translated by Ian Cunnison. Londra: Cohen & West, 1966.

388



Mordtmann, J.H., Halil Inalcik, and Stefanos Yerasimos. “Istanbul (al-Kustantiniyya,
Istanbul). IX: The Inhabitants: Repopulation; Religious Minorities; The Court and
Military Personnel; Epidemics; Population Statistics.” In Historic Cities of the
Islamic World. Edited by C. Edmund Bosworth. Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007.
202-211.

Mumcu, Ahmet. Hukuksal ve Siyasal Karar Organi Olarak Divan-1 Hiimayun Ankara:
Birey ve Toplum Yayinlari, 1986.

Niyazioglu, Asli. “The Very Special Dead and a Seventeenth-century Ottoman Poet:
Nev’izade ‘Ata’1T’s Reasons for Composing His Mesnevis.” Archivum Ottomanicum
25(2008): 221-231.

——— Dreams and Lives in Ottoman Istanbul: A Seventeenth-century Biographer’s
Perspective. Oxford and New York: Routledge, 2017.

Novokhatko, Anna A., ed. and trans. The Invectives of Sallust and Cicero: Critical
Edition with Introduction, Translation, and Commentary. Berlin and New York:
Walter de Gruyter, 2009.

Ocak, Ahmet Yasar. “Tiirk Heterodoksi Tarihinde ‘Zindik,” ‘Harici,” ‘Réafizi,” ‘Miilhid’
ve ‘Ehl-1 Bid’at” Terimlerine Dair Baz1 Diisiinceler.” Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi XII
(1981-1982): 507-520.

Ocak, F. Tulga. “Nef’1 I¢in Soylenmis Bir Hiciv Beyti Uzerine.” Hacettepe Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1, no. 1 (1983): 19.

——— “Nef1 ve Eski Tiirk Edebiyatimizdaki Yeri.” In Oliimiiniin Ugyiizellinci Yilinda
Nef’i. Edited by Mehmet Cavusoglu. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991

[1987]. 1-44.

389



(Olgun), Tahirii’l-Mevlevi. Edebiyat Liigati. Istanbul: Asar-1 [Imiye Kiitiiphanesi

Nesriyati, 1355/1936.

. Edebiyat Liigani. Edited by Kemal Edib Kiirk¢iioglu. Istanbul: Enderun
Kitabevi, 1973.

Oloyede, Ishaq Olanrewaju. “A Re-consideration of the Life of the Arab Poet Al-
Hutay’ah (590-679 C.E.).” ALORE: The Ilorin Journal of Humanities (n.d.): 67-86.

(Onay), Ahmet Talat. Eski Tiirk Edebiyatinda Mazmunlar. Edited by Cemal Kurnaz.
Ankara: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Yayinlari, 1993.

Orhonlu, Cengiz, ed. Telhisler (1597—1607) Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi,
1970.

Oz, Mehmet. Kanun-1 Kadimin Pesinde: Osmanli’da Coziilme ve Gelenekgi
Yorumculari. Istanbul: Dergah Yayinlari, 2013.

Ozbaran, Salih. Bir Osmanli Kimligi: 14.—17. Yiizyillarda Rim/Rimi Aidiyet ve Imgeleri.
Istanbul: Kitap Yayinevi, 2004.

Ozel, Oktay. The Collapse of Rural Order in Ottoman Anatolia: Amasya 1576—1643.
Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2016.

Pakalin, Mehmet Zeki. Maliye Teskilati Tarihi (1442—1930). Vol. 1. Ankara: Maliye
Bakanlig1 Tetkik Kurulu Yayini, 1977.

Piterberg, Gabriel. An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2003.

Polanyi, Karl. The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our

Time. Boston: Beacon Press, 2001.

390



Rivers, K.T. Transmutations: Understanding Literary and Pictorial Caricature.
Michigan University: University Press of America, 1991.

Robinson, Fred Norris. “Satirists and Enchanters in Early Irish Literature.” In Studies in
the History of Religions, Presented to Crawford Howell Toy by Pupils, Colleagues,
and Friends. Edited by David Gordon Lyon and George Foot Moore. New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1912. 95-130.

Rohrborn, Klaus. “Die Emanzipation der Finanzbiirokratie im Osmanischen Reich (Ende
16. Jahrhundert).” Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 122
(1972): 118-139.

Rustin, Bayard. I Must Resist: Bayard Rustin’s Life in Letters. Edited by Michael G.
Long. San Francisco: City Lights Books, 2012.

Sabra, Adam. “‘The Second Ottoman Conquest of Egypt’: Rhetoric and Politics in
Seventeenth Century Egyptian Historiography.” In The Islamic Scholarly Tradition:
Studies in History, Law, and Thought in Honor of Professor Michael Allan Cook.
Edited by Asad Q. Ahmed, Behnam Sadeghi, and Michael Bonner. Leiden and
Boston: Brill, 2011. 149-177.

Sariyannis, Marinos. “‘Mob,” ‘Scamps’ and Rebels in Seventeenth-century Istanbul:
Some Remarks on Ottoman Social Vocabulary”. International Journal of Turkish
Studies, 11/1-2, 2005. pp. 1-15.

—— “Ottoman Critics of Society and State, Fifteenth to Early Eighteenth Centuries:
Toward a Corpus for the Study of Ottoman Political Thought”. Archivum

Ottomanicum 25, 2008. pp. 127-150.

391



Seyyid, Naimiiddin. “Nef’1’nin Bilinmiyen Kasideleriyle Diger Manzumeleri.” Ankara
Universitesi Dil-Tarih ve Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi 11, no. 1 (1953): 125-147.

Shahid, Irfan. “A Contribution to Koranic Exegesis.” In Arabic and Islamic Studies in
Honor of Hamilton A.R. Gibb. Edited by George Makdisi. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1965.
563-580.

— . “Another Contribution to Koranic Exegesis: The Siira of the Poets (XXVI).”
Journal of Arabic Literature 14 (1983): 1-21.

Sharlet, Jocelyn. Patronage and Poetry in the Islamic World: Social Mobility and Status
in the Medieval Middle East and Central Asia. New York: 1.B. Tauris & Co., 2011.

Sheridan, Michael D. “The ‘Lies’ of Courtiers: A Performative Analysis of the Aleppan
Tall Tales in Evliya Celebi’s Book of Travels.” Milli Folklor 92 (Winter 2011): 86—
94.

Spisak, Art L. Martial: A Social Guide. London and New York: Bloomsbury, 2007.

Stetkevych, Suzanne Pinckney. “Abbasid Panegyric and the Poetics of Political
Allegiance: Two Poems of al-Mutanabbi on Kafur.” In Qasida Poetry in Islamic
Asia and Africa. Volume One: Classical Traditions and Modern Meanings. Edited
by Stefan Sperl and Christopher Shackle. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996. 35-63.

Sumner, William Graham. Folkways: A Study of Mores, Manners, Customs and Morals.
New York: Cosimo Classics, 2007.

Swift, Jonathan. 4 Tale of a Tub, Written for the Universal Improvement of Mankind; To
which is added, An Account of a Battel between the Antient and Modern Books in St.

James’s Library. London: John Nutt, 1704.

392



Szombathy, Zoltan. “Actions Speak Louder than Words: Reactions to Lampoons and
Abusive Poetry in Medieval Arabic Society.” In Public Violence in Islamic
Societies: Power, Discipline, and the Construction of the Public Sphere, 7th—19th
Centuries CE. Edited by Christian Lange and Maribel Fiero. Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2009. 87-116.

Senddeyici, Ozer. “Nef’i Biyografisine Ek.” Tiirkliik Bilimi Arastirmalar: 21 (Spring
2007): 179-199.

— . “Nef’1 ve Giircii Mehmed Pasa Miicadelesinin Tarihi ve Edebi Boyutlar1”. Gazi
Tiirkiyat, No: 6, 2010. pp. 319-332.

Sentiirk, Ahmet Atilla. Taslicali Yahya Beg’in Sehzdade Mustafa Mersiyesi yahut Kanuni
Hicviyesi. Istanbul: Biiyiiyen Ay Yayinlari, 2014.

Terzioglu, Derin. “How to Conceptualize Ottoman Sunnitization: A Historiographical
Discussion.” Turcica 44 (2012-2013): 301-338.

Test, George A. Satire: Spirit and Art. Tampa: University of South Florida Press, 1991.

Tezcan, Baki. “Dispelling the Darkness: The Politics of ‘Race’ in the Early Seventeenth-
Century Ottoman Empire in the Light of the Life and Work of Mullah Ali.” In
Identity and Identity Formation in the Ottoman World: A Volume of Essays in Honor
of Norman Itzkowitz. Edited by Baki Tezcan and Karl K. Barbir. Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2007. 73-96.

—— “The History of a ‘Primary Source’: The Making of Tlighi’s Chronicle on the
Regicide of Osman I1.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 72, no.

1 (February 2009): 41-62.

393



. The Second Ottoman Empire: Political and Social Transformation in the Early
Modern World. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010.

Tezcan, Baki and Karl K. Barbir, eds. Identity and Identity Formation in the Ottoman
World: A Volume of Essays in Honor of Norman Itzkowitz. Madison: The University
of Wisconsin Press, 2007.

Thomas, Lewis V. 4 Study of Naima. Edited by Norman Itzkowitz. New York: New
York University Press, 1972.

Tolan, John, Gilles Veinstein, and Henry Laurens. Europe and the Islamic World: A
History. Translated by Jane Marie Todd. Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University
Press, 2013.

Tiirk Edebiyati Isimler Sozliigii. http://www.turkedebiyatiisimlersozlugu.com.

Uzungarsili, ismail Hakki. Osmanli Devleti Teskildtindan Kapukulu Ocaklar I: Acemi
Ocagi ve Yeniceri Ocagi and Osmanli Devleti Teskildtindan Kapukulu Ocaklari 11:
Cebeci, Topcu, Top Arabacilar, Humbaraci, Lagimct Ocaklar: ve Kapukulu

Suvarileri. Ankara: Tiirk Tarth Kurumu Basimevi, 1988.

. Osmanlt Devletinin Merkez ve Bahriye Teskildti. Ankara: Tirk Tarth Kurumu

Basimevi, 1988.

. Osmanlt Devletinin Saray Tegkildti. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1988.

Unver, Ismail. “Ovgii ve Yergi Sairi Nef1.” In Oliimiiniin Ugyiizellinci Yilinda Nef 7.
Edited by Mehmet Cavusoglu. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991 [1987].
45-78.

Uzgér, Tahir, ed. Tiirkce Divan Dibdceleri. Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanlig1, Yayinlari, 1990.

394



van Gelder, Geert Jan. The Bad and the Ugly: Attitudes towards Invective Poetry (Hija’)
in Classical Arabic Literature. Leiden: Brill, 1988.

Wheatley, Paul. The Places where Men Pray Together: Cities in Islamic Lands, Seventh
through the Tenth Centuries. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press,
2001.

Winter, Michael. Egyptian Society under Ottoman Rule, 1517—1798. London:
Routledge, 1992.

——— “Ottoman Egypt, 1525-1609.” In The Cambridge History of Egypt, Volume 2:
Modern Egypt from 1517 to the End of the Twentieth Century. Edited by M.W. Daly.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998. 1-33.

Wittek, Paul. The Rise of the Ottoman Empire: Studies in the History of Turkey,
Thirteenth—Fifteenth Centuries. Abingdon: Routledge, 2012.

Yerasimos, Stefanos. Kostantiniye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri. Translated by Sirin Tekeli.
Istanbul: letisim Yaymlari, 1993.

Yiicebas, Hilmi. Hiciv ve Mizah Edebiyati Antolojisi. Istanbul: Milliyet Dagitim, 1976.

Zilfi, Madeline C. The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Postclassical Age,
1600—-1800. Minneapolis: Bibliotheca Islamica, 1988

Zimbardo, Rose A. At Zero Point: Discourse, Culture, and Satire in Restoration
England. Lexington: The University Press of Kentucky, 1998.

Zipoli, Riccardo. “The Obscene Sanad’1.” Persica 17 (2001): 173—-194.

—— “Anvari, a Master of Obscene Verse.” In Studies on the Poetry of Anvari.
Edited by Daniela Meneghini. Venice: Universita Ca’ Foscari di Venezia, 2006.

149-172.

395



APPENDIX
CHANGING CONCEPTIONS OF RUM

Map 1: Rim as generally conceptualized c. the late 11th century CE

Map 2: The two Riims as conceptualized c. the early 13th century CE
(with Christian/Byzantine Riim in purple and Muslim/Seljuk Riim in green)
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Map 3: Ottoman Riim as conceptualized c. the late 15th century CE

TR
N

Map 4: Conception of Ottoman Riim as the center dispatching Riimis to enclaves
of the center located at various peripheries
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