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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF PSEUDO-HISTORICAL OTTOMAN NARRATIVES OF THE
17TH-18TH CENTURIES: ENVISIONING AN IMPERIAL PAST AND FUTURE
IN THE OTTOMAN SOCIAL IMAGINATION AND MEMORY

Aksoy Sheridan, Rukiye Aslihan
Ph.D., Department of History
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ozer Ergeng

September 2016

This dissertation focuses on a textual and contextual analysis of two previously
unstudied sets of pseudo-historical narratives produced and reproduced in
miscellanies and fascicles throughout the “post-classical” period of the Ottoman
Empire from the mid-seventeenth to the mid-nineteenth centuries. These texts are
the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe (The Sea of Mutual Revelations) and the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-
i ‘Osman (The Story of the Rise of the House of ‘Osman), and respectively they deal
with an imagined future Ottoman sultanic geneaology and a largely legendary
Ottoman imperial past, and as such they—as well as their antecedent texts, the
Papasname and the Mendkib-1 Mahmiid Pasa—can be read as related to the
perennial historiographical questions of the “decline” and “rise” of the Ottoman
Empire. The aim of the study is to examine some widely held “post-classical”
perceptions, convictions, aspirations, and anxieties concerning the empire and its
past, present, and future as they developed in the context of the changes and
transformations that began to occur from the mid-sixteenth century onwards. As
such, the study will be less of an empirically and positivistically based analysis of
data than an examination of cultural history and mentalities in relation to how the
aforementioned perceptions, convictions, aspirations, and anxieties came to be
translated into the Ottoman popular imagination and social memory in the post-

classical period of the Ottoman imperial history.

Keywords: 17th century, Ottoman Cultural History, Popular Imagination, Pseudo-
Historical Narratives, Social Memory



OZET

17 VE 18. YUZYIL KURGUSAL OSMANLI TARIH ANLATILARI UZERINE
BIiR INCELEME: OSMANLI ORTAK IMGELEM VE BELLEGINDE
IMPARATORLUK GECMIS VE GELECEK TASAVVURU
Aksoy Sheridan, Rukiye Aslihan
Doktora, Tarih Bolimu

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ozer Ergeng

Eyliil 2016

Bu tez, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun klasik-sonras1 dénemi boyunca, onyedinci
yiizyil ortasindan ondokuzuncu ylizyil ortasina kadar ¢oklu-metin (mecmii‘a) ve tek-
metin elyazmalarinda yeniden istinsah edilmis olmakla birlikte tizerinde daha 6nce
calisma yapilmamis Iki kurgusal tarih anlatis1 6beginin metinsel ve baglamsal
incelemesine odaklanmaktadir. Bu metinler Bahrii’[-Miikdsefe ve Hik&yet-i Zuh(r-:
Al-i ‘Osmdn baslikly, sirastyla muhayyel bir Osmanli saltanat silsileyle belirlenen bir
gelecek tasavvuru ve buyuk 6lcude efsanevi bir Osmanli hanedan gegmisi sunan
kurgusal tarih anlatilaridir. Bu bigimleriyle, s6z konusu anlatilar boylelikle sirasiyla
hem kendi iceriklerinde —hem de dncul metinleri olan Papasname ve Mendkib-1
Mahmiid Paga anlatilarinda— ortaya konan kurgusal tarih anlatilar1 bakimindan
Osmanl1 imparatorlugu’nun “¢okiis”ii ve dogus”u bi¢iminde adlandirilan ve uzun
zamandan beri tartigilmakta olan tarihyazinsal iki soruyla iliskilendirilebilmektedir.
Bu ¢alismanin amaci bu baglamlarda klasik-sonras1 donemde imparatorluk ve
saltanatin gegmis, simdiki zaman ve gelecegiyle iliskili olarak ortaya ¢ikan ve genis
kesimlerde tasinan algi, kani, beklenti ve kaygilar1 6zellikle de onaltinci yiizyilin
ortasindan baslayan donem iginde yasanan toplumsal ve politik de§isim ve
doniistimler baglamiyla iligkili olarak degerlendirmektir. Boylelikle bu ¢aligma
olgusal ve ampirik bilgi yonelim ve temelli bir tarih arastirmasi olmaktan ziyade bir
kiltarel tarih ve zihniyet tarihi incelemesi olarak sekillenmektedir ve klasik-sonrasi
donemde ortaya ¢ikan s6z konusu algi, kani, beklenti ve kaygilari Osmanli ortak

imgelem ve toplumsal belleginde evrildigi bi¢imiyle arastirmay1 hedeflemektedir.

Anahtar Sozcukler: 17. yiizyil, Kurgusal Tarih Anlatilari, Osmanl Kiltur Tarihi,
Ortak Bellek, Toplumsal imgelem
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Historiographical Introduction

Any contemporary historiographical work not only provides historians with certain
factual details and empirical evidence about the historical period in which they were
produced and/or the period(s) that they were compiled to relate, but also constitutes
a primary source revealing—albeit often between the lines—the conceptions,
perceptions, convictions, inclinations, concerns, and aspirations of the milieux that
produced them. This is true for any contemporary chronicle or historical document,
so long as it is studied with a historian’s discerning eye and mind capable of
capturing subtleties in terms of a given document’s inherent (mis)understandings,
(mis)conceptualizations, and convictions concerning the very historical conditions

and environs which they were produced to relate and detail.

Because historians have—until relatively recently—been concerned primarily with
retrieving historical facts about the periods under scrutiny, contemporary

historiographical works have been treated merely as mines of factual information



about the periods, environs, and events they were conceived in order to relate. As
such, textual evidence has been analyzed with a positivist outlook in a tentatively
comparative manner so as to be either included among “canonical” historical texts or
dismissed altogether as unhistorical. Texts’ capacity to reveal conceptions,
convictions, and aspirations between the lines has typically been disregarded and
neglected by most historians, especially since the period immediately after the turn
of the twentieth century was an era of historiographical practice in which the
German historian Leopold von Ranke was particularly influential. Due to his
influence, and following von Ranke’s famous dictum “the historian has not the duty
to judge the past, nor to instruct one’s contemporaries with an eye to the future, but

rather merely to say how it actually was,”

there prevailed a historiographical
practice whereby the utmost importance of “facts” in history writing was almost

obsessively emphasized.

As is the case for any historical document, however, contemporary historiographical
sources and chronicles are always implicitly conceived and shaped according to their
authors’ concerns, aspirations, conceptions, and convictions. To neglect this

undeniable point by taking these historiographical texts at face value as sources for

! In the Ottoman context, Robert Dankoff criticizes a similar scholarly approach of mining sources for
the sole purpose of retrieving relevant information and data while disregarding the rest of the sources’
textual and historical context, an approach which he observes in many scholars’ treatment of Evliya
Celebi’s Seyahatname as a historical source, a practice he only finds justifiable as regards the massive
scope of the work: “The gigantic scope of the work has deterred investigators from analyzing its
structure, beyond a mere enumeration of its basic contents. Characteristically, scholars have
approached the Seyahatname as though it were a huge mine, with numerous unconnected
passageways. Looking for what Evliya had to say, for example, about Iznik or Albania, or about
Bektashi shrines or Karag6z entertainments, or about Caucasian languages or Sar1 Saltuk legends,
they have probed the text, found the vein they were seeking, and extracted the ore, leaving all else
behind.” Cf. Robert Dankoff, An Ottoman Mentality: The World of Eviiya Celebi (Leiden and Boston:
Brill, 2006), 9.

2 Cf. Leopold von Ranke, Geschichten der Romanischen und Germanischen Vélker von 1494 bis
1535 (Leipzig: Verlag von Duncker & Humblot, 1885), VII, emphasis added: “Man hat der Historie
das Amt, die Vergangenheit zu richten, die Mitwelt zum Nutzen zukunftiger Jahre zu belehren,
beigemessen: so hoher Aemter unterwindet sich gegenwartiger Versuch nicht: er will bloss sagen,
wie es eigentlich gewesen.”



compiling “a maximum number of irrefutable and objective facts™

that supposedly
make up “history” in fact only reveals, in a quite descriptive manner, one version of
history—namely, the one being auspiciously, and rather conveniently, advertised in
these texts. To arrive at a relatively objective basis in historiography, on the other
hand, requires far more than a mere attempt to compile facts: instead, it calls for the
historian’s active and critical participation in historical texts and documents with the
aim of deciphering their ideological and political stance towards the recording of
these “facts.” In this regard, E.H. Carr asserts the following:
No document can tell us more than what the author of the document
thought—what he thought had happened, what he thought ought to happen or
would happen, or perhaps only what he wanted others to think he thought, or
even only what he himself thought he thought. None of this means anything
until the historian has got to work on it and deciphered it. The facts, whether
found in documents or not, have still to be processed by the historian before

he can make any use of them: the use he makes of them is [...] the
processing process.”

As such, it is the historian’s task to work through sources’ convictions, apparent
intentions, and genre-related attributes in order to expose what they reveal beyond
what their authors meant to adduce about their times. To become a second-hand
mouthpiece for historical sources by merely repeating what they intentionally (or
unintentionally) set out to convey and neglecting the how and why that lies behind
what they convey would amount to a flawed and ultimately fruitless act of
historiography. Instead, before processing sources into their own historiography, the
historian must first and foremost study and historicize precisely the how and why of

what those sources relate as well as how this connects to what they relate.”

% E.H. Carr, What is History? (London: Penguin, 1990), 15, 16.
* Ibid., 16.

> Clearly, the question of how here implies a close study of the discourse through which historical
sources relate what happened, rather than a simple repetition of the manner in which the sources
relate what happened, while the question of why pertains to an investigation into the intricate web of
causes and contingencies behind and around any particular historical experience.
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Halil inalcik, in his seminal article “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography,” sets out
to adopt precisely this latter variety of history writing. Studying the earliest so-called
Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn (Chronicles of the House of Osman) texts of the fifteenth
century by means of a thorough comparison of their content, and with constant
reference to the backgrounds of their respective authors, he successfully
demonstrates the two stemmas branching out in their historiographical production as
manuscripts. Inalcik states that there were undoubtedly “good reasons why Ottoman
historiography first produced its general works early in the fifteenth century after the
collapse of Bayezid’s empire and then upon the death of Mehemmed the Conqueror

at the end of the same century,”®

clearly implying that these earliest works of
Ottoman historiography were in fact the products of a deliberate act of officially
defining for posterity the genealogy of the dynasty and the past of the newly

emerging empire.

Likewise, in his 1924 Arabic-script edition (including the German translation) of the
Ottoman section of Siikrullah’s chronicle Behcetii t-Tevarih (The Joy of
Histories)—one of the first Ottoman histories, written in Persian and completed in

1459 under the patronage of Mahmud Pasha Angelovié,” who granted the author

® Halil Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography,” in Historians of the Middle East, ed. Bernard
Lewis and P.M. Holt. (London: Oxford University Press, 1964), 152.

" In fact, Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢, the grand vizier in the years 14561468 and 1472-1473 during
the reign of Mehmed 11, was very active and influential in this process of forging and building a new
empire for the Ottoman dynasty and its universal enterprise, and contributed greatly to the cultural,
religious, economic, and literary development of the emerging universal empire by promoting a
multifaceted program of patronage, especially in the areas of architecture, historiography, and
literature: he not only patronized many architectural projects, including mosques, madrasas, soup
kitchens, fountains, public baths, inns (hans), and bazaars (bedestans) in Istanbul, Edirne, Haskoy,
Sofia, Golubac, Bursa, and Ankara through the workings of his pious foundation, but he also
personally commissioned and supported the writing of early Ottoman histories, including Siikrullah’s
Behcetii't-Tevarih and Enveri’s Dusturname, two of the earliest works of Ottoman historiography; cf.
Theoharis Stavrides, The Sultan of Vezirs: The Life and Times of the Ottoman Grand Vezir Mahmud
Pasha Angelovi¢ (1453-1474) (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 258-326. Another remarkable point about
Mahmud Pasha in direct relation to this dissertation is the fact that the posthumous legend created
around his personage would constitute—as an antecedent narrative included therein—a great part of

4



1,000 akges upon its completion®—Theodor Seif, according to Halil inalcik, points
out that “various Tevarikh-i al-i ‘Osman were written towards the end of the
fifteenth century as a result of the consciousness of having established a great
empire.”® Together with such recognition of having built an empire from a once
merely regional power, another possible reason underlying this unprecedented and
sudden eruption in the rapid production of history writing around the Ottoman court
in the early to second half of the late fifteenth century might also have been mere
dynastic rivalry and a feeling of contention with other rival Muslim dynasties.
Indeed, around that period the Ottomans certainly tended more than before to
generate their own version of an ancestral history of their origins, and of dynastic
genealogy, especially against that of the rival Timurid dynasty, which was not only
closely linked to the prestigious Chingisid dynastic line but had also recently
defeated the Ottomans at the 1402 Battle of Ankara. Upon restoring the cohesion of
the land of Rum under their rule after the utter collapse following this defeat'® and
the subsequent interregnum period (1402-1413),™ both of which were still quite
fresh in the memory of the Ottoman ruling class, it was likely imperative for the
rulers of the Ottoman entity to assert their own identity through a cohesive

representation of a historical past of their own. For instance, the aforementioned

the Hikayet-i ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, one of the pseudo-historical narratives focused upon in this study;
see Chapter V.

8 Sara Nur Yildiz, “Siikrullah,” in sldm Ansiklopedisi, 1st ed., Vol. 39 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2010), 257-58: 257. 2014. Accessed July 11, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c39/c390165.pdf.

® Cf. inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography,” 152; Theodor Seif, “Der Abschnitt iiber die
Osmanen in Siikrullahs persischer Universalgeschichte,” Mitteilungen zur Osmanischen Geschichte 2
(1923-26).

19 Asik Pasazade, Osmanogullar: 'min Tarihi, ed. Kemal Yavuz and M.A. Yekta Sarag (Istanbul: Kog
Kiiltiir Sanat Yayinlari, 2003), 143—6; Mehmed Nesri, Kitdb-i1 Cihan-NUma - Negri Tarihi I-11, ed.
Faik Resit Unat and Mehmed A. Kéymen (Ankara: TTK Yayinlari, 2014), I, 349-63; Ismail Hakki
Uzungarsili, Biiyiik Osmanli Tarihi (Ankara: TTK, 1972), |, 309-323.

1 See Asik Pasazade, Osmanogullar:’'nin Tarihi, 146-53; Uzungarsih, Biiyiik Osmanl Tarihi, |, 325~
345, 347-95; Dimitris J. Kastritsis, The Sons of Bayezid: Empire Building and Representation in the
Ottoman Civil War of 1402-1413 (Leiden: Brill, 2007).
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Behcetii't-Tevarih'? by Siikrullah exemplifies such early Ottoman historiographical
endeavors exercised for purposes of both genealogical and political legitimization
and dynastic contestation: he wrote his work of universal history, including a
subsection on early Ottoman history and genealogy, in Persian, and in it he
represented the Chingisids as “rapacious rulers,” while contending in contrast “the
political superiority of the Oghuz Turks of the western branch.”* The fact that
Siikrullah, following Yazicizade Ali, was the second chronicler to link the Ottoman
dynasty through Ertugrul and his son Osman to the glorious Kay1 branch of the
children of Oguz Han'*—a mythic forefather for the Turkic peoples, who seems to
have been configured as an adversary to Genghis Khan, the forefather of the Tatar,
and thus Kipchak, lineage—also attests to the historical claim for Ottoman dynastic
legitimacy and superiority against rival dynasties. Even such a contrast between the
representations of two dynasties as expounded in one single work of historiography
convincingly demonstrates an underlying dispute between the two and their
respective cultural and political spheres, while also revealing the apparent political
orientation of the particular chronicle. Moreover, such an example also reminds us
how any work of historiography, before any assumptions of or claims to historical
veracity are made, first needs to be contextualized so as to tease out its real historical

signification.

In line with this instance, Sara Nur Yildiz, in her article “Ottoman Historical Writing
in Persian, 1400-1600,” convincingly argues that the commissioning of

historiographical works in Persian by the Ottoman sultan and other élite high

12 Gee Seif, “Der Abschnitt iiber die Osmanen.”

'3 Sara Nur Yildiz, “Ottoman Historical Writing in Persian, 1400 —1600,” in Persian Historiography.
Vol. X. A History of Persian Literature, ed. Charles Melville, 436 —502: 444. London: |.B. Tauris,
2012.

Y Cf. Yazicizade Ali, Tevarih-i Al-i Selcuk [Selguklu Tarihi], ed. Abdullah Bakir (Istanbul: Camlica,
2009), 872; Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 96.



officials of the state—a very common and frequent practice, as Y1ldiz’s enumeration
and study of such works amply illustrates—represents “an attempt to develop an
Ottoman imperial discourse by drawing directly upon the prestigious imperial
traditions of the Persianate world.”*® According to Y1ldiz, through such
commissions, Ottoman patrons not only adopted “an act of appropriation of the
‘transregional culture-power’ of Persian” so as to “recast Perso-Islamic cultural and
imperial traditions within a specifically Ottoman mold,” but also “sought to shape
the Persian tradition for their own cultural-political needs and aspirations,
particularly in the context of rivalry with various Persianate polities in the greater
Islamic Turko-Iranian oecumene.”® In fact, in the same historical context, the
commissioning of historiographical works in Persian flourished in cultural as well as
political terms, especially during the reign of Mehmed I (r. 1444-46, 1451-81),
who pioneered the project of building a universal empire after the conquest of
Constantinople. This commissioning tradition continued persistently through the end
of the sixteenth century, only to come to “an abrupt halt” during the reign of
Mehmed 111 (r. 1595-1603)." Even such a preliminary outline reveals a definite
historical conjunction between patronage leading to an increased production of
Ottoman historiographical works in Persian on the one hand and the pursuit of both
political and cultural aspirations to fulfill the political venture of building a universal
empire on the other hand. In this context, Y1ldiz correspondingly and succinctly
notes as follows:

Ottoman patronage of historical writing in Persian coincides largely with the

period of transformation of the Ottoman polity from a regional power to an

early modern empire, with a distinct imperial identity. This process involved
considerable territorial expansion and state consolidation, as well as the

> Y1ldiz, “Ottoman Historical Writing in Persian,” 436.
1% Ibid.
" Ibid., 437.



emergence of a growing and centralizing bureaucracy. The political and
cultural élite of the rapidly expanding Ottoman Empire likewise sought to
develop an imperial idiom in Ottoman letters to convey these political
aspirations.’®

In line with such correspondence between any commissioning of history writing to
its period of production, Halil Inalcik, in the aforementioned article, makes likewise
an invaluable suggestion to future historians of the Ottoman Empire, and particularly
to those who wish to make the effort to regard the historical background of the
production of these Ottoman chronicles in historicizing them as primary sources:
“The attempt to correlate the phases of Ottoman historiography with the

development of Ottoman history itself can shed new light upon various problems.”"

Following Inalcik’s suggestion, this dissertation sets out to examine not the
“canonized” Ottoman chronicles as part of an inquiry into political history, but
rather, as part of a cultural historical study, to look at two sets of previously
unknown and/or understudied pseudo-historical narratives of the Ottoman dynasty
found in various single-text (e.g., separate fascicles) and miscellaneous (e.g.,
mecmii ‘as) manuscripts produced between the late sixteenth and the mid-nineteenth
centuries. These particular narratives—entitled Ba/hrii 'I-Miikasefe (The Sea of
Mutual Revelations) and Hikayet-i Zuh(r-: Al-i ‘Osmdn (The Story of the Rise of the
House of Osman)—Dboth reveal a common communal concern for the history of the
Ottoman dynasty, although they differ in their particular foci. However, this
difference in focus in fact only reveals how these two sets of pseudo-historical
narratives present versions of a public perspective on the two main historiographical
issues in the Ottoman historical context; namely, and respectively, “decline” and

“emergence.” As a matter of fact, despite having various renditions as well as

8 Ihid.
¥ Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography,” 152.
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antecedent narratives specific to themselves, | contend that these two sets of

»20 pseudo-historical narratives both expose a common concern for

“popular
reinterpreting and reimagining Ottoman imperial and dynastic history in respect to

these two issues.

Likewise, Ottoman historiography has indeed been predominantly concerned with
these two main questions about the historical trajectory of the Ottoman political
enterprise: firstly, the rise of the Ottoman dynasty and the earliest establishment of
the Ottoman Empire,?! and secondly, the so-called “decline” of the Ottoman
Empire?? and the transformations undertaken in the social and political spheres of

the Ottoman entity in the “post-classical” period.?® The most remarkable point about

20 The adjective “popular” is used here somewhat tentatively in both senses of the word. As will
become clearer in the close examination of these narratives in chapters four and five, these pseudo-
historical narratives reveal a textual orientation which is not shaped by or addressed to a clearly well-
educated and literate audience, but rather with the aim of appealing more widely to a popular
reception. Also, due to the number of known extant manuscript copies, it might also (albeit with
reservations) be assumed that these texts, no matter whether they were consumed through communal
readings among groups of people or through private readings by individuals, somehow reached that
“popular” appeal among a wider cross-section of the Ottoman population over quite a long period of
later Ottoman history.

2! For a detailed outline of the recent modern historiographical debate around the first question, and
many of the key secondary studies and texts in dialogue on the issue reprinted in Turkish translation,
see Oktay Ozel and Mehmet Oz, eds, Sogiit 'ten Istanbul’a: Osmanl Devleti 'nin Kurulusu Uzerine
Tartismalar (Ankara: imge, 2005).

22 On how some contemporary Ottoman intellectuals interpreted the question of “decline” in the
Ottoman context, see Mehmet Oz, Kanun-: Kadimin Pesinde: Osmanli’da Coziilme ve Gelenekgi
Yorumculart (XVI. Yiizyildan XVIIL Yiizyil Baslarma) (Istanbul: Dergéh, 2013), Bernard Lewis,
“Ottoman Observers of Ottoman Decline,” Islamic Studies 1.1 (March 1962): 71-87. The idea of
“decline,” promulgated and criticized in these contemporary sources in the face of the political
transformations and social changes the Ottoman entity had begun to undergo from the latter part of
the reign of Suleyman the Magnificent (r. 1520—1566), has indeed turned into a dominant and quite
readily accepted paradigm in the modern historiography, as outlined in Bernard Lewis’
aforementioned study. This paradigm obviously fails to explain and evaluate the last three centuries
of the empire, which itself evades the idea of decline due to its sheer longevity, and it also refuses to
detail the inner dynamics of the Ottoman social and political entity in its attempts at and frequent
failures in transforming in order to survive, but instead, in an uncontextualized and almost ahistorical
dichotomy, focuses simply on individual instances of military defeats and the ensuing economic
failure the Ottoman state experienced vis-a-vis the “progressive” rival powers of Europe.

%% The periodization of Ottoman history has long been an issue of scholarly debate in modern
Ottoman historiography. As might be expected, many differing periodization schemas have been
suggested and designated according to the different emphases, foci, and perspectives held by different
scholars. Among these alternatives, Halil Inalcik’s schema has been preeminent, having been widely
adopted in the field due largely to its simple yet substantial configuration and because it presents an
important consideration of the #mar system’s central role in Ottoman economic, social,
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these pseudo-historical narratives in relation to Ottoman historiography is the fact
that they correspond to these historiographical questions and reveal how these
historical issues were actually translated into the Ottoman social memory and
imagination. Indeed, on the one hand, the former of the two, Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe (or
“The Sea of Mutual Revelations”)—which according to its manuscript copies seem
to have been produced during the late seventeenth century, earlier than the other
narrative—is clearly concerned with the “future” of the Ottoman dynasty, revealing
this through its oracular visions indirectly addressing the problem of “decline” in the

modern Ottoman historiography.”* This pseudo-historical narrative thus gives a

administrative, and military history that depends on the inner workings of the Ottoman state apparatus
and society rather than following Eurocentric historiographical contexts. In this schema, Inalcik
explains the period of formation of the Ottoman political entity from beglik to empire, from the
earliest beginnings to the end of the sixteenth century, as “classical,” while as “post-classical” he
designates the period, from the late sixteenth century onwards, of transformation and change under
the external pressures of money-based global economic trends, the emergence of new technologies of
warfare in Europe, and internal adversities caused by, especially, rapid demographic change and the
ensuing shortage of resources and revenues. According to this configuration, the period of
modernization affected by the emergence of mass-produced heavy industry, paradigms of
nationalism, and the formation of modern nation states, as well as the emergence of the idea of
modern citizenship from the nineteenth to the early twentieth century, is then designated as the
modernization or westernization period; cf. Halil inalcik, “Periods in Ottoman History,” in Essays in
Ottoman History (Istanbul: Eren, 1998), 15-30; Ozer Ergeng, “Uretim Siirecleri I¢inde Osmanli
Belgeleri,” in Sehir, Toplum, Devlet: Osmanli Tarihi Yazilari, 454—67 (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yayinlari, 2012), 455. Because of this schema’s simple yet comprehensive understanding of the
general economic framework as well as of the intellectual underpinnings of the Ottoman political
sphere prior to the mid-nineteenth century, this dissertation will also follow this periodization,
terming the period in which the pseudo-historical narratives under consideration were produced as
“post-classical,” regardless of the inherently nostalgic referential underpinnings of the term “post-
classical” for the “classical” formation of the state. Another, and perhaps more significant, reason for
this choice lies in the fact that these pseudo-historical narratives in fact expose or are products of a
common concern for the transformation of the empire in the period starting from the late sixteenth
century up until or through the mid-nineteenth century, a point of argument that will be illustrated
through narrative evidence throughout the study.

% The “decline” paradigm, which is essentialist and teleological in its nature as a grand narrative, and
fails to explain the longevity of the empire, has also been widely criticized for its inefficacy in
explaining the social and political transformations the Ottoman entity experienced within a global
context, and some scholars have in fact attempted to provide new revisionist perspectives so as to
better reconstruct the Ottoman “post-classical” period in its complexities and contingencies with a
substantially new paradigm rather than repeating the “declinist” contemporary Ottoman sources as
second mouthpieces. Although the historiographical question of Ottoman “decline” has produced a
number of significant studies; in order to get an idea about how the modern Ottoman historiography
has interpreted the issue in the first place with reference to the contemporary Ottoman primary
sources on the question of Ottoman “decline” in a textbook nature, see Stanford Shaw, History of the
Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, vol. 1, Empire of the Gazis. The Rise and Decline of the
Ottoman Empire, 12801808 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976). On the other hand, for
an important example of the later revisionist approaches that touch upon the same context of sources
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glimpse of how the transformations and structural changes experienced in the social
and political spheres of the Ottoman entity in the “post-classical” era were
understood and interpreted by a wider segment of the society. On the other hand, the
second pseudo-historical narrative, Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn (The Story of the
Rise of the House of Osman), is—in contrast—more concerned with the earliest
beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty, and thereby can readily be associated with the
problem of the “rise” or “emergence” of the Ottoman political entity and dynasty,
revealing how different shareholders in the Ottoman enterprise interpreted the
genealogy of the Ottoman dynasty and its earliest rulers’ actions in later periods of
the empire’s history. In their own way, then, these pseudo-historical narratives,
which were manifestly not conceived so as to provide factual historical information
about the periods they relate, turn out to give a clear picture of how these periods
were perceived by the social memory and translated into social imagination in the

Ottoman Empire both in contemporary and later periods of its history.

In order to decipher the true significance of these pseudo-historical narratives in
illustrating how these historical experiences were regarded by the people who
experienced and later interpreted them, this study not only historicizes and
contextualizes these narratives in terms of their production as texts and as historical
evidence, but also situates them within a comparative perspective vis-a-vis various
other contemporary as well as secondary sources in order to place them into a more
conceptualized framework of cultural history. Through preliminary comparison with
the “canonized” Ottoman chronicles, which focus on the historical periods also dealt
with in these pseudo-historical narratives—»but particularly those chronicles

addressing the seventeenth-century political and administrative crises and the

and come up with alternative outlooks on the issue, see Cemal Kafadar, “The Question of Ottoman
Decline,” Harvard Middle Eastern and Islamic Review 4, nos. 1-2 (1997-1998): 30-75.
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ensuing attempts at transformation, as well as the earliest beginnings of the Ottoman
dynasty—the dissertation will duly note where these texts diverge and converge. In
doing so, this study further aims to examine the differing renditions and antecedent
narratives of these two sets of pseudo-historical narratives in order to configure the
historical contingencies these texts and their differing versions present. In this, the
primary aim is to better understand how the Ottoman social imagination and
memory manifested in these texts worked at devising and revising the origins as well
as the contemporary configurations, issues, and problems of the social and political
entity of which it was part and parcel. | contend, foremost, that on the whole these
narratives illustrate how historical consciousness was not an act restricted to the pale
of the élite circles of the Ottoman literati—as has been widely suggested in
secondary studies focusing on the Ottoman advice literature of the period—»but
rather a concern that resonated outside this pale as well, reaching out to wider
segments of the population, who seem to have begun, from the end of the sixteenth
century onwards, to register in their own mecmii ‘as and single-text manuscripts,
more often than before, an interest in the history and destiny of the Ottoman Empire
and dynasty.

1.2 Primary Sources

The dissertation primarily involves a contextualized and concentrated examination
of the aforementioned two sets of narratives disseminated across various
miscellaneous or single-text manuscripts written in the Ottoman Turkish vernacular.
Therefore, the primary sources that will be studied for this research project can be
divided mainly into two groups: (1) those entitled Bahrii'I-Miikdsefe or “The Sea of
Mutual Revelations,” the first set of narratives that will constitute part of the main

focus of my research; and (2) those entitled Hikayet-i ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, or “The
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Story of the Rise of the House of Osman,” the other set of narratives of focus in this

study.

In conjunction with these two sets of pseudo-historical narratives, a number of
additional contemporary or related primary sources will be examined in order to help
pinpoint the real historical significance of these narratives. Alongside a number of
“canonized” Ottoman chronicles that deal specifically with the seventeenth-century
period of dynastic and political crises as well as the earliest beginnings of the
Ottoman dynasty,® these contemporary manuscript sources will include, more
importantly, two other groups of narratives, entitled Papasname®® and Mendkib-1
Mahmud Pasa,?’ both of which make up the antecedent texts which evolved into the

Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe and Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osman, respectively.

% Asikpasazade, Tarih-i Ali Osman [or Asikpasazade Tarihi], ed. ‘Ali Beg (Istanbul: Matba’a-1
‘Amire, 1914); Liitfi Pasa, Tevarih-i Ali Osman, ed. ‘Ali Beg (Istanbul: Matba’a-1 ‘Amire, 1922/23);
Mehmed Nesri, Kitab-1 Cihan-NUma - Negsri Tarihi I-11, ed. Faik Resit Unat and Mehmed A. Kéymen
(Ankara: TTK Yayinlari, 2014); Naima Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Na ‘imd (Ravzatii’I-Hiseyn Fi
Huldsati Ahbdri’l-Hafikayn). Haz. Mehmet Ipsirli. 4 Vols. (Ankara: TTK Yayinlari, 2007); Orug
Beg, Orug¢ Beg Tarihi, ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul: Camlica Basim Yayim, 2008); Mehmed Résid.
Tarih-i Ragid. 4. Vols. (Istanbul: Matbaa-y1 Amire, 1865).

% Two copies of the text can be found in Turkey at Kiitahya Vahidpasa Library, Kiitahya. Kiitahya
Vahitpasa Collection, 43 Va 1545; and Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul. Saliha Hatun collection, no.
212. Two other copies of the text outside Turkey are recorded as housed in Vienna and Tunisia:

Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek MS Mixt 689; National Library of Tunisia, MS 1459. 39b—69a.

27| have discovered twenty-one extant copies of this widely reproduced popular legend, and these
manuscripts are held at various locations and manuscript collections today: Millet Library, Istanbul,
Ali Emiri collection, 34 AE Tarih 6/1; Millet Library, Istanbul. Ali Emiri collection, 34 AE Seriyye
1136; Milli Library, Ankara, Yazmalar collection, no. 06 Mil Yz A 1635/2; Bibliothéque nationale de
France, Paris, Supplément turc 1625, 59a—79b; Millet Library, Istanbul. Ali Emir? Efendi collection,
1136; Millet Library, Istanbul. Ali Emiri Efendi collection, 6/1; Suleymaniye Library, Istanbul.
Bagdatli Vehbi Efendi collection, 2187/3; Millet Library, Istanbul. Ali Emiri Efendi T1bbi collection,
43/3; Austrian National Library, Vienna. Han collection, Cod. H. O. 116. 1b—22a; Deutsche
Nationalbibliothek. Ms.or.oct.2896. 22b-43b; Deutsche Nationalbibliothek. Ms.or.oct.3487; Hiseyin
Kocabag Kitapligi, Istanbul. Tiirk¢e Yazmalari collection, S.H.M.H.K.Yaz. 572; Tiirk Dil Kurumu
Library, Ankara. Tiirk Dil Kurumu Library Tiirkge Yazmalar1 collection, Yz. A 142/5; izmir Milli
Library, Izmir. izmir Milli Library Tiirk¢e Yazmalar1 collection, 1662/1; Milli Library, Ankara.
Adnan Otiiken 11 Halk Library collection, 06 Hk 2432. 1a-6b; Manisa Il Halk Library, Manisa. 45 Hk
5070/1. 1b—22a; Kastamonu il Halk Library, Kastamonu. 37 Hk 3968/10. 65b—78b; IBB Atatiirk
Library, Istanbul. Belediye Yazmalari collection, Bel_Yz_K.000270/01. 1b—18a; IBB Atatiirk
Library, Istanbul. Belediye Yazmalar1 collection, Bel Yz K.000400/01. 1b—20b; IBB Atatiirk
Library, Istanbul. Muallim Cevdet Yazmalari, MC_Yz K.000105/03. 152b—166a; IBB Atatiirk
Library, Istanbul. Muallim Cevdet Yazmalari, MC Yz K.000284/01. 1b—23a.
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The dissertation will also make note of the court-oriented histories entitled
Selimnames and Stileymannames, which were commissioned chronicles focusing on
the reigns of Selim | and Suleyman the Magnificent respectively, as well as of the
frontier epics and hagiographies of earlier periods entitled Hamzanames,
Battalnames, and Saltuknémes, in order to pinpoint their textual, genre-related, and
orientative similarities and dissimilarities with the primary pseudo-historical
narratives under discussion. These supplementary sources will be examined
primarily so as to set up the general historiographical scene and historical context
within or against which the two primary pseudo-historical narratives were produced.
Still, among the supplementary contemporary sources to be covered in the
dissertation, the Papasnéame and Mendkib-1 Mahmud Pasa narratives will constitute
a main secondary focus of the study due to their antecedent textual relationship to
the Bahrii'I-Miikdsefe and Hikayet-i Zuhdr-; Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives, in order to trace
the processes through which the latters’ contextual configuration as well as textual
formation underwent, which will allow me to investigate all their contextual and

textual contingencies in more detail.

The first set of primary sources, entitled Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe (The Sea of Mutual
Revelations)—which is more concerned with its contemporary period of the
seventeenth century as well as the “future” of the dynasty—has four known copies
in various manuscript archives today.?® These narratives—as will be argued and
elaborated upon in Chapter IV—present the researcher with an example of
contemporary Ottoman notions of dynastic history as well as certain communal and

political concerns, apprehensions, and aspirations concerning the “future” of the

%8 Silleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Kemankes collection, no. 430. 46b—74a; Bibliothéque Nationale,
Paris, Fonds des traductions, no.44; Marmara University llahiyat Fakiltesi Library, Istanbul, No.
11210/SS0449, Item No. 297.7/MUH.B; Ankara University Ilahiyat Fakiltesi Library, Ankara, No.
36031, Item No. 297.7/MUH.B.

14



Ottoman dynasty that emerged in the second half of the seventeenth century,
especially during the early part of the reign of Sultan Ibrahim (r. 1640-1648).%°
Constructed as a book of oracles about an invented lineage of the House of Osman
extending the Ottoman dynastic line forward into the “future,” amounting to a total
of seventy sultans, including a retelling of the reigns of six actual sultans at the
beginning, the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe is thus an aspirational text presenting a vision of
the future in which the Ottoman Empire greatly extends its domains, makes
unnumbered converts, and consolidates the Islamic faith. This pseudo-historical
narrative also displays a clear politics of memory in its gaze towards the immediate
dynastic past in its account of the six actual sultans, from Mehmed 111 up through
Sultan Ibrahim, consciously censoring certain parts of that past in line with the
narrative’s particular aspirational vision, while also suggesting solutions to the
problem of succession as well as other contemporary administrative problems of the
seventeenth century. Two of the four extant copies, two of which are found in
miscellanies, date from the late seventeenth century. The text and its context are
therefore illustrative of how the adverse conditions of the seventeenth century left a
deep mark on the Ottoman communal imagination and memory, and it is this issue
in particular that this dissertation, through a close examination of the four extant
copies of the text found in various archives today, will explore in detail, along with

an examination of what the narrative’s visions for the future manifest.

The second set of primary pseudo-historical narratives, entitled Hikayet-i Zuhar-: Al-

i ‘Osmdn (The Story of the Rise of the House of Osman)—which is more concerned

2 The text itself does not directly record its actual date of production, but textual analysis reveals that
the latest real Ottoman sultan it records is Sultan Ibrahim. Also, various points of reference for the
practices of succession in the Ottoman dynastic system also unwittingly reveal that the immediate
period of concern for the narrative is the earliest part of the reign of Ibrahim, when the longevity of
the Ottoman dynasty became a common concern for people from all walks of life in the Ottoman
Empire.
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with the earliest beginnings of the dynasty as well as the period up to the reign of
Sultan Selim 1 (r. 1512—-1520)—has eleven known extant copies in Turkish archives
today.*® These narratives reimagine the emergence of the Ottoman dynasty, starting
the dynastic lineage with a certain Ahmed Beg, the leader of a semi-nomadic
Turkmen tribe called Tir u Seyf (Arrow and Sword) from Tebriz in Persia. In these
texts, this Ahmed Beg is claimed to be the original forefather of the entire Ottoman
lineage insofar as he is the father of “Erdogdu” (not Ertugrul) who in turn is the
father of “Osmancik” (rather than Osman), and he is the one to whom is imputed the
well-known auspicious foundational dream ascribed to Osman (in Asikpasazade’s
history®") or Ertugrul (in Oru¢ Beg’s history*?): Ahmed Beg has the very same
auspicious dream, involving a tree growing out of his navel to signify the birth of the
Ottoman dynasty—a dream that usually serves as a kind of literary topos for the

legitimization of the Ottoman dynastic lineage.®* As will be argued in Chapter V,

% These known extant eleven copies of the narrative can be found in various collections today, some
of which are under slightly different titles, while two of which are not titled in the manuscript, details
which will subsequently be referred to, wherever is needed, in the study: Hikayat-i Zuhiir-1 Al-i
Osman; Der Beyan-: Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, Millet Library, Istanbul, Ali Emiri collection, AE Mnz
144. 1a-51b; Hikayat-: Zuhiir-1 Al-i Osman; Der Beyan-i Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, Millet Library,
Istanbul, Ali Emiri collection, AE Mnz 11159; Hikayet-i Zuh(r-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, Stleymaniye Library,
Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 5444; Untitled, Stleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Terciiman
Gazetesi collection, Y189; Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, Siilleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Fatih
collection, Fatih No. 4206/1: 1a—76b; Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, Stileymaniye Library, Istanbul,
[brahim Efendi collection, 670; Untitled, Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Yazma Bagislar Collection,
2981/1 —2; Der Beyan-i1 Mendkib-1 ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, IBB Atatiirk Kitaplig1, Tiirk¢e Yazmalar
collection, BEL_Yz_0.000039/02: 69b—174b; Der Beyan-i: Mendkib-1 Zuhlir-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn iBB
Atatiirk Kitapligi, Muallim Cevdet collection, MC_Yz K.000084; Risale der Beyan-1 Mendkib-1
Zuhdr-u Ali-i Osman, Corum Hasan Pasa Public Library, 19 Hk 1292. 10b—71b; Tarih-i Zuhdr-; Al-i
‘Osman, Erzurum Atatirk University, Seyfettin Ozege collection, 0137897.

3t Asik Pasazade, Osmanogullari 'min Tarihi, ed. Kemal Yavuz and M.A. Yekta Sarag (Istanbul: Kog
Kiiltiir Sanat Yayinlari, 2003), 57-8; Asikpasazade, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, ed. ‘Ali Beg (Istanbul:
Matba’a-1 ‘Amire, 1914); reprint: Ashigpashazadeh, Ashiqgpashazadeh Ta rikhi: A History of the
Ottoman Empire to A.H. 883 (AD 1478) (Westmead, UK: Gregg, 1970), 6.

%2 Orug Beg, Oru¢ Beg Tarihi, ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul: Camlica Basim Yayim, 2008), 8.

% H.A. Gibbons, basing himself on various early Ottoman accounts but especially on that by Nesri,
regards the dreams of Osman (including an earlier one, as described in Nesri’s account, in which,
after a night of reading the Qur’an during his stay at a pious Muslim’s house, he sees an angel saying,
“Since thou hast read my eternal word with so great respect, thy children and the children of thy
children shall be honoured from generation to generation”), his later meeting with Edebali, and his
marriage with Malhatun as events “recording, in a truly Oriental way, his conversion to Islam,” and
claims that “[i]t was the conversion of Osman and his tribe which gave birth to the Osmanli people,
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this set of narratives, presenting a somewhat divergent version of the Ottoman
dynasty’s earliest beginnings (albeit bearing various convergences with the
canonized accounts of the period), brings forth many questions about the genealogy
of the dynasty, its confessional as well as successional practices, and several other
historical issues concerning the position and involvement of various social groups,
such as the ulema or converted kul officials, in the making of the imperial order.
Moreover, the Ottoman and the Safavid political and religious dichotomy, which had
become a central issue of concern and contestation, especially from the mid-
sixteenth century onwards, is shown in these narratives to have involved the social
and political imagination in later periods of Ottoman history as well. Of the eleven
known extant copies of the narrative in Turkish archives today, all are found in
various separate manuscripts and fascicles or in miscellaneous manuscripts, and
most are undated. The dated manuscripts are from a range of different periods, from
the late eighteenth (as the earliest extant dated copy of 1792 suggests) through the
mid-nineteenth centuries (as shown by the latest extant dated copy of 1848),
suggesting that the text exerted some interest on the Ottoman social imagination

over a long period of time, with varied individuals finding meaning in the narrative’s

because it welded into one race the various elements living in the north-western corner of Asia Minor.
The new faith gave them a raison d’étre”; cf. H.A. Gibbons, The Foundation of the Ottoman Empire:
A History of the Osmanlis Up to the Death of Bayezid I (1300-1403) (New York: The Century Co.,
1916), 23-7. Contrary to Gibbons’ interpretation, which considers these particular dream episodes as
a narrative signifying Osman’s conversion, Colin Imber claims the episode to be a part of a deliberate
act of myth-making on the part of the early members of the Ottoman dynasty, and that because the
Ottoman sultans drew their moral authority from this myth, its propagation was essential to the
existence of the state: “By the late 16th century the Ottoman dynasty possessed an elaborate myth
which legitimised its rule in the eyes of its own subjects and justified its wars against neighbouring
monarchs, both Christian and Muslim. The myth had many strands, each of which had developed
separately to meet the requirements of a particular time or to appeal to different sections of the
population. By the mid-16th century, these strands had united to form a quasi-official account of the
origins of the dynasty, which explained and justified its rise to power and described its destiny in
terms of the religious and political ideas of orthodox Islam”; cf. Colin Imber, “The Ottoman Dynastic
Myth,” Turcica 19 (1987): 7.
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story of the Ottomans’ earliest trajectory in history, as well as the genealogy of the

dynasty, even in the later years of the Ottoman Empire.

Despite their different dates of production and their differing foci, both of these
primary sets of narratives reveal a common social concern for Ottoman imperial
history and the Ottoman historical trajectory. What is more, as revealed by their
many renditions in various manuscript copies, as well as their largely simple Turkish
diction and language use, these narratives indicate a relatively common and
“popular”-oriented interest in reimagining, and thus reinterpreting, imperial history.
However, as will be argued and illustrated in the dissertation, despite such “popular”
interest, their function seems not to have been one of a purely entertainment- and
aspiration-oriented nature, as is the case with other such “popular” histories to be
referred to in the study.

1.3 Research Questions and Historiographical Approach

In the light of these pseudo-historical narratives invested with a genuine concern for
the Ottoman dynastic trajectory, certain historiographical questions arise. Why, for
instance, were such pseudo-historical narratives of “popular” orientation
(considering also their antecedent texts) produced and reproduced, especially from
the last quarter of the sixteenth century, through the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, and on up to the mid-nineteenth century, a period commonly considered
by Ottomanist historiography to be a period of “change” and “transformation,” and
accordingly denoted the “post-classical” period? What were the earliest sources for
these “popular” narratives which “rewrite” Ottoman history? What do these sorts of
pseudo-historical narratives that retell history really tell us? Can these narratives be
considered products or records of social memory and/or imagination at work,

especially during periods of social change and transformation? Are they utterly
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imaginary in terms of their time, place, and plotting for the historical contexts that
they relate, or do they instead hold a kernel of truth in their representations of
history? How do these pseudo-historical narratives represent social conceptions of
time, history, and the Ottoman dynastic lineage? In this study, these research
questions will be addressed through a close textual and contextual analysis of these
sets of narratives, as well as their antecedents, proceeding in an analytical and

comparative manner.

In addressing these research questions, the dissertation will not aim to attain
concrete historical information or to procure certain historical facts about the
historical contexts related and retold in these narratives. Instead, | will first and
foremost carry out content and discourse analysis of these narratives, deliberating
over precisely how imaginary or veritable their retelling of historical events and
geographical and temporal markings are. This content and discourse analysis will
also make note of how these narratives present—in their own manner—Iifestyles,
worldview, conceptions of time and history, and people, as well as what conceptions
of sovereignty, systems of succession, and notions of political legitimacy they
uphold in their accounts. The dissertation will also use onomastics and toponymy to
study the narratives’ uses of personal and topographical names and the possible

reasons lying behind the choices of these names.

Additionally, this study will also examine how these narratives represent in their
own way certain Ottoman political and societal institutions and organizational
bodies, such as #zmar, the Janissary corps, the ulema, and the Ottoman dynasty itself.
I will also concentrate on the narratives’ language usage and diction in an attempt to
pinpoint practices of communal vs. silent and/or personal readings that these

narratives indicate in terms of the history of literacy within the Ottoman cultural
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sphere of the period under study. In doing so, | will primarily argue that these
pseudo-historical narratives are oriented towards a popular audience, as
demonstrated by the diction and forms of address present in some renditions of the
two texts. In this respect, | will also question whether the fact that some renditions
and antecedents of these narratives were recorded and recopied in miscellaneous
manuscripts demonstrates newly emerging tendencies regarding the mechanisms of
the accumulation of cultural capital and production/consumption among wider
segments of the population during the Ottoman “post-classical” period. In short, the
study, in its analysis, will pursue all of the research questions noted above to some
extent, but especially the main question of what these pseudo-historical narratives’
emergence during the “post-classical” period really means and shows historically

and contextually.

Through such a multifaceted discourse and content analysis, as well as textual and
contextual study, the dissertation will ultimately demonstrate that these pseudo-
historical narratives can be considered newly emergent cultural products of the
societal and administrative changes occurring in Ottoman state and society during
the period beginning in the late sixteenth century. As such, | contend that these
narratives reveal a kind of social response to these changes through an attempt at
reassessment of the historical trajectory of the Ottoman state, and that they
demonstrate an immanent sense of agency among wider cross-sections of the
Ottoman populace, who were partaking in or being affected by the experience of the

formation and reformation of this trajectory.

In its pursuit of the research questions mentioned above, the dissertation will also
specify the differing textual and contextual traits these pseudo-historical

narratives—particularly the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn—demonstrate in terms of
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content and discourse as compared to the earliest Ottoman chronicles of the fifteenth
century, generally known as the Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn (Chronicles of the House of
Osman), which were the first “canonized” accounts of the emergence of the Ottoman
political entity. The Bahrii’'l-Miikdsefe narratives, on the other hand, will be
compared to those canonized Ottoman chronicles that deal with the period after the
second half of the sixteenth century and the advice literature of the same period, in
order to pinpoint their narrative divergences as well as convergences in relation to
the problems and aspirations of the times. In this context, the dissertation will not
only preliminarily compare these two sets of pseudo-historical narratives with
“standard” and “canonized” contemporary Ottoman chronicles, but will also
cursorily review the different renditions of these two sets of narratives themselves in
order to decipher the historical and contextual underpinnings these different versions
and antecedent texts reveal. In doing so, the primary aim, as mentioned above, will
be to better understand how the Ottoman social imagination and memory worked at
devising and revising the origins as well as the contemporary conditions of the
Ottoman social and political entity of which they were part and parcel. Through such
a preliminary comparative analysis, | will ultimately probe into the reasons and
purposes for which such narratives were produced in the first place, while also
interrogate their function during the Ottoman historical period of transformation
following the late sixteenth century. In thus addressing the reasons, purposes, and
functions behind the production of these narratives during the “post-classical”
period, this dissertation will effectively consider whether or not these narratives can
be regarded as newly emerging texts that record primarily social attempts toward a
changed, “new” Ottoman polity, or whether they in fact record such a “new” and

transformed empire as envisioned in the minds of the empire’s subjects.
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Unquestionably, as the narratives of these pseudo-historical texts demonstrate, the
taxonomies of “fact” and “fiction” and the dichotomy constructed between them
with the advent of positivist tendencies in historiography, are not fully valid, and
certainly bear no insightful outcome in terms of historical inquiries made into the
mentalities of the past. In such historiographical inquiries, on the contrary, what
matters most is not figuring out what really happened or how it actually was, but
rather how it was experienced, perceived, and understood or made sense of by those
who experienced it. As such, the fictive worlds and pseudo-historical narratives
produced by the people of the past can actually teach us more about their experience
of their own history and times. | thereby contend, firstly, that these narratives
illustrate how historical self-reflection and consciousness was not confined to the
upper echelons—as has been widely suggested in most secondary studies focusing
on the Ottoman advice literature®*—but rather extended throughout wider cross-
sections of the population, who began from the end of the sixteenth century onwards
to reflect more and more upon their common trajectory in history and record their
historical interests in their own miscellaneous and single-text manuscripts in the
form of pseudo-historical narratives, as well as many other sorts of texts (many of
which might well be considered ego documents, since these form recordings of
personal interests). Secondly, and more importantly, this study of the
aforementioned two pseudo-historical Ottoman narratives will provide us with
glimpses of the social imagination and social memory in its work of recording,
rewriting, and revaluating the Ottoman historical experience in the “post-classical”

era of change and transformation, since these narratives were promulgated in

3% Cf. Mehmet Oz, Kanun-: Kadimin Pesinde: Osmanli’da Céziilme ve Gelenek¢i Yorumculary, 16-7;
Bernard Lewis, “Ottoman Observers of Ottoman Decline,” 71-87.
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numerous manuscript copies and certainly evince a certain “popular” interest in

reassessing imperial history through a somewhat communal perspective.

Overall, this dissertation, in its study of Ottoman pseudo-historical narratives of the
“post-classical” period, will attempt not only to show that these narratives reveal a
“common” social interest held and cherished by a wider cross-section of Ottoman
society in the common trajectory of the empire, but also to reveal how these
narratives were precisely products and records of the changing nature of the empire
in the period following the end of the sixteenth century. In this regard, it will also be
argued that the production and reproduction of these narratives as antecedents or
later renditions through a number of manuscript copies—whether in single-text or
miscellaneous forms—is certainly not a coincidence of history, but rather an effect

of the Zeitgeist of the period of the “post-classical” era in Ottoman history.

In this sense, these narratives cannot easily be dismissed, as a more positivist
tendency might do, as being unhistorical or merely imaginative and marvel-ridden
written accounts of history writing. Instead, these narratives show a social
imagination at work in rewriting and retelling Ottoman imperial history, and so they
need to be closely analyzed in order to reveal the social perceptions and conceptions
of time and history that began to emerge beginning in the “long seventeenth

»% not only in the upper echelons of the Ottoman state apparatus, but also by

century,
extension among wider social segments of the Ottoman literati and society in

general.

% The term “long [...] century” is a frequently used coinage, and presents a traditional practice of
periodization of certain eras of longue durée in Ottoman history due to certain influential
historiographical studies, such as Ilber Ortayli’s fmparatorlugun En Uzun Yiizyil: (Istanbul: Hil,
1983), concerning Ottoman modernization and territorial disintegration in the nineteenth century. In
some public lectures, Cemal Kafadar has also recognized and designated the period following the last
quarter of the sixteenth century and lasting well into the late eighteenth century as “the long
seventeenth century” in terms of cultural history, a designation that is also used in this study; cf.
Cemal Kafadar, “Osmanli Diinyasinda Kaynak Kullanimi Uzerine” (conference speech at Evliya
Celebi’nin Yazili Kaynaklar1 Sempozyumu, Istanbul, June 17-18, 2010).
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1.4 Literature and Historical Review

Historical periodization, though inevitable in any historical analysis, is yet always
problematic in one sense and, to some extent, arbitrary, since designating a certain
period of study almost always privileges it over other possible ones. Moreover,
periodizations marked off by, for example, economic or sociopolitical or cultural
historiography do not necessarily correspond to one another—even though they are
always in interplay. Furthermore, for inquiries into the mentalities of the past, social-
and economic-based periodizations need to be extended in order to recognize the
impact of any changes occurring in these designated periods on contemporary

mentalities.

For these reasons, this study will focus on the time period which, as already alluded
to above, we might designate the “long” seventeenth century. In this regard, it is not
the seventeenth century per se that is meant, but rather a period starting with the turn
of the eleventh century in the Hijri calendar—that is, the 1590s—and stretching well
into the eighteenth century, up until the end of the so-called “Tulip Age” in 1730,
which is roughly the period encompassed by the composition and copying of the
first set of pseudo-historical narratives, the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe. However, the
dissertation will further extend the period of study up until the mid-nineteenth
century, into the reigns of Selim Il (r. 1789-1807), Mahmud I1 (r. 1789-1807), and
Abdllmecid (r. 1839-1861), owing to the period of production of the copies of the
second set of pseudo-historical narratives, the Hikayet-i Zuhtr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn. This is
of course a rather long period of study, covering as it does much of the Ottoman
Empire’s entire history, and the dissertation certainly does not suggest that this
period is a homogenous one: on the contrary, it was a manifestly a period during

which the empire experienced various and numerous differing aspects and phases.
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Even so, there are strong practical as well as theoretical reasons for my taking this
particular longue durée®® in Ottoman history under consideration here. Firstly, and
more practically, this choice is due to the fact that the primary sources that are the
dissertation’s focus—that is, the two aforementioned sets of pseudo-historical
narratives—were produced, copied, and reproduced all throughout this period.
Secondly, and more theoretically, as will be detailed later in the study, the turn of the
Hijri eleventh century was more than merely a calendrical issue for the wider
cultural circles in the Ottoman lands, thanks to and in terms of this date’s
apocalyptic connotations. Furthermore, as noted above, starting with the end of the
sixteenth century, the Ottoman Empire began to undergo a long process of change,
reconfiguration, and transformation, one which the historiographical paradigm of
“decline” fails to explain either in its entirety or in the specific terms of this period’s
differing phases and aspects as well as its common social and cultural traits.
Therefore, the periodization to be followed in this particular study will be the
aforementioned longue durée, not only because it corresponds to the dates of
production and reproduction of these pseudo-historical narratives, but also because it
is a valid and effective means of following up on any long-term effects on the
Ottoman social imagination and memory caused by the social and political changes

experienced in the “post-classical” period, and especially on the social imagination

% The historiographical term longue durée—a legacy of the Annales School of historiography—
designates a historiographical approach where the study of historical structures rather than singular
events is prioritized with a focus on the investigation of changes, transformations, and disruptions of
social or political structures over a long period of time. Due to these properties, the term and the
subsequent approach have long been applied in the fields of economic and political history.
Nonetheless, this dissertation suggests that applying an approach oriented towards tracing changes
and/or perseverance over time can also be fruitful in the field of the history of mentalities. Obviously,
detecting individual historical contexts in which certain historical sentiments, notions, convictions,
and (mis)conceptions is the basis on which any intellectual history must be written, and yet tracing
shifts and the tenacity, continuation, or perseverance of certain mindsets can also only be made
possible through a focus on the longue durée.
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and memory’s reaction or response to the two main questions of “rise” and

“decline,” which will later be problematized in modern Ottoman historiography.

As suggested by Halil inalcik,®” Ottoman historiography needs to pay attention to
the periods within which its relevant sources, documents, and chronicles were
produced in order to decipher their true significance for the period under study. The
same approach needs to be taken when studying historiography as well. Therefore,
in line with this suggestion, the remainder of this section will be a more or less
detailed and critical literature review on the Ottoman historiography concerning the
two main questions that emerge and are addressed in the pseudo-historical narratives
that are my primary focus, as well as on numerous important secondary studies of
Ottoman history. In this section, firstly, I will briefly but critically engage the
earliest secondary studies on the question of the “rise” of the Ottoman dynasty and
then those dealing with the question of Ottoman “decline,” along with later
revisionist historiographical replies to these same questions, with the aim of arriving
at an understanding of how these issues have so far been generally handled in the

Ottoman historiography.

V.L. Ménage, Halil inalcik, Paul Wittek, and Cemal Kafadar, in their respective
studies of the earliest Ottoman chronicles undertaken in an effort to untangle the
web of their narrational convergences and divergences as well as their stemmas of

textual formation, and to contextualize these individual accounts of history,*®

% Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography,” 152.

% See V.L. Ménage, “The Beginnings of Ottoman Historiography,” in Historians of the Middle East,
ed. Bernard Lewis and P. M. Holt (London: Oxford University Press, 1964): 168—179; Ménage, “On
the recensions of Uruj’s History of the Ottomans,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies XXX.2 (1967): 314-22; inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography; inalcik, “How to
Read Agik Pasazade’s History,” in Studies in Ottoman History in Honour of V.L. Ménage, ed. Colin
Heywood and Colin Imber (Istanbul: Isis, 1994), 139-156. [Reprinted with Turkish translation.
“Asik-Pasazade Nasil Okunmah?” in Sogiitten Istanbul’a, ed. Oktay Ozel and Mehmet Oz (Ankara:
Imge, 2000), 119-145.]; Paul Wittek, “The Taking of Aydos Castle: a Ghazi Legend and its
Transformation,” in Arabic and Islamic Studies in Honor of Hamilton A. R. Gibb, ed. George Makdisi
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suggest on the whole that these mid- to late fifteenth-century chronicles, generally
unattributed and generically called Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn, were written “as a result
of the consciousness of having established a great empire.”*® Ménage in particular
asserts the significance of these earliest historical texts for the latter Ottoman
historiography:

The importance of these early texts for the historian is patent, but they are of
interest also to the student of historiography, for they are the raw material on
which later writers relied, directly or at one or more removes, for the history
of the first two centuries of the Ottoman state. A high proportion of these
texts has survived, so that it is possible to trace the various threads—of
legend, tradition, chronicle, and panegyric—as they are woven together by
successive compilers and finally embroidered in the artistic histories.*’

In this regard, Ménage elaborates on the manner of their production and the
compositional traits that they thereby reveal:

This consideration [that their cited dates must be accepted only with reserve]
applies particularly to the popular anonymous chronicles, of which very
many manuscripts exist in European and Turkish libraries, usually bearing
the simple title Tevarikh-i al-i ‘Osman, and which, in spite of great variety in
their contents, are all ultimately related. These chronicles all begin at about
the same point, with the migration of Siileymanshah to Rim, but are brought
down to different points: one group of manuscripts, whose text contains
indications that it received its present form in the reign of Bayezid II, relates
events down to about 900/1494, another group has a continuation down to
about 957/1550, while a few manuscripts are extended into the 11th/17th
century.*!

According to Ménage—who studied these early Ottoman chronicles’ codicological
and textual properties very closely and published widely on them—even though the

various copies of these texts originated from an earlier common anterior, the

(Cambridge: E. J. Brill, 1965), 662—72; Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of
the Ottoman State. (Berkeley: U. of California Press, 1996), 60—117. The last two of these studies
especially focus on the importance of the idea of ghaza—which has been a source of great debate and
contestation in modern Ottoman historiography, although it lies well outside the scope of this
dissertation—in the making of these chronicles. For a general and thorough survey of how the idea of
ghaza was influential in the larger Turco-Islamic written cultural sphere, see Ali Anooshahr, The
Gazi Sultans and the Frontiers of Islam: A Comparative Study of the Late Medieval and Early
Modern Periods (New York: Routledge, 2009).

% fnalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography,” 152.
0 Ménage, “The Beginnings of Ottoman Historiography,” 168.
“bid., 171.
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divergences in their content and length resulted from the various recensions they had

gone through as manuscripts:
Nevertheless the nucleus of this chronicle must be a much earlier text,
composed apparently in the first years of the reign of Murad II. This nucleus
Is written in a fairly discursive style: it is a collection of tales, many of which
are legendary in tone. Several dates are included, but all the same it is a
story-book rather than a dry chronicle. Then, with the accession of Murad I,
there comes an abrupt change of style: the events of the next twenty years or
so are recorded in a series of short, pithy entries, very similar in style to the

entries in the Royal Calendars except that the anonymous chronicles
conclude each year’s entry with a Hijra date.*?

The layers of recension inscribed on these early historiographical texts in terms of
content and diction reveal not only different contexts of production, but also
differing content and intent: the style of the texts were accordingly altered with the
accession of Murad 11, whose reign is recorded to witness frequent production of
official takvims*® at the court. Along with this stylistic change, a definite change in
the orientation of the texts was also reflected in the style, in line with the emerging
aspirations for an universal empire. In this connection, Ménage also makes an
important point about the manner in which these renditions were actually produced,
and differentiates them from the later chronicles, which, emulating Persianate
written culture, were produced in a much loftier style that started with Mehmed II’s
reign but did not become especially predominant until the sixteenth century. Due to
this style and presentation, these later histories were more carefully copied than the

earlier ones, with the later ones’ lofty and artistic style also helping scholars to

2 1hid.

8 After Ahmedi’s short section about the Ottoman beginnings, incorporated into his Iskendername (c.
1390) as the last chapter of 340 couplets, telling the story of the Ottomans from Ertugrul to Emir
Stleyman, and ending in a panegyric mode for the latter, who in fact had been the last patron of the
author, the earliest surveying historiographical sources by the Ottoman court circles were the royal
calendars, earliest two of which had been produced in the court of Murad Il and a later one produced
also in the Ottoman court had survived from the reign of Mehmed II; cf. Ménage, “The Beginnings of
Ottoman Historiography,” 170. All of these historiographical works had in fact been produced under
the patronage of either the Ottoman rulers themselves (or, as in the case of Emir Siilleyman, wanna-be
rulers), or of their entourage at the court, as in the case of the grand vizier Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢.
They were thus explicitly commissioned enterprises meant for the Ottoman dynastic rule to assert its
own version of its history and identity.
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decipher them, since their copyists were more reluctant to make any amendments to
the texts:
The change of style had this great advantage for the modern historian that a
text written in ornate prose tended to be more faithfully transmitted. A
rhyme-word or a punning epithet often prevented the deformation even of an
unfamiliar proper name, and the copyist of such a text, feeling that to

interpo!&te or to modify would be to spoil the artistry, hesitated to tamper
with it.

On the other hand, in Ménage’s view the earlier histories, which directly provided
much of the raw material for the later histories in terms of content, did not receive
the same privilege in the hands of copyists, which somewhat ironically makes them
even more interesting in terms of their historical signification as regards any
potential understanding of the mentalities of the period. In fact, these earlier
histories, almost like palimpsests, record various layers of time and understanding
through their words:

The copyist of the earlier, more popular, histories felt no such

reverence: he felt at liberty to ‘correct’, expand, abridge or continue model,

so that it is often impossible to decide whether a given manuscript represents

the author’s original work, a later redaction by the author (for many texts

were worked over by their authors more than once), or a new redaction by a

copyist, who, by the extent of his additions, deserves to rank as an author in
his own right.*

In fact, all these new renditions (or “redactions” to use Ménage’s term), whether
produced by the author or a copyist, must be regarded as new products in their own
right: almost in the manner of a new performance in oral cultural production, they
are products of a new historical context and signify new contingencies regarding the
context in which they were produced, and therefore their divergences need to be
studied closely and certainly cannot be disregarded in order to arrive back at a rather

mythical “original” text. Indeed, Ménage makes the same scientific point:

* Ménage, “The Beginnings,” 168.
* Ibid., 168-169.
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This fact alone—not to speak of the deterioration in a text produced by
normal hazards of transmission—makes it very difficult to edit such works,
and in spite of the efforts of modern scholars we have no entirely satisfactory
edition of any fifteenth-century history. The growing practice of publishing
such texts in the form of a facsimile of a single manuscript has more to
commend it than cheapness: the reader may well receive sounder guidance
from the one manuscript than from an edition whose readings are a hotch-
potch from different recensions.*®

While thus noting the importance of making every rendition available in its actual
form rather than merging many renditions into one new and “ahistorical” recension
by applying emendations, Ménage also implies how it is important to study every
rendition in its own context. Indeed, the methods of recension and emendation
commonly exercised on manuscript sources in an attempt to arrive back at the
“original” text—typically in line with either nationalistic or rational expectations—
erases the true signification and historical context of any copy of manuscript sources
upon which these methods are exercised. The different layers of style and content
that Ménage discovered and noted also make it clear that these earliest, “canonized”
Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn chronicles from the mid- to late fifteenth-century are also
products of their own contexts, and any divergences in their style and content reveal
the differing personal and/or communal intent behind their composition and
production, as well as showing much about the political aspirations of the Ottoman

political entity at the time of production.

Along similar lines, Cemal Kafadar notes that, unlike the authors of these early
chronicles, the composers of the pseudo-histories called Hamzanames, Battalnames,
and Saltuknames were people who had previously dwelt in the frontier regions but
would go on to make up the bulk of the early Ottoman subjects, did not compose
these texts with any personal or political expectations oriented by or for any political

entity until the fifteenth century: they had “rather told what purported to be historical

6 1bid., 169.
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narratives woven around legendary warriors and dervishes,” thereby promulgating
the ideals and formulating the historical consciousness of the people of the
frontiers.*” In contrast to such frontier epics* and hagiographies produced
predominantly in the period prior to the emergence of the Ottoman dynasty as a
claimant for sovereignty in the region, the Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn chronicles
provided the newly emerging empire with native historical narratives of the earliest
beginnings of the empire’s trajectory, having, in their different renditions, various
differing social segments or historical figures represented as participants in the

configuration and success of the developing Ottoman enterprise.

On the whole, these important studies of the earliest Ottoman chronicles thereby
represent successful attempts at deciphering and determining the chronology of
various important historical events—albeit at times with the differing opinions
mentioned—of the earliest beginnings of the Ottoman polity, as well as of the
genealogy of the Ottoman dynasty. They also succeed in decoding what these
chronicles reveal between the lines concerning their authors’ conceptions and
aspirations, as well as their political stance toward Ottoman history, both by taking
into account the authors’ apparent intentions and by figuring, as much as such
sources can, the contingencies of these various renditions of the earliest eras of

Ottoman history.

Indeed, the earlier chronicles of the Ottoman state reveal various viewpoints
flourishing among the various historical shareholders who claimed to have a certain

degree of contribution to the Ottoman enterprise. This culminated in the

4" Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 62.

*8 Cemal Kafadar terms these pseudo-historical narratives circling around the “epic” deeds of valor of
the ghazi warriors and representing the past as a sequence of heroic exploits in confronting infidels
and other enemies as “warrior epics.” I choose to call these pseudo-historical narratives—i.e., the
Hamzanames, Battalndmes, and Saltukndmes—*“frontier epics” in order to emphasize the fact that
they record the ideals and realities of the frontier culture as much as they narrate a hero’s story.

31



historiographically debated ideal of ghaza, which, in Anooshahr’s words, made
these chronicles “one of the chief discursive sites where the state was constructed
and reified as an autonomous subject.”*® The modern Ottoman historiography has
debated the nature of these sources, their significance, and, as such, the very nature
and conditions of the rise of the Ottoman political entity to statehood. The
viewpoints introduced in this historiographical debate depended mostly on
codicological or philological methods, such as collecting and analyzing these source
texts in order to construct the stemmas of their manuscripts leading back to an
“original” text, or examining the texts’ semantics for certain terms, but especially the
term ghaza,™ in order to decipher such terms’ true meaning within the contemporary
historical context. It is outside the scope and focus of this study to detail the
extensive modern historiographical debate on the nature of the rise of the Ottomans,
with all the participating scholars’ views on the subject. However, from the dead end
that this long-pursued debate has reached, it is clear that a close textual and
contextual study of the contemporary sources—including those canonized chronicles
called Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn—within the perspective of contemporary realities of
power dynamics and political contestations among the various social groups
involved in the making of the Ottoman enterprise, will in fact prove to be more
fruitful than either just repeating the content of these sources uncritically as though
the historian were a mere mouthpiece, or dismissing them altogether as full of

apocrypha.

* Ali Anooshahr, “Writing, Speech, and History for an Ottoman Biographer,” Journal of Near
Eastern Studies 69.1 (April 2010): 44.

%0 Because it is beyond the scope of this dissertation, this debate around the terms and their relation to
the rise of the Ottomans will not be addressed here, but for two very informative and illuminating
surveys of this important historiographical debate around the term ghaza and its significance in
explaining the emergence of the Ottoman polity, see Heath W. Lowry, “The Debate to Date,” in The
Nature of the Early Ottoman State, 5-13 (Albany: State U of New York Press, 2003); Kafadar,
Between Two Worlds, 29-59.
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To the contrary, according to Kafadar, some of the narrative divergences revealed in
these sources may have resulted directly from the politics of power—played out in
the manner of a contestation over “the appropriation of the symbolic capital
embedded in public recognition”—enacted onto the Ottoman past:

To some extent, the discrepancies in the historical sources written down
during the Ottoman era can be read as traces of such competition for the
appropriation of past accomplishments.

As some of the small gazi-mercenary bands or Sufi orders expanded their
sphere of influence, they also enlarged their claims over the past at the
expense of those who were now diminished. This contest over the
appropriation of the symbolic capital embedded in public recognition as a
gazi implied that the meaning of gaza might also be construed differently by
different people or parties according to their backgrounds and needs.
Particularly as the nature of the polities changed dramatically with the
establishment of sedentary bureaucratic practices and principles, some
aspects of the earlier conceptions of gaza looked increasingly primitive and
possibly also dangerous if any other sociopolitical forces claimed to present
it.>!
In fact, the symbolic capital attached to the ideal of ghaza did become an area of
contestation, especially during the reign of Mehmed I1 (r. 1444-46, 1451-81), with
that period’s increasing attempts to establish a centralized imperial structure with
universal claims gaining momentum. Such claims for symbolic and/or a more literal
capital of prestige and wealth in return for earlier military and other contributions
made to the Ottoman enterprise instigated many disputes, animosities, and
contestations among various social groups. These social groups involved different

classes: ghazi warriors vs. centralized state powers or officials, dervishes vs. ulema,

51 Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 92.

%2 The term ghaza/gaza—the meaning of which, as deployed in frontier epics and early chronicles,
has been the topic of much debate in the modern Ottoman historiography due to its changing
connotations over time and divergent historical contexts, but can be cautiously and rather literally
translated as “fighting for the faith”—as well as the derivative term for the agent of the act,
ghazi/gazi, can be transliterated into English in these two differing forms. The dissertation will follow
the first form of transliteration for these terms, but the reader should be made aware that in some of
the quotations in the text the latter forms are used, as in the quotation from Kafadar in the previous
footnote #51. Also, for a philological analysis of the usage of the term ghazi in various early Ottoman
chronicles and a stern criticism of earlier interpretations, see Colin Imber, “What does Ghazi Actually
Mean?” in The Balance of Truth: Essays in Honour of Prof. Geoffrey Lewis, eds. Cigdem Balim-
Harding and Colin Imber, 165-78 (Istanbul: Isis, 2000).
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timar sipahis vs. the kul >

and others who could voice themselves through such
written sources as chronicles. The common feature of all those groups who could
voice their concerns, interests, and claims through written sources was the fact that
they were almost all of the askerT class or other privileged groups who were able to
partake directly in the Ottoman enterprise.>* These groups or individuals would
continuously situate themselves either in opposion to or in line with each other in a
constantly shifting puzzle of sociopolitical configuration—one which modern
historians now must decipher through the evidence of the written sources—

according to the changing conjunctures of the politics of power being acted out

throughout Ottoman history.

%% Cemal Kafadar advises against the historiographical tendency to homogenize all the kul groups
under the designation of Janissaries, who, during the long seventeenth century, grew to be the
representatives of this group but at certain points in fact diverged from the rest of the kul in terms of
their actions and allegiances. For an illuminating survey of the process by which the Janissaries’
political sentiments and reactions evolved through negotiations with and oppositions against other
groups of the Ottoman administrative body, including their relatively regular opponents, the sipahis,
see Cemal Kafadar, “Janissaries and Other Riffraff of Ottoman Istanbul: Rebels Without A Cause?”
International Journal of Turkish Studies 13. 1&2 (2007): 113-134.

% On the whole, in this general picture and with the availability of only such written sources, we
might still ask, “can the subaltern speak” in Ottoman history? This question is in a way definitely in
relation to the problem of audience and the perpetual question that must be applied to any Ottoman
text: who was the intended or actual audience for these texts? Indeed, even in a study in which the
social imagination and social memory are being addressed, this question becomes especially crucial
since the written sources, such as the pseudo-historical narratives under consideration here, were not
and could not really be produced so as to directly voice the otherwise unuttered concerns and
viewpoints of the common people in subaltern cultural spheres. If they are studied with the sort of
contextual understanding and textual perspective mentioned above in mind, | contend that certain
written sources, such as the sets of pseudo-historical narratives under consideration here, might
indeed shed light on how privileged groups saw fit to address the general public in their appeal to the
audience of these narratives. It is in this way, and by approaching these texts in such a manner as this,
that the texts can thereby also be understood as records of the popular imagination and social memory
in the Ottoman sphere, since, were they to lack appeal, they would simply not have been produced
and reproduced in the first place. Even so, it must be stated that there will always be some question as
to how to achieve an understanding of such a “popular” appeal and of the formation and/or
configuration of the “audience.” It is certainly mistaken to make any bold generalizations about any
“common” audience or group in any period of history, let alone the “long” seventeenth century of
Ottoman history. For the introduction of the idea of unvoiced subaltern cultures and individuals into
the social sciences, see Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, Can the Subaltern Speak? Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1988.
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Ali Anooshahr, in his important article “Writing, Speech, and History for an
Ottoman Biographer,”*® has uncovered one such particular “late fifteenth-century
controversy regarding the nature of the Ottoman state and its past,” enacted by
Taskopriizade (d. 1561) in his monumental biographical work Seka 'ikii 'n-

Nu’maniyye fi ‘Ulemdi’d-Devleti’l- ‘Osmdniyye (c. 1557/1558) in a textual “dialogue

with the chroniclers of the previous century”™;

The Sekaik provides an alternative, and somewhat critical, account of
Ottoman history—an ulema (scholar/jurists) version. On the one hand, this
altérhistoire of the House of Osman sets out to answer the charges of
corruption brought against the scholarly classes by late fifteenth-century
chroniclers (Asikpasazade, Orug, and the anonymous chronicler) who had
belonged to a gazi/dervis milieu (roughly, religiously inspired raiders and
popular preachers) and had written to protest the marginalization of their
social group by a centralizing Ottoman state. These men believed that the
scholarly/juridical classes (to whom Tagkopriizade belonged) had been the
main reason for the (wrong) direction that the Empire had taken after the
conquest of Constantinople. On the other hand, and in the same text,
Taskopriizade was also trying to define the proper relationship between the
ulema and a dangerously intrusive imperial court that by the middle of the
sixteenth century had perhaps reached the climax of absolutism and was
threatening the very same scholarly/juridical classes that had supposedly
aided its disturbing growth.>

The immediate historical context of the text is, of course, the mid-sixteenth century;
however, the same double-crossed opposition and pressure had been experienced by
the ulema ever since the last years of the reign of Mehmed I1, and would continue to
be experienced throughout Ottoman history. Anooshahr thus detects the viewpoint

of the ulema at the center of the text of Sekd 'ikii 'n-Nu ‘mdaniyye, and in opposition to

> Anooshahr, “Writing, Speech, and History,” 43-62.

% Anooshahr notes that the Seka 'ikii 'n-Nu ‘mdniyye—which has been extensively utilized by modern
historians of the Ottoman state, especially in the twentieth century, for its treasure trove of
biographical information—has more recently, however, begun to enjoy less attention as a historical
source, since “the critical positivist method of reading this text seems to have reached a dead-end.”
According to Anooshahr, having found “many of its anecdotes unreliable or at least unverifiable,” a
scholarly “verdict has been issued to exclude it from serious scholarly consideration”; cf. Anooshahr,
“Writing, Speech, and History,” 43—4. In contrast, Anooshahr proposes to focus on the political
dynamics and stances exposed in the text by way of a close textual and contextual analysis of the text
so as to understand what it really signifies about the ulema it presents in its biographical entries.

%" Anooshahr, “Writing, Speech, and History,” 44.
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both the discourse of the Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn-writing ghazi/dervish milieu and the
centrifugal forces of the centralized state apparatus represented by high officials of
kul origin,*® an example of the latter of which can also be seen in the narrative of
Mendkib-1 Mahmiid Pasa.>® Overall, Anooshahr, in unraveling the different
viewpoints, claims, and discourses that emerged in the context of the rise of the
Ottoman Empire and made their way into the text of the Sekdikii 'n-Nu ‘mdniyye, not
only provides an exemplary close textual and contextual analysis of an important
Ottoman written source in connection with its historical contingencies, but also lays
bare one important aspect of the inextricable web of political contestations
underlying the historical context of not just the sixteenth century, but of the centuries
to come as well. Indeed, these political contestations would become even more
rigorous and their pangs more frequent and acute as the Ottoman political entity

moved well into the “post-classical” era in the historical terms outlined above.

The other major question that has been an area of scholarly debate commonly and
widely addressed by modern Ottoman historiography is the question of the Ottoman
“decline.” It has been suggested that the notion of “crisis” and/or “decline”—which
was informed by changes and/or divergence from established ways of conduct, or
transformations (inhitat, as the Ottomans would put it), and which was not
necessarily a positive phenomenon for the premodern mindset—can be understood
as connected with the seventeenth-century age of crisis for larger Europe as well,
where a rapid rise in population recorded especially around the Mediterranean, as

well as in the Ottoman domains, in the sixteenth century® led to a “general crisis” in

% 1bid.
> See Chapter V.

% For a survey of population changes in the Mediterranean and the Ottoman lands, see Fernand
Braudel, The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip Il. VVol. 1. (Berkeley,
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the established economic systems in the seventeenth and early eighteenth

centuries.!

The wider economic and social shifts of the seventeenth century underlying various
political changes, as well as the ensuing money-oriented economic transformation,
led to alterations in terms of policy and systems in different parts of Europe in
response. For example, the need to raise and maintain a standing central army for the
longer wars being fought in the period prompted France to adopt a more centralized
administrative structure and a money-based system of taxation, abolishing various
traits of its ancien régime and in the process leading to a more centralized state
apparatus with less influential provincial bases of authority in the administration of
land.®? On the other hand, in the Ottoman context, the constant need to raise finance
and manpower for the military apparatus so as to keep up with the prolonged wars
being waged on the European and Persian fronts led to a turn from the “classical”
imperial system.®® A gradual transformation towards a less centralized and more
decentralized state machinery came about in the Ottoman Empire through the
gradual erosion and eventual dissolution of the centrally governed, agriculture-
based, localized, and closed economic and administrative system of depending on

the distribution of revenues through z#zmar holdings and titles bestowed by the central

CA: University of California Press, 1995); Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Tarihi Demografi Arastirmalar1 ve
Osmanli Tarihi,” Tiirkiyat Mecmuasi 10 (1951-53): 1-27.

81 E.J. Hobsbawm, “The General Crisis of the European Economy in the 17th Century,” Past and
Present 5(1): 33-53; Hobsbawm, “The Crisis of The 17th Century—II,” Past and Present (1954) 6
(1): 44-65.

82 David Parker, “The Social Foundations of French Absolutism, 1610-1630,” Past and Present 53
(1971): 67-89.

% For comprehensive surveys of the Ottoman imperial system in the “classical age,” see Halil inalcik,
The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300-1600, trans. Norman ltzkowitz and Colin Imber
(London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1973); Ozer Ergeng, “Osmanli Klasik Diizeni ve Ozellikleri
Uzerine Baz1 Agiklamalar,” in Sehir, Toplum, Deviet: Osmanl Tarihi Yazilar:, 329-42 (Istanbul:
Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 2012); and Norman ltzkowitz, Ottoman Empire and Islamic Tradition
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980): 40-61.
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government. Due to the wider implementation of the tax-farming system—reserved
in the “classical” period only for high revenue sources due to its ability to rapidly
raise money for an Ottoman administration in need of high and frequent cash flow so
to meet the high expenses of the almost constant warfare being waged after the last
quarter of the sixteenth century—the classical timariot system became initially
ineffective, and afterwards gradually dissolved into invalidity. As part of a gradual
process, the effects of the emergence of a universal money-based economic system
and the need to keep up with new European technologies of warfare led to a
permanent and decisive structural change in the fiscal system of the Ottoman state
machinery, invalidating the timariot regime, where taxes were paid in kind and
military force and administrative duties were provided by the zzmar holders in return
for revenues received through their zzmar holdings:®*
From the sixteenth century, timars over time gave way increasingly to tax
farms because the cash needs of the state were mounting. The state
bureaucracy was becoming steadily larger, in part because the empire itself
was bigger and also because of changes in the nature of the state [...].
Increasingly complex warfare for its part demanded more cash. Until the
sixteenth century, the sipahi cavalry armed with bows and lances had formed
the core of the military, being tactically and numerically its most vital
component, and supported by timars. In a development with fourteenth- and
fifteenth-century roots, a standing fire-armed infantry replaced cavalry as the

crucial battlefield element. Vastly more expensive to maintain, this infantry
required large cash infusions that tax farms but not timars provided.®®

This development had wider long-term repercussions, since it also affected the
balance of the Ottoman bipartite system of administration, in which the provincial
governing body was organized around the zzmar system while the central
government was run mainly by the kul system.®® Therefore, the dissolution of the

economic efficiency of the rzmar system and the consequent erosion of the authority

% See Douglas Howard, “The Ottoman Timar System and Its Transformation 1563—1656” (PhD diss.,
Indiana University, 1987).

% Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922 (Cambridge: Cambridge U. Press, 2005) , 30.

% Howard, “The Ottoman Timar System and Its Transformation,” 8.
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that the centralized administrative machinery had once had on the Ottoman
provinces through the zzmar system that made up the territorial backbone of the
Ottoman administration, eventually opened up niches of localized and provincial
strongholds of authority and economic power among the emergent class of wealthy
tax-farmers in the eighteenth century, thereby leading the whole system to become
less centralized. In connection with these fiscal, administrative, and military
transformations and structural changes, the overall imperial structure thus diverged
from the earlier “classical” one, which had been fully developed up through the late
sixteenth century, and this was largely what made the new period a “post-classical”

one.®’

The structural changes and transformations in the state machinery and its
administrative procedures—such as tax collection, systems of appointment of
official posts, and military recruitment, sometimes enacted due to the irresistible
pressures of various historical events—along with the accompanying widespread
social repercussions, led contemporary Ottoman subjects themselves to begin to
debate the idea of “decline.”®® Cemal Kafadar notes some glimpses of such “a sense
of decline” that was vocalized and promulgated via “elaborate discourses which
revolve around similar themes” of various social aspects, all signifying the same
sense of “decline”:

Influential Ottoman authors, like Gelibolulu Mustafa ¢Alf and Katib Celebi

lamented “the closing of the Ottoman mind” as a result of falling standards in
higher education and public letters or a lack of curiosity in the outside world;

®" For the different phases and aspects of this gradual process of transformation, see Halil Inalcik,
”Centralization and Decentralization in Ottoman Administration,” in Studies in Eighteenth Century
Islamic History, Papers on Islamic History, vol. 4, eds. Thomas Naff and Roger Owen (Carbondale:
Southern llinois University Press, 1977), 27—52; Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the
Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700,” Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980): 283-337.

68 For a detailed review of the contemporary Ottoman historical texts written in this vein, see Mehmet
Oz, Kanun-i Kadimin Peginde: Osmanli’da Coziilme ve Gelenekg¢i Yorumculary (XVI. Yiizyildan
XVIII. Yiizyil Baslarina) (I1stanbul: Dergéh, 2013).
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many eventually wrote about losing to the Franks [...] who were doing things
better and cheaper, taking better care of their currency and educational
systems. A chorus of intellectuals complained of an overgrown state and an
oversized military. Increasingly vocal segments of the political class felt that
the Ottoman identity had become too inclusive and that too many unworthy
people of the “wrong ethnic backgrounds” (primarily, and ironically, Turks)
had been allowed to enter its ranks. Perhaps the most prestigious argument
was that symptoms of decline had arisen because of deviations from “the
Ottoman way,” or from the norms established by the founding fathers.®

On the cultural level, as suggested in both the primary contemporary historical
sources and the secondary literature on the Ottoman historiography, the period
beginning especially with the last quarter of the sixteenth century was a time of
numerous adverse historical and political conditions, which contributed to the
emergence of a certain sense of “apprehension” about the present state and future of
the Ottoman polity.” It was around the 1590s that the Ottomans themselves became
apprehensive about the future of their historical enterprise. Some, like the polymath
Mustafa Alf of Gallipoli, had shared a common apprehension about the Hijri year
1000, which previous Islamic literature had recognized as the probable apocalyptic
end of the world:™

Year 1000 of the Hijra ushered in a new era for the Muslim world, and

brought Ali to a psychological turning point. While he may have

intellectually rejected the notion that the world would come to an end, he

had at least ~ subconsciously participated in popular expectation that great
eventsand  calamitous changes would come about in the year 1000."

These apocalyptic sentiments and millenarian apprehensions were not localized in

the Ottoman Empire, but extended throughout Eurasia. With the rapid demographic

% Kafadar, “The Question of Ottoman Decline,” 30-1.

" For a survey of these commonly voiced concerns in the “declinist” literature of the period with a
keen eye on the economic underpinnings they entail, see Cemal Kafadar, “When Coins Turned into
Drops of Dew and Bankers Became Robbers of Shadows. The Boundaries of Ottoman Economic
Imagination at the End of the Sixteenth Century” (PhD diss., McGill University, 1986).

"' See Cornell H. Fleischer, “Shadows of Shadows: Prophecy and Politics in 1530s Istanbul,”
International Journal of Turkish Studies 13. 1-2 (2007): 51-52; Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as
Messiah: The Making of the Imperial Image in the Reign of Siileyman,” in Soliman le Magnifique et
son temps, ed. Gilles Veinstein, 159-77. (Paris: n.p., 1992).

7f Cornell H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian Mustafa
Ali (1541-1600) (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986), 138.
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changes rising across the Mediterranean and Europe, the established economic
systems, natural resources, and revenues began to fail to support increasing
populations, and this in turn led to a rise in eschatological sentiments, on both
popular and administrative levels, among Jewish, Christian, and Muslim populations
in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries. These sentiments also affected the
rulers of the Ottoman, Safavid, and Habsburg dynasties, who in turn aspired to
universal power in relation to their respective imperial bodies so as to be better able

to put such contesting claims in messianic terms.”

These eschatological sentiments did not end immediately after the Hijri year 1000,
but continued well afterwards in popular and intellectual circles alike. Some
Ottoman intellectuals, like Mustafa Alf, in retrospective mode, continued to
associate certain structural changes occurring in the Ottoman imperial body and
society with these apocalyptic predictions, even after the turn of the Hijri
millennium, which led to a certain historical awareness:

The millennium marked the end of an era, an end that many thought would
usher in the apocalypse. But the apocalypse did not arrive, and so the year
1000 also inaugurated a new age. It was a time for retrospection, and perhaps
introspection. Ali meditated on the society he had served as a man of
learning, a bureaucrat, and a soldier for all of his adult life. He saw it to be in
the grip of a moral apocalypse, a cultural and political crisis, a decline from
an ideal order that had existed in fact but a few decades before. This
retrospective process led Ali to articulate, in his history and social
commentaries, the ideals that lay at the heart of Ottoman society at its height;
he had to enunciate what he saw as the central, distinguishing features of the
Ottoman system in order to analyze their corrosion and failure. Ali thus
became perhaps the greatest, if not the first, classicizing formulator of
Ottoman tradition. His Essence of History is the single most comprehensive
source for Ottoman history in the sixteenth century, and it was a literary
monument respected and utilized by his historiographical successors.”*

Although he was perhaps the foremost spokesman of the conservative advocates of

classicist sentiments for the political order in the earlier periods represented as “the

3 See Fleischer, “Shadows of Shadows,” 51-52; Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” 159-77.
" Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 7-8.
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5575

golden age”” of the Ottoman empire, Mustafa Ali was by no means alone in these

nostalgic sentiments aroused by millenarian apprehension:

Ali was an important member of a group of relatively highly placed
intellectuals who were gravely concerned over the course their society
seemed to be taking in the late sixteenth century, when the rapid changes
struck economic, political, and social structures all at once; prosperity had
turned to famine, the government careers had become confused, venality was
rampant, and the military class was being overrun by upstart re ‘dyd. Ali was
able, well educated, and far more outspoken that most of his peers, and he
made himself the indefatigable articulator of the values of a generation. His
Counsel for Sultans, written in 1581, stands at the very head of what in the
seventeenth century became a peculiarly Ottoman literary genre, the
literature of reform devoted to diagnosis of the causes of Ottoman decline
and prescription of measures to reverse it.”

Some others, though, like the historian Na‘ima (d. 1716)—following another famous
polymath, Katib Celebi (d. 1657)"—mocked these earlier predictions, omitting
some already written sections of his history Ravzatii’I-Hiiseyn fi hulasati ahbari’l-
hafikayn (c.1704) which dealt with earlier periods in order to begin his chronicle
exactly in the year 1000,”® in a clear attempt to underline the fact that the world had
not actually come to an end in that year, as well as to criticize short-sighted figures
who claimed, even though it was against both the laws of canonical Islam and the
rational sciences, that the apocalypse would come either in that year or thirty years
afterwards:

Writers of defective intelligence have introduced a multitude of opinions into

their writings, which go on to say, among other things, that when the

thousandth year of the Hijrah was once over, the day of the resurrection

would immediately arrive, or if it should not then arrive, it would, most
certainly, not extend beyond thirty lunar years (i.e. the intercalary and other

"> Cemal Kafadar, “The Myth of the Golden Age: Ottoman Historical Consciousness in the Post-
Siileymanic Era,” in Sileyman the Second and His Time, ed. by Halil Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar
(Istanbul: Isis, 1993), 37-48.

76 Cf. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 8; for a survey of the “declinist” sentiments and
literature, see footnotes #24 and 34.

" Katib Celebi, The Balance of Truth, trans. and ed. by Geoffrey Lewis. London: Allen and Unwin,
1957,

® Mehmet Ipsirli, “Giris,” in Naima Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Na ‘imd (Ravzatii’I-Hiseyn Fi Hulasati
Ahbari’l-Hafikayn), ed. Mehmet Ipsirli, Vol. 1, XIII-XXXI (Ankara: TTK Yayinlar1, 2007), XVIII —
XIX.
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years of that period of time). In this particular they not only assumed weak
and ill-founded premises, but, as might be expected, have written incorrectly
on the subject. Witness, for instance, their speculations concerning the
completion of the moon’s revolutions, whence they affirm, that Prophet (on
whom be blessing and peace) should not remain in his grave till the thousand
years expired, and other similar records, which, however, are at once at
variance with true philosophy and sound theology. Several writers not
attending to these have, through ignorance or carelessness, given currency in
their writings to statements which are utterly without foundation, and
therefore contrary to the received canon.”

Certainly there was an open debate over such apocalyptic visions and predictions
among Ottoman intellectual circles for a long period, starting from the mid-sixteenth
century extending into the eighteenth century—basically, during the “long
seventeenth century.” This prolonged intellectual debate had not only political,
historical, and religious aspects, but even some ontological underpinnings as well:
for instance, in the seventeenth century, especially with the emergence of the
Kadizadeli movement, it inspired harsh disputes around the figure of the prophet
Hizir (Khidr), who was popularly believed to have attained immor‘[ality.80 In fact,
Katib Celebi critically addresses this debate, rather surprisingly, on ontological
grounds in his treatise Mizanii’l- Hakk (The Balance of Truth), in a separate initial
section devoted to the life of Hizir.2! Katib Celebi lays out the ontological basis by

explaining the nature of “life” as such:

" Nai‘ma Mustafa Efendi, Annals of the Turkish Empire from 1591 to 1659 of the Christian era,
trans. by Charles Fraser, Vol. | (London: Oriental Translation Fund, 1832), x. For the original text, cf.
Nai‘ma Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Na imd (Ravzatii’I-Hiiseyn Fi Huldsati Ahbdri’-Hafikayn), ed.
Mehmet Ipsirli, Vol. 1, XIII-XXXI (Ankara: TTK Yaymlar1, 2007), 49: “Ukil-i kasira ashdbindan
bir giirith zu ‘m ettiler ki, elf-i kamilden evvel kiydmet kopa, yahut elfi gegerse tefaviit-i kameriyye
olan otuz seneyi tecdviiz etmeye. Ve bu babda ba ‘z1 mukaddemdat-1 vihiye belki kdzibeye temessik
ettiler. Devr-i kamerin middeti tamam olmak gibi ve Peygamber —aleyhi’s-selatii ve’s-selam—
kabrinde bin yul meks eylemez deyii rivayet olunan hadis-i mevzii ‘ gibi. Ve bu hiikiim kavd ‘id-i

ser ‘iyye ve hikemiyyeye muhdlif iken nice kimesneler tegdfiil edip kitaplarina yazdilar. Kizb-i sarih
idigi zahir oldu. Ve’l-ilmi inde’1lahi te‘ala.”

* Naima Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Na ‘imd, 111, 163-164; V, 264-270; VI, 218225, 226-230;
Madeline C. Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Post-Classical Age (1600-1800)
(Minneapolis: Bibliotheca Islamica, 1988); Zilfi, “The Kadizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in
Seventeenth-Century Istanbul,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 45/4 (1986): 251-269.

81 Katib Celebi, The Balance of Truth, 33-7.
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First, although the meaning of the terms “life” and “death” is plain and a
matter of common knowledge, let us explain it here for the sake of
completeness. Life, then, is the possession by an ensouled being of the
attributes of breathing, feeling, and motion. Having the attribute of life, the
ensouled being is also called a living thing. Because the beings which exist
with this attribute are material, their original matter is composed and
compounded of the four elements and principles of the universe. The
constitution exhibited by every being is an intermingling of subjugation and
being subjugated, of action and passion. [...] The length of days of every
species varies with its constitution. This they call the natural life. A
constitution, being compounded of conflicting elements, cannot remain
permanently in one form; symptoms of disharmony between the constituents,
which are of varying natures, are bound to appear in it.%

On this basis, which he embellishes with other traits of “the material of life,” Katib
Celebi refutes the claim of immortality that some people had made for Hizir through
the legends told about him:

The categories of genus and species are common to all individuals and
comprehend them all; they do not differ in anyone, unless a miracle is
claimed, outside the order of nature, as in the case of the Prophet Jesus
(peace be upon him). Such a claim needs the proof of a decisive scriptural
text. It is incontestable, according to the rules of disputation, that no matter
of certainty can be validly contradicted on the basis of one single story plus
supposition.

Now if by the 'life' of Khidr we are to understand the sloughing of mortality
and joining the ranks of the spiritual beings, the kind of evidence submitted
in respect of him, as in the case of Jesus, may give validity to the claim. But
Khidr must then be in the same state as Jesus was when he was raised up.
Jesus held no physical association or converse with the sons of his own kind,
and no more could Khidr do so. Association and converse necessitate another
claim, which demolishes the former claim.

Someone may ask, Then are these people liars? What is behind these
legends?®

Despite Katib Celebi’s rational protest, these legends and sentiments relating to
immortality as well as apocalyptical visions and beliefs of prognostication survived
in the Ottoman cultural atmosphere, since they appealed to the social imagination,
particularly during the “long seventeenth century”: the fact that there are numerous

mecmii ‘as or miscellaneous manuscripts recording the search for immortality by the

8 |hid., 33.
& |bid., 34-5.
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prophet Hizir and his companion, iskender-i Ziilkarneyn, side by side with
apocalyptic tales and guides for prognostication (melhame), attests to the longevity
of such legends, beliefs, and sentiments in the Ottoman popular imagination.®* In
sum, the cultural environment of the period earlier denoted as the “long seventeenth
century” was informed by these historical and apocalyptic, but ultimately political,
debates present both in Ottoman intellectual circles and, at least to some degree,

among the general public as well.

As indicated above, these intellectual debates were certainly not without cause,
having been prompted by certain adverse historical conditions experienced in the
Ottoman realm around this time: severe economic problems, growing social
atrocities resulting from diminishing resources as against a rapidly growing
population, a nearly perpetual series of long wars fought against the Habsburgs and
Safavid Iran, repeated outbursts of epidemics, recurrent waves of Celali rebellions
(c. 1591-1651),% and instances of interference in the dynastic line of succession
through rebellious actions and uprisings by Janissaries or sipahis.® Ultimately, there
was a certain recurrent notion of “crisis” or “emergency” in the Ottoman realm, as

can also be traced from the advice literature produced at the time, which puts forth

8 There are numerous such mecmii ‘as, all of which cannot be cited here, and indeed it is difficult
even to quantitatively calculate their number, even if only those held in the Siileymaniye Library
collection are taken into account. However, for a sample of such exemplary mecmii ‘as that include
such kinds of texts from the Siileymaniye Library, see Hact Mahmud Efendi collection, 02443;
Yazma Bagislar collection, 01459; Fatih collection, 05334; Diiglimlii Baba collection, 00523M12;
Yazma Bagislar collection, 07115; Mehmed Zeki Pakalin collection, 00078. Additionally, as will be
seen in Chapter V, the prophet Hizir has a very prominent narrative presence in the Hikayet-i ZuhQr-:
Al-i ‘Osman narratives.

8 William J. Griswold, The Great Anatolian Rebellion, 1000-1020/1591-1611 (Berlin: K. Schwarz
Verlag, 1983); Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1994).

8 Cemal Kafadar, “Janissaries and Other Riffraff of Ottoman Istanbul: Rebels Without A Cause?”
International Journal of Turkish Studies 13. 1&2 (2007): 113-134; Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural
Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey Vol. 1: Empire of the Gazis. The Rise and
Decline of the Ottoman Empire, 1280-1808 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 196—
98.
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the idea of “decline,” a sentiment that never really fully left the Ottoman paradigm
throughout this period. This promoted a sense of uncertainty about the future of the
empire and an ever growing socially constructed feeling of nostalgia towards “the
golden age” represented, especially, by Selim I and Siileyman the Magnificent’s
reigns.®” The feeling of uncertainty about the empire’s future was also exacerbated
by several instances of filicide and fratricide implemented by different Ottoman
sovereigns,®® as well as by one instance of regicide carried out by a rebellious group
composed mostly of Janissary soldiers.*® On top of these royal murders came fears
of an unexpected end for the dynastic line, or inkirdz* as the Ottomans called it—
fears experienced upon the successions of both Ahmed | and Ibrahim 1.°* All these
events clearly troubled the Ottoman social mind and imagination, creating a feeling
of anxiety about the future throughout the long seventeenth century, a feeling widely
shared socially in such a way as to form the backdrop of the pseudo-historical

narratives which this dissertation sets out to study.

87 Kafadar, “The Myth of the Golden Age,” 37-48. The resilient nature of the myth of “the golden
age” associated with the reign of Siileyman the Magnificent is clear, as it was still vital in Evliya
Celebi’s late seventeenth-century Seyahatndme, where Siileyman is portrayed as a ruler who ruled
with justice, proved victorious in all the battles he fought, and was wise enough to take council from
elder religious officials as well as viziers before taking an official action: “Ve’l-hdsil pddisdh-i
magfiir kirk sekiz sene saltanatinda cihdnda adl [ii] dad ediip memdlik-i Al-i Osman 1 piir-dad [u]
ma ‘miir [u] abdd ediip gazd-y1 cihdd etmede miicdhidiin fi-sebililldh bir pddisih-1 Cem-cendb-1 heft-
kisverkes idi. Bi-emrillah ne canibe miteveccih olup mansar [u] muzaffer, salimin G ganimin
tahtgdhinda kardr ederdi. Zird =3V s 3535 nass-1 kat ‘ina imtisdlen cemi'i kar-azmade ihtiyar
ulema ve sulehd ve viizerdlar ile miisavere ediip andan bir ise miibdseret ederdi.” Cf. Evliya Celebi,
Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi 1. Kitap - Topkap: Saray: Bagdat 307 Yazmaswn Transkripsiyonu —
Dizini, eds. Robert Dankoff, Seyit Ali Kahraman and Yiicel Dagl (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi, 2006), 1.47a.

8 See Halil Inalcik, “The Ottoman Succession and its Relation to the Turkish Concept of
Sovereignty,” in Halil Inalcik, The Middle East and the Balkans Under the Ottoman Empire, 37-69.
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1993).

8 Gabriel Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 2003).

% Even this choice of term, “inkirdz,” by taking a reflexive form implies that the royal murders were
commonly recognized as the cause of such a grim probability of the end of the dynasty.

%! For a detailed but descriptive survey of the historical period in which these alarming social
sentiments aroused in relation to the probable ending of the Ottoman dynasty, see Gunhan Bérekgi,
“Inkirazin Esiginde Bir Hanedan: II1. Mehmed, I. Ahmed, I. Mustafa ve 17. Yiizyil Osmanl Siyasi
Krizi,” Divdn Disiplinlerarasi Calismalar Dergisi 26 (2009): 45-96.
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Until recently, the question of Ottoman “decline” has been debated in modern
Ottoman historiography along similar lines, and, surprisingly, through a repetition of
similar sentiments, but historians today no longer take at face value the grand
narrative of a “post-classical” period of “decline.”* Nonetheless, since we still do
not have a fully formulated grand narrative to replace it,** Ottoman historians today
are still at work trying to revise their outlook to explain the “crystallization” of the
structural changes and transformations that occurred during this period on the social,
economic, and administrative planes of the Ottoman imperial structure, and to
recognize how these changes were actually experienced by different groups,

especially those outside the pale of the administrative body in the Ottoman realm.

However, these structural changes did not affect only the administrative body of the
Ottoman political entity. Modern historiography, typically dependent on state-based
historical documents or the advice literature emerging from palace circles,
sometimes understandably tends to explain away these changes through the
perspective of state formation and transformation, as if such changes inevitably led
only to structural alterations in the administrative body. However, the question of
what these structural changes or transformations brought about in the lives of those

who lived through them, say in the provinces, is perhaps more interesting and

92 Kafadar, “The Question of Ottoman Decline,” 30—75.

% Quite surprisingly and rather unconvincingly, Baki Tezcan, focusing on only one aspect of
change—i.e., that centered primarily around the administrative body of the Ottoman political entity—
and basing his arguments on a set of historical documents that is by no means exhaustive, reads this
historical process of transformation in terms of the advancement of pro-constitutional forces,
championed by the democratizing power of the Janissaries and meant to inhibit the absolutist
tendencies and authority of the sultan; see Baki Tezcan, “The Second Empire: The Transformation of
the Ottoman Polity in the Early Modern Era,” Comparative Studies of South Asia, Africa and the
Middle East 29. 3 (2009): 556-572; Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire: Political and Social
Transformation in the Early Modern World. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010.
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significant for understanding their real historical effect and weight.”* Therefore, the
question this dissertation attempts to address on the whole, but through the medium
of two particular sets of pseudo-historical narratives originating in the “post-
classical” period, is how the common folk living in Ottoman lands experienced these

changes and interpreted their effects on their lives and on the history of the empire.

The cultural transformations emerging from these structural changes are also
significant in explaining this period of social change and transformation, and
therefore my study will ultimately be an attempt to further contribute to revisionist
historical inquiries concerning the “post-classical” period of Ottoman history, but
here with a primary focus on cultural experience insofar as it relates to the historical
consciousness, conceptions, and convictions of larger segments of the populace.
This is because | consider the Ottoman cultural and intellectual history of the period
up until the nineteenth century as inseparable from such historical and
historiographical questions raised along these general socioeconomic and political
lines, and against such a historical background.

1.5 Methodology

Anonymity was a great possession. It gave the early writing an impersonality, a generality. It
gave us the ballads; it gave us the songs. It allowed us to know nothing of the writer: and so
to concentrate upon his song. Anon had great privileges. He was not responsible. He was not
self conscious. He is not self conscious. He can borrow. He can repeat. He can say what
every one feels. No one tries to stamp his own name, to discover his own experience, in his
work. He keeps at a distance from the present moment.

—Virginia Woolf, “Anon.”

Ahmed Ates, in his important but quite overlooked article “Metin Tenkidi
Hakkinda,”® makes very instructive suggestions concerning how to conduct a

textual study of numerous copies of the same text in order to decipher their textual

% See Douglas Howard, “The Life and Career of an Ottoman Sipahi, Second Half of the Sixteenth
Century,” in Aspects of Altaic Civilizations 11, edited by Denis Sinor, 47-57. Bloomington: Research
Institute for Inner Asian Studies, 1990.

% Ahmed Ates, “Metin Tenkidi Hakkinda,” Tiirkiyat Mecmuasi 7-8 (1942): 253-67.
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interrelations. In the article, Ates reveals the unscientific nature of the commonly
used, yet misguided, method observed in many “critical” editions produced in the
field of Ottoman historical and literary studies: he criticizes the method of making
an edition (indeed a new version) of the text by either merging together different
recensions or making extensive, and pointless, emendations to the text, and then
publishing this new version by simply noting down significant divergences across
extant copies through a textual comparison. In the end, such a publication, he claims,
not only makes extant copies’ textual differences hard to follow for the reader, but
also erases any historically significant contextual and performative differences

between them.%®

Contrary to this widely employed erroneous method, Ates reminds the reader that
the purpose of making a critical edition of a text in manuscript form is to provide the
readers with a version of the text which comes as close to the original text as
possible.” In this respect, he severely critiques N.S. Banarli—a renowned
Turcologist who, in his publication of a new edition of Ahmedi’s Iskenderndme,
claimed to be producing the most excellent copy (possibly through excessive
emendation)—by simply emphasizing that the main purpose of rendering an “édition
critique” is not to correct the text, but to provide the text in a form closest to the
original as written by the author himself.*® Here, Ates defines two methods in the
work of “édition critique”: (1) recension, meaning the process of collecting and
analyzing all extant source texts in order to establish a manuscript stemma leading

backward to the original text; (2) emendation, which refers to the attempt to

% |bid., 254-6. As mentioned above, Ménage likewise criticizes the same unsound method of editing
manuscripts by merging them together in the same context of rendering critical editions of early
Ottoman histories; see “The Beginnings of Ottoman Historiography,” 169.

% Ates, “Metin Tenkidi,” 255.
% Ibid., 256.
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eliminate the scribal errors found in extant copies in order to arrive back at a
hypothetical original text.” In the rest of his article, Ates outlines the stages of how
to construct a stemma of manuscripts through a hypothetical sum of copies: the
scholar will (1) determine the interrelations of newer copies of manuscripts; (2)
identify separate groups of manuscripts in relation to each other (thus forming a
stemma); and (3) establish their common textual traits. He notes that this process
eventually might lead the scholar to a dead end where the relevant original copy is
no longer extant, and therefore an “archetype” text, connecting separate copies
through common traits, will need to be hypothetically reconstructed in order to make

sense of the stemma of manuscripts.'®

These methodological steps have in fact been employed extensively in the study of
canonical written texts of a religious nature with a writerly cultural orientation,
where the origin of such texts are significant for theological concerns, particularly in
the Western scholarly world, where they are still in use today to some extent. In fact,
however, this method of rendering a critical edition fails to provide us with fruitful
outcomes when working with anonymous texts recorded in manuscript form, where
every rendition itself is a new performance and production, and where different
copies do not necessarily breed from a common original. This sort of process is
indeed quite often the case given the oral cultural characteristics embedded in
Ottoman manuscript culture, where every rendition might show performative traits
in line with the context in which they were produced, depending on the temperament

(133

or disposition of the copyists at work, who might at times actually “‘correct’,

expand, abridge or continue model, so that it is often impossible to decide whether a

% pid., 257.
100 1hid., 259.
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given manuscript represents the author’s original work.”*** Therefore, such oral
cultural traits definitely need to be taken into consideration, especially when dealing
with anonymous texts in manuscript form in the Ottoman cultural sphere, so as not
to miss out on the new textual and contextual contingencies of cultural historical
importance that various different copies might represent and signify in their textual

form.

With these methodological reservations and concerns in mind, this study will not
observe the method of rendering a critical edition of the aforementioned pseudo-
historical narratives, but will rather respect the anonymous nature and narrational
divergences of the extant copies of these texts. As such, the study will take these
manuscript copies into consideration in their current form, applying to them neither
the technique of recension nor that of emendation. Even so, following Ates’s
suggestion, the study will attempt to determine the interrelations between and the
stemmas of the extant copies of the pseudo-historical narratives under consideration
as soundly as possible given the information at hand. More significantly, the main
focus of the study will not be to examine these texts’ manuscripts in such a
codicological manner, and thus to provide an exhaustive comparison of their
different renditions, but rather to carry out, in line with the issues discussed above, a
close textual and contextual reading of the pseudo-historical narratives in question
so as to help discover an answer to the all-important questions of how and why such

narratives were produced and reproduced when they were.

In pursuit of these questions, the study will make use of methodological tools most
often applied in the fields of literature and linguistics; namely, close reading and

discourse analysis. In this regard, however, it should be noted here first and foremost

191 Ménage, “The Beginnings,” 168.
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that the aim of the study is certainly not to concentrate on the texts of these pseudo-
historical narratives as objects of study in themselves; that is, in the manner of a
literary analysis. The field of literary studies, especially under the influence of the
New Critics of the mid-twentieth century, has indeed long been in the habit of
analyzing and judging literary texts as an “aesthetic object”—thereby transforming
texts into almost ahistorical entities—with little to no reference to anything outside
or beyond the text. On the contrary, the pseudo-historical narratives under
consideration will be read and interpreted in dialogue with the probable historical
contexts in which or under the influence of which they were produced, while
simultaneously being studied through the practice of close reading, which involves
an observant and uninterrupted scrutiny of the text in its textual unraveling and
unfolding so as to better understand how these narratives developed in terms of
narrational practice and narrative mechanisms. Complimentary to this twofold
method of textual and contextual analysis of the primary sources, the study will also,
as much as it can, undertake a detailed and multifaceted discourse and content
analysis in terms of not only the diction and language usage, but also the social
configurations and contexts of the discourses performed in the texts. In this way, I
will explicate these texts’ historical significance as well as bridge their textual and
historical aspects in an effort to understand where they actually and historically

stand.

Another methodological problem to consider—and one that is quite specific to this
study insofar as it involves an investigation into two sets of narratives promulgated
across different copies of composite as well as fascicle manuscripts—is the very
question of the dichotomy between fact and fiction. Because these narratives are

pseudo-historical texts concerning two different contexts within Ottoman history,
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one must remain alert as to just what these narratives are referring to in their
plotting; it is only in this way that one might come to an understanding of which
particular historical context was the actual incentive behind these narratives’
production and reproduction. Ultimately, and with some reservation, it can be argued
that every work of differing “factual” and “fictional” configurations can be made an
object of historiographical inquiry, as long as the researcher asks the questions
needed to open up these texts in such a way as to reveal their true historical
significance in regards to the historical context within which they were produced,
received, and reproduced. Because such things do actually matter when it comes to
the study of the history of mentalities: these narrative texts can potentially tell us
more about the people involved in certain historical events and how they interpreted
what they were experiencing than the exact factual details and conditions of the
events themselves. “What context[s]” actually led the later social imagination to
invent and reinvent for the Ottoman dynasty such a future as that imagined in the
Bahrii’'I-Miikdsefe or such beginnings as recorded in the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-; Al-i
‘Osman? This is perhaps as important a question as the actual and factual conditions
of the relevant Ottoman history itself. Even so, the researcher must necessarily
remain on her toes while threading through the very boundaries between fact(s) and
fiction(s) in studying these texts to decipher their true historical significance, as she
must be careful to avoid the trap of the historian’s own self-imagination being
rendered into the texts under consideration.

In short, the study will, on the whole, examine the primary copies of the Bahrii’l-
Miikdsefe and Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn individually and by tracing the two
texts across different manuscript copies, with special attention to their differing

textual and historical contexts. In this way, through the use of the methodological
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tools briefly outlined above, the study will uncover how and why these pseudo-
historical narratives reify relatively widespread and even “popular” concerns
regarding Ottoman origins and/or aspirations for the future of the Ottoman enterprise
during the “long seventeenth century,” which corresponds quite closely with the
“post-classical” era of the empire and the predominant sentiments of the time.

1.6 Structure of the Dissertation: Plan And Approach

This chapter, Chapter I, of the dissertation has been an introduction to the
historiographical approach, methodology, and primary sources of the study. Along
with a discussion outlining the study’s major research questions, | have undertaken a
preliminary review of the literature on the modern historiographical questions of the
so-called “decline” of the Ottoman Empire, the transformations experienced during

the “post-classical” era, and the “rise” or emergence of the Ottoman dynasty.

Chapter Il of the dissertation will, first of all, provide a cursory survey of the general
conceptions of time and history that were present in Ottoman intellectual and
cultural circles, by means of a critical review of the more significant secondary
sources dealing with this subject. This chapter will also suggest certain preliminary
insights into perceptions and/or conceptions of history as found in “popular” circles
in the “post-classical” era. The rest of the chapter will focus on discussions of the
narrative forms and social functions of two types of historical texts. Firstly, popular
frontier epics like the Hamzanames, Battalnames, and Saltuknames will be briefly
discussed in terms of their oral cultural properties, historical contexts of production,
and narrative functions. Secondly, the focus will turn to a specific type of
historiographical work undertaken in Ottoman court circles—namely, Selimnames
and Suleymannames—and their historical context of production as well as narrative

functions during the so-called “golden age” of the empire.
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In Chapter Il of the dissertation, I will make some preliminary observations
concerning the scope, significance, and methodological ramifications of
miscellaneous manuscripts (mecmai ‘as) as important sources for the history of

mentalities during the long seventeenth century.

Following the first three chapters, the study will move on to the examination of two
sets of pseudo-historical narratives, the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe and the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-:
Al-i ‘Osmdn, in relation to the historiographical questions of the “decline” and the
“rise” of the Ottoman political and social entity. Although, in terms of foci, the
Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn deals with the earliest beginnings of the Ottoman
dynasty while the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe focuses on “post-classical” political concerns
through the medium of an oracular narrative, the dissertation will follow the
temporal order of their historical production, thereby first investigating, through
textual and contextual examinations, the earlier Bahrii’I-Miikasefe in Chapter 1V and

then moving on to the later Hikayet-i Zuhtr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn in Chapter V.

Finally, Chapter VI, the conclusion, will outline the results of the study, with
particular emphasis on how “popular” conceptions and sentiments flourished as a
response to imperial and dynastic history in the cultural sphere of the “post-

classical” period of the Ottoman political entity.
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CHAPTER Il

“I SEE NOW THAT
THERE IS NO CONSTANCY TO THIS WORLD”:
OTTOMAN CONCEPTIONS OF TIME AND HISTORY'%

Today we are living under the rule of ever tightening constraints of time. No day
goes by without our checking the time to finish one chore or another by the deadline,
or muse or worry about what the future holds for us. But how was it for people
living in the Ottoman lands in the seventeenth or eighteenth centuries? How did they
experience time? How did they perceive, understand, and conceptualize time and
history, and regard their historical trajectory? How did they envision their future, or
did they envision it at all? How did they experience the long emphasized transient
nature of time and its ever faithful partner, change? Did they regard the future as

malleable or constructible on a personal, or any other, level? Or did they conceive it

192 “fmdi gordiim ki bu diinyanin sebdti yok™: This quotation expressive of the transient nature of life
comes from the last will and testimony of Yunus Beg, a sanjak governor who spent most of his life in
Ottoman Balkan garrisons in the mid-16th century, and was the sanjak governor of Késtendil
(modern-day Kyustendil) in western Bulgaria upon his death in 1572 CE. See Omer Liitfi Barkan,
“Edirne Askeri Kassami’na Ait Tereke Defterleri (1545-1659),” Belgeler 3 (1966): 151; R. Aslthan
Aksoy-Sheridan, “Forms of Literacy: Notes on the Life and Cultural Background of 1 16™-century
Ottoman Sanjak Governor,” in New Trends in Ottoman Studies: Papers presented at the 20th CIEPO
Symposium, Rethymno, 27 June—1 July 2012, ed. Marinos Sariyannis et al. (Rethymno, Crete:
University of Crete Department of History and Archaeology, Foundation for Research and
Technology-Hellas, and Institute for Mediterranean Studies, 2014), 728-40, accessed July 16, 20186,
http://anemi.lib.uoc.gr/metadata/7/8/e/metadata-1412743543-919456-15948.tkI
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only as the purely teleological and unalterable procession of time towards the
ultimate and unavoidable end of death? What kind of a notion of existence did they
hold for themselves? What was their understanding of the past? How did they
understand the future? Did they have any anticipation as to what the future holds for
them? How did these people see their future as part of a community, and as
somewhat involuntary shareholders in the political enterprise called the Ottoman
Empire? Did they hold any notion of agency into the making of history? Or was
history, in their view, only a divine outcome regardless of their actions, since Islamic
theology holds God as the sole proprietor of any happening, good or evil? Is it only
the transient nature of time—as hinted at in the quotation borrowed for the title of
this chapter, as well as in various literary and theological works, including
Miineccimbasi’s work to be addressed below—that they consciously or
unconsciously regarded when musing about time? Did they actually experience only
the transient nature of life, or the ephemeral nature of social structures, more

intensely than before in the “post-classical” era?

This chapter aims to address, on a broader level, these general questions and offer a
tentative survey concerning the different senses, sensibilities, perceptions,
conceptions, notions, or ideas held and reciprocated regarding the experience of time
and history in the Ottoman cultural landscape. In this regard, the study, narrowing its
focus, concentrates on and broadly deals with the sociocultural atmosphere in
Ottoman Istanbul during the long seventeenth century, a period which—as modern
Ottoman historiography suggests—was imbued with a feeling of “anxiety” or a
mode of apprehensive self-reflection experienced on both societal and individual
levels towards the structural changes occurring in the Ottoman Empire’s social and

political spheres. Against such a historical backdrop, and on a general conceptual
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level, this chapter will trace these aforementioned questions, but especially the main
one concerning what different perceptions, conceptions, senses, and notions of time
and history—in not only genealogical and religious terms, but also political and
epistemological ones—that the Ottoman intellectuals of the period produced and
exchanged were in fact in circulation among wider segments of the population.
Along with this cursory synchronic survey of the intellectual understandings and
articulations of time and history, the chapter will also retain a diachronic outlook so
as to trace whether any clear changes or nuanced diversifications emerged in these
perceptions or conceptions during this period of social change and political
transformation, or whether certain older conceptions and perceptions survived in the
popular imagination in spite of intellectual efforts towards diversification on the

issue.

On the whole, the main research question, which will indirectly resonate throughout
the study, is whether we can see any historical or textual traces of a process of

29 ¢

“diversification,” “pluralization,” or “popularization” in these articulations, or any
glimpses of an emerging sense of “agency” in the historical or intellectual act being
revealed in the newly emergent genres—but especially the pseudo-historical
narratives at focus here—compiled in various miscellaneous (mecmii ‘a) and single-
text manuscripts produced in the period. On this point, it needs to be remembered
that, according to Islamic jurisprudence, the only agent was God, and all human
actions were ultimately and fundamentally determined by the will of God. Within
such a religious framework, technically any claim for agency was itself blasphemy.
However, regardless of how the issue may have been seen at the time, the fact

remains that, in the most general sense, every act of recording, noting down, or

copying of a text—especially into one’s own personal mecmii ‘a—was an act of
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agency, whether meant to save or to disseminate an idea. In this regard, in particular,
in the following chapter | will touch upon the scope, significance, and ramifications
of miscellaneous compilations or mecmai ‘as produced in the Turkish vernacular,
while in this chapter | will first undertake a critical, yet certainly not exhaustive,
overview of the aforementioned secondary sources as well as a study of the
exemplary contemporary primary sources dealing with and revealing the different
conceptions of time and history which emerged and were promulgated in Ottoman

intellectual circles throughout the long seventeenth century.

Much has yet to be revealed and brought to light about the cultural history of the
“post-classical” period, especially on the issue of perceptions and conceptions of
time and history as present in Ottoman “popular” circles—which is indeed among
the main interests in this study—through a thorough and sustained survey of the
relevant texts recorded in miscellaneous and single-text manuscripts of the long
seventeenth century. However, what | propose to present here is only a sketch or
outline of Ottoman intellectual articulations of time and history, so as to suggest the
ways in which Ottomans imagined themselves and their temporal contexts and
experiences, merely as a backdrop for such a future survey of the “popular” cultural
landscape on the issue.

2.1 Literature on Ottoman Elite Conceptions of Time and History: A General
Overview

Experience in and of time as well as conscious or unconscious participation in the
historical act are, unsurprisingly, common and uniform features of social or personal
life, and they find very diverse expressions in various texts, as clearly evinced in the
previously unknown or understudied, though frequently copied, “popular” pseudo-

historical Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe or Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives that are the
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primary focus of this study. Despite some interest in the perceptions and conceptions
of time and history held in the Ottoman cultural sphere, as can be seen in recent
overview studies with a focus on Ottoman intellectuals’ or the ruling class’s take on

these issues,'%

there has quite understandably—considering the nature and definitely
not the scarcity but rather the dispersed nature of the relevant sources in
miscellanies—hitherto been no detailed diachronic and synchronic study of
communal or popular conceptions and understandings of time or history held among

the “common people” in the Ottoman realm.

Due to the nature of written sources, indeed, studies focusing on the perceptions and
conceptions of time and history that emerged in the Ottoman cultural sphere
understandably and unapologetically direct their attention primarily to the
intellectual circles’ musings and articulations on the issue. As such, Gottfried Hagen
and Ethan L. Menchinger, in their recent collaborative book chapter entitled
“Ottoman Historical Thought,” make an outline of the Ottoman historical
understanding, presenting the contours of the Ottoman historical thought landscape
of a period vaguely specified as leading “up to the age of accelerated, exogenous
modernization and nationalism in the nineteenth century.”** However, by making
no temporal, contextual, or epistemological distinction between various periods and
milieux of Ottoman historiography that would more effectively historicize divergent
viewpoints, and by fashioning their overall account as a linear process of

development implied to culminate in the person of Katib Celebi, the authors’

193 Gottfried Hagen and Ethan L. Menchinger, “Ottoman Historical Thought,” A Companion to
Global Historical Thought, ed. Prasenjit Duara, Viren Murthy, and Andrew Sartori (Chichester, UK:
Wiley Blackwell, 2014), 92-106; Stephen P. Black, Time in Early Modern Islam: Calendar,
Ceremony, and Chronology in the Safavid, Mughal and Ottoman Empires (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013); Nikos Sigalas, “Des histoires des sultans a I’histoire de I’Etat. Une enquéte
sur le temps du pouvoir ottoman (XVIe-XVllle siécles),” Les Ottomans et le temps, ed. Frangois
Georgeon and Frédéric Hitzel (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 99-128.

1% Hagen and Menchinger, “Ottoman Historical Thought,” 93.
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approach unfortunately turns out rather “ahistorical” in the end. However, their long-
awaited study is still very useful as an outline of the various understandings and
senses of time and history held by intellectual circles in the Ottoman lands, and
represents a much-needed contribution to the intellectual history of the Ottoman
Empire, despite the fact that it would have been even stronger had it been
historicized and contextualized at every point in such a way as to arrive at a more

nuanced understanding of the historical contingencies involved.

Hagen and Menchinger’s outlook, as mentioned, is exclusively concentrated on the
historical and temporal conceptions of élite circles, which they consider the
“Ottoman proper.” % In line with this concentration, they also state that, because
Ottoman historiography had its historical locus in and around élite circles was for
the most part patronized by these circles, “it naturally appears indebted to a larger
Islamic Middle Eastern intellectual heritage.”% This generalizing statement makes
it clear that they regard the historiographic act in the Ottoman sphere to be generally
directed and guided by an élite segment of Ottoman society, and that this act was
largely in line with the generalized Islamic understanding of history and time.
Following this initial summation, the authors—in order not to “dispute Ottoman
originality”—claim that “new historical experiences and new ideas resulted in new
solutions based on cumulative heritage” in terms of historiography in the Ottoman
example, and they consider this originality to have been “a genre of ‘applied
history”” which they recognize as uniquely Ottoman, though they again make the
reservation that “it did not include anything that could not resonate beyond Ottoman

political boundaries, making Ottoman historiography very much a branch of

105 1hid.
196 1hid., 92.
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Islamicate historiography.”'%” In short, it is in these guidelines that Hagen and
Menchinger choose to “concentrate on the élite (Ottoman proper), and focus on
historical thought up to the age of accelerated, exogenous modernization and

nationalism in the nineteenth cen‘[ury.”108

In their study, Hagen and Menchinger quote the Ottoman “encyclopedist” Katib
Celebi (1609-1657), whom they regard as a culmination figure in Ottoman
historiography, in full in his entry on “History” in his magnum opus Kegfii ’z-zunun,
where he first explains the etymology of the term “history” (térih), going back to the
Arabic word “to date, to determine a point in time for remarkable events.”'% Later in
the same entry, as translated by Hagen and Menchinger, Katib Celebi notes:

Historiography is concerned with the knowledge about peoples and their
countries, their customs, their crafts, their genealogies, and the obituaries (of
their great men), etc. it deals with the lives of men of the past, such as
prophets, saints, scholars, philosophers, kings, poets, and others. Its goal is
an understanding of what the past was like. Its benefit is the lessons and
advice to be taken from that past, and the gaining of experience by being
aware of the vacillations of the times, in order to avoid events similar to the
evil things that are reported, and to bring about more of the positive
outcomes. Some have said that this science provides a “second life” for those
that observe it, and that it provide benefits similar to those that accrue to the
traveller. (Kashf al-zuniin, cf. Taskopriizade, Miftah al-sa ‘ada)™™

Hagen and Menchinger recognize that each keyword appearing in this pertinent
passage materializes “a vast intellectual baggage of a millennium of accumulated
Islamic knowledge,” which, as they note, needs to be disentangled for modern
readers.'™* As researchers of the field, however, they also point out that they are

above all interested in “three interrelated pursuits”:

97 1hid., 92-93.
198 1hid., 93.

109 1hig.

10 1hig.

11 hid.
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* the grappling with the unstoppable, irreversible progress of time,
and its philosophical concerns;

* the emphasis on individual agents, which [...] [the researchers
choose to] call personalism, resulting in a strong moralistic dimension
of history; and

* the utilitarian apfroach in considering history primarily a quarry of
cautionary tales.™

There consequently appear to be other problems of methodology with their
announced approach. After stating that these three pursuits are their primary interest,
and with yet another generalization, Hagen and Menchinger note that “[a] full-
fledged philosophy of history as a distinct field of inquiry has never developed in
Ottoman letters.”™*® This generalized statement not only implies a progressive
understanding of history, one that would expect such a development in due course,
but also reveals quite an anachronistic approach to the historical evidence at hand,
since it has judgmental undertones that go hand in hand with the apparent
expectation for a such a “full-fledged philosophy of history as a distinct field of
inquiry.” Yet again, according to the two researchers, the lack of such a distinct field
of inquiry “does not mean that the Ottomans did not ask such questions, but that they
answered them in the pragmatics of historiography, rather than in theoretical
discussions.”™* The authors then note that this pragmatic approach on the whole
resulted in “not a unified edifice of a philosophy of history, but a fabric of
sometimes contradictory threads of ideas” in the Ottoman historiography.**®
Paradoxically, what Hagen and Menchinger ultimately see is a “vast and [...] highly

variegated body of historical writing, of the practice of historiography as

representation of the past, [which] still overall is remarkably homogenous, meaning

12 1hid.
3 1hid.
14 1pid.
15 |bid.
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that it is virtually impossible to distinguish different ‘schools’ within it.”**® The
assumption that there might have ever needed to be “a unified edifice of a
philosophy of history” or any “schools” of historiography in the Ottoman sphere for
any particular period, and the implied criticism of the lack thereof, is itself quite
remarkably positivistic, anachronistically erroneous, and fundamentally quite

linearly determinist.

The other problem with the scholarly approach recorded here is the fact that the
sources, which are not really fully specified, neither cover all the periods of history-
writing leading up to the nineteenth century, nor necessarily need to have been
conceived as part of a cumulative field of historiography at their outset—an
expectation which supposes and exposes a linear idea of progression on the part of
the researchers. However, another remarkable point in Hagen and Menchinger’s
otherwise quite illuminating overview of the pre-nineteenth century Ottoman
historiography is the fact that they make their assumptions while only surveying the
works of historiography executed or sponsored by the Ottoman élite, which they also
imply to have been the sole group from which the proprietors of these works
emerged. This generalization itself therefore seems to be quite invalid, since we
come across pseudo-historical narratives directed towards the rewriting of Ottoman

imperial history during the same period as well.

However, the idea of historiography needs to be further analyzed in order to figure
out what it actually entails in the Ottoman sphere. And Hagen and Menchinger,
although they only focus on an intellectual version of the idea in their chapter, set
out to do exactly this kind of an analysis of the differing understandings of time

within the given parameters, with the aim of developing “a typology of different

18 1hid.
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historiographical genres.”*’

Firstly, they emphasize how “[a] deep sense of
transience, of the frailty of human existence and the essential futility of worldly
endeavors, pervades Islamic intellectual traditions, especially where they are
informed by Sufism,” by recording Miineccimbasi’s words as exemplary on the
subject:
Historiography is a virtual return, as it brings back past centuries, and brings
the people of those centuries, who have long been dead, back to life. It makes
a man and his offspring, who have been dead, apparently come to life again
so that one can gain instruction from their experience. Without
historiography genealogies would be forgotten, and man would not
remember that he is made from clay. Similarly, without this science, if the
members of a dynasty passed away, the entire state would vanish with them,

and posterity would be unaware of the lives of their ancestors. Such is
written in every book God Most High has sent down.**®

Along with this general sentiment about the transience of time, Hagen and
Menchinger record that “Ottoman scholars have used different concepts of time in
recording and recalling the past, which in different ways emphasize continuity,
dynamics, or rupture in the flow of time toward the present, and engender different

11
modes of memory.” ’

In their analysis of these different conceptions of time, the authors recognize three

99 ¢c

categories, which they term “universal times,” “communal times,” and “personal
time.”*?® Under the category of “universal times,” they note conceptually two
subcategories; namely, “astronomical time” and “revelation history.”121 In this
regard, by defining, as a subcategory of “universal times,” “astronomical time” as

that which “uses the cycles of the celestial bodies, and thus suggests a (potentially)

infinite repetitive pattern that encompasses all times and events,” the authors

Y7 1hid., 94.

18 |hid.

19 1hid.

120 pid., 94-97.
121 |hid., 94.
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construe the repercussions of the universal understanding of time on the Ottoman
historiography as such: “The emigration of the Prophet Muhammad in 622 CE
provides the anchoring point, from which Ottoman, like all Islamic historiographers,
computed dates in lunar years.”*?? Here they point out the fact that even those
historiographical works which start their trajectory retrospectively from Adam
nevertheless take Muhammed’s emigration as their constant anchoring point to
calculate the passage of time in the interval. As another example of the repercussions
of the universal understanding of time on the Ottoman historiography, Hagen and
Menchinger recognize the earliest historiographic Ottoman documents, which are
“chronological lists of events attached to astrological almanacs,” as suggesting,
“together with the validity of astrological predictions, a homogenous flow of time

from the beginning of the world to the present.”*??

In connection with their inference that Ottoman historiography depends on the basic
premises of “the validity of astrological predictions™ as well as “a homogenous flow
of time from the beginning of the world to the present,” Hagen and Menchinger state
that it was not until Katib Celebi’s 1648 Takvimii't-Tevarih (Tables of History)**

that “Ottoman historians began to become interested in a unified chronology of

historical events that broke down continuity, but at the same time made the

122 1hid.
123 1hid.

124 Takvimii 't-Tevarih (Tables of History) (1648) was a famous work of chronology written in mixed
Persian and Turkish by Kétib Celebi. It includes chronological tables of world history from the early
beginnings until the author’s own time. Even though it was originally produced as an excerpt from
Katib Celebi’s own Fezleketii t-Tevarih, a historiographical work of universal history narrating the
period up through 1641, the Takvimii +-Tevarih continued its chronology further, up until 1648.
Because it became very popular as “an easy reference” for historical chronology, various other
authors—including Hezéarfenn Hiseyin Efendi (d. 1691), another prominent historian of the
seventeenth century, and Tbrahim Miiteferrika (d. 1745), who printed the work as the twelfth
publication of his printing press—extended Katib Celebi’s chronology long after his death; see
Gottfried Hagen, “Katib Celebi,” http://www.ottomanhistorians.uchicago.edu, eds. C. Kafadar, H.
Karateke, and C. Fleischer (June 4, 2016).
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synchronicity of many parallel historical developments visible.”** Thus, according
to them, and quite surprisingly, in this early modern period “the annual cycle of the

99126

stars had become a purely technical measure devoid of deeper meaning,”“ thereby
implying that long-enduring apocalyptic sentiments necessitating the study of the
annual cycle of the stars had been abandoned as a sentiment of the past or as an
understanding of the universe that was no longer valid by the time of Katib Celebi,
whom, as mentioned above, they regard as the culmination figure of Ottoman
historiography, thanks to his endeavors to create a more or less objective or rational
basis for the understanding of history. However, Hagen and Menchinger fail to note
that the objective sentiment of “a homogenous flow of time from the beginning of
the world to the present,” despite such an eminent figure as Katib Celebi, never
really fully prevailed over the practical understanding of a circular time experience
and its impact, through astrological events, on human lives. The latter in fact
continued to underlie not only common objective practices of tax payment or
military recruitment, but also more personal and subjective practices of following
prognostications for various life choices and actions. In fact, such guidebooks—
variably entitled Risale-i /Im-i Tencim, Semsiyye, Melhame, Sa ‘Gtndme,**’ Risale-i

Sa ‘d u Nahs***—outlining auspicious or inauspicious days for undertaking certain

125 Hagen and Menchinger, “Ottoman Historical Thought,” 94.
128 Ibid.

127 For an example of the genre under this title which seems to have been quite “popular” given the
number of only some of its copies, see Hibetullah b. [brahim, Sa ‘dtndme, Stileymaniye Library,
Istanbul, Fatih Collection 2644; Sa ‘dtndme, Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Mesih Paga Collection
109; Sa ‘dtndme, Suleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Serez Collection 1634; Sa ‘dtndme, Suleymaniye
Library, Istanbul, Yazma Bagislar Collection 3398; Sa ‘dtndme, Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul,
Yazma Bagislar Collection 3693.

128 For an example, see “Riséle-i Beyan-1 Riiz-1 Sa‘d u Nahs,” Istanbul, Ayasofya Library collection,
2706/6. The text of this manuscript copy has been transcribed into the Latin alphabet; see Ali Fuat
Bilkan, “Ugurlu ve Ugursuz Giinler Risalesi: ‘Risale-i Sa ‘d ii Nahs’,” Folklor/Edebiyat IX, no.
XXXI1I (2003): 243-248.
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actions was a common reference in the Ottoman cultural sphere.*® The great
number of such texts included either in miscellanies or (re)produced as individual
texts in manuscript form testify not only to how the annual movement of stars in fact
held deeper meaning for Ottoman “popular” mentalities, but also how such
prognostic beliefs and practices underpinned by the annual cycle of stars were in fact
popularized beyond the pale of intellectual circles out among larger segments of the

population.

Indeed, Hagen and Menchinger’s general assertion concerning how, by this early
modern period, “the annual cycle of the stars had become a purely technical measure
devoid of deeper meaning” is itself challenged by the realities of the Ottoman
intellectual circles of the time, as revealed in the authors’ very next statement:
“Starting his chronicle of the Ottoman Empire with the year 1000 H, corresponding
to 1591 CE, Katib Celebi mocked all those who had imputed eschatological
importance to the millennium by pointing to all the other systems of chronology in
which 1000 H was a year like any other.”™** This statement, in and of itself, exposes
the fact that there were numerous people who ascribed eschatological importance to
the millennium and the configuration of stars—which was, of course, exactly the
situation. For instance, Stileyman the Magnificent had a companion-diviner
officially commissioned to make apocalyptic speculations and engage in

prognostication, if not outright eschatological speculation.*! Indeed, as underlined

129 Cf. Bilkan, “Ugurlu Ve Ugursuz Giinler Risalesi.”

130 Hagen and Menchinger, “Ottoman Historical Thought,” 94.

131 Eor such apocalyptic interpretations made during his reign, see Cornell H. Fleischer, “The

Lawgiver as Messiah: The Making of the Imperial Image in the Reign of Siilleyman,” in Soliman le
Magnifique et son temps, ed. Gilles Veinstein, 159-77. (Paris: n.p., 1992); Fleischer, “Seer to the
Sultan: Haydar-i Remmal and Sultan Suleyman,” in Cultural Horizons: A Festschrift in Honor of
Talat S. Halman, vol. |, ed. Jayne L. Warner (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2001), 150-167;
Fleischer, “Shadows of Shadows: Prophecy and Politics in 1530s Istanbul,” International Journal of
Turkish Studies 13. 1-2 (2007): 51-52.
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by Stephen P. Black, “it was during the first half of Suleiman’s reign that the
influence of millenarian prophets, portents, and epithets reached their peak.”**
Again, it was also during Siileyman’s time that an epithet used earlier for Selim I,
Sahib-Kiran (Lord of the Conjunction), which refers to “the universal ruler who
would inaugurate the domination of a single religion to coincide with the Grand
»133

Conjunction” developed into “a characteristically Ottoman imperial title,

reflecting rising Ottoman claims of universal dominion as the champions of Islam.

However, these beliefs and practices were not confined to courtly circles only, but
were also upheld by wider segments of the population. In fact, the mecmii ‘as or
miscellanies produced especially in the seventeenth century, as will be explained in
the following chapter, bear testimony to a common interest in apocalyptic visions,
with various texts illustrating apocalyptic beliefs and eschatological speculation
were being recorded in and/or circulated across numerous copies, many of which are
to be found in the archives today.*** It was, in fact, precisely this generally held
sentiment against which Katib Celebi deliberately took a counterstance by
deliberately starting his chronicle with the year 1000 AH. In a roundabout way, this
counterstance indicates just how widespread these beliefs were among larger
segments of the population living in the Ottoman domains. Correspondingly,
following the long tradition of such belief systems in Islamicate as well as Christian
cultural spheres, there is a large corpus of literature on the eschatological

understanding of time and history, often accompanied by illustrations of apocalyptic

132 Black, Time in Early Modern Islam, 165.
133 See ibid., 164-66.

134 For a sample set of such miscellanies, see footnote #184.
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visions.’® In line with this understanding of time, many apocalyptical works were
produced and/or reproduced throughout the long seventeenth century, a historical
fact which cannot and should not be overlooked in any overview of the different
conceptions of time extant during the period at hand. This, however, is exactly what
Hagen and Menchinger’s chapter neglects, depending as it does on the sole example
of Katib Celebi, apparently for the sake of following the traces of rational and

positivist thinking in the Ottoman historiography of the time.

In fact, in connection with this, Hagen and Menchinger’s classification of the second
concept of universal time was revelation history, an aspect that characterized
Ottoman historical thought from its very beginnings.**® Unlike astronomical time,
which entails an essentially infinite nature, revelation history, which the scholars
consider in relation to the Qisas Al-Anbiya (Tales of Prophets) tradition, delineates
“a series of foundational events and beginnings onto recurring but finite patterns.”’
According to this tradition, “[t]he world was created by God ex nihilo, and human
history began with Adam, to whom God for the first time revealed His law, making
him the first in a series that included most of the biblical prophets, such as Noah,
Abraham, and Moses, culminating in Muhammad.”**® Hagen and Menchinger
rightly note that the Ottoman versions of the life stories of some of these prophets

are “part of a common Islamicate literature of ‘Tales of the Prophets” which were

used as ‘exempla’ for sermons and public edification,” since they are mentioned in

135 See Mohammad Ahmad Masad, “The Medieval Islamic Apocalyptic Tradition: Divination,
Prophecy and the End of Time in the 13th Century Eastern Mediterranean” (PhD diss., Washington
University in St. Louis, 2008); Richard Landes, “The Fear of an Apocalyptic Year 1000: Augustinian
Historiography, Medieval and Modern,” Speculum 75.1 (2000): 97-145; James C. VanderKam and
William Adler, eds. The Jewish Apocalyptic Heritage in Early Christianity (Assen, Netherlands: Van
Gorcum, 1996).

138 Hagen and Menchinger, “Ottoman Historical Thought,” 94.
37 Ibid., 95.
' Ipid.
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the Qur’an as “cautionary tales”: “Underneath individual variations their stories
describe a pattern of a prophet’s receiving revelation, rejection, and suffering at the
hands of his audience, followed by punishment of their detractors and final

vindication.”

In general, in this tradition of “Tales of the Prophets,” and
concurrent with revelation, “human civilization progresses as well, as prophets
introduce the building of houses, certain forms of worship, and technologies like
writing.”**° Therefore, according to this tradition, there was indeed progress in
human history, but it was prompted by divine intervention and not achieved through
human agency, and moreover history was actually moving towards the apocalypse in
its last cycle: “The life and times of the Prophet Muhammad (typically not included
in the Arabic versions, but in most others) constitutes the last cycle in this history,
after which there is no further revelation, leaving the subsequent period as a
suspension of historical time before Judgment Day.”*** Starting with the sixteenth
century, this apocalyptic sentiment was even more eminent, since the century

marked the tenth of Islamic times, and therefore was attributed with special

significance and expectations of events of an apocalyptic nature.'*?

Given the preceding discussion, although a general apprehensive sentiment for the
apocalyptic end, especially in the popular imagination, seems to have been
commonly experienced in the “post-classical” period, we can still recognize both
diachronically and synchronically that diverse understandings and conceptions of
history emerged, especially in response to what the Ottoman society and political

entity was experiencing within the given historical context. Indeed, the Ottoman

139 1hid.
140 1hid.
%1 1bid.

142 Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” 162.
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cultural scene held two primary anchors of reference for their inquiries into time and
history, with the second being the outcome of the first in a revelational
understanding of time. These two reference points juxtaposed and aggravated
apocalyptic notions in the sixteenth century. On the one hand, the first, and more
universal, reference point was certainly Muhammed’s hejira, which naturally figured
as the essential and fixed reference point for any Islamicate historical consciousness
inasmuch as it originated centrally from the general cultural sphere of Islam. On the
other hand, the second and perhaps more culturally oriented Ottoman reference
point—even though other Islamicate cultures shared similar millenarian
sentiments—was the Hijri year 1000, which convergently configured both
eschatological notions and also, by implication, the social and political changes that
began to become clearer to contemporary observers after the “golden age” of the
empire experienced in the successive reigns of Selim | and Stleyman the
Magnificent and immediately afterwards. Because the idea of a “golden age”
remained in the social memory, especially since the structural changes and
transformations experienced in the Ottoman social and political spheres were
generally interpreted negatively in both élite and popular circles, the Hijri year 1000
remained in the Ottoman cultural understanding as a cultural and symbolic threshold
marking the end of “the good old days,” even if it was not, as had once been feared,

the actual end of times.

The two brief discussions that follow will look at the court-oriented and -authored
Selimnames and Suleymannames and the popular and anonymous Hamzanames,
Battalndmes, and Saltuknames. They will constitute neither a referential survey nor
an exhaustive analysis of these sources, but rather aim to illustrate how the

conceptions of time and notions of history outlined above were actually configured
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in the practice of historiography. These sources—which make use of various
registers, are of different genres, and have a diversity of orientations, origins, and
functions—clearly evince the diversification of these conceptions and notions as

they emerged through the written word.

These historical or pseudo-historical sources of the Ottoman “classical” period have
been deliberately chosen, rather than the canonized chronicles and authored
historiographical works, as the textual reference points against which to measure the
pseudo-historical narratives of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe and ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn,
mainly due to their similar narrational orientations and their particular historical
contexts and functions. As such, the brief commentaries on these texts which follow,
and which make no claim to be exhaustive, are meant to underline some of the
relevant narrational and contextual aspects in regards to where the pseudo-historical
narratives that are the main focus of the study were historically, contextually, and
functionally located in the Ottoman social imagination. At the outset, it should be
noted that | contend that the pseudo-historical narratives of the Bahrii’I-Miikasefe
and Zuhar-z Al-i ‘Osmdn, despite sharing some common features and functions, as
will be explicated below, indeed distinguish themselves from either of the mentioned
referential sources in terms of historical context, orientation, or function, and on the
whole emerge separately as history-minded “popular” narratives of the “post-
classical” era.

2.2 Frontier Epics and Popular Histories

According to Cemal Kafadar, prior to the fifteenth-century Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osman
chronicles, the historical consciousness of the people of the frontier had been shaped
by two types of narrative; namely, frontier epics and hagiographies. These were told

rather than written—indicating an oral medium of transfer in their narrational
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properties, although they have of course survived only in written form—and in terms
of genre were “what purported to be historical narratives woven around legendary
warriors and dervishes” produced in order to promulgate “the ideals and the motives

: 143
of uc society.”

In his survey of the “pseudo-historical” narratives of frontier epics and
hagiographies, which he recognizes as being both “interrelated” and “sometimes
even indistinguishable” in their narrational properties and orientation, and which
“claimed to portray the lives and deeds of frontier warriors of post-Manzikert
Anatolia,” Kafadar first notes that “they were produced and told within milieux that
were conscious of earlier layers of frontier traditions.”** In fact, in his view,
because “these were not national epics but epics of a struggle between two religio-
civilizational orientations, the Muslim side of which was dominated once by Arabic
speakers and later by Turkish speakers,” the layered nature of the historical frontier
experience in Anatolia did not estrange the late-arriving Turkish-speaking
populations, who continued to enjoy stories of the exploits and heroic deeds of
various Arab warriors of early Islamic history fighting on the Arabo-Byzantine
frontiers;'* in fact, they perhaps even identified with these Arab warriors. As long
as the same religio-historical frontier continued to exist, its pseudo-historical
narratives continued to be produced, regardless of whether their heroes were named

in Arabic, Persian, or Turkish.

In fact, the oral nature of these pseudo-historical narratives of the Anatolian frontier
makes it almost impossible to create a specific timeline for either their production

and consumption through reproduction in the region or for their historical and

143 Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 62.
144 | bid.
145 1bid., 62-63.
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textual contexts of narration. Because of the oral nature of their production and
consumption, Kafadar also notes—though he makes no direct initial reference to
orality—that “[i]t is impossible to determine when Turkish renderings of such epics
started to circulate [orally], but over time [their] translations appeared in writing.”**®
This ambiguity in their historical and textual contexts of narration, which makes it
harder to historicize them, are due precisely to the oral nature of their production and
results from “thematic and narratological continuities,” which “indicate [that] some
of the later epics simply reworked parts of the earlier ones for new contexts and
audiences.”**’ Rather than going into detail about the oral nature of these narratives’
production and reproduction over a long period, which shaped and determined their
narration as well as their plotting as they were later recast in written form, Kafadar
initially places these narratives on a somewhat writerly ground of historical
consciousness: “In fact, a keen consciousness of a continuum in the frontier

traditions is evinced by later works that explicitly refer to earlier ones,”**®

thereby
hinting, albeit perhaps unconsciously, at a textual dialogue of intertextuality among
them. However, Kafadar’s unpronounced but implied initial writerly cultural
approach, which may have resulted from a wish to keep these narratives more within
the sphere of historical writing, obscures how orality and the narrational logic of
telling a story in the context of the reciprocity of oral performance might have
determined the narrational configuration of these narratives, which seem, on the

whole, to have had other initial and immediate social functions, functions which

were probably more pragmatic in nature than the mere recording of any particular

146 1hid., 63.
17 1bid.
148 1bid.
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historical context so as to commemorate for prosperity or legitimize any particular

polity.

Indeed, the more obvious instances of narrational convergences which Kafadar

carefully and succinctly notes, including an interrelated cadre of narrative personae,

evidence that there was “[a] consciousness of the legacy of earlier gazis,” which led

to “[an] urge to situate later gazis within the framework of that legacy”:'*®
The Danismendname, for instance, which is set in immediate post-
Mantzikert [sic] Anatolia and recorded first in the mid-thirteenth century,
starts out by telling us of the abandonment of gaza activity since the glory
days of Seyyid Battal Gazi, a legendary Arab warrior, as recorded in legends
about him, before it moves on to the story of rekindling of the gaza spirit by
Danismend Gazi. The story of Seyyid Battal Gazi itself includes characters
from the vita of Abii Muslim, such as the latter’s comrade and brother-in-law
Mizrab, who also turns out to be Danismend’s grandfather, thus appearing in
all three narratives. Salqukname, which consists of lore compiled in the 1470s
concerning the figure of a dervish-warrior, Sar1 Saltuk, who seems to have
lived in the thirteenth century, begins likewise with references to the earlier

layers of the gaza traditions, in this case to both Seyyid Battal Gazi and
Danismend Gazi. 150

Once again, however, it needs to be noted that these pseudo-historical narratives
were produced to transfer or be the vehicle of an oral folkloric legacy, not a written
historical one, a legacy that addressed the formerly experienced but also still
currently ongoing religio-political strife on the geographically shifting Anatolian
frontier between the various forces representing the two religions of Islam and
Christianity. Therefore, the interrelated characters emerging in relation to each other
in these narratives do not necessarily refer to or emerge from any historical veracity,
but instead simply indicate that these narratives were orally produced and
reproduced so as to fulfill a certain initial function of encouragement and
entertainment for the Islamicate party of the strife in their repeatedly different

contexts of oral performance.

149 1hid.
150 1hig.
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As a result, the character overlapping and ensuing interrelatedness in several
relevant details do not necessarily result from any reference to an actual historical
past, but are instead an outcome of the oral tradition of the frontier, which created,
perpetuated, and, in certain contexts, bundled them together. These earliest pseudo-
historical narratives were thus not written records of any historical truth, as they
sometimes are taken to be in modern historiography. Rather, they transmit what the
oral tradition that emerged in various historical contexts on the Anatolian frontier
found worthy of recording for the social and textual functions of encouragement and
entertainment. Thereby, the common traits and interrelations among the narratives
culturally emerged layer by layer over the course of differing historical contexts,

while continuously serving the same rough social functions.

Their historical register, on the other hand, tactfully remained, in a conscious or
unconscious effort to serve the same social functionality but with a stronger appeal,
one that might have come about thanks to their reference to a genealogy of earlier
Muslim warriors on the same frontier fighting against the Byzantine “other,” as is
evinced by the interrelatedness of the cadre of warriors of different eras. Some
instances of this narrative overlapping, as in the image of ‘Askar, which Kafadar
attributes to “a more poetic formulation,” actually themselves reveal and illustrate
how they function within the narration for the sake of storytelling, creating an
interrelated lore to be circulated through the various pseudo-historical narratives of
the frontier epic tradition. In other words, they do not represent a pedigree of
historical genealogy:
The consciousness of the legacy of earlier gazis and the urge to situate later
gazis within the framework of that legacy find a more poetic formulation in
the image of ‘Askar, the horse of Hamza, the uncle of the Prophet and the
protagonist of a cycle of extremely popular narratives called Hamzaname.

This holy horse, who enjoys a miraculously long life, serves, after Hamza,
both Seyyid Battal Gazi and Sar1 Saltuk. Around the beginning of the Sar1
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Saltuk narrative, he [Sar1 Saltuk] sees “his ancestor” Seyyid Battal in a
dream and is instructed as follows: “My dear [literally, “the corner of my
liver”]! Go on and make your sortie [Auric] .... Go to the bla-bla cave; there
you will find ‘Askar, the horse I used to ride. And also take the war
equipment ... all the arms of Lord Hamza are there.”**!

By linking these three warriors of differing immediate sociohistorical contexts of the
same Islamicate frontier culture through a particular horse and common weaponry,
the narrative of Sar: Salruk illustrates how these pseudo-historical narratives tie up
with each other textually, as well as, contextually, to the wider circle of Anatolian

Islamicate frontier literature.

Here, it should be stated that none of these sources—neither the frontier epics
described above nor hagiographies—are directly related to the Ottomans themselves,
and none really mention the figure of ‘Osman in a way that might be regarded as
straightforward historical evidence.'®* Regardless of their focus in terms of subject
matter and their claims towards historicity in the narrative circling around that
subject matter, these pseudo-historical narratives served obviously different
functions than the mere recording of historical context and actuality: they were
firstly produced as narratives of encouragement and entertainment in the oral
environment, and then recast in writing so as to perpetuate both this function and
also so as to be testimonies for the idealized frontier cultural climate of the ghazis.
Thus, these narratives which reflect the cultural sphere within which they were
produced in the first place were enmeshed with ideals of valor and honor along with
pronounced aspirations for both worldly pleasures and otherworldly recognition and
entitlement, rather than presenting any verifiable historical evidence in terms of their

scope.

3! Quoted in Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 63.
152 Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 77-78.
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In this manner, inhabiting the same frontier cultural sphere across different historical
periods and configurations as a common background, the Hamzanames,™*
Battalnames, " and Saltuknames®® served the same common function of the
perpetuation of the aspirations and ideals of this historio-cultural environment.
Against this background, they not only continued to inspire and even co-opt those
later generations of individuals who wished to partake in the same epic experience
on the frontier, but they also rather indulgently entertained them with the joys of
such epic deeds, regardless of whether the audience were subjects of the Ottoman
beglik or another Anatolian beglik. In such a cultural sphere, Hamza, the uncle of
the Islamic prophet Muhammad and the eponymous protagonist of the popular
frontier Hamzaname narratives, was gradually configured as and grew to be the
archetypal “convert” warrior of Islamic ghaza culture, which had a strong popular
appeal for the Ottoman kul soldiers and dignitaries of devshirme origin. On the other
hand, as the protagonists of their own respective epic frontier narratives, both Seyyid
Battal Gazi and Sar1 Saltuk—regardless of their having originally been historical
personages—seem to have appealed to certain cultural environs imbued with the
religious syncretism of the frontier and found their haven of popular appeal in just

such cultural environs throughout the different periods in which their narratives were

153 Nurettin Albayrak, “Hamzandme,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 15. Istanbul: Tiirkiye
Diyanet Vakfi, 1997. 516-7. 2014. Accessed June 20, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c15/c150295.pdf.

On how folk literature continued to produce heroic account of Hamza, see On Hamzaname literature,
see Lutfi Sezen, Halk Edebiyatinda Hamzandmeler (Ankara: Kiiltir Bakanligi Yayinlari, 1991).

154 See Yorgos Dedes, ed., Battalname: introduction, English translation, Turkish transcription,
commentary and facsimile (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, The Department of Near Eastern
Languages and Civilizations, 1996); Ahmet Yasar Ocak, “Battalndme,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed.
Vol. 5. Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 1992. 206-8. 2014. Accessed June 20, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c05/c050139.pdf.

155 Ebii’l-Hayr Rami, Saltukname, ed. Siikrii Halik Akalim, I-ITI, Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanhig1 Yayinlari,
1987-90.
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repeatedly reproduced orally before being recast in writing.*® Unlike Seyyid Battal
Gazi—who, despite traveling through the circle of narratives from Malatya to
western Anatolia, remained indigenous to central Anatolia, especially its more
easterly regions, as a legacy of the earliest Arab invasions there—Sar1 Saltuk, being
the more westward of the two, seems to have enjoyed popularity across both sides of
the frontier, especially in Rumelia. However, they both share the trait of having a
high intellectual capacity, meaning that they could not only defeat the infidels on the
battlefield, but also in religious debate and practical deceit. In this way, they also
served as messengers of a call for conversion to a sociocultural circle that was either

prone to such a call or had newly embraced the Islamic ideology.

Not only these pseudo-historical narratives of the frontier, but all historical texts to
some degree, appeal to different cultural spheres and serve other functions than the
simple recording of actual historical contexts or facts. Functionality, which is so
often disregarded in historical and literary-historical studies, is in fact crucial to
understanding, especially, the making of such narratives in an oral environment and
to deciphering the particular historical contexts within which they were orally
produced and later recast in writing. Historical texts are never constructed merely for
the sake of recording historical truth: they all serve multiple other purposes and
functions as well.

2.3 History-writing in and around the Ottoman Court

During the first half of the sixteenth century, there was a great activity of historical
writing focused on the short reign of Selim | (r. 1512-20). Due to the flurry with

which they were produced, these texts have been generally recognized and

158 The Saltukname (c. 1480) was written down and completed by Ebii’l-Hayr-1 Rimi, who compiled
the circle of orally transmitted epic narratives circling around the figure of Sar1 Saltuk on behalf of
Prince Cem (d. 1495); see Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 71.
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categorized in literature by the generic title of “Selimname,” although they were
usually named differently by their respective authors at the time of composition.**’
The fact that several of the historical works dealing with Selim I’s reign were written
during that reign itself, with a large number of such works being produced in the
later reigns of Stleyman the Magnificent, Selim Il, and Murad I11, demonstrates that
the reign of Selim | was recognized historiographically and politically as a
significant turning point for the long cherished Ottoman claims to supremacy among
the other Islamic ruling dynasties and Islamicate political entities: Selim I’s short
reign, with its rapid and extensive territorial expansion, certainly buttressed the
Ottoman political claims to uphold the flag of Islam, especially thanks to his swiftly
executed conquests of Syria, Egypt, Palestine, and the Hijaz, not to mention his
earlier decisive victory against the Safavid dynasty. Indeed, some of the Selimnames
were, unsurprisingly, written in Persian,*® demonstrating once again that they were
composed in order to address Ottoman cultural-political aspirations within the
greater Islamic Turko-Iranian ecumene and in support of the Ottoman claim to
cultural and political superiority over all other Islamicate dynasties, most
particularly the Safavids.'*® In short, the Selimnames of the sixteenth century were
produced in this historical context rather expressly in order to make the image of
Selim I as a ruler memorable, monumental, and expressive of aspirations to Ottoman

prosperity.

What was it that made Selim I’s image greater than that of most other Ottoman

rulers, and the first subject matter and focal point of this new historiographical genre

57 Ahmet Ugur, “Selimname,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi, 1st ed., Vol. 36 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2009), 440—-41. 2014. Accessed July 11, 2016.
http://www.tdvislamansiklopedisi.org/dia/pdf/c36/c360290.pdf.

138 Y1ldiz, “Ottoman Historical Writing in Persian,” 462; see Siikri Bitlisi, Selim-name, ed. Mustafa
Argungah (Kayseri: Erciyes Universitesi Yayinlari, 1997).

%% Y1ldiz, “Ottoman Historical Writing in Persian,” 436.
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made up of epic accounts of the deeds of single Ottoman sultans, a genre which
continued to be produced for much of the long seventeenth century? Perhaps his
exalted image as engraved in the narratives of various Selimnames for
commemoration was due to the fact that Selim I had single-handedly “proven” the
long claimed Ottoman superiority in the wider Islamicate culturo-political sphere,
and moreover during a period like the beginning of the sixteenth century, which was
imbued with eschatological beliefs and millenarian expectations:

This century, moreover, was the tenth of the Muslim era, and learned as well
as popular imagination endowed it with special significance and
extraordinary expectations of millennialist or apocalyptical character. Yavuz
Sultan Selim (1512-1520) would, with justice, pass into Ottoman
historiography as one of the great conquerors. According to later sixteenth-
century sources, he would have become a universal conqueror of the stature
of Alexander and Chingiz Khan had he lived to continue his conquests and to
prove spurious the threatening Safavi claims to divine dispensation.*®

Defeating two of the rival Islamicate dynasties, the Safavids and the Mamluks, in
consecutive campaigns and invading Syria (c. 1514-1516) before conquering
Palestine, the Hijaz, and Egypt (c. 1516-1517) definitely marked the paramount
moment for Ottoman assertions of universal political superiority, and particularly
superiority within the wider Islamic political sphere:

The most direct attestation to Selim’s cognizance of the religious and
ideological currents washing the eastern Mediterranean comes from the
Persian prologue to the Nigbolu kandnnamesi, composed in 1517
immediately after the conquest of Eastern Anatolia, Syria, and Egypt. There
the sultan is described as mu ayyad min Alldh, “succored by God,” and
sahib-kirdn, “Master of the Conjunction” or World Conqueror; he is the
divinely appointed Shadow of God (zill Allah) who has been given dominion
over the earth. [...] The simultaneous occurrence of these terms in the
prologue to an official document, at a time when diplomatic usage was not
yet standardized, suggests that in 1517 they were meant to be taken
seriously.*®

160 Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” 162.

%1 |pid., 163. Also, for a study that thoroughly examines Selim I’s historical legacy and imperial

image, see Hakki Erdem Cipa, “The Centrality of the Periphery: The Rise to Power of Selim I, 1487—
1512 (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2007).
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Specifically, with these victories, Selim | indeed not only defeated the religious rival
Shiite Safavid dynasty, but also the Kipchak-rooted Mamluk dynasty, which had
long contested the Ottoman dynasty on the grounds of a superior and more
prestigious lineage. Therefore, especially during the reigns of Suleyman the
Magnificent (r. 1520-1566) and his son Selim 1l (r. 1566-1574), Selimnames, as
epic accounts of Selim I’s successful campaigns, continued to be produced under
royal commission and patronage,*®* and his legacy as sahib-kirdn was taken up and
embraced by Siileyman the Magnificent even more vigorously.*®® In addition to
these court-originated epic accounts of Selim I, since his influential political legacy
towards universal sovereignty and an imperial image reached beyond courtly circles,
some “popular” illustrated accounts of his life and campaigns were also produced—

beyond the pale of the court circles—for the common people of the empire.*®*

Commissioned historical writing focusing on one particular sultan’s reign was a
novelty in the period starting with the reign of Selim I, but it went on to be a courtly
tradition of historiography. Indeed, the ensuing tradition of writing contemporary or
near contemporary chronicles of one particular reign or heroic accounts of a single
sultan’s campaigns or exploits would remain a common historiographical practice at
the Ottoman court throughout “the long seventeenth century,” with varying levels of
production over time. In such heroic accounts of imperial history narrating,
primarily, Ottoman sultans’ lives and military campaigns—and sometimes important
commanders’ campaigns, which became a necessity when the Ottoman sultans

ceased to attend military campaigns after the reign of Mustafa 11 (r. 1695-1703)—

182 A hmet Ugur, “Selimname,” 440.

163 Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” 165.

184 For such an exemplary manuscript with a remarkable “popular” reenactment of the iconography of

court miniatures, see Tiiliin Degirmenci, “Ge¢misin Yeniden Ingsasi: Tarih-i Sultdn Selim Han ve
Tasvirleri,” Hacettepe Universitesi Tiirkivat Arastirmalar: Dergisi 18 (2013): 63-82.
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in an epic register, the historical veracity or the factual representation of the narrated
events was clearly not the main point of composition or authorial intention, because
these heroic accounts were more often than not aimed at creating an exalted textual
and pictorial image of the sultan whose stories were being told, thus effectively
making these usually illustrated “histories” a kind of panegyric. Indeed, they were
certainly not written with the purpose of providing prosperity with a historically
verifiable account of the period under consideration, but were primarily literary
accomplishments in the panegyric mode meant to win the favors of patronage.'®®
The same generic denomination for this kind of historical writing in the literature, as
it had been experienced in the reign of Selim I, was also exercised during the reigns

of Siileyman 1%

and Selim 11. These specific historical works, produced mainly to
provide an illustrious imperial image and an exalted account of these sultans’
respective reigns as the rulers of the Ottoman Empire, were also commonly known
as Stileymannames™’ and Selimnames (this time referring to heroic accounts of

Selim 11),"® respectively, in the literature, although again these works often bore

different and more ostentatious titles at the time of their composition.

Indeed, such historical writing produced in and around the Ottoman court starting

from the mid-sixteenth century onwards was even less covert about its motives,

185 Tba Ismsu Isen-Durmus, “IL. Selim Dénemi Sonuna Kadar Osmanli Edebi Hamilik Gelenegi”
(PhD diss., Bilkent University, 2008), 41-3.

166 See Seyid Ali Topal, “Celalzade Salih Celebi — Tarih-i Sultan Siileyman” (PhD diss., Ankara
University, 2008).

%7 For a survey of the Siileymannames, see Abdurrahman Sagirli, “Siileymanname,” in Isldm
Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 38. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2010. 124—7. 2014. Accessed August
4, 2016. http://mww.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c38/c380076.pdf.

Also, for a facsimile copy of a renowned Stileymanname with disputed authorship, see Sinan Cavus,
Silleymanname: Tarih-i Feth-i Siklos, Estergon ve Istol-Belgrad, ed. Tiilay Duran (Istanbul: Tarihi
Aragtirmalar Vakfi, 1998). On the dispute about authorship, cf. Abdiilkadir Ozcan, “Muradi,” in
Islam Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 31. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2006. 193—4. 2014. Accessed
August 4, 2016. http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c31/c310134.pdf.

1%8 For the transcribed edition of a Selimname, narrating the life of Selim 11, see Necdet Oztirk,
“Kazasker Vusuli Mehmed Celebi ve Selim-name’si,” Tiirk Diinyasi Aragtirmalar: 50 (1987): 9—-108.
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intentions, and aims at functionality in general. Especially after the establishment of
the post of sehndmeci by Stileyman the Magnificent in the 1550s, the Ottoman court
became officially the greatest patron of historical writing by hiring “a permanent,
salaried official whose chief function was to compose literary accounts of
contemporary or near-contemporary Ottoman history.”*®® As such, under the
patronage of Ottoman sultans, many works of historiography that in fact bordered on
the “pseudo-historical” through their use of hyperbole and their lavishly prepared
miniatures were produced on a regular basis in and around the Ottoman court
through the long seventeenth century, following the initial establishment of such a
courtly historiography tradition. In short, these epic-like narratives were produced so
as to promulgate an exalted image of the current sultan, with the purpose and in the
manner of public legitimization or propaganda for his reign—even for those
historical occasions which did not necessarily fit the exalted historical
representation.’™® In this manner, these epic-oriented historiographical works of the
court, starting from the Selimnames and Stileymannéames, produced an exaggerated
image of the sultans whose life accounts they recorded, making the Ottoman sultans
over into legendary heroes, even though some had never seen a battle. In this, if we
set aside their more lofty diction replete with Persian phrases and use of the pre-
Islamic epic figures of Persian cultural history, they very much resemble the epic

accounts of Seyyid Battal Gazi’s expeditions.*"*

189 Christine Woodhead, “An experiment in official historiography: the post of sehnameci in the
Ottoman empire, ¢.1555-1605,” Wiener Zeitschrift fir die Kunde des Morgenlandes 75 (1983): 157—
82.

10| fact, the sehndmeci Talikizade Mehmed Suphi’s (d. c. 1599 or 1602) illustrated history of the
Egri Campaign of 1596, entitled Fetihndme-i Egri, Sehndme-i Sultan Mehmed, duly evinces such a
hyperbolic practice; see footnote #270.

171 See Seyid Ali Topal, “Celalzade Salih Celebi — Tarih-i Sultan Siileyman” (PhD diss., Ankara,
2008), 34-84.
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2.4 Conclusion

The play then owes its hyperbole to the audience in the penny seats. At their command it is violent; it
is coarse; it is, like our own detective stories and best sellers a parody and a transformation of actual
fact. It must have [been] a great temptation for the playwright to feed the desire of the audience in the
penny seats.

—Virginia Woolf, “Anon.”

The court-oriented Selimnames and Stileymannames outlined above might perhaps
be considered the “highbrow” literary counterparts of the Hamzanames,
Battalnames, and Saltuknames in terms of their narrational approach, authorial
intention, and functionality. While the latter “popular” epic works of anonymous
provenance are certainly more audience-oriented in their manner of address, due to
the nature of the medium of oral transmission, the former court-based works of
historiography, produced under royal patronage, clearly emerge from a writerly
culture of image construction as part of a broadly panegyric discourse. However, in
terms of their function, both sets of epic-like narratives serve essentially the same
function: they advance a particular discourse and propaganda, whether their
audience be those immediately and spatially close in the context of oral
performance, or those temporally detached in posterity and addressed through the
means of written culture. The narrative images they create, whether it be that of
Selim | or that of Hamza, are in fact very much like one another in terms of their
reception in the popular imagination. Indeed, these ostensibly quite different genres
can even come together within the leaves of a single mecmii ‘a: one particular
illustrated mecmii ‘a actually demonstrates quite clearly how the Ottoman popular
imagination brought together the exalted imagery of several Ottoman sultans with

figures from popular folk narratives.'"

172 See Mecmii ‘a, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Paris, Turc 140. For an article introducing this
illustrated mecmii ‘a to wider scholarly circles, see Tiiliin Degirmenci, “An Illustrated Mecmua: The
Commoner’s Voice and the Iconography of the Court in Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Painting,” Ars
Orientalis 41 (2011): 186-218.
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What is perhaps most remarkable in regards to this study about both the
Hamzanames, Battalnames, and Saltuknédmes and the Selimnames and
Suleymannames as discussed above is the fact that the pseudo-historical narratives
which are the focus of this study—namely, the Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe and the Hikayet-i
Zuh(r-; Al-i ‘Osmdn—deal exclusively with the historical periods that lie outside the
sphere of the former two sets of texts, which explicitly address the pre-Ottoman
period of ghaza and the so-called Ottoman “golden age,” represented by Selim I and
Suleyman the Magnificent. Indeed, as will be discussed in Chapters IV and V, these
latter pseudo-historical narratives are significantly more apprehensive concerning
what happened to the Ottoman dynasty since and outside the span of these two
periods, and are especially uneasy about what the future may hold as time moves

forward toward the end of times.
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CHAPTER Il

FIGURING HISTORY, TIME, AND AGENCY
IN OTTOMAN MISCELLANIES

Little that is commonplace registers in history.
—Simon Eliot

3.1. Introductory Remarks: General Overview

Ottoman studies thus far have generally been inclined to focus on either well-known
texts of certain authorship or complete works of renowned authors, and usually little
scholarly attention has been paid to any texts of anonymity unless they address
specific issues of study. As such, pseudo-historical narratives of the Ottoman
dynasty or imperial history of uncertain authorship and origin—Ilike the ones under
investigation in this dissertation—have usually drawn little to no attention. This is
perhaps firstly because they have been outside the established scope of the fields of
literary or historical studies; secondly, they were not part of the “canonized”
literature of these two fields; and lastly, they generally remained unknown in
mecmii ‘as or little recognized fascicles, which are hardly ever fully recorded in

library catalogues.

However, the two pseudo-historical narratives under consideration here, as argued
above in the Introduction, actually expose considerably more than any other texts

could about social perceptions or conceptions of imperial history, and the fact that
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they seem to have been produced and reproduced by way of copying into numerous
mecmii ‘as or single-text manuscripts indeed attests to their popular appeal and
reception on that note. Still, there is no mention of them in any historical or literary
study dealing with contemporary texts of Ottoman historiography. This is perhaps
not so surprising considering how mecmii ‘as or the previously unknown texts
recorded therein are under- or even misrepresented in the archival catalogues, and
how these remain largely out of sight and out of mind unless a researcher happens to

come across them in the archives by some chance.!”®

Therefore, in this chapter, I will be focusing on Ottoman composite manuscripts,
miscellaneous compilations, or what the Ottomans actually called mecmii ‘as,
considering them as both artifacts of material culture, and as a kind of alluring yet
unnerving blueprint of the Ottoman cultural topography—especially in the long
seventeenth century, a period during which mecmii ‘as seem to have proliferated
more than ever before. The long seventeenth century—with the proliferation of
mecmii ‘as, the pluralization of types of knowledge, and the emergence of new
genres such as those under consideration in this study—indeed represents a
culmination in cultural pluralization, and perhaps diversification, on a much larger
spectrum than before in the Ottoman cultural sphere, with a miscellaneousness of
viewpoints, notions, interests, and bits of information being recorded and rerecorded
by unnamed, and sometimes common, people into their own personal mecmii ‘as,

thus making it truly an era of mecmii ‘as.*™

13 On October 4, 2012, such a serendipity came about for the author of these lines while a residential
junior fellow at Kog University’s Research Centre for Anatolian Civilizations (RCAC), when she
came across Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe in a mecmii ‘a held in Siilleymaniye Library’s Kemankes collection
with the item number 430, largely because of curiosity about the term miikdsefe in the title of the text.

174 Cemal Kafadar, “Sohbete Celebi, Celebiye Mecmda. ..,” in Mecmiia: Osmanli Edebiyatinin
Kirkambari, ed. Hatice Aynur, et al. (Istanbul: Turkuaz, 2012), 45.
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3.1.1 Definition

What exactly is a mecmii ‘a? How to define a mecmii ‘a is perhaps the first question
that needs to be addressed here. A mecmii ‘a is basically a manuscript “notebook”
containing a multitude and diverse set of different and/or similar types of texts.
Hence, every mecmii ‘a is unique, and therefore, particular to its own recorded
experience of cultural consumption in its own right. It is in this sense that they are
alluring and yet intimidating as sources for any scholar of the Ottoman history of
mentalities because every one of them needs to be studied contextually before and
along with any close textual analysis executed: such a contextual understanding
would indeed be necessary in order to determine whether these mecmii ‘as belonged
to and were produced by a single owner/holder or a series of owners/holders,
whether they were produced over a succession of time intervals as part of a long
process or planned out before being recorded in their entirety, and whether the texts
they record were intended to be together with a thematic understanding or randomly

put together just by chance.

Indeed, as will be briefly outlined in the following section, Ottoman mecmii ‘as
hardly present one standard type. Among the diverse set of mecmii ‘as found in
library archives today, apart from the quasi-unitary mecmii ‘as containing only
similar types of texts, such as poems, letters, fatwas, sermons, or verdict samples
compiled mainly for purposes of practical or professional reference, there are also
many mecmii ‘as of a more idiosyncratic kind, which seem to have especially
proliferated around the seventeenth century, and are truly “miscellaneous” in nature,
compiling a more diverse set of texts—such as medicine recipes, stories, anecdotes,
and guides for divination—while at times also recording personal data and

experiences, both in narrative and non-narrative form.
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3.1.2 Types of mecmii ‘as

There are numerous types of mecmii ‘as found in the Ottoman manuscript archives
today. Apart from quasi-unitary miscellanies, like the collected works of a poet or
collections of letters and poems compiled by an identifiable figure such as those that
were put together by Feridun Beg'™ or Pervane Beg,'"® Ottoman miscellanies hardly
present a standard type. Some are collections of poetry (“es ‘ar mecmii ‘alarr’), while
others are manuals of belles-lettres, epistolary collections (“miinseat mecmii ‘alart”);
some are collections of stories (“hikayat mecmii ‘alarr), while some others are of a
specialist sort, like verdict writing guides for judges (“sakk mecmii ‘alart”) or those
focusing on such areas as medicine, humor, or jurisprudence, like collections of
fatwas or sermons. In addition, there are a number of mecmii ‘as of a more
idiosyncratic nature, which note down or record various differing genre texts
together with or without the scribbling down of personal experiences, both in
narrative and non-narrative form, which make them both truly “miscellaneous” in

nature, and, in some cases, examples of ego documents.

These sui generis mecmii ‘as, which are basically compilations or codexes that bring
together various different kinds of texts, and which can also be regarded as personal

notes or scrapbooks, are in fact concrete examples of cultural consumption in the

177

Ottoman context,”"" since their compilers basically chose the texts that interested

75 Feridun Ahmed (d. 1583) compiled and copied in his Miinsaat %is-Selatin (The Correspondence of
Sultans) a great number of Ottoman official documents (primarily imperial letters) preserved in the
Ottoman royal chancery; see Feridun Bey, Mecmii ‘a-i Miinsedtii’s-selatin, 2 vols. (Istanbul:
Dariittibattil’amire: 1265-1274).

178 pervane b. Abdullah (d. 1560/61) compiled in his mecmii ‘a—which was specifically designed
with this purpose—a great number of nazires (“parallel poems”); see Pervane b. Abdullah, Mecm{a-i
Nezair, TSMK, Bagdat Koskii, nr. 406; Fehmi Edhem Karatay, ed., Topkapt Sarayr Miizesi
Kiitiiphanesi. Tiirk¢e Yazmalar Katalogu, 2 Vols. (Istanbul: Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi, 1961), 11, 240.

77 Because of this aspect of mecmii ‘as, as will be discussed below, they need to be studied as sources
for the history of literacy in the Ottoman cultural sphere. As of now, such studies focusing on cultural
consumption and literacy have tended to use the book lists recorded in tereke records for an
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them so as to include them in a bound notebook of their own and through their own
initiative. In this regard, mecmai ‘as are indispensable sources for any study aiming to
understand Ottoman cultural practices and notions, and thereby differing mentalities,
as each of these compilations of texts provide researchers with a glimpse of a
different singular Ottoman mentality from within. Thanks to this attribute, close
textual and contextual analysis of these mecmii ‘as as individual instances of cultural
consumption can provide us with insights into not only their compilers’ unique
personal tastes, cultural needs, inclinations, and interests, but also those of various
social bodies as well as notions of social institutions, and communal mentalities

therein found in the general Ottoman social context.

In addition, there are a number of such mecmii ‘as, which are truly “miscellaneous”
in nature, which seem to have proliferated especially around the 17th century. These
sorts of mecmii ‘a compile a more diverse set of texts—such as medicine recipes,
poems, stories, anecdotes humorous and otherwise, chart-like lists of Ottoman
sultans, and guides for divination—while also recording personal data and
experiences in both narrative and non-narrative form. Such mecmii ‘as, which are
basically personal notes or scrapbooks, can be seen as “personalized” archives of
cultural capital, presenting concrete singular examples of actual cultural
consumption, and hence are valuable sources for studying actual practices of
Ottoman literacy, since their compilers decided to include—in a bound notebook of
their own and on their own initiative—whatever texts interested them, with the clear
intention in some cases of referring to them in a living social environment. In all

their diversity, these mecmii ‘as, which are not fully recognized and recorded as

understanding; however, it must be noted here that such terekes including lists of books indicate only
ownership of books, not actual consumption.
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contexts in the catalogues, represent what types of texts and pieces of information
abounded in the larger Ottoman society as a whole.

3.2 Methodological Concerns about Ottoman Miscellanies

Despite increasing scholarly interest in recent times, mecmii ‘as continue to remain in
a liminal space between literary studies and historical analysis, which cultural
history as a field of study needs to investigate through a combined perspective of
literary and historical studies and a method of analysis utilizing both the close
textual study of literary studies and an understanding of historical contextual
analysis so as to decipher their true significance. However, mecmii ‘as or
miscellanies, which so far have been given very little scholarly attention in Ottoman
studies, are in fact indispensable sources for understanding the diversity of Ottoman
mentalities, as each such compilation of various texts draws a picture of a single
Ottoman mindset from within, which can then be contextualized and historicized
through a concordant historical inquiry into its making and inherent properties.
Deciphering the real significance of any mecmii ‘a requires, in fact, close textual and
contextual analysis, taking into account both the contents of the texts contained
therein and how related texts were disseminated across multiple mecmii ‘as or single-
text manuscripts over time. Such an analysis is vital for any researcher venturing
into the history of Ottoman mentalities: which texts were in circulation through
reproduction by way of copying in different versions, and what renditions,
alterations and updating occurred in various versions produced at different periods
and in different mecmii ‘as or manuscripts? These research questions directed onto
different singular examples of mecmii ‘as provide us with insight into their
compilers’ personal concerns and interests, and by extension those of wider Ottoman

communal sensibilities. In this dissertation, | will therefore address these issues on
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the whole by not only studying the aforementioned pseudo-historical narratives
about the Ottoman dynasty, which are found in some mecmii ‘as as well as a number
of single-text manuscripts, but also referring to some other exemplary mecmii ‘as
illustrative of these miscellaneous manuscripts’ properties as primary sources of

Ottoman history of mentalities.

The ongoing digitization of texts in Arabic script in manuscript libraries today has
been indispensable to researchers, conspicuously altering the very act of research on
manuscripts, since scholars no longer have to confine themselves to accessing only
one or two manuscripts during a library visit, but rather can reach several digitized
manuscripts at once. It is also very helpful for a scholar venturing into the sheer
number of mecmii ‘as and their crowning diversity. However, it is also true and needs
to be noted that by erasing the materiality of the manuscripts at hand and turning
them solely into digital files to be be viewed only on a computer screen, efforts at
digitization have in some way begun to hinder our understanding of Ottoman
manuscript codices as physical objects, and in the process have exposed certain

problems, both theoretical and practical.

The present discussion aims firstly to refer to some of these theoretical issues
pertaining to our deeply-rooted understanding of manuscripts as products of a
written cultural realm, which disregards any oral aspects at play in their production.
Following from this, I will refer to the ensuing limitations of established canonical
formations through which scholars, especially of the medieval and early modern
period, tend to approach and categorize manuscripts mostly at the expense of
miscellanies, which constitute a very significant part of the surviving manuscript
corpus in libraries and archives today. In contrast, in order to better explicate the

inherently diverse and protean nature of textual forms present in Ottoman
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manuscripts, especially those of a miscellaneous sort, | will proceed to focus on one
particular problem, one that is mainly practical in nature; namely, that there is an
apparent conflict between established cataloguing practices and the needs of
researchers working on early modern Ottoman history, a time when there appears to
have been a proliferation in the production of miscellaneous manuscripts as opposed
to manuscripts dedicated to a single text. Indeed, mecmii ‘as—which stand in their
diversity as testimonies to actual practices of cultural production and consumption
and intellectual corpora produced through such mechanisms in the Ottoman realm—
must be taken as contexts in and of themselves, rather than as simply reservoirs of
texts. Consequently, many texts that can provide immense insight into Ottoman
mentalities of the time have remained in the margins, with apparently little hope of

ever emerging therefrom.

In fact, the very diversity in the types of miscellanies, as briefly outlined in the
previous section, draws our attention to the fact that these artifacts need, first and
foremost, to be reconsidered as unique objects of material culture, rather than as
simple repositories of texts. Furthermore, if we want to understand their real
significance, each and every one of these mecmii ‘as needs to be placed within its
own unique historical context through textual, contextual, and even performative
analysis. Contrary to this, any simple attempt at categorizing them in all their diverse
scope, disregarding what constitutes their entirety in order to pigeonhole such
mecmii ‘as and/or tracking down different versions of the same texts reproduced in
different mecmii ‘as in order to arrive at an ur-form, thus overlooking the
ramifications of oral culture: all such practices ultimately result in increasing

obfuscation and oversimplification, limiting our understanding to already established
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canonical boundaries while obliterating these miscellaneous manuscripts’ singular

significance.

Against this, what a contextual study of miscellanies will enable us to do is
understand the tastes and needs of different segments of society, those which have
not yet been fully studied in historiography of the Ottoman realm, thereby
potentially enabling us to capture a fuller picture of past human experience by
manifesting the cultural inclinations of those individuals who compiled various texts
for future personal and communal reference, with these texts likely being produced,
copied, and used as prompts for consumption in an oral environment centered
around Ottoman social gatherings.’® In this respect, the dissemination of similar or
roughly identical texts with variations across multiple surviving miscellanies
suggests both repetition and reproduction in an oral cultural environment, as well as
intertextual relations in a written cultural sphere. In both regards, mecmii ‘as were not
“end results” or “finished products”—which is how texts tend to be seen in a
writerly cultural realm—Dbut were rather embodiments of different processes, or
were even themselves processes that occurred in different historical contexts. In
short, Ottoman cultural exchange and the terms and conditions within which
Ottoman cultural products were produced and consumed require further inquiry in

order to understand their writerly as well as oral cultural attributes, since every

178 Throughout his seminars on Ottoman cultural history at Bilkent, Mehmet Kalpakli has
continuously emphasized the role of social gatherings, not only on the level of social interaction, but
also and especially in terms of the oral cultural production mechanisms of literature. For information
on Ottoman social life in the early modern period, and especially on how such cultured social
gatherings or salons (meclis, pl. mecalis) were held either in well-to-do hosts’ kiosks or in
coffeehouses, among other places, and thereby played a central role in oral literary consumption and
production in the Ottoman cultural sphere, see Walter G. Andrews and Mehmet Kalpakli, The Age of
Beloveds: Love and The Beloved in Early-Modern Ottoman and European Culture and Society
(Durham and London: Duke University Press: 2005) and Haltk ipekten, Divan Edebiyatinda Edebi
Mubhitler (Ankara: Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 Yaylari, 1996). Specifically on Ottoman poetic
production’s interrelatedness with social life and social gatherings, see Walter G. Andrews, Poetry’s
Voice, Society’s Song: Ottoman Lyric Poetry (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1985).
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manuscript, but especially those of a miscellaneous sort like mecmii ‘as, can be

thought of as new products at every single instance of copying that took place.

As such, mecmii ‘as provide an indispensable source for any study aiming to
understand differing Ottoman cultural practices and mentalities, both conforming
and dissenting, since each of these compilations are pictures of a single Ottoman
mindset from within, revealing more about the person or persons who compiled
them and the historical contexts within which they were produced. Therefore, |
believe that both the method of close textual and contextual analysis of such singular
mecmii ‘as on their own, and that of tracing the dissemination of the same or similar
texts across various mecmii ‘as, While also paying due attention to their new singular
textual and contextual contingencies, will provide us with insights into not only their
compilers’ personal tastes, inclinations, concerns, and interests, but also by
extension those of various wider communal sensibilities harbored and fostered in

different Ottoman cultural and literary circles.

Indeed, the promulgation of different variants of texts across multiple mecmii ‘as is
something of great interest for any researcher venturing into the Ottoman history of
mentalities, reception, and literacy: Which texts were in circulation through
reproduction by way of copying, and what conformities as well as variations,
changes, and updates occurred at the various instances of copying that took place at
different times and in different mecmii ‘as? These research questions can ultimately
provide us with insight into not only mecmii ‘a compilers’ personal concerns and
interests, but also by extension those of wider Ottoman communal sensibilities, and
lead us to distinguish between differing contexts and sensibilities within the diverse
set of cultural milieus in the Ottoman realm, as well as helping us to understand the

true nature of the cultural and political processes that shaped the early modern
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historical trajectory of the Ottoman Empire. Rather than simply categorizing
mecmii ‘as under already established thematic and canonical subheadings as simple
repositories of texts to be catalogued at the expense of their individual
contingencies, and thereby neglecting the actual actors behind these compilation
activities, these miscellaneous codices both individually and as a corpus need to be

studied contextually to get to the heart of the felt needs that drove their production.

As outlined above, miscellanies’ diverse and unique nature makes them important
sources for investigating Ottoman cultural history in the terms described. Therefore,
mecmii ‘aS—which stand in their diversity as testimonies to actual practices of
cultural production and consumption and intellectual corpora produced through such
mechanisms in the Ottoman realm—must be reconsidered as contexts in and of
themselves, rather than merely as manuscript sources to be mined for different
texts.!”® However, in line with the typical canon formation practices of literary
studies, established cataloguing practices commonly classify miscellanies according
to some “main text” therein, thereby turning shorter and/or relatively unknown texts
into “sub”-texts, if indeed they are even catalogued and mentioned at all.
Consequently, many texts that might shed light onto Ottoman mentalities of the time
have remained in the margins of archives, with apparently little hope of surfacing
back into comprehensive studies of the history of mentalities any time soon given

the state of the art in the early modern Ottoman cultural history.

Despite increasing and inspiring scholarly interest in recent times, miscellanies

unfortunately are still in a liminal space between literary studies and historical

1 Indeed, a long-term research project of broad scope, entitled “Mecmialarin Sistematik Tasnifi
Projesi” (MESTAP), creates just such a scholarly concern, as it exhibits some disregard for the inner
and outer contextual properties of the mecmii ‘as sourced in the project; cf. Fatih Koksal, “Siir
mecmualarinin énemi ve “Mecmialarin Sistematik Tasnifi Projesi” (MESTAP),” in Mecm(a:
Osmanli Edebiyatinin Kirkambari, ed. Hatice Aynur, et al. (Istanbul: Turkuaz, 2012), 409-31.
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analysis, which cultural history needs to investigate in order to decipher their true
significance. Indeed, the diverse nature of the miscellanies requires foremost a
contextual understanding of every one of such composite manuscripts along with
and perhaps before any textual analysis: What this kind of contextual study of
miscellanies will enable us to understand is the tastes and needs of different

mecmii ‘a owners, thereby providing us with insight into individuals’ personal
experiences and a capacity to capture a fuller picture of past human experience by
manifesting the cultural inclinations of the individuals who compiled various texts
for future personal and communal reference, with these texts likely being produced
and used as prompts for consumption in an oral environment. Glimpses of this all-
inclusive oral function are apparent, not only, in some of the marginal notes found in
miscellanies regarding the manner in which they were communally read,*® but also,

through other and more indirect manifestations of orality, '®* enacted and inscribed

180 See Tiiliin Degirmenci, “Bir kitab1 kag kisi okur? Osmanli’da okurlar ve okuma bigimleri {izerine
bazi gozlemler,” Tarih ve Toplum — Yeni Yaklasimiar 13 (2011): 7-43. This important article
addresses the relatively disregarded evidence of public readership recorded in the margins of
manuscripts, in relation to the history of literacy and with a particular focus on public reading
sessions in the seventeenth-century Ottoman cultural sphere. However, in explicating these “reading”
testimonies—Ilargely in the form of a survey of these differing testimonies—as evidence of various
general aspects of Ottoman literacy, but especially that of public reading sessions, the author fails to
recognize the contextual historical significance of the narratives which provide the majority of the
codicological evidence she uses as evidence of “readership.” I should note, for instance, that the
Hikayat-i Sipahi-yi Kastomont ve T{ti, which is at the center of her survey, seems, as the details of
the story’s narrative plotting evince, to have been deliberately composed so as to make a public
mockery of the class of sipahis through the narrative’s highly caricatured central figure; namely, Ali
the sipahi of Kastamonu. In the narrative, Ali is presented as ignorant of the ways of the city life. In
this, he is opposed to the figure of the kul, who, as the source’s public reading testimonies evince,
clearly made up the majority of the actual audience for the story. The actual kuls, then, had a good
laugh at the expense of the poor, fictive, provincial sipahi who got lost in the big city. In general,
Degirmenci makes no note of the fact that practically all of the narratives whose copies she makes use
of in her survey for the history of literacy are texts specifically produced to be consumed not through
private silent reading, but rather through public communal reading; hence the nature of the
testimonies found in the manuscripts. One other point that should be made here is the fact that the
choice of name for Ali clearly implies an Alevi and thus an unsophisticated, rural background for the
caricatured sipahi—who, of course, in the actual Ottoman historical context would never come, as he
does in this text, to the capital city to collect his ulufe.

181 For an illuminating study of the function of orality and its divergence from literacy, see Walter J.
Ong, Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (London and New York: Routledge,
2002).
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onto the word of the text.?

Yet it has not been until recently that miscellanies have
been recognized as an important tool of Ottoman literary studies, let alone given due
credit as historical sources for the study of cultural history, and as a result the
methodology of how to study these texts is still under construction. This is
compounded by the fact that there are many various types of miscellanies found in
the archives. Indeed, the diversity in the kinds of miscellanies draws our attention to

the fact that, if we want to understand their real significance, each and every one of

these texts needs to be placed within its own unique historical and social context.

Therefore, one apparent methodological approach is to focus on one individual
miscellany and try to historicize that particular miscellany in terms of its keeper’s/s’
social and familial background and interests. Given the diverse nature of these
miscellanies this methodological approach seem to be more plausible in terms of
reaching at any tangible conclusions about the nature of this particular miscellany at
hand. Why did it record what it did at that particular historical moment? Perhaps the
context is the most important aspect of any historical inquiry. Not just the context of
the source material itself which we historians choose to historicize, but also the
context in which we place ourselves as inquirers. | have been very much aware from
the very beginning that | needed a well-defined conceptual framework of inquiry to
legitimize my choice about which source to focus on and which source to exclude in
my research. And as has already been mentioned, mecmii ‘as present us a great
diversity of texts with various traits in terms of content. They almost overwhelm us
with their versatility and diversity. There thus arises the problem of how to approach

them, let alone how to study them. This obvious approach would be the inductive

182 uch an orality is indeed inscribed onto the word of the Hikayet-i Zuhtir-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives,
as will be referred to in Chapter V.
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methodological approach: “Let’s look one by one at what these mecmii ‘as show us
and then try to come up with an understanding and explanation as to why they
present us with such diversity.” It involves focusing on one individual miscellany
and trying to historicize that particular miscellany in terms of its compiler’s social
and intellectual background and interests through a close textual and contextual
analysis of this individual mecmii ‘a and its ordering principles. Given the diverse
nature of these miscellanies, this methodological approach seems to be more
plausible in terms of reaching any tangible conclusion about the nature and historical
significance of that one particular miscellany at hand: Especially if the mecmii ‘a
belongs to a well-known historical figure, such a study focusing on one particular
mecmii ‘a can become a great historiographical tool in understanding the several
planes of historical context within which it was produced: Why did it record what it
did at that particular historical moment, and so on? At the beginning, | have been
more inclined to follow this methodology. However, it is never easy to justify the
choice of one such mecmii ‘a. How would one choose that one? As | later also
realized, focusing on one particular mecmii ‘a with no certain signification of its
compiler/author seems to be quite unjustifiable in itself. Though such individual
studies seem to provide us with a growing inventory of various miscellanies upon
which historians can wishfully arrive at a more general conclusion at some point in
the future, these individual studies themselves seem to be ultimately quite
descriptive in themselves. And they perhaps work more in the direction of orienting
us to the overwhelming conclusion of the impossibility of arriving at any conceptual
conclusion or framework within which these miscellanies would make sense about
Ottoman cultural history. They ultimately tend to show us miscellanies as “floating

islands” rather than directing any attention as to their connection with the “general”
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Ottoman cultural sphere of a given historical period. However, this methodological
attitude seems usually to end in bitter disappointment rather than coming to any
conclusion about mecmii ‘as themselves. A survey of as many individual mecmii ‘as
as possible comes to the inevitable conclusion that they represent no meaningful
corpus in and of themselves. Studies conducted with this approach thus tend to
emphasize what these mecmii ‘as do not reveal us, such as how they are not diaries in
the modern sense of the term, or how they do not record directly expressed emotions
over various events that took place in the life of their compilers. In fact, these
mecmii ‘as, if and when they do, tend to dully record only births, deaths, and/or
appointments to and removals from posts of various individuals to whom they were

somehow related, remaining mostly silent about other personal experiences.

Therefore, one primary methodological problem that | can acknowledge with the
utilization of miscellaneous manuscripts or mecmii ‘as as primary sources is indeed
the question of where to start. Methodologically speaking, a researcher has to justify
any choice of what to include and what to exclude from the ever growing pool of
mecmii ‘as under scrutiny. Because these manuscripts include a set of many diverse
texts within them, the first questions that a researcher has to ask herself are: “Which
mecmii ‘a to choose to study?”” and “What text to focus on in this diverse set of texts
included in one mecmii ‘a?” Among the diverse set of mecmii ‘as found in the library
archives today, the majority are quasi-unitary and contain similar types of texts, but
there are also many mecmii ‘as of a more idiosyncratic nature, those mentioned
above that are truly “miscellaneous” in nature and diverse in terms of their texts.
Such mecmii ‘as are invaluable sources for any study aiming to understand differing
Ottoman cultural practices, and mentalities, as each of these compilations are

pictures of a single Ottoman mentality from within. As a result, close textual and
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contextual analysis of these singular mecmii ‘as on their own provides us with
insights into not only the compilers’ personal tastes, cultural needs, inclinations, and
interests, but by extension also those of various communal mentalities found in the
Ottoman context. In fact, every manuscript is ultimately records its own unique
experience of cultural production and consumption, and is itself a historical event in
its own right, and therefore must be studied on its own terms in order to discern and
decipher its true singular cultural historical significance with regard to the role it
played in Ottoman cultural history in general. Yet, studying one mecmii ‘a at a time
would be extremely time-consuming and less fruitful for a study aiming to try to
arrive at a general understanding of the Ottoman cultural history of the seventeenth
(or long seventeenth) century. Therefore, the dissemination of similar or roughly
identical texts across multiple mecmai ‘as is something of more interest for any
researcher of Ottoman cultural history in general: which texts were in circulation
through reproduction by way of copying in mecmii ‘as, and what variations and
changes occurred at the various instances of copying that took place? These research
questions can ultimately lead us to pinpoint and gain knowledge about differing
contexts within the diverse set of cultural milieus developed and nurtured in the
Ottoman realm and help us understand the true nature of the cultural and political

processes that took place in the historical trajectory of the Ottoman Empire.

All this may be fine in theory, but the fact that you need to break up the integrity of a
mecmii ‘a in order to handpick one particular text from its context in order to study in
what other contexts or other mecmii ‘as it was reproduced remains the same as a
methodological problem. In this study, | will be following two sets of narratives
disseminated across a number of mecmai ‘as produced at different dates and

centuries, so while trying to pinpoint whether and/or how these narratives evolved
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across different mecmii ‘as, | will also need to keep an eye on how they were
produced in the first place within the singular context of their own particular
mecmii ‘as and with which other texts they were put together, by association, so as to
truly understand what particular mindset lay behind choosing to record them
together and what was their appeal within certain historical contexts and for which
particular individuals experiencing these historical moments. Therefore, both the
method of close textual and contextual analysis of such singular mecmii ‘as on their
own, and also that of tracing the dissemination of the same or similar texts across
various mecmii ‘as of differing production dates, while also paying due attention to
their new singular textual and contextual contingencies, is methodologically
speaking very necessary and in fact indispensable for any study of the cultural

history of the Ottoman empire.

In short, there are essentially two possible methodological ways and approaches that
can be taken when tackling with the mecmii ‘as:

a) to contextualize one single mecmii ‘a

b) to trace the dissemination of the same or similar texts across mecmii ‘as
Due to all such methodological concerns, miscellaneous manuscripts or mecmii ‘as
have been correspondingly understudied, either due to the general inclination of
focusing on mainstream and/or well-known texts and manuscripts—and leaving
these marginal or little to none known sources and texts aside and out of any
immediate agendas of study—currently prominent in the field of Ottoman studies, or
perhaps due to the fact that these miscellaneous manuscripts are still poorly
represented in the manuscript catalogues in terms of their full contents and textual
properties, and thus also in terms of their promised potential for studying the history

of mentalities in the Ottoman cultural sphere. Yet again, the reason for this apparent
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lack of scholarly interest might well be the codicological and other methodological
difficulties which they quite overwhelmingly present for any scholars of Ottoman
culture willing to tackle these pitfalls. Whatever the reason, until recently no
comprehensive study of Ottoman mecmii ‘as has been done, excepting a pioneering
publication of compiled conference proceedings, which thankfully introduced this

significant codicological form to a wider general audience.'®®

Indeed, ultimately mecmii ‘as present us with not one but many methodological
puzzles. These puzzles not only open up as one goes further along in one’s research,
almost like a matryoshka doll, but also entail a teleological concern for such an
approach of study as well. Mecmii ‘as involve many pieces which seemingly do not
fit into one another, nor do they give even the slightest clue, at first sight, about the
general picture into which they would all fit theoretically and historically. Who, for
instance, could make sense of the various notebooks that we keep today in a few
hundred years’ time? What would these random notebooks exhibit about, for

example, the cultural life of Istanbul today?

Thankfully, this last rhetorical question is not exactly the case with Ottoman

mecmii ‘as. A number of seventeenth-century mecmii ‘as found in the archives today
seem to have texts united by a certain thematic thread: they expose differing
conceptions of and concerns about human experience in time and history.*®* Most of
these, for example, take care to record important dates in an individual’s life,

sometimes as a simple list and sometimes as a verse chronogram. They also include

183 Hatice Aynur et al., ed. Mecmiia: Osmanli Edebiyatinin Kirkambar: (Istanbul: Turkuaz, 2012).

184 There are numerous such mecmii ‘as, all of which cannot be cited here, and indeed it is difficult to
quantitatively calculate their number, even if one only takes into account those held in the
Slleymaniye Library collection. However, for a sample of such exemplary mecmii ‘as that include
such kinds of texts from the Siileymaniye Library, see Hact Mahmud Efendi collection, 02443;
Yazma Bagislar collection, 01459; Fatih collection, 05334; Diiglimlii Baba collection, 00523M12;
Yazma Bagislar collection, 07115; Mehmed Zeki Pakalin collection, 00078.
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pseudo-historical narratives about the Ottoman dynasty, which are teleological
genealogies and/or universal histories leading ultimately to the Ottoman dynasty,
and which form the main focus of this study and of the following two chapters; and
sometimes there are humorous “calendar” or takvim texts, too, which are basically
humorous books of curses, directing criticism at “social offenders” of their time. In
addition, there are many openly apocalyptic tales as well as folkloric popular stories
about the prophet Khidr (Turkish: Hizir). There is thereby clearly a common thread
connecting these mecmii ‘as on a discernible conceptual level. To differing degrees,
these mecmii ‘as signify Ottomans’ aforementioned varying conceptions of time and
notions of history, which surely lie at the very core of their social and political
notions of and inquiries into the world they were living in. Keeping these features of
mecmii ‘as in mind, it is perhaps not surprising that some renditions and antecedents
of the aforementioned pseudo-historical narratives, the Bahrii'I-miikdsefe (The Sea
of Mutual Revelations) and the Hikayet-i Zuhr-; Al-i ‘Osmdn (The Story of the
Emergence of the House of Osman), the two full-text versions of which will be
examined as primary sources in this dissertation, are in fact found disseminated in

various mecmii ‘as.

Indeed, after a preliminary survey at the manuscript libraries in Istanbul, I can easily
suggest that the long seventeenth century—which, for reasons explained earlier, is
the period of focus in this dissertation—seems also to have witnessed an increase in

the number of produced and survived miscellaneous compilations or mecmii ‘as™®®

185 Other scholars, including Jan Schmidt, Gisela Prochéazka-Eisl, and Hiilya Celik, who do extensive
archival research on miscellaneous manuscripts, also attest to the fact that the majority of manuscript
sources held in archives today are indeed miscellaneous in nature: for instance, Jan Schmidt remarks
that “the majority of the manuscripts in our Leiden Oriental Collection are miscellaneous in some
way,” cf. Jan Schmidt, “First-Person Narratives in Ottoman Miscellaneous Manuscripts,” in Many
ways of speaking about the self. Middle Eastern ego-documents in Arabic, Persian, and Turkish (14th
- 20th century), eds. Ralf Elger and Yavuz Kose, 159-170 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010), 161.
Moreover, Gisela Prochazka-Eisl and Hiilya Celik, who have recently completed a research project
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even after taking into account repeated fires and earthquakes, and other such related
dangers for the survival of manuscripts, such as moths and oblivion.*®® Despite such
perils of time and nature, this period of the “long seventeenth century” seems to

have coincided with a proliferation in the number of mecmii ‘as, produced at the
time, especially in the Turkish vernacular. The fact that we come across numerous
miscellanies—represented in the probate (tereke) records of the time as either simply
“mecmii ‘a”, or, when unbound, as “evrak-: perisan” or “loose pages”—attests to this

phenomenon.*®’

As opposed to more “valuable” manuscripts dedicated to single
well-known texts of different kinds and genres, mecmii ‘as are recorded as having
very little monetary value in these tereke records, and thereby very little reason to be
kept and saved for posterity. However, interestingly enough, these mecmii ‘as still

have great prominence in manuscript library archives today.*®®

entitled “Early Modern Ottoman Culture of Learning: Popular Learning between Poetic Ambitions
and Pragmatic Concerns,” financed by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF, project no. P23331-G1) and
carried out at the University of Vienna’s Oriental Institute in cooperation with Ernst D. Petritsch from
the Haus-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv (State Archive) in Vienna, published in electronic book format the
first volume of the outcome of their comprehensive study of six miscellaneous manuscripts

(mecm( ‘as) preserved in the Austrian National Library, dating roughly between 1590 and 1680. The
digital editions of their research volumes and the facsimiles of the manuscripts will soon be available
on the project’s website at http://www.acdh.ac.at/mecmua. In the as yet uncirculated first volume of
their research, which addresses the question of the “popularization”of learning, Prochazka-Eisl ve
Celik make a similar observation about the miscellaneous nature of many of the manuscripts held at
the Austrian National Library: “The situation at the Austrian National Library is similar—around 200
of the Ottoman manuscripts can be classified as mecmii ‘as.” Cf. Prochazka-Eisl, Gisela, and Hilya
Celik. “Mecmua online.” Accessed on August 31, 2016. http://www.acdh.ac.at/mecmua.

186 Cf. Mehmed Rasid, Tarih-i Rasid, 5. vols. (Istanbul: Matbaa-y1 Amire, 1282/1865), vol. 5. 128-9.

187 For some important secondary studies specifically focusing on the historical significance of book
lists found in tereke or other kad1 records, see Ismail E. Eriinsal. “Sehid Ali Pasa’nin Istanbul’da
Kurdugu Kiitiiphane ve Miisadere Edilen Kitaplar1,” Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Kuttiphanecilik Dergisi 1 (1987): 79-90; Eriinsal, “Tiirk Edebiyat1 Tarihinin Arsiv Kaynaklar1 IV:
Lami‘i Celebi’nin Terekesi,” Journal of Turkish Studies [Fahir Iz Armagan: I] 14 (Harvard
University, 1990): 179-194; Eriinsal, “Sair Nedim"in Muhallefat1,” Journal of Turkish Studies
[Festschrift in honor of Cem Dilgin 1] 33/1 (Harvard University 2009): 255-274; Ali Hasan Karatas.
“Tereke Kayitlarina Gore XVI. Yiizyilda Bursa’da Insan-Kitap iliskisi,” Uludag Universitesi Ilahiyat
Fakiltesi Dergisi 8/8 (1999): 317-28; Karatas. “XVI. Yiizyilda Bursa’da Tedaviildeki Kitaplar,”
Uludag Universitesi llahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 10/1 (2001): 209-230.

188 It is not yet possible to provide satisfactory quantitative information regarding this proliferation, or
even to give an approximate percentage for miscellanies among the manuscripts produced from the
end of the sixteenth century onward, due to the fact that manuscript library catalogues do not record
these composite manuscripts specifically as such in the details of their entries. However, during my
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Here, certain historical questions arise about this presumed proliferation in the
number of produced and/or survived mecmii ‘as of the long seventeenth century: is it
simply chance that, as compared to other periods, more volumes of the mecmii ‘as
produced in this period have survived to the present? Or, was it because of the
relatively growing literacy among the Ottoman population, or cheaper paper
available in the Ottoman lands through import from Europe? Or, does this increase
suggest a social tendency to record personal cultural capital on an individual basis?
Or, does it reflect a sense of “individualization,” especially with regards to the rising
number of the self-narratives of narrative or non-narrative forms, which tends to
record itself more often in such periods of social crisis, distress, and uncertainty?
Does this proliferation, if it actually is a proliferation in production, really signify
such a social tendency to record cultural capital and personal experience, and really
expose such a notion of “individualization,” inclined more than before to register its
self in this period of uncertainty in the seventeenth century? If so, what does this
suggest in general about the period in question, which historians have merrily come

290189

to consider “early modern These are all valid questions about the seventeenth-

stay as a research fellow at Ko¢ University’s Research Center for Anatolian Civilizations in the
2012-2013 academic year, | was able to conduct extensive archival research on the collections of the
Sileymaniye Library, looking for the miscellaneous manuscripts contained therein, and according to
what | found I can confidently assert that there was indeed just such a proliferation during the period
of the long seventeenth century. Such a proliferation around the same period and in other cultural
spheres, such as England and Safavid Persia, is also recorded in the secondary literature; see Joshua
Eckhardt and Daniel Starza Smith, eds, Manuscript Miscellanies in Early Modern England (Surrey,
UK: Ashgate, 2014); Iraj Afshar, “Maktiib and Majmii‘a: Essential Sources for Safavid Research,” in
Society and Culture in the Early Modern Middle East: Studies on Iran in the Safavid Period, ed.
Andrew J. Newman, vol. 46 of Islamic History and Civilization, Studies and Texts (Leiden: Brill,
2003), 51-61.

189 The temporal designation of “early modern,” which has been widely used in modern
historiography thanks to its practicality, implies a nominal as well as teleological approach, and in
fact marks a temporally rather ambivalent period based on essentially a linear and deterministic
understanding of how history works. For a critique of the term along these lines, see Jack A.
Goldstone, “The Problem of the ‘Early Modern” World,” Journal of the Economic and Social History
of the Orient 41.3 (1998): 249-84. With Goldstone’s reservations and criticisms in mind, this study
will only sparingly make use of the term, primarily so as to link the Ottoman historical experience
with the general European context, without any restrictions in regards to temporal and paradigmatic
differences, thus allowing a focus on similarities between the two cultural spheres.
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century Ottoman context, and all probably have some share of truth. Nonetheless,
the last two questions certainly require more research on Ottoman mecmii ‘as in order
to determine their scope, and thereby to ascertain any valid historiographical

anSwWers.

In the context of miscellaneous manuscripts produced by professional scribes and
copyists, some of whom cannot be identified by real name, H.R. Woudhuysen notes

that “the lives and works of all these people™®

tend to show that by the second
decade of the seventeenth century entrepreneurial manuscript publication had
arrived and was—at least in London—fairly well established.”*** Unfortunately, at
the moment it is not possible to come up with such a list of scribes from the same
period in the Ottoman cultural sphere, even if we narrow the geographical target to
the capital Istanbul and the temporal focus to a shorter period in time. There are two
reasons for this shortcoming at the moment: (1) the number of surviving manuscripts
even held only in the Siileymaniye Library in Istanbul today on its own attests to the
fact that the miscellaneous manuscript production in Istanbul in the seventeenth
century was at a rate excessively high compared to its English counterpart;**? (2) the
catalogue entries provided for these miscellaneous manuscripts have much to be

desired. Due to great numbers of miscellaneous manuscripts produced at the time,

some of which cannot be recognized as mecmii ‘as in their entries, and are still

190 1 R. Woudhuysen here refers to some known and some unidentified (apart from pseudonyms)
scribes of the period, such as Ralph Starkey (d. 1628), Humfrey Dyson (d. 1633), Ralph Crane (fl.
1589-1632), and the still unidentified scribe known as Feathery Scribe (fl. 1625-40); cf. H.R.
Woudhuysen, “Foreword,” in Manuscript Miscellanies in Early Modern England, eds. by Joshua
Eckhardt and Daniel Starza Smith (Surrey, UK: Ashgate, 2014), xvi.

101 Woudhuysen, “Foreword,”, XVi.

192 |n fact, with this statement of comparison, it should also be noted that the higher number of
miscellaneous manuscripts produced in the Ottoman cultural sphere, indicating a prominent culture
and atmosphere of manuscript production in Istanbul, was also certainly due to the fact that the
Ottoman manuscript entrepreneurs, unlike their British counterparts, did not have any rivalry with
printing and so enjoyed higher demand at the time.
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awaiting initial scholarly attention and paleographical scrutiny, no such lists of
professional scribes, prominent or not, can be generated for the Ottoman cultural
sphere located in Istanbul or any other city of the empire as of yet. However, the
number of manuscripts produced especially in the seventeenth century, which can be
estimated depending on the number of surviving copies, proves to a similar
entrepreneurial manuscript publication in Istanbul at the same period.

3.3 Orality, Literacy, and Functionality in Mecmii ‘as

Every study starts perhaps with an inexplicable curiosity. My interest in Ottoman
manuscript culture in general and Ottoman mecmai ‘as in particular has been
triggered by some questions | had in mind regarding practices and mechanisms of
cultural production and consumption, and forms of literacy in the Ottoman Empire. |
had an initial sense that orality was very much centrally at work and was in fact an

important factor in these cultural mechanisms.

This sense or sensibility first came about with my realization that even in Evliya
Celebi’s Book of Travels or Seyahatname there appear to be certain oral
compositional tendencies, including especially an internalized use of such practices
as oral narrative formulae, and other repeated oral patterns at certain narrational
points such as ending of a certain subject-matter, or introducing of diversions as well
as such practices as relaxed forms of citation, and almost conversational address
directed towards its readers.™® It was surprising to see these oral patterns and
practices employed even in the making of this otherwise carefully-designed and, for
the most part, chronologically-narrated enormously long “written” text. In this

respect, as it includes differing narrative registers, genres, and intentions in its scope

19 R. Aslihan Aksoy-Sheridan, “Seyahatname’de Sézlii Kiiltiir ve Anlatim Etkisi,” Milli Folklor 92
(Winter 2011): 41-52.
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I have regarded Evliya Celebi’s Seyahatname as a “liminal” text between the written
cultural tendencies and oral cultural practices.™®* In its making as a text we can trace
these differing traits inscribed onto its word: he uses and reuses similar tropes, topoi,
and stories in a new contextualization in a performative manner. The mecmii ‘as in a
way have the same trait of recording “work in progress” in the logic as well as

diversity of differing genres and texts in their nature. In fact, in these regards, Cemal
Kafadar has also recognized the Seyahatname as a text organized in the manner of a

~ ¢ 195
mecmu a.

With this realization, | came to regard Ottoman manuscript texts from a new
perspective, taking into account orality. These manuscripts were not in fact “end
results” or “finished products” as we tend to see texts in a written cultural realm, but
rather were embodiments of different processes of production, or were themselves
processes that occurred in different historical contexts. In this regard, they could in
fact be thought of as new products at every single instance of copying that took
place: no matter whether they record the very same texts to the word, they still
register a new context in every instance of reproduction as testimonies to these new
historical contingencies. In fact, any changes, alterations, diversions, omissions and
even basic mistakes of spelling as well as similarities and conforming repetitions to
earlier versions they record are of themselves certainly the greatest importance for us

to pinpoint these new contingencies.

On the other hand, Ottoman literary culture has so far largely been understood as a

predominantly written cultural realm, with its products studied almost exclusively in

19 R. Aslihan Aksoy-Sheridan, “Sozlii ve Yazili Kiiltiir Alanlar1 Arasinda Esiksel (Liminal) Bir
Metin: Evliya Celebi’nin Seyahatname’si,” in Evliya Celebi 'nin Sozlii Kaynaklar, ed. M. Ocal Oguz
and Yeliz Ozay, 149-158 (Ankara: UNESCO, 2012).

195 K afadar, “Sohbete Celebi, Celebiye Mecmda...,” 45.
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terms of written cultural practices, focusing on “texts” rather than on the contexts
within which these were produced and reproduced. As such, this generally text-
oriented and for the most part canonical approach usually disregards the important
role played by orality in the mechanisms of cultural production and consumption,
denying us any chance of imagining these contexts which these texts were both
products and testimonies of. Literary scholars who are usually more likely to study
texts tend to focus on the “inside,” textual properties, of the text, and refer to its
“outside,” or its historical context, only when and if any need arises. However, when
it comes to the study of miscellaneous manuscripts, the context is perhaps as
important as, if not more important than, the examination of the various texts they
include, if these mecmii ‘as are to be studied as concrete examples of cultural
consumption. Yet, in spite of increasing scholarly interest in recent times, because
mecmil ‘as remain in a “liminal” area of study between literary studies and historical
analysis, the field of cultural history attentive to both their textual and contextual
properties needs to examine them in order to decipher their true historical

significance resulting from both these textual and contextual characteristics.

Instead, one of the main uses of such miscellanies in the field of literary studies so
far has been to use personal poetry anthologies as primary sources simply in order to
establish “dependable” and “complete” critical editions of a given poet’s collected
works/poems by compiling as many poems as possible attributed to the given poet

from these mecm ‘as of miscellaneous poems.**® Given the oral nature of production

1% 1n fact, in traditional Ottoman studies, this is a common and erroneous “written culture-oriented”
practice of research which results only in a “new version” of a poet’s supposed compiled and full
divan, often with the inclusion of poems of questionable ownership, since these poems on the whole
are usually produced through mechanisms of oral cultural production in the Ottoman context. As
such, these poems occasionally might well have been produced by different poets and occasionally
been recorded as the products of various different poets simultaneously in various mecmii ‘as.
Therefore, it is important to note that Ottoman poetry production should be understood first and
foremost as a sphere of oral cultural orientation which allows variations and versions of versification
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of poetry and reproduction of verse in mecmii ‘as, this method of research is quite
erroneous as it attributes poems of dubious and questionable authorship to a single
“given” poet, thus making a “new” collection of poems rather than historicizing an
actual collection for the historical significance of its compilation of poems. Due to
this common and erroneous treatment, these mecmii ‘a-1 es ‘ars are treated in such
literary studies merely as mines from which some poems by known Ottoman poets
are to be taken out while the rest of the material recorded therein, which happens to
often be unrecognized prose texts, would be left unattended and remain neglected.
Regretfully, because of this now almost conventionalized treatment of mecmii ‘as of
poems, very few miscellanies have been published,*’ and only a few actually
studied in detail in terms of their sociohistorical context and significance and their

testimonies for practices of literacy in the Ottoman context.!*®

On the other hand, what a contextual study of miscellanies enables us to understand,
ideally, is the cultural tastes and needs of the three main Ottoman administrative

classes as well as of those other social groups, such as artisans and peasants, who

in renderings of the same poetic content and employing similar patterns of poetic form, as is best
illustrated by the long tradition of writing nazires, which are often recorded in specific nazire

mecmi ‘as, such as the one compiled by Pervane b. Abdullah (d. 1560-61). For a detailed introduction
to the Ottoman nazire tradition of writing “parallel poems,” see Edith Gll¢in Ambros, “‘nazire’, the
Will-o’-the-Wisp of Ottoman ‘Divan’ Poetry”. Wiener Zeitschrift Fir Die Kunde Des Morgenlandes

79 (1989): 57-83, http://www.jstor.org/stable/23869061 (accessed April 1, 2016).

97 See Feridun Bey, Mecmii ‘a-i Miinsedtii’s-selatin, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Dariittibatti’amire: 1265—
1274); Umit EKin, ed., Kad: Buyurdu Katib Yazdi: Tokat’a Dair Bir Sakk Mecmuas: (Istanbul: Bilge
Kiiltir Sanat, 2010); Murat A. Karavelioglu, ed., Mecmii'a-i Kasa'id-i Turkiyye (Ankara: Turk Dil
Kurumu, 2015); Ali Ufki, Mecm{a-i S&z 0 S0z, ed. Siikrii Elgin, 2nd edition (Ankara: Kiiltiir
Bakanlig: Yayinlari, 2000); Cem Behar, ed. Saklt Mecmua: Ali Ufki Bibliothéque Nationale de
France'taki (Turc 292) Yazmas: (Istanbul: YKY, 2016).

198 See Ekin, Umit, ed. Kadi Buyurdu Katib Yazdi: Tokat’a Dair Bir Sakk Mecmuas: (Istanbul: Bilge
Kiiltiir Sanat, 2010); Meredith M. Quinn, “Houghton MS Turk 11 ve kisisel mecmtialarin sdyledikleri
ve sOyleyebilecekleri,” in Mecmiia: Osmanl Edebiyatinin Kirkambar, ed. Hatice Aynur, et al.
(Istanbul: Turkuaz, 2012), 255-70; Kerima Filan, “Saraybosnali Molld Mustafa’nin Mecmiasi
Isiginda Bir Osmanlinin Topluma Bakisi,” in Mecmiia: Osmanli Edebiyatinin Kirkambari, ed. Hatice
Aynur, et al. (Istanbul: Turkuaz, 2012), 271-90; Derin Terzioglu, “Mecmii ‘a-i Seyh Misri: On
Yedinci Yiizyll Ortalarinda Anadolu’da Bir Dervig Siilikunu Tamamlarken Neler Okuyup Yazdi?” in
Mecmiia: Osmanl Edebiyatimin Kirkambar, ed. Hatice Aynur, et al. (Istanbul: Turkuaz, 2012), 291—
321.
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have not yet been fully studied in historiography in terms of their cultural
consumption and personal experience, excepting some secondary studies focusing
on tereke records. A study of mecmii ‘as in an attempt to historicize these primary
sources, albeit sparse in number, might further provide us with historical insights
into not just the élite’s but also commoners’ cultural experiences of the period as
well. In fact, such a historicizing approach towards these intricately diverse sources
would possibly allow researchers to capture a fuller picture of past human
experience by manifesting the cultural inclinations of the individuals who compiled
various texts for future personal and communal reference, with some of these texts
likely being produced and used as prompts for consumption in an oral environment
which members of all those different social groups—whether literate or not—might

have attended.

To summarize, mecmii ‘as until recently have not been recognized as an important
tool for Ottoman literary studies, let alone been given due credit as historical sources
for the study of cultural history, and as a result the methodology of how to study
these diverse compilation of texts is still under construction. This is compounded by
the aforementioned fact that there are many various types of miscellanies found in
the archives. The diversity in the kinds of miscellanies draws our attention to the fact
that, if we want to understand their real historical significance, each and every one of
these texts needs to be, first and foremost, placed within its own unique historical
and social context, rather than mined out for genre-related interests and concerns.
Otherwise, overly zealous generalizations about them, or the pigeonholing of
particular examples of miscellanies into various genre-related categories that bear
little to no historical basis, can bear no consequential outcome for our understanding

of the communal processes of Ottoman cultural production and consumption.
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3.4 Conclusion: Mecmii ‘as as Primary Sources for the Ottoman History of
Mentalities
Khaled EI-Rouayheb, in his groundbreaking work Islamic Intellectual History in the
Seventeenth Century: Scholarly Currents in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb,
refers to a newly emergent historical phenomenon in the Islamic cultural sphere in
the seventeenth century: the rise of “deep reading.”™* In order to expound upon this
new development emanating in the cultural environment of the Ottoman Empire, El-
Rouayheb first explains the assumed ideal model of pedagogical practices and the
educational process of the premodern era:
Premodern Islamic education has often been characterized as personal rather
than institutional, and as oral rather than textual. A student would ideally
seek out a respected teacher, become part of his entourage, attend his classes,
and “hear” knowledge from him. It is from cultivating this personal, oral—
aural relationship with one or more teachers that a student would hope
eventually to get recognition as a scholar in his own right and be sought out
by a new generation of seekers of knowledge — in effect becoming a link in a
chain of transmitters of knowledge extending back to early Islamic times. In
this pedagogic model listening, discussing, repeating, memorizing, and
reciting were of paramount importance. The private reading of texts, by

contrast, played a subordinate and auxiliary role, and was sometimes even
the source of anxiety and censure.?*

Khaled El-Rouayheb himself notes that this education model of premodern times in
the Islamic cultural spheres which he outlines was in fact “an ideal type, and the
actual process of acquiring knowledge would only have approximated it.”*** After
professing its ideal nature and that reality could only approximate it, in reply to a
possible but unpronounced question concerning how new knowledge and novel
approaches then would come about in areas of study in case this ideal model would

actually be performed to its letter and be successful enough to yield the best possible

199 Khaled El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century: Scholarly Currents
in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 97-128.

200 |pid., 97.
21 1hid.

115



replicas of teachers in students as transmitters of ancient (kadim) knowledge, El-
Rouayheb readily replies: “There is abundant evidence for the existence in various
times and places of students who were intractable or who by virtue of their
intelligence and private reading came to surpass their teachers in scholarly
accomplishment.”?*” Nonetheless, EI-Rouayheb maintains that “as a depiction of a
widely held cultural ideal, the model does arguably reflect the character of education
in many parts of the medieval Islamic world,” and correspondingly notes that a
number of modern historical studies focusing on the educational process in Baghdad,
Damascus, and Cairo from the eleventh to the fifteenth centuries also have affirmed
the highly personal and noninstitutional character of the pedagogical institutions of

the premodern era.?®

El-Rouayheb further illustrates the personal and noninstitutional manner of
educational processes in the premodern Islamic cultural sphere by illustrating other
practices informing these processes circulating around the educational institution of
the traditional madrasa:

It was from teachers, and not from any institution, that a student obtained
recognition as well as a certificate (ijaza) to teach. Contemporary
biographers regularly felt it important to indicate with whom a scholar had
studied, and almost never in which institutions he had done so. The madrasa
functioned as a college that often provided accommodation and food for
students, and kept one or more teachers on its payroll. But it did not issue
degrees, nor was it a necessary part of the educational process, for some
teachers conducted classes in mosques, or Sufi lodges, or at home. The
transmission of knowledge and authority from teacher to student was
basically face-to-face, with private reading and study playing an unofficial
and complementary role.?®*

Noting that this model of education has also been witnessed to be applied by

anthropologists in the twentieth century, EI-Rouayheb refers to Brinkley Messick’s

202 |hid.
203 |hid.
2% 1hid., 98.
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study®® in order to explicate various ways in which students and thereby scholars

related themselves with texts in this “ideal” model of education:
Brinkley Messick has distinguished between various ways in which
twentieth-century Yemeni students at traditional madrasas interacted with
texts: memorization (kifz), recitation (gira’a), listening (sama ), and private
reading (mutala ‘a). He noted, however, that muzala ‘a was commonly used to
describe interaction with books on topics not formally studied at the madrasa,
such as history and poetry. The other three modes of textual interaction, by

comparison, were central to the pedagogic process, or at least to the ideal-
typical representation of that process.*®

Upon explicating the marginal position of private reading (mutala ‘a), as opposed to
memorization (kifz), recitation (gira’a), listening (sama“), those manners of
interaction with texts which were central to the inner workings of the personal and
noninstitutional educational model that depends mainly on an oral and audial
manner of transmission of knowledge upheld at traditional madrasas, EI-Rouayheb
later argues for “the emergence of a more impersonal and textual model of the
transmission of knowledge,” which he terms “deep reading”—a historical
development in the field of transmission of knowledge which he attests to have been

experienced in the Ottoman center in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.?”’

However, here EI-Rouayheb once again notes that “the time-honored, oral-aural
ideal did not fully correspond to actual educational realities,” and “the ideal itself
appears to have been supplemented with a newly articulated ideal of the acquisition
of knowledge through ‘deep reading’.”*®® According to EI-Rouayheb, the emergence
of what he terms “deep reading” as a regular supplementary form exercised in the
otherwise traditional educational processes of the premodern Islamic cultural sphere

is the result of two factors: “the increased importance of the instrumental and

205 Cf. Brinkley Morris Messick, The Calligraphic State: Textual Domination and History in a
Muslim Society (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 84-92.

206 E]-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century, 98.
27 1bid.
2% |bid.
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rational sciences, especially the discipline of dialectics (@dab al-bahth), and the far-
reaching reforms that the Ottoman learned hierarchy underwent in the sixteenth

209
century.”

On historical and contextual grounds, what EI-Rouayheb seems to be proposing is,
generally speaking, an individualization of the learning and thinking activity in the
seventeenth century in the Islamic cultural sphere. This historical process seems to
have entailed a move from the public oral transmission of knowledge to a more
private written cultural activity of learning and thinking, which depends on “deep
reading,” which he termed with the Arabic reciprocal verb, “mutala ‘a,” in place of

private reading, where he still foresees a dialogue with written texts.

Interestingly, EI-Rouayheb chooses the Arabic verb mutala ‘a, and not tetebbu , as
the term for deep reading or private reading. However, it must be noted that this is
an insightful choice, given the long established ways of interacting with sources of
knowledge, whether they are a teacher talking or a text recast in writing in the
Islamicate cultural sphere. Indeed, in this respect, the verb tetebbu ‘, even though EI-
Rouayheb does not name the term, might be regarded as standing for “private
reading” or “deep reading” in the written cultural sphere, where the reader is mostly
an active recipient for what the texts offer, while the verb muzala ‘a asks for a
dialogic conversation, a dialogue with texts, and hence a participant in the
conversation. The process about which EI-Rouayheb offers historical and
oral/literate inferences is actually the long seventeenth century, when mecmii ‘as
were being produced more often than ever before. On this point, it must also be
noted that it is perhaps not surprising—given the textual nature of mecmii ‘as, which

makes it possible to bring together texts of differing registers, genres, and subject

29 1hid.
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matter in a kind of textual dialogue—that this period actually paved the way for the
diversification of texts and genres, reading audiences, and the pluralization of types
of knowledge, all of which mecmii ‘as, in their very materiality as objects,

demonstrate throughout the long seventeenth century.

In conclusion, mecmii ‘as offer a testimony to the pluralization or diversification of
knowledge in the “post-classical” era and provide us with a set of sources that
records and testifies to this newly emerging phenomenon of the times. In their
diverse and disparate textual nature, the mecmii ‘as produced in this period make a

historical testimony to the very process which itself led to their proliferation.
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CHAPTER IV

FABRICATING AN OTTOMAN IMPERIAL FUTURE:

THE BAHRU’L-MUKASEFE IN A 17TH-CENTURY MECMU‘A

4.1. Introductory Remarks: General Overview

In this chapter, | explore the first primary set of pseudo-historical narratives, entitled
Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, or “The Sea of Mutual Revelations,” which as a whole relates
both to the future of the Ottoman dynasty and to contemporary political issues of the
Ottoman entity. Judging from the inscription at the end of one extant version,

5,219 these texts were written down around

registering its date of completion as 168
the end of the seventeenth century; as such, they present a fortuitous opportunity for
the examination of contemporary Ottoman notions and concerns regarding current
imperial history as well as certain communal and social political aspirations for the
future of the dynasty in the rather turbulent seventeenth century. In fact, the text and
its context as found in these narratives, but especially the version inserted in a late
seventeenth-century mecmii ‘a, illustrate how miscellanies and the previously

unknown texts recorded therein can provide rich sources for exploring different

Ottoman mentalities and their conceptions of history, as well as revealing how the

210 Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Kemankes collection, no. 430. 46b—74a: 74a.
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adverse social and political conditions of the seventeenth century left a deep mark on

the Ottoman communal imagination.

There are four known extant copies of the text found in various archives today.”**
These copies, which are inclusive of differing renditions and therefore contexts of
the same narrative, will be referred to at various points throughout the chapter in
order to expound upon the various textual contingencies emanating from their
respective contexts of production. However, the aforementioned version of 27
folios—with 13 lines per page, excepting only the first leaf of 10 lines—of clearly
written nesih script found in a seventeenth-century miscellany®2 will be the primary
source examined here. This is due to this version’s particular textual properties,
which make it a more complete and thereby preferable version than the others—a
point which will be discussed in more detail later in the chapter with reference to the
differing alternative copies. Since the communal concerns and perceptions circling
around Ottoman dynastic history in the empire’s “post-classical” period are the main
issues that this study will be exploring in detail, the rest of this chapter will be
devoted primarily to a textual and contextual examination, as well as partial

discourse analysis, of the aforementioned version of the text.?>

Before moving on to the close examination of the text in this primary copy, it would
be prudent to make a cursory review of the other extant manuscript copies of the
Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe—which are housed in different collections in Ankara, Istanbul,

and Paris—in particular relation to their codicological properties, so as to provide an

21 Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Kemankes collection, no. 430; Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris, MS
Supplement Turc 879 [French translation: Fonds des traductions, no.44]; Marmara University llahiyat
Fakultesi Library, Istanbul, No. 11210/SS0449, Item No. 297.7/MUH.B; Ankara University llahiyat
Fakultesi Library, Ankara, No. 43048/38997, Item No. 297.7/MUH.B.

212 Sjjleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Kemankes collection, no. 430.
213 K emankes collection, no. 430. 46b—74a.
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understanding of how the text was produced and what alterations it went through in
its stages of reproduction. Of these three other extant copies, two are fascicles whose
versions are excerpt-like shorter versions of the text as compared to the primary
copy of Kemankes 430. These two undated separate manuscript copies consist of 27
folios (19 lines and very wide margins) and 24 folios (16 lines and wide margins)
and are held, respectively, in the libraries of the Faculty of Religious Studies in
Marmara University and Ankara University.?** The fourth copy, held in the
Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris, was also recorded in a separate undated manuscript;
however, the appended French translation of the text, by a M. Roboly, was dated to
1734.%"° The catalogue information noted along with the manuscript indicates that
the original Ottoman text had been recorded and taken to France sometime in the
early eighteenth century at the latest. From the summary provided in the catalogue,
and owing to the lack of information on the number of folios in this copy, it is not
clear whether the text here includes visions recorded about the Ottoman sultans, as
in the case of the primary copy, or not, as in the instances of the other two copies,

which record only much shorter versions of the narrative.

Since only two of the copies (Kemankes and Marmara University) were available for
this study, I will very tentatively attempt to construct the stemma of these four

copies according to the codicological information provided above, and below will

2% Marmara University Ilahiyat Fakiiltesi Library, Istanbul, No. 11210/SS0449, Item No.
297.7/MUH.B; Ankara University llahiyat Fakultesi Library, Ankara, No. 43048/38997, Item No.
36031, 297.7/MUH.B.

215 The catalogue entry for the particular manuscript [Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris, MS Supplement
Turc 879] (French translation: Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris, Fonds des traductions, no.44) reads as:
“Mer de la connoissance, traduit par le sieur Roboly, [jeune de langues de France], a
Constantinople, 1734», avec le texte turc, intitulé 4a3\Sal =, par Mohammed Nani [?], lequel
raconte, dans son introduction, qu il trouva un traité, écrit en 1006 (1597-1598), par Dervish
Mohammed, dans lequel ce personnage, qui était un religieux chrétien converti a I’Islam, rapporte
des prophéties sur [’avenir de la dynastie ottomane, d’aprés son sheikh, ‘Abd el-Rahman de
Boukhara, d’ou il tira la substance du Bahr el-moukashafa, le sheikh ‘Abd el-Rahman Boukhari, en
récompense des services que lui rendit le derviche Mohammed, lui révéla les grands mystéres de
Ulslam.”
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refer to the divergences in the narrative content whenever necessary in such a way as

to corroborate the stemma outlined here. In this attempt, following Ahmed Ates’s

indications,?'° the probable stemma of the extant copies is reconstructed as follows:
Hypothetical
Archetype MS
Kemankes 430 Ankara l.‘lnL MS e Munﬁuru Uni. MS
 ParisMS

Diagram of Probable Stemma for the Bahrii’l-Miikédsefe MSS

Initially, through a preliminary examination of the text, it can be ascertained (as will
later be examined in more detail) that the text was written from an apparent Sunni
religious stance so as to address one particular contemporary anxiety; namely, social
disquiet about the possibility of the extinction of the Ottoman dynasty, which
emerged and reemerged at various points in the seventeenth century but was
experienced especially strongly in the time of Sultan Ibrahim (r. 1640-1648).
However, despite the text’s clear Sunni stance, the narrative nonetheless professes to
record a Sufi session of revelations wherein visions of an extended lineage of the
Ottoman dynasty are made manifest. This invented lineage extends the Ottoman line
forward into the “future,” amounting to a total of seventy sultans who will ostensibly
reign until the end of time. The discrepancy between the Sufi-oriented form and the
Sunni-based content revealed in the narrative derives from the fact that the text, as
will be discussed later, underwent several stages of reproduction in the course of its

textual evolution before arriving at its current configuration in the Bahrii'l-

216 See footnotes #94 through #99.
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Miikdsefe. This final textual configuration, which makes up the narrative at hand in
the primary copy of Bahrii’'l-Miikdsefe employed in this study, informs the disparity
between the Sufi and Sunni understandings of the world, yet it never swerves from

the central concern of the text; that is, the possible end of the Ottoman dynasty.

In reply to this social concern, a particular narrational tactic is deployed in the
narration of the extended invented lineage of the Ottoman dynasty. This tactic or
ploy involves taking the time period of the narrative back to the earlier date of the
reign of Mehmed I11 (r. 1595-1603), and in this way the narrative records six actual
Ottoman sultans, up through Sultan Ibrahim, thereby gaining credibility for the
oracular visions of the invented sultans that follow him. Consequently, on the one
hand, the bulk of the text is constructed as a book of oracles recording mutual
revelations, and as such it is an aspirational text that presents visions of a future in
which the Ottoman dynastic line will extend through seventy sultans while the
Ottoman Empire greatly extends its domains, makes unnumbered converts, and
consolidates the Islamic faith. On the other hand, the narrative also displays a clear
“politics of memory”?’ in its gaze towards the immediate actual dynastic past,
which registers, in an oracular manner, six real Ottoman sultans while at the same

time consciously censoring certain parts of the Ottoman past in line with the text’s

aspirational visions, thus revealing the text’s decisive historical orientation.

The example of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe is thereby of particular interest in terms of
Ottomans’ concerns and apprehensions about the future of the dynasty during the
seventeenth century as a whole, but especially during the early years of the reign of
Sultan Ibrahim. Because a preliminary textual analysis reveals that the latest real

Ottoman sultan recorded by the text is lbrahim, the text can readily be assumed to

217 See the relevant section in Chapter V.
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have taken shape during his reign, even though the narrative itself does not openly
record its actual date of production, owing to the aforementioned narrational tactic
employed for the sake of credibility. Moreover, the text’s various points of reference
for the practices of succession in the Ottoman dynastic system also unwittingly
reveal that the immediate period of concern for the narrative is, in fact, the reign of
Ibrahim, when the longevity of the Ottoman dynasty initially became an issue in the
Ottoman Empire, due partly to rumors about Murad IV’s unwillingness, on his death
bed, to leave the throne to Ibrahim, and partly to concerns about Ibrahim’s mental
health, as he had, ever since his father Ahmed I’s reign, been confined to the palace
for a long period of time, all throughout the tumultuous reigns of his uncle Mustafa
and his brothers Osman Il and Murad IV.*® Also, at the time of his ascension,
Ibrahim was the only legitimate successor to the Ottoman throne, since his nephews
had died in childhood during their father Murad IV’s reign.?*® Finally, for two years
at the beginning of Ibrahim’s reign there was also some concern as to whether he
himself would actually produce an heir to the throne, a fear which was alleviated
upon the birth and survival of Mehmed IV (r. 1648-1687) in 1642. As such, this
narrative, as already mentioned, is of particular interest in terms of the Ottoman
history of mentalities, for two reasons especially. Firstly, it is very much informed
by immediate contemporary public concerns and anxieties, especially those relating
to the survival of the lineage of the Ottoman dynasty around the time of the
ascension of Ibrahim as the only—albeit questionable—choice for the Ottoman
throne. Secondly, along with such public concerns, the text also reveals Ottomans’

visions, yearnings, and aspirations for an extended and triumphant Ottoman imperial

218 Feridun Emecen, “Ibrahim,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 21. Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2000. 274-81. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=210274&idno2=c210224#1.

219 1hid.
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future in the face of the contemporary social and political problems the Ottoman
Empire was undergoing. These communal visions, yearnings, and aspirations for the
future of the dynasty as revealed in the text also implicitly expose the particular
social and political areas in which the empire, at the time, was facing problems that

required solutions.

The narrative is thereby not only illustrative of the kinds of sui generis texts
contained within idiosyncratic mecmii ‘as, but also proves to be exemplary of why
mecmii ‘as need to be regarded as important sources for delving into Ottoman
cultural and intellectual history to get a glimpse of differing Ottoman mentalities and
divergent social and political sensibilities. In fact, upon closer inspection of these
albeit currently marginalized primary sources, the glimpse thus provided makes it
palpable that the Ottoman mentalities emerging in the long seventeenth century were
indeed, contrary to what modern historiography often makes of them, far from
homogeneous or monolithic in nature, but were rather a multitude of nuanced social
and political sensibilities in terms of their historical understanding, contingent both
diachronically and synchronically and emerging in response to what the Ottoman

society and political entity was experiencing in its historical trajectory.

As already briefly touched upon in the previous chapter, the full version of the
Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe that forms the basis for this study is found in a miscellaneous
manuscript that includes three separate texts. No owner’s name is mentioned in the
manuscript, so we know little about the actual compiler of the miscellany. However,
the interlinear Turkish translations provided for Persian verb conjugations in the first

two texts—namely, Feriduddin Attar’s book of advice the Pandnamah?® and a

220 Kemankes collection, no. 430, 1a—31la.
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Persian grammar book written in Arabic?*:

—1lead to the logical conclusion that the
Turkish-speaking compiler knew Arabic as a second language while having
relatively little knowledge of Persian. Knowledge of Arabic suggests a religious
educational background of ulema origin, an idea further supported by the Bahrii I
Miikadsefe’s Sunni religious discourse as well as its political outlook, as will be
examined in more detail later in the chapter. The fact that we can clearly decipher
the copyist’s name in the colophon “Ve kdtibii’l- ‘abdi’[-fakir 1l& rahmet-i rabbihi’l-
kadir Muhammed Mustafa bin Ahmed el-Istanbuli,”?** indicating that the manuscript

was copied by a certain Muhammed Mustafa whose father was Ahmed of Istanbul,

also adduces the idea of an ulema background for the owner of the manuscript.

The text of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe in the manuscript is written in a clear nesih script,
as is also the case with the interlinear translations inserted in the first two texts. The
fact that this same ductus is found throughout the manuscript further suggests that
this manuscript was a miscellany with a single owner, who might be assumed to be
Muhammed Mustafa bin Ahmed el-Istanbuli himself, adding the text of the Bahrii’l-
Miikasefe as an addendum, or, perhaps, someone else who commissioned him to
copy these texts and who was himself of an ulema background. The text in the
manuscript bears no illuminations or ornamentations except for its usage of rubric
for a selected set of emphasized phrases in the narrative, as well as occasional gilt
inserted into some sentences where the text suggests a semi- or full stop. According
to the date at the end of the text, at least this part of the manuscript was written down

223
S5,

around the year 168 and the text is clearly not an autograph of the narrative but

rather a copied version of the text, as corrections and the term “checked” (sahh) can

%1 |bid., 32a—45a.
222 Bahrii "[-Miikasefe, Kemankes collection, no. 430, 74a.
%2 Ibid.
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be seen in the margin in the part where the text deals with the reign of Murad 1V:
“zamdninda halkin diilbendleri hazret-i restlillah sahh?* —sallah" aleyhi ve sellem
sahh.”??® Regrettably, the manuscript is significantly water-damaged towards the
end, rendering many of the last leaves largely illegible—although this enigmatic
aspect of the damaged manuscript certainly does heighten the mystery that the

narrative content itself insinuates.

The term “miikdsefe” used in the title Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe, which can perhaps be best
translated as “mutual revelations,” refers to an esoteric Sufi practice in which
mystics in seclusion would converse about their revelations or reveal their gnosis
silently, through a mutual gaze.??® In line with this Sufist attribute, the narrative
accordingly begins with praise for Muhammad, who is termed “the highest upholder
of the flags of prophecy”?*” Subsequently, a first-person narrator, terming himself
“the humblest slave whose capital in verses is scarce” (“Bu hakir-i kalilii'I-bizd ‘at-i
misra“ ‘abd-i ahkar”), introduces himself as Mehmed Nabi. The name Nabi is
suggestive, as it means “herald.” The name might also, though doubtfully, be read as
Mehmed Nayi, with the second name in this instance referring to a player of the ney
flute. Such an ability, however, would seem somewhat less congruous with the
ulema-oriented nature of the text insofar as it strongly suggests a Sufi narrator. The
deciphering of the name of this narrator, in fact, had clearly raised some questions in

other manuscript copies as well: for instance, the catalogue record of the copy held

224 The parts of the manuscript written in rubric will be indicated in bold in my transliterations from
the text.

2 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 52a.

226 There was also a traditional practice of recording sessions of this esoteric Sufi practice in writing. |
discovered one such text compromising a record of a miikdgsefe session in the archives: Risale-i
Miikagefe, Milli Library, Ankara, Yazmalar collection, no. 06 Mil Yz A 1244. In order to specify the
textual differences or possible rhetorical/formal similarities of Bahrii’I-Miikdgefe in comparison to
this traditional record, | will also partially refer to this particular manuscript in the dissertation.

221 Bahrii’'I-Miikésefe, 47a: “rdfi i rdydtii’l-niibiivvet fi’l-nefs ve l-afak.”
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»228 \vhile the catalogue record for the

in Paris registers the name as “Mehmed Nani,
Marmara University copy records the name doubtfully as “Mehemmed Nami”—
quite understandably so, since the name is virtually illegible due to a narrow binding

made in a later period.??®

Nonetheless, Mehmed Nabi, as I propose this narrator’s
name to be, records the incentive that led to the “scribbling of the words of good
news of these folia” as such:
Ammad ba ‘dehu ba ‘is-i tesvid-i hur(f-1 besdret-i zurQf oldur ki bu hakir-i
kalilii’I-bizd ‘at-i misra“ ‘abd-i ahkar Mehmed Nabi e kiitiib-i tarih U

siyer ve sulOk-i tavd if-i ‘dlem mutdla ‘asinda hasbii’l-taka sa ‘y idiib miiltik-1
maziyye ahvaline nev ‘an wttilé “ hasil olub [...1>°

Here, Mehmed Nabf relates how arduously he studied in examining books on the
prophetic biographies and trajectories of the peoples of the world, and how his
laboriously acquired erudition eventually came about with the diversity of these
trajectories. In this, he reveals that his main concern in his studies on the whole was
to reach a historical understanding. As a result, during his examination of various
books of history, Mehmed Nabi reports that he found “a book of prophecy that
surely and unquestionably verified the extension of the regency of the Ottoman
dynasty—may it never perish—with the affirmation of the divine grace”:

[E]nva “-i tetebbu -1 tevdrihde imtiddad-1 saltanat-1 ‘Osmaniyye la-zalet

mii’ebbedeten bi-te yidi l-eltdfi 'I-sibhaniyyeti muhakkak ve murassah bir
kitab-1 kerdmet-nisab buldum.?®!

Mehmed Nabi also notes that “this book of prophecy,” in which “this immaculate
pedigree of lineage [the Ottoman dynasty] was recorded from the emergence of his
excellency Osman Khan Ghazi, to be succeeded by and extended to a total of

seventy sultans,” and which “was written down in [100]6 [1597/1598] by a dignified

228 gee footnote #215.

229 Marmara University Ilahiyat Fakiiltesi Library, Istanbul, No. 11210/SS0449, Item No.
297.7/MUH.B, 1b.

0 Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe, 46b.
1 |bid.
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holy man by the name of Dervish Mehmed, who was of the men of prophecy and
who by way of writing down the pedigree produced a respected work and instructive
pleasantries™:
Bu silsile-i mutahhare zuh(r-: cendb-1 Gazi ‘Osmdn Han hazretlerinin
neslinden yetmis nefer padisaha varmcaya miiselsel ve miintehi idiigiini
erbab-1 miikdsefeden Dervis Mehmed nam bir ‘arif-i sahib-kemal alt: [1006

= 1597/1598] tarihinde silk-i tahrire ¢ekib bir eser-i mu ‘teber ve letd 'if-i
plr- ‘iber komus.”*

However, the first narrator, Mehmed Nabi, later claims that when he came into
possession of this “book of prophecy,” its composition and meaning had been
altered because it had exchanged hands so many times since being first written
down. He then notes that, acting in accord with the saying “everything that is new
gives pleasure,” all he did was to embellish the diction and expression of Dervish
Mehmed and to correct the flow of the narrative: he omitted nothing and added
nothing, though he does state that he himself gave the text the name Bahrii’'l-
Miikasefe:

Lakin eyade-i [+s.1]% eshds-1 muhtelifeye diismekle halt-i terkib-i tagyir-i

terkib idiib fehvasi1 miitegayyire olmagin bu hakir dahi “kiilli cedidiin

lezze” muktezdsinca ‘aziz-i mezbarun nakl-: ta ‘biri iizere ahsen-ta ‘bir ve

vecd-i icdr ile simt-1 tanzime muntazam kilub Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe ismiyle
mevsim kildim.***

His initial introduction to the text of Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe, however, implies that he
himself regarded this “book of prophecy” as a historical text, thus significantly
marking his own reception of the text as a historical treatise, and his amendments as
being unguestionably historical in nature. In fact, as will be discussed later in the
chapter when the Bahrii’I-Miikasefe is briefly compared to its antecedent text, the

way that he altered the text also clearly indicates that he took the text as primarily a

22 |hid., 46b-47a.

233 Eyadi: hands, cf. J.W. Redhouse, Redhouse’s Turkish Dictionary (London: Bernard Quaritch,
1880), 442.

24 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 47Ta.
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historical rather than a religious one, and indeed his amendments demonstrate an

orientation in line with the former rather than the latter direction.

Thanks to a comment | received from Gunhan Borekgi at an earlier presentation |
made at RCAC, where I focused on textual accounts dealing with the “actual”
sultans related in the narrative,?* | was able to make a connection between the
Papasname text introduced and studied by Tijana Krsti¢ as an example of “self-

236 and the “book of oracles” which Mehmed Nabi claims

narratives of conversion,
to have found and revised into Bahrii’'I-Miikdsefe. The latter, as | later confirmed, is
in fact an updated version of the former, yet with many additions and subtractions by
Mehmed Nabi, who actually changed the orientation of the text —despite his claims—
so as to accommodate a more ulema-oriented outlook rather than a Sufi one—
adhering to a Sunni ascetic morality heavily emphasizing the sunna and the example

of Muhammed—as well as, perhaps more importantly, to make it a historical text

rather than a solely religiously-oriented one. As such, at least, a brief comparison of

2 During and after the mentioned presentation (entitled ““I See Now That There Is No Constancy to
This World’: Figuring History, Time, and Agency in Ottoman Miscellanies”) of mine in the mini-
symposium “Facts and Fictions: Reading 17th-Century Ottoman Manuscripts” at Ko¢ University’s
the Research Center for Anatolian Civilizations (RCAC), on May 3, 2013, where | introduced the
Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe for the first time to the Ottomanist scholarly circles by way of focusing mainly on
how the narrative of Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe retold and rewrote the “actual” sultans’ period of reign as
reimagined in the social memory, Ginhan Borekgi—depending entirely on the textual details given
by myself about the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe at the presentation—claimed in his public comment to my
presentation that the Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe was in fact nothing other than a copy of Papasname, which he
thereby announced to have been working on for some ten years then. In reply to his claim, | thereby
pointed out the fact that Bahrii ’I-Miikdsefe was devised and revised by another narrator by the name
of Mehmed Nabi, who in fact himself renamed the text and altered the orientation of the narrative to
be a political inquiry into the present as well as the “future” of the Ottoman Empire, and that with his
updating Bahrii’l-miikdsefe became, in fact, no longer a religiously polemical text in support of the
Muslim confessional contestation against Christianity as was exemplified by its antecedent text, the
Papasname, which Tijana Krsti¢ duly introduced to the scholarly world in her significant study
Contested Conversions to Islam: Narratives of Religious Change and Communal Politics in the Early
Modern Ottoman Empire (2011), as a “narrative of conversion.” The relevant sections of the chapter
will thereby provide some textual evidence supporting my then/already declared counter-point of
argument to Giinhan Borekei’s postulation as well as refer to further textual cases illustrating how
this newly emergent nature/orientation of the text made into Bahrii’I-miikdsefe can in fact be regarded
as an example of a communal political inquiry into the problem of the Ottoman “decline.”

2% Tijana Krsti¢, Contested Conversions to Islam: Narratives of Religious Change and Communal
Politics in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 2011), 116-18.
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the Bahrii’'l-Miikdsefe and the Papasname is crucial to an understanding of the

mentality lying behind this reception and rendering of the text.”’

Therefore, such a
comparison will be briefly undertaken now in order to give an idea about similarities
and dissimilarities between both these texts and their historical and contextual

contingencies arisen thereupon in terms of their respective textual orientations as

well as contextual formations/configurations.

At the onset, | must note that, contrary to the Papasname, through this reception and
rendition, or even perhaps recension by Mehmed Nabi, Bahrii’[-Miikdsefe reads less
like a religiously oriented conversion-propaganda text and more as a politically
motivated one produced in response to the political issues and problems of the
period.”®® The Papasname, its antecedent text, according to Krsti¢, on the other

hand, was a “popular self-narrative of conversion from the mid-seventeenth

237 strikingly, an anonymous entry on the Papasname, which is incorporated into the database of the
OTTPOL: A History of Early Modern Ottoman Political Thought, 15th to Early 19th Centuries
project, notes that the editions of the text will be rendered in transliteration and published by Guinhan
Borekgi and Tijana Krsti¢ in 2015 and lists the copies of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe as versions of the
Papésname, thus failing to recognize Mehmed Nabi’s new rendition. Moreover, showing a clear
scholarly conviction about the pursuit of an ur-form for both texts, the entry also makes a striking
mistake in its failure to recognize the aforementioned narrational tactic employed in both said
narratives, noting the author of both texts as a real “Dervis Mehmed” and the production date as
“1597 around [sic],” thereby tacitly accepting the narrated visions of the real six sultans as if they
were actual oracular visions experienced in real life by a real Dervish Mehmed: “Date comments:
Possible t.p.q. are Murad I'V’s victories upon the Persians (S5b); but most probably Murad III and his
victories in the Caucasus, Azerbaijan and Tabriz, since the author seems to ignore Ottoman history
after the rise of Mehmed 111 (1595-1603, see below). The Prophet Muhammad is mentioned as having
‘come to the world a thousand and six years ago’ (S8b, V9a: biii alt1 seneden berii ki Hazret-i Rasiil
‘aleyhii’s-selam diinyaya gelmisdiir); according to this the text should be dated in 1550, which seems
too early.[1] If there is a misunderstanding of the author and he had the Hijra in mind, the date
becomes 1597/8, which is much more sensible. Moreover, the description of Mehmed as a champion
against the Central European forces and a reference to the need of inspection of the janissary and the
sipahi registers (S23b-24a, VV34a-b) could strengthen a dating of the original text just after the battle
of Mezd Kerésztés (October 1596). [1] If we accept that Muhammad was 50 years old at the time of
the Hijra (see E12, “Muhammad”). 1006-50=956H.” Cf. “Papasname (The Priest Book),” OTTPOL:
A History of Early Modern Ottoman Political Thought, 15th to Early 19th Centuries, accessed on
September 2, 2016. http://ottpol.ims.forth.gr/?q=content/papasn%C3%A2me-priests-book.

2% Such a partial and cursory comparison of the Kemankes version of Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe with the
Kitahya rendition of Papasname has been already presented by myself: see R. Aslihan Aksoy-
Sheridan, “Envisioning an Ottoman Imperial Future: Reading the Bahru’I-Miikdsefe in a 17th-century
Mecmua” (paper presented at “Collected Knowledge: A Symposium on Ottoman Mecmii ‘as,” Institut
fir Orientalistik, University of Vienna, Vienna, Austria, November 29, 2013).
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century.”?* It seems that the Papasname was indeed a popular text in the
seventeenth century since Evliya Celebi considers it to be recognizable for his
readers by its title: he mentions the texts almost as if it was a genre on its own as an
exemplary which could have been reproduced by imitation in narrating the lives of
Christian monks if he would prolonged his words within the context of his
description of Mount Athos and its recluse inhabitants:

Bimedh-i papasistan-: nahiye-i Aynaroz [2,5 blank lines]

Eger bu daglarda [ve] bellerde ve sdhil-i Bahr-i Sefid de olan sagir ii kebir
kila ‘lart ve derelerde ve depelerde olan kenise ve manastirlar: ve deriin-1
diydrlarda olan papaslarin kemdl-i miicahede-i riydzatlarin bir bir nakl
etsek Papasname kitabina-misal bir musevvedat olur. Amma haftada bir
iftr eder nice bin papas ve ladika ve kissis ve ruhbadn ve bitrik ve rdhib ve
kests ve migdisi nam palds-pugan sahib-i zinnarlar var kim kemal-i cii “ ile
insaniyyetden ¢ikup gozleri ¢ukur ¢ukur olup Ahlad vildayeti kadidi gibi
kadid-i mahz olup hayal-i faniisa donmiis kefereler var, amma ayda bir iftar
ediip bes zeytiin ve beg ddne hurmd ve bes fincan siid niis eder pir-i mugan
irsekleri var kim harekdtdan ve kelimat etmeden kalmis kaddi dal olup
belleri biikiilmiis ve gozlerinin niirlart dokiilmiis kdfirleri var, amma yine
riycilzat Zé)oerhfz ile mu ‘ammer olup iki yii[z] yetmis yasina yetmis mugdnlar
vardur.

Tijana Krsti¢, who interprets the fame of the Papasname text initially for being another
exemplary text produced in the period of ongoing confessional contestations between
Christianity and Islam in the early modern age, recognizes that in this contestation “ the
trope of the converted priest (and less frequently, a rabbi) was prominent in many other
Ottoman narratives about conversion from the earlier periods, but it attains particular

importance in seventeenth century texts.”**! This renowned Papasname text, which she
asserts to be “self-narrative of conversion from the mid-seventeenth century,” which “was

authored by a priest-turned-Sufi mystic who experienced premonitions of the Ottoman

dynasty’s imminent collapse due to widespread bribery and a breakdown in public

2% Tijana Krsti¢, Contested Conversions, 116.

20 see Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi 8. Kitap - Topkapi Saray1 Bagdat 307 Yazmasinin
Transkripsiyonu — Dizini, eds. Robert Dankoff, Seyit Ali Kahraman and Yiicel Dagli (Istanbul: Yapi
Kredi, 2003), 8.212b, emphasis added.

241 Tijana Krsti¢, Contested Conversions, 116.
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morality,”*** in fact, starts with the first person narrator Dervish Mehmed’s lament
about the widespread moral corruption and bribery taking over the Ottoman land,
and his apprehension whether this would bring the end of the sovereignty of the
House of Osman:
B-ismi’l-lahi 'r-rahmani r-rahim
Bir giin ‘azim tefekkiirde varmus idim. Hatirima geldikim “Bu iimmet-i
Muhammed’in hali neye varir. Bu riigvet ucundan bir sag nesne kalmadi,
Hakk siibhdnehii ve te ‘dla ‘adildir. ‘Adil hod zdlimi sevmez nitekim Hazret-i
Resil —salléallahu aleyhi ve sellem— buyurmugslardwr ki sunlar ki riigvet alalar
virelere, boyle olunca korkarimki riisvet ucundan saltanat dal-i ‘Osmdn dhir
vaktin ola” deyii fikr eyledim.**®
The second narrator Mehmed Nabi excludes this beginning in his own recension,
and Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe records no such contemporary moral concern, anywhere in

the text, as a “cause” for the probable end of the Ottoman dynastic lineage.

While the Bahrii’I-Miikagefe records no vita information in detail about neither
Dervish Mehmed nor Sheikh Abdurrahman, the Papasname text, on the contrary,
upon recording visions about seventy Ottoman sultans, which are quite divergent
from those recorded in the Bahrii’I-Miikasefe, ends again—since composed to be
read as a “self-narrative”—with Dervish Mehmed’s monologue of such
hagiographical nature. Indeed, in a quite long section at the very end of the text,
Dervish Mehmed tells about his Sheikh Abdurrahman’s life up to the point when
they would meet in Mecca, where he would witness the Sheikh’s first vision about

the Battle of Keresztes—which is, divergently, mentioned as the significant first

242 Contrary to her mention of “the trope of the converted priest” prominently used in “many other
Ottoman narratives about conversion from the earlier periods,” it is surprising that Krsti¢ talks about
the authorship or “self-narrative” nature of the Papasname by “a priest-turned-Sufi mystic who
experienced premonitions of the Ottoman dynasty’s imminent collapse due to widespread bribery and
a breakdown in public morality,” cf. Krsti¢, Contested Conversions, 116. This contradictory
statements leads to a confusion about the ontology of the narrator Dervish Mehmed, who certainly is
incorporated into the narrative as a “trope.”

23 papasname, Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Saliha Hatun collection, no. 212, 2a.
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vision at the very beginning of the Bahrii’I-Miikasefe narrative, as would be

expected from its historical concern and orientation after Mehmed Nabi’s rendition.

Again, in line with their different narrative orientations and motivations; while the
Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe does not have any such biographical concern for the seer of
visions it records, as said, the long section of hagiographical nature seems to have
been incorporated both to immortalize Abdurrahman’s testimony as a visionary Sufi
dervish and also to give him due authority to interpret such visions in the

244

Papasname.”™ Indeed, as Tijana Krsti¢ observes, the Papasname text pays great(er)

attention to the credibility of the recording of the visions as well as who to do the

recording:
When he related these anxieties to his spiritual master, the latter shared with
hima prophetic vision of the Ottoman dynasty’s future in which seventy
more sultans were destined to rule before the Day of Judgment. The master
then entrusted the former priest with writing down and communicating this
vision to the world in order to stem rumors about the Ottoman dynasty’s end.
He also insisted that the former priest, as a new convert, was the perfect
person to do that because he had seen the Prophet Muhammad in a dream
and became a Muslim after forty-seven years of worshipping idols, and

because he had left his family, friends, and possessions in order to come to
Ottoman lands after a five-month journey.**

Understandably, due to its theological concerns and configuration as a call for
religious conversion, the Papasname narrative pays seemingly much more
importance to the genealogy of those involved in the experience of visions, and
whether there has been a divine intervention that can be regarded as an omen for the
credibility and the authenticity of the series of visions, while Mehmed Nabf, as the
first narrator in Bahrii’I-Miikasefe, only shortly notes the background of Dervish
Mehmed while introducing the book of oracles, the Papasname, he found and

rendered to be Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe. In a similar vein, the Papasname does not start the

4 See Appendix I1.
2% Tijana Krsti¢, Contested Conversions, 116.
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recording of the oracular visions until the folio #11a, and prolongs an argumentative
dialogue between the two Sufis whether it is possible to see into the future according
to the religious doctrines of Islam. During this dialogue, as Krsti¢ rightfully notes,
the text is “infused with mystical vocabulary and apocalyptic imagery,”?*® in line
with the general sense of the period, as noted above, in the Ottoman social circles in
the period of the post-classical era. Such section is nowhere to be seen in Bahrii’l-
Miikasefe recension produced by Mehmet Nabi, who, as mentioned before, leaves
out any section that does not directly registers to the historiographical outlook he is
after, and such teleological arguments do not necessarily seem to really concern him.
On the other hand, Bahrii’I-Miikasefe—so long as it fits its historical orientation—
follows the narrative recorded in the Papasname text. Indeed, Tijana Krstié¢
rightfully notes several of the conforming narrative points of significance—which |
have separately noticed upon reading the Bahrii’[-Miikasefe, and will accordingly
note below—about the historical context of the both texts in question:
This narrative, infused with mystical vocabulary and apocalyptic imagery, is
a complex text that engages the real political issues plaguing the Ottoman
sultanate in the early to mid-seventeenth century, such as the assassination of
Sultan Osman Il in 1622; the debate over modes of imperial succession;
anxieties about the survival of the dynasty due to Sultan Ibrahim’s (1640-48)
initial inability to produce an heir; the ongoing military rivalry with the
Habsburgs, Safavids, and Venetians; and the debate regarding what
constitutes Muslim orthodoxy. This debate was part of the broader discussion
on “what went wrong” in the Ottoman sultanate that arose in the wake of
multifaceted military, financial, and political changes in the late sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries.**’
Even though it makes suggestive notes of the same historical contexts in the visions
recorded, Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe, in its address, does not articulate such a “declinist”

sentiment as the Papasname does very openly through Dervish Mehmed in its text:

Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe never mentions any social ills—such as bribery or moral

248 1hid.
27 1bid.
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erosion—as a contemporary issue or concern, while Dervish Mehmed is shown, as
mentioned earlier, to worry about their negative effect on the Ottoman historical
trajectory in Papasname. In Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe, which does not adhere to such a
declinist disquisition, all such social ills are shown to be manifested in the oracular
experience and addressed only within the compass of the visions the narrative
records. The Bahrii’l-Miikagsefe does not adhere to the same declinist parlance
uttered and recorded by Dervish Mehmed especially at the beginning of the
Papasname text, which is, as Tijana Krsti¢ notes, on the whole, not only more in line
with some of the advice literature of the period in its orientation towards the
Ottoman experience, but also, and more importantly, religion-oriented in its outlook

as a text composed for call for conversion.

The change in the text’s orientation becomes especially evident in light of its
contextual (re)formation arising from another stemma in the process of textual
reproduction. As mentioned above, there are three other renditions of the text in
three other manuscripts: one in the library of Marmara University’s Faculty of
Religious Studies, one in the library of Ankara University’s Faculty of Religious
Studies, and one in the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris.?*® Exactly how these other
renditions record their contextual contingencies, which separate them from the
Kemankes rendition, is significant given the fact that these new contingencies shed
light on the textual configuration present in the Kemankes copy, providing an
opportunity to understand its reception. The Marmara and Ankara University copies
are particularly notable in this regard, as the copyists of those manuscript copies

clearly began to copy the Bahrii’I-MUkdsefe text into their manuscripts, likely

28 Marmara University llahiyat Fakiiltesi Library, Istanbul, No. 11210/SS0449, Item No.
297.7/MUH.B; Ankara University llahiyat Fakiltesi Library, Ankara, No. 43048/38997, Item No.
36031, 297.7/MUH.B.; Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris, MS Supplement Turc 879 [French translation:
Fonds des traductions, no.44]
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initially assuming, due to the title, that it would be a theologically-oriented esoteric
text. However, they apparently ceased to copy after realizing that the text had, due to
Mehmed Nabi’s textual intervention, turned into a historically-oriented one, after
which they continued on to the part detailing visions of fabricated sultans, which
they on the whole omit. Moreover, they leave the textual space blank where the total
number of sultans would be written,?*® apparently not adhering to the self-confident
prognostic nature of the narrative. Therefore, both the Marmara University and the
Ankara University manuscripts make it clear that these copies were produced by
copyists more concerned with the theological aspect of the narrative and

uncomfortable with the revelations concerning the historical aspect.

Such examples of alteration during the process of manuscript copying show that the
pursuit of an ur-form with the intent of producing a critical edition of something
closely resembling the “original” text—and thereby inevitably disregarding any
updating performed on these texts in later versions—is a seriously mistaken
scholarly approach that effectively erases historical and contextual contingencies
that emerge, or can emerge, at every single act of copying that takes place in the
process of the text’s evolution. The original context within which a text is produced
is certainly of great importance and must be studied so as to decipher where a text
originally stood when it was produced; however, new historical and social contexts
that found meaning in reproducing the text in new orientations and forms in later
versions are also just as significant and should not be dismissed in the rather futile
pursuit of the ur-form of a text across various manuscript copies. Studying these
immanent historical contexts through these newer versions of a text tells us more

about the historical process which the text underwent in terms of its reproduction

9 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, Marmara University llahiyat Fakltesi Library, Istanbul, No. 11210/SS0449,
Item No. 297.7/MUH.B: 4b.
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and reception, shedding light not only on the evolution of the text itself, but also on
the epistemological and linguistic aspects of the historical period within which that

evolution was experienced.

The remainder of this chapter will effectively be an attempt at a close textual and
contextual examination as well as discourse analysis of the Kemankes version of the
Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe. In doing so, however, | will also pay due attention, in a
comparative manner, to the text’s newer versions as well as antecedents in order to
pinpoint where this text stands in its configurations in terms of historical
significance it presents.
4.2 Textual and Historical Context of Production
As mentioned above, Mehmed Nabi acknowledges that the text which he would
eventually reorganize and recopy as the Bahrl ’/-Miikdsefe was in a disorderly state
upon its discovery because it had exchanged hands many times after its supposed
initial composition in the year 1597/98 by a certain Dervish Mehmed, who had
converted to Islam after seeing the prophet in his dream:
Mukaddimen ma ‘liim ola ki zikr olunan ‘aziz Nasadri iizere rahib ve sahib-i
merdhib ve miista ‘idd-i feyz-i feyyaz bir zahid-i miirtaz iken menaminda
Hazret-i Cenab-: Risdlet-Penah —sallallahu aleyhi ve sellem— hazretleri
naklin sehddet-i iman ve ta ‘lim-i din-i Kur’an idiib igdaret-i ‘aliyyeleri ile
miteveccih-i Harem-i muhterem olub nice zeman micavir-i Beytu'I-1&h
olicak [47b] kutb-1 zamdn ve gavs-i cihan Es-Seyh ‘Abdu’r-rahman El-
Buhart hazretlerinin evadik-1 halise ile dort sene kemerbend hidmetleri olub
enfas-1 miiteberrikeleri ile vakif-1 esrdr-1 ilahi ve vasil-1 kesf-i na-mutenahi
olmugs. Bu ‘aziz-i velayet-zuhQr der-kaziyye-i dtiyyeden viki‘ olan hdldt-1

‘acibiyyeyi ve keramdt-i garibiyyeyi bila ziyadeten ve 1&-noksan nakl u ta ‘bir
250
olunur.

According to this report concerning the text’s past, Dervish Mehmed later began to
learn the practice of miikdsefe from a certain Abdurrahman el-Buharf, the sheikh he

had been in contact with, after having seen that the sheikh had had an oracular vision

20 Cf. Bahrii'I-Miikdsefe, Kemankes 430, 47a—47b.
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predicting the unlikely last-minute victory of the Ottomans against a combined
Habsburg-Transylvanian force in the Battle of Keresztes (also known as
Mezokeresztes) during the Egri Campaign of 1596, when they both were staying in
Mecca. Mehmed Nabi goes on to report how “the mentioned saint, who is the owner
of the book, namely Dervish Mehmed—may God have mercy on him—relates” this
first experience of oracular vision in his own words:

Sahib-i kitdb olan ‘aziz-i mezbiirun ya ‘ni Dervis Mehmed —rahmetullahi
aleyh— nakl idiib eydur kim “Tarih-i salifii'I-beydnda padisah-1 Islam es-
Sultan ibn es-Sultan es-Sultan [sic] Mehmed Han ibn es-Sultan Muréd Han
ibn Sultan Selim Hdn hazretleri EGri seferinde iken galebe-i kuffar-1 diizah-
kiran ve za ‘af-1 ciind-i Islam ve inhizam-1 ‘askeri ebrdr-1 ‘dleme intisdr
buldukda fakir Ka ‘be-i Mukerreme-i Serif-i Allah Te ‘dld’da Seyh
hazretlerinin huz(ir-: veldyet zuhiirlarinda idiim.**

Dervish Mehmed vividly describes the devastated emotional state he experienced
upon hearing the news of the probable defeat of the Ottoman army at the Battle of
Keresztes:

Bu haber-i ciger-diizdan miinkesir ve hayli perisdin-hal olub miistagrak-i
bahr-i hayret oldumki ‘Bu saltanat-1 Osmaniyye —el- ‘iydz bi’l-lah!—
zamanmimizda miinkariz olub istila-1 ehl-i kiifr ii daldl zahir akreb sa ‘at
dalldir. Eyd bu ehl-i Islamin hali neye vara’ deyii deryad-1 fikirde dutmada
mal-a-mal ile dane-i siriski ristemiz kaffe muntazam kilub siicced-i asékirden
siddet-i buka ile zar u giryan oldu.??

Moreover, in this experience of revelation, the sheikh stated to Dervish Mehmed that
this victory proved that Muslim soldiers were “still capable of coping with the
infidels,”®*® unveiling, contrary to this statement of openly declared encouragement,
a sense of dispirit on the whole:

Ba‘dehu sd ‘at ani gérdiimkim ve soyle miisahede kildimki fart-1 besasetle

gul gibi handan olub secde-i siikr idiib Fettah-1 Mutlak hazretlerine

hamd u senalar eyledi. Eyitdim ki “Ya Seyh, sebeb-i girye vii zdri ba ‘dehu

dzin ba ‘is- hande-i sirin-kari nedir.” bu za ‘ife “iyan ile eyitdiki “Ey
dervig, hald ‘asker-i Islam kiiffara mukabil olub ehl-i Isldm "in siihedast

51 bid., 47b-48a.
22 |pid., 48a.

23 |bid.: “Hadld ‘asker-i Islam kiiffara mukabil olub ehl-i Isldm i siiheddsi kanlar ile Ravza-i
Mutahhara’ya geliib yiiz siirdiler.”

140



kanlar ile Ravza-i Mutahhara’ya geliib yiiz siirdiler [...] Nesim-i zafer canib-
i Islam dan esiib hdsa ki kiifi- ve hizldn berg-i hazan gibi sarsar ma ‘reke

[...] varan ehl-i Islam’a miitehammil olmayub lerzan ve her aslan iifidde-i
hak [u] helak olub ser bi-sa ‘ddetleri malide siimm-i [sic] semend-i gaziyan
oldi ® Fi’l-hakika ol giin ve ol sd ‘at Sultan Mehmed Han hazretleri feth-i
kal‘a-i metin girzime-i miisrikin olub der-‘akab-1 ahbar begaret yetisiib
hargah-: ‘dlem seda-i siiriir u nesat toldr. Bundan sonra seyh hazretlerine

i ‘tikadim min evveld [ ...] etemm ve kimmel oldu.?**

In other words, Dervish Mehmed’s respect for and confidence in Abdurrahman el-
Buhari, whom he had been serving for some time, came to its culmination when he

saw that the sheikh had had this oracular vision regarding the Battle of Keresztes.

In Mehmed Nabi’s rendering of the Bahrii 'I-Miikasefe, the choice of the Battle of
Keresztes for the first vision to be recorded as a historically significant detail in the
oracular narrative, while the same event is not mentioned until the very end of the
Papasname text, is highly indicative of the change in orientation of the narrative
from religious propaganda towards the political and historical concerns of the
period. This choice also reveals how deep a mark this last-minute victory left on the
Ottoman social imagination as a revival of hope in a historical moment of despair on
the part of the Ottomans against their then militarily more powerful rival, the

Habsburgs, in the west.

The Battle of Keresztes was in fact a moment of culmination in the long struggle for
power between the Ottomans and the Habsburgs, which turned into open warfare in
1001/1593 and lasted for thirteen years, until 1014/1606. After a disastrous loss at
the Kulpa River in 1001/1593, the Ottoman Empire went on the offensive again.
This offensive, however, would ultimately result in an increased military advantage
for the Habsburgs, since, by 1004/1595, the Austrian armies would subsequently

move to capture Ottoman territories along the Danube and later the city of

2% |bid., 48a-48b.
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Esztergom/Gran in central Hungary.?*® In response to this Habsburg territorial
expansion, Sultan Mehmed I1I’s army moved to capture Eger/Erlau in 1005/1596;
however, as William Griswold notes, although successful in this occupation, the
traditional Ottoman military tactics of deploying lightly armed cavalry against the
heavily armed Habsburg forces had already proven to be considerably

disadvantageous in this campaign.?*®

Following the capture of Eger/Erlau, the two armies, having avoided a pitched battle
for months, eventually faced each other in the autumn of 1005/1596, in the vicinity
of the city, on the plain of Mez&keresztes.”>” Because the Habsburg forces were
heavily armed and forceful in their forward march, the recently enthroned Sultan
Mehmed III’s tent had been set up near the battlefield so as to keep him close
enough to his forces that he could provide both protection and the ability to lead the
army.258 The battle, which began on October 24, 1596 CE (2 Rebiii’l-evvel 1005
AH), lasted for three days. During the first two days, the Ottoman forces failed quite
decisively against the Habsburg forces, and on the second day, Mehmed I11 grew so
worried that he fled the battlefield, reportedly on an oxcart, leaving behind all his
belongings, and leaving command to his brother-in-law Damad Ibrahim Pasha, who
was then grand vizier.?*® In response to this flight, by nightfall the Habsburg troops
had managed to reach the Ottoman pavilions and begun to seize valuable Ottoman
booty left behind. However, on the third day the battle’s momentum turned when the

late arriving commander of the relief armies at Hatvan, Cigalazade Yusuf Sinan

2> William J. Griswold, The Great Anatolian Rebellion, 1000-1020/1591-1611 (Berlin: K. Schwarz
Verlag, 1983), 14-15.

% |hid., 15.
> |bid., 17.
258 |hid.

9 |hid., 18.

142



Pasha, managed to bring his Tatar cavalry onto the field for a counterstrike against
the Habsburg forces.?®® Realizing that the enemy soldiers were busily engaged in
seizing the Ottoman booty left behind at the sultan’s abandoned tents, Sinan Pasha
swiftly and directly attacked them with his Crimean cavalry, taking the Habsburg
forces completely by surprise, killing thousands, and denying them any chance of

regrouping or counterattacking.?*

Upon Sinan Pasha’s success in repulsing the Habsburgs, Mehmed I11, shocked by his
own narrow escape and the sudden change in the course of the battle, did not hesitate
to bestow the pasha with the grand vizierate, which the pasha had himself sternly
requested.?® This, however, did not prove to be the only immediate outcome of this
odd denouement to the Battle of Keresztes, a victory which the Ottoman sultan,
oddly enough, considered to be the greatest battle of his reign, leading him
eventually to be called “the Conqueror of Eger.”?* Indeed, the battle had more
immediate consequences that resulted in even more significant long-term effects on
the empire’s historical trajectory. The newly appointed grand vizier Cigalazade
Yusuf Sinan Pasha would then, in return for his Tatar cavalry’s military efforts,

bestow Fetih Giray with the Crimean khanate,**

an honor which would later prove
to unsettle the inner politics in Crimea. The new grand vizier would also
subsequently take action against the thousands of Ottoman askeri soldiers, and
especially rzmar holders, who had fallen short in their efforts during the battle: he in

fact declared all missing cavalrymen in the battle “deserters” (firaris), and ordered

their land, wealth, and other privileges to be dispossessed.

20 |pid.
21 |bid.
22 |bid., 19.
283 |bid.
24 |bid.

143



These immediate consequences would eventually lead to more long-term effects in
the empire.”®® Socially, the Battle of Keresztes and Sinan Pasha’s order to dismiss
those zrzmar holders who had failed to fight or had fled during the battle would have
an impact not only on the empire’s political landscape, but also and especially on the
social and economic landscape of the Anatolian peninsula, in the form of the Celali
rebellions (1596-1610). In fact, this policy of confiscation would eventually lead
many such zzmar holders and their soldiers to turn to banditry and rebellion, since
many of the dismissed #zmar holders who had been branded deserters would join the

ranks of the Celali bands in Anatolia.

As a result, this rush decision on part of the grand vizier and the ensuing social and
political developments have usually been identified historiographically as the outset
of the great Celali movement in Anatolia.”®® Additionally, the grand vizier’s policy
has also been recognized as having had an additional negative impact on the zmar
system, which had long constituted the backbone of both the central administrative
and the military structure of the Ottoman polity.?®” The modern Ottoman
historiography considers the Battle of Keresztes a very significant historical turning
point in the post-Suleimanic period of the Ottoman Empire due to this long-term

sociohistorical impact.

Militarily, on the other hand, the Habsburgs’ new warfare technologies—including
their possession of superior muskets and cannon, their heavy use of pikes against
cavalry, and the better military training they provided for soldiers with firearms®*®—

proved, despite their unexpected defeat at Keresztes, to be more effective in the long

285 1hid.

%6 |pid.; Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 1994), 70.

27 Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats, 70-1.
%68 Griswold, The Great Anatolian Rebellion, 7.
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run. In fact, these new military technologies tilted the military balance against the

Ottomans, who had previously had the upper hand in terms of military technologies:
The rising importance of firearms — the product of a remarkable openness to
technological innovation — also helps to explain Ottoman successes in the
centuries after 1300. For several hundred years Ottoman armies used
firearms on a vaster scale, more effectively, and earlier than competing
dynasties. In the great Ottoman victories of the fourteenth, fifteenth, and
early sixteenth centuries, technological superiority often played a key role.
Cannon and fire-armed infantry were developed at very early dates and used

to massive technological advantage in the Balkan as well as the Safevid
269
wars.

Due to this rather illustrious past, the apparent failure initially experienced at
Keresztes created initially surprise, but then relief when the tide turned, and this
prevented a full awareness about the graveness of the situation from arising. Indeed,
the fact that the Habsburgs had been unexpectedly defeated in the battle led to a
political as well as a social fallacy on the part of the Ottomans.?’® Their last-minute
victory prompted them to either deliberately or imprudently fail to understand the
real significance of the battle; instead, in social terms, they experienced a powerful
sentiment of reinvigorated hope against the Habsburgs’ territorial expansion. The
failure to understand the inevitable impact of the new military technologies in the
short term would actually prevent the Ottomans from making any necessary changes
in their traditional warfare in response, resulting in many other military failures in

the longer term.”"

29 Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922, 30.

270 |n fact, the sehndmeci Talikizade Mehmed Suphi (d. ca. 1599 or 1602) was commissioned to
author an illustrated history of the campaign, entitled Fetihname-i Egri, Sehndme-i Sultan Mehmed,
which he finished within a year and presented to Sultan Mehmed 111 in 1598. This demonstrated the
myopic understanding of the battle on the part of the Ottomans. This lavishly composed seindme,
illustrated with miniatures by Nakkas Hasan (d. 1622), is held at the Topkap1 Palace Library today:
cf. TSMK, Hazine, nr. 1609. Cf. Christine Woodhead, “Talikizide Mehmed Subhi,” in Isidm
Ansiklopedisi, 1st ed, Vol. 39 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2010). 510-511. 2014. Accessed July
24, 2016. http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c39/c390337.pdf.

2’1 See Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922.
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In the narrative of the Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, we can easily trace this commonly upheld
social sentiment of a God-given last-minute victory against the infidels. The fact that
the text registers the Battle of Keresztes as both its first vision and as a hopeful,
albeit misleading, turning point with lasting historical significance reveals how its
social impact was being readily, though not well, understood, or rather conveniently
misunderstood at the time of the text’s production. After this first vision relating to
the Battle of Keresztes, the sheikh directly conveys the intended message of the
whole narrative concerning the decline of the lineage of the Ottoman dynasty:

Lakin bir giin Seyh hazretleri vecd hdline geliib bu fakire teveccih-i hitéb
idiib eyitdiki “Ey dervis, kemal-i mertebe-i i ‘tikdd eyle kim bu al-i ‘Osman
saltanati bizim zamanimizda miinkariz olmayub bunlarin zamdan-1
devletlerinde niimdydn olasin. Ben putperest iken [Hazret-i] Cenab-: Risdlet-
Penah —sallallahu aleyhi ve sellem— mendminda irsdd-i1 rah-1 hiddyet kilub
sana telkin-i Iman-: sehddet idiib seref-i Islam ile kemal buldun. Bu ciimle
‘indyet-i Hakk ve feyz-i mutlak degil midir. Eyle midir ki bu dl-i ‘Osman din-i
Islam’a hususen Haremeynii’s-Serifeyn-i [sic] Muhteremeyn 'de itdikleri
hizmet-i ‘inda’l-lah zayi’ olmaz [ ...] ve bi-hamd-: siiccane ve te‘dla bu al-i
‘Osman devletinde [...] memalik-i ‘Osmaniyyede tarh-1 biinyad-1 mesacid ve
vaz -1 menabir olub serr ‘ile icra-yr ahkam biinydn-1 din kuvvet ve
istihkdmdadir. E[y] dervis, hald padigahimizin tali ‘i mes “adi degil. Hemdn
bu al-i ‘Osmdnda yetmis nefer padisihimiza varinca tali * ve ahval-i kryam-1
sd ‘adete degin imtiddad-1 devlet ve ikbalini sana idem” dedi. 212

In the narrative, after the initial vision concerning victory at the Battle of Keresztes,
Dervish Mehmed, more convinced of his sheikh’s oracular talents, begins to practice
miikagefe under his guidance, and together in the middle of the night they have a
“visionary journey” (“tayy-1 mekdan”) from Mecca onto a ruined wall west of Haghia
Sophia, which stands near the Ottoman imperial court in Istanbul:
Seyh hazretleri sol eliyle sag elime basub “Yum géziin” didi. Ben dahi
gozum yumdum. “A¢” didi. Agdim. Heman sa ‘at Darii’s-Saltanatii’l-
‘Aliyye’de Bab-1 Hiimdyin muhdzisinde olan Ayasofya’nin canib-i

garbisinde [50b] vaki® kiigiik civart iizere nisfii 'l-leylde Seyh ile kendiimii
gordum. Ba‘dehu Seyh eyitdi ki “Havf itme. Agah ol ki mu ‘ayeneten

22 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, Kemankes 430, 49a—49b.

146



olan isareti zabt idiib tahrir idesinkim bizden sonra gelen ehl-i Islam
karindaslara bir beséret-i ‘azim ve eser-i velayet-i a ‘I kala” didiikde [ ...

Subsequently, their mutual visions are recorded in the Bahrii’[-Miikdsefe by Dervish
Mehmed, who, following the sheikh’s instructions, documents in writing the visions
that they see, thereby leaving a great work for the brothers of the people of Islam
who will come thereafter. These visions, or rather mutual revelations, relate an
extended lineage of the Ottoman dynasty, and are recorded in the text in dialogue
form. At this point, Mehmed Nabi has disappeared as a narrator, and it is Dervish
Mehmed who continues the narrative, relating the visions he and his sheikh have
together and recording their mutual dialogue concerning these visions and

revelations.

In these visions as they are narrated, the visual element holds great weight.
Correspondingly, the choice of location as the destination of their mutual visionary
journey—namely, facing the Gate of Felicity at Topkapi Palace, from which vantage
point the sheikh and the dervish can easily observe inside the palace—becomes quite
emblematic for the visual aspect of the visions of the sultans, each of whom is listed
as emerging from this imperial gate for the ascension (cilds) ceremony. This was the
initial official ritual through which new Ottoman sultans were introduced to and
beheld by the public eye for the first time. Among those who would be present at the
ceremony were the principal officers of the state and the Janissary corps, who would

there pay homage (bi ‘a?) to their new ruler.?™

Accordingly, as the narrative proceeds to list and briefly account the reigns of six
actual and fifty-two fabricated sultans, each account first shows the sultan appearing

at the gate, just as in the traditional ascension ceremony held before the Gate of

23 |bid., 50a-50b.
2" {smail Hakki Uzungarsil, Osmanli Devletinin Saray Teskildn (Ankara: TTK, 1988), 187-188.
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Felicity at Topkap1 Palace. This visual aspect of the narrative thus captures the
liminal moment of the Ottoman sultan stepping outside the palace and into the
public sphere. Each registering of the visions begins with the same phrase repeated
by the dervish, which signifies the public’s first view of the sultan at the ascension
ceremony and underscores how each of the visionary sultans becomes a public
image or figure: “then at the gate of the palace I saw this sultan who...” (“andan
gordumki saray kapusunda [...] bu sultan ...”). Therefore, as these initial images of
the sultans at the Gate of Felicity make clear, the location at which the sheikh and
the dervish are located throughout their mutual visions is by no means coincidental,
but is a carefully calculated choice enhancing the visual aspect of the narrative while
also highlighting how the ascension ceremony is the first instance where the public

could recognize a new Ottoman sultan as the ruler.

Following the initial visionary journey from Mecca to Istanbul, the narrative of the
sequence of visions largely lacks definite markers of time. Besides occasional
metaphysical markers like “till the end of the time,” the only time markers used
regularly in the narration is “ba ‘dehu” (“after that”), rather oddly written with rubric
in a few instances. This connects the series of events in a progressional yet indefinite
manner, one that is by no means unusual for a narrative recording a series of visions
inasmuch as the narrational time is registering an extended revelational time, which
is known in Sufi terminology as the “swelling of time” (bast-: zamdn). The narrative
thus employs the free-flowing time of the visions, and the time markers deployed in
the narration call attention explicitly to the series of visions, rather than registering
the passage of time in the narrative. Accordingly, the narrative unambigously shifts
between the optative and the subjunctive moods to signify that it is narrating

revelations or prophecies, rather than actual experiences.
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The narrative that follows the visionary journey records a largely invented lineage
that extends the Ottoman dynasty up to a total of seventy sultans who would
supposedly reign until the end of time. At first sight, then, the text reads as both a
Sufist text of oracular prophecies for the future, and as a record of miikdsefe
experience, of which there are several other examples extant in manuscript form,
typically termed Risale-i Miikdsefe.?” However, closer inspection reveals the
historically contingent properties of the narrative: the first sultan to be treated in the
narration of these prophetic visions is Mehmed I11, who was on the throne during the
Eger campaign, and the accounts then continue with five more actual sultans, up
through Sultan Ibrahim. Subsequently, however, the lineage continues with invented
sultans, yet nonetheless provides them all with accounts that do not differ in terms of
style or diction from those of the actual sultans, although some of the accounts are
quite short while others are relatively long. As has already been touched upon, this
narrational tactic of recording six actual sultans, and moreover of maintaining the
same style when recounting the reigns of sultans both actual and invented, gains

credibility for the oracular visions of the invented sultans that follow.

In the narrative, the accounts of the reigns of the six actual Ottoman sultans reveals a
clear “politics of memory” at play in terms of the text’s gaze into the past: there is a
conscious censoring or exaggerating of certain events of the Ottoman past and
present, such as the assassination of Osman II or Ibrahim I’s imagined successes

while on the throne. This provides us with an opportunity to understand how these

27> There was also a traditional practice of recording sessions of this esoteric Sufi practice in writing. |
discovered one such text compromising a record of a miikdgsefe session in the archives: Risale-i
Miikagefe, Milli Library, Ankara, Yazmalar collection, no. 06 Mil Yz A 1244. In order to specify the
textual differences or possible rhetorical similarities of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe in comparison to this
traditional record, | will also refer to this particular former manuscript copy in the pertinent section of
this chapter.
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sultans’ reigns were perceived and conceived of in the social memory, as well as

how they were accordingly altered and related in the social imagination.

The first imperial vision that the sheikh Abdurrahman el Buhari and Dervish
Mehmed observe is that of Mehmed I11 (r. 1595-1603), who is designated as the
thirteenth sultan in the lineage of the Ottoman dynasty:
Ba‘dehu Seyh eyitdi ki “Havf itme. Agdh ol ki mu ‘dyeneten olan isareti zabt
idub tahrir idesinkim bizden sonra gelen ehl-i Isldm karindaslara bir

besaret-i ‘azim ve eser-i velayet-i a ‘la kala” didiikde ant gordiimki sardy
kapusunda On Uciincii Padisih Sultin Mehmed Han ¢ikdi.*"™

The fact that Mehmed 111 is explicitly registered as the thirteenth sultan in the
Ottoman line—with all the subsequent sultans, both real and imagined, also being
designated by their order in the succession—makes it evident that this particular
historical mindset as registered in the Bahrii’'I-Miikdsefe recognizes the earlier
Ottoman lineage as consisting of: Osman I, Orhan, Murad I, Murad |, Bayezid I,
Mehmed I, Murad 11, Mehmed Il, Bayezid Il, Selim I, Stileyman I, Selim 11, and
Murad I11. This clearly situates the supposedly visionary text within a very

particular, and very conscious, historical trajectory for the empire.

According to the vision of Mehmed I11, upon appearing at the gate of the imperial
court, the sultan took three flags (sancaks), which he then tore to pieces. Then he
was given five keys, after which he returned, performed his ablutions and prayers,
and slept. Upon seeing this vision, Dervish Mehmed asks his sheikh about the
vision’s significance:
Saray kapusunda On Uciincii Padisah Sultin Mehmed Hén ¢ikdi. Ug
sancak eline alub pareledi ve bagst asagi yerlere siirdi. Ba‘dehu eline bes

miftah virdiler. Anda [geri] doniib abdest alub namdz kilub uyudi. Eyitdimki
“Ya Seyh, bu ne ‘alametdiir ve ne ahvale delaletdiir. #2117

2"® Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe, 50b.
277 |bid.
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The sheikh then interprets the vision; this is a narrative structure that will repeat
throughout nearly all of the subsequent sultanic visions. According to the sheikh’s
interpretation here,?’® during his reign Mehmed’s father, Sultan Murad III (r. 1574—
1595), had succeeded in subjugating three “sanjaks” to his rule; however, in
Mehmed’s reign of Sultan Mehmed, these states—Hungary, Wallachia, and
Poland—deviated from their submission to the sultan. In response, Mehmed would,
with the help of God and by the force of his sword, take their land, and subsequently
these states would stay obedient to the Ottomans till the end of days, with kadis and
begs being appointed in the Hungarian provinces to put sharia law into effect there.
Also, according to the sheikh, the five keys in the vision signified how Mehmed
would conquer five provinces which were under the rule of a king of wicked deeds,
refering to the Habsburg emperor, after which the sultan would depart this world and

move on to the afterlife.

Clearly, many important factual and historical omissions occur in the sheikh’s
interpretation of the vision about the reign of Mehmed 111 because the historical
realities of his reign was certainly not a rose garden full of victories as it was made
to be seem in the oracular vision. This period was imbued with social strife in the
form of Celali rebellions in 1596 as well as military problems as in the case of
erruption of wars fought against the Safavid Iran for a long period to come between

1603-1639,°° and it actually aggrevated the notion of a “crisis” amongs the larger

2% |bid., 50b—51a: “Seyh eyitdi ‘Ey dervis, bu Sultan Mehmed Han 'in babasi Sultdn Murdd Han
zamdninda ti¢ sancak ‘aGmmi olub itd ‘at-1 pddisahda inhiraf gésterdiler. Macar ve Eflak gibi —sd’irin
dimem, disem hatddw— ve Leh gibi amma Sultdn Mehmed Han bi-emri’l-ldh te ‘dla kilic ile feth idlb
kiyamete degin bu al-i ‘Osman devletinde zebiin olub Macar vilayetlerinde kddilar ve begler ta ‘yin
olunub icr&-y: ser ‘iat ve [a ‘ldm]-1 din [U] deviet ideler. Ve ol bes miftih deldletdiir ki ® bu sultin bes
vilayet feth ide ki her biri kral-: bed-fa ‘alin tahti ola. Ba ‘dehu zamdn bu sultdn hastalikda diinyay!
terk idiib dhirete gide.”™

2 Feridun Emecen, “Mehmed I11,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi, 1st ed, Vol. 28 (Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2003), 407-13. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=280407 &idno2=c280229#1.
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segments of the population living under his rule at the time. After Mehmed l1l, the

narrative continues with Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603-1617):
On Dordiincii Padigah Sultin Ahmed Han Andan gordim ki saray
kapusunda bir gemiye yetmis bir hitb-cemal kimesne ¢tkub eline bir salb
almus, pare pare eyledi ve bir miihib arslana oyan urub derya sakir oldi. Ve
bir kartalin tiiyiin yoldu e Ve eline Kur'dn-1 ‘azim-i dligan [sic] alub gitdi.
Eyitdimki “Ya Seyh, bu neye ‘alametdiir?” Eyitdi “Dervis, sancaklar
[marginal: -nda] slret-i arslan ve seki-i kartal getiiren ne ke[fe]re-i dalldiwr.”
Ben eyitdimki “Malta sancag salib, Venedik arslan getiiren.” [51b] Seyh
eyitdiki “Bu sultan Malta’ya iztirdb u elem vire. Ve Alamanda Venedik de[n]
haréac ala. Ve ol tuy ki kartalda yoldu delaletdur ki kral-: bed-fa ‘alin ‘askeri
cem ‘olub bu sultamn feth ittigi yerleri almaga cehd eyleyeler. Amma bu

sultan kralin ‘azim ‘askerin kirub ii¢ boliikde bir boliigi ancak halds ola e
Bu minval iizere iken ‘6mri vefd eylemeyiib vefdt eyleye. 280

According to the oracular vision, Ahmed I brings great suffering to the knights of
Malta, and later exacts tribute from Venice. In a military reply, the Austrian emperor
attempts to take back conquered lands but Ahmed defeats them. In historical context,
his period was relatively well-administrated than his father’s reign. The Austrain
defeat recalls the 1606 Peace of Sitva-Torok with the Habsburgs, although it is
represented as a victory in the oracular vision recorded in the narrative. Although
the oracular vision does not mention it, his reign was also tinged with the ongoing
social problems caused by repeated and aggraveted Celali uprisings. With efforts of
Kuyucu Murad Pasha, these uprisings were suppressed with huge bloodshed in
1609. However, the rebellion instigated by Manoglu Fahreddin proved to be harder
to subdue and remained a problem for the Ottoman Empire for more than twenty
years between 1613-35. The peace treaty signed with Iran in 1618 brought a halt to
the ongoing war, albeit temporarily, and with the Ottoman withdrawal from

Azerbaijan.?®!

280 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 51a-51b.

281 Miicteba Ilgiirel, “Ahmed 1,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 2. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 1989. 30-33. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=020030&idno2=c020017#1.
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After Ahmed I, the narrative moves on to relay its vision of the reign of Sultan
Mustafa I (r. 1617-1618, 1622-1623). As might be expected, the vision of this
briefly reigning sultan’s time on the throne is quite short:
On Begsinci Padisah Sultin Mustafd Hin e Andan gordiimki sardy
kapusunda bu sultan-: melik-sdret ¢ikdi ® Seyh eyitdi “Ey dervis, bunlar iki
karindaslar olub bu sultan tahtini karindasi ogluna viriib kendiisi ihsa

eyleye. Ba‘dehu gine tahta geciib Maskov dan elci geliib itd‘at gostere. Ve
bu sultan-; ‘Glisdn namaz kilarken teslim-i rih eyleye.?®

Contrary to the typical contemporary and subsequent view of Mustafa as an
ineffective simpleton, the narrative instead recasts him as a pious and humble sultan
who leaves his throne to his brother’s son (i.e., Osman II). Even so, given that the
antecedent Papasname text deliberately leaves Mustafa unnamed in its own

narrative, 2%

it is especially interesting that the Bahrii’I-Miikagsefe does refrain from
naming and describing him. In fact, both narratives note that at his time an envoy
comes from Moscow expressing obedience to the Ottoman ruler. He dies while
performing prayers in the Bahrii’[-Miikdsefe. What is also interesting in terms of the
“politics of memory” is the fact that both narratives show him as coming to the
throne before Osman |1, and certainly in no such tumultuous period for the politics

of power at the court as it actually was during this short period of royal strife in the

imperial history.?

Following Mustafa, the narrative continues with a rather remarkable account of the
eventful reign of his nephew Osman Il (r. 1618-1622):
On Altinci Padigiah Sultin ‘Osmdn Han Andan gordimki saray kapusunda

ak libaslar giymis bu Sultan ‘Osman ¢ikdi. Ve bir akge kisesin pak yudu. Ve
soyle tenbih eylediki “Zinhar simden girii bu kiseye hurde ak¢e komayasiz”™

%82 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 51b.

%83 papasname, Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Saliha Hatun collection, no. 212, 12a.

%84 Feridun Emecen, “Mustafa I,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 31. Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet

Vakfi, 2006. 272-75. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=310272&idno2=c310185#1.
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didi. Ve elinde bu sultan kan yere dokdi. Fi’l-hdl ol kan altuna tebdil oldh.
Halk ant gériib ittifakile agladilar ve eyitdiler “Hakk Te ‘ala bu saltanati
saklasun” deyii [ ...] bi-niyaze tazarru * eylediler. Ba’dehu bu sultéan donub
bu yarana karsu bir sancag ii¢ pare eyledi. Fi'l-hdl yine sardyina doniib
uyudi. Eyitdimki “Ya Seyh, bu ne ‘alametdiir ve neye deldlet, bana ‘ayan
eyle.” Eyitdi ki “Ey dervig, bu Sultan ‘Osman riigveti kaldirmaga sa’y
eyleye zird zamaninda riisvet ¢ok ola. Ve ‘azim yasak eyleye ki zinhar mansib
akge ile virilmeye. Ve bunun zamdaninda ¢ok kan dokiile. Ve karindasina

recm eylemeye. Iskele ve giimriikler bu padisaha ziyade mahsiil vireler ® Ve
ol ii¢ pare eylediigi sancak deldlet ider ki bu sultan ol canibe sefer eyleye ve
ol vilayeti harab eyleye ve ol kdfir kim sancaginda ii¢ kaplan gériirsen binde
bin biliirsin kimdir” ® Ben eyitdimki “Eflakdwr” Seyh eyitdi “Bi-hamdi’l-lah
te‘ald ol Eflak krali bu é?ddisdha zebuin olub hardc vire. Ve ba’dehu bu sultin
bagteten vefdt eyleye.28

Osman is the only sultan in the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe shown in white garments when he
appears at the Gate of Felicity: this seems likely to be suggestive of a burial shroud
and to imply his death at the hands of his kuls. In the vision, he orders that no
debased coin will enter into circulation or into the purse that he holds in his hands,
and then the blood that he pours on the ground itself turns to gold, leading the
onlookers to cry out together and pray for his sovereignty. The sheikh goes on to say
that Osman intends to abolish taxes, as there was a great deal of corruption in his
reign, and he forbids using money to purchase government posts. The sheikh also
mentions that there much blood will be shed during his reign. However, according to
the narrative, he would not have his brother stoned to death—which was directly
contrary to fact, as Osman had in fact had his brother and potential rival Mehmed
killed before embarking on his campaign against Poland.?®® Ports and customs would
bring Osman great income, and he would subdue Wallachia and extract a yearly
tribute from them. Then, however, he would die suddenly and unexpectedly
(“bagteten”); this is a term used only once in the narrative, and in this vision, clearly

suggesting, without openly stating, Osman’s execution at the hands of his kuls.

%8 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 52a-52b.

%8 Emecen, Feridun. “Osman I1,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 33. Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2007. 453-56. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=330453&idn02=c330277#1. 454.
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Another suggestive phrase used in the narrative is the time marker “fi ’/-hal”—
meaning “right now,” “at once,” or “instantly”—which brings a particular
immediacy to the narration. These aspects of the narrative, along with its overt
silence about the fact that Osman 11 was killed by his own kuls, might be read as
signifying a certain embarrassment about this traumatic event in the Ottoman

iImagination.

After Osman 11, the narrative continues with its vision of Murad 1V (r. 1623-1640):

On Yedinci Padigah Sultin Murad Han Andan gordimki saray kapusunda
ol giil yiizlii Sultan Murad Han ¢ikageldi ki Sultan Ahmed Han oglidi @ Uzun
boylu tolgasin sokunmus kol¢cagin giymis. Bir heybetle ¢ikdikim Kizilbas
havfinda ditredi. Ve ba‘dehu kible tarafina doniib yalin kilic eyleyiib iic kere
saldi. Ve na’re urub eyitdi “Ey Kizilbag-1 bed-ma‘ds |...] dogiindi @ Simden
gerti min ba ‘d [53a] hile ve mekre kadir olmazsin” e Ve hazret-i restl-i
‘aleyhii’l-Islam 'in diilbendini kulac ile élcdi. Sekiz kulac iki yedi eyledi. Ve
serdaseri ve diinyayi dtege birakdi. Ben eyitdimki “Ya Seyh, bu Kizilbas
lizerine na ‘re uran padisah kimdiir?” Seyh eyitdiki “Bu sultdn hazretlerinin
soyle nami dastdn ola kim e uzak yerlerden adin igide. Cemdlin gormek igiin
ziyarete gelir ve kendi b-i z-zdt Kizilbas tizerine sefer eyleye. Ve ciimle
Kizilbas bu padisahin havfindan ¢ehar diyart dost tutalar. Ve kilict
korkusundan Kizilbas-1 bed-ma ‘dsin nami nd-biid ola. Ve’l-[...] isti ‘mal
eylediigi biiyiik diilbendleri terk itdire zird eger Imam-1 A ‘zam hazretlerinin
ri ‘dyetini [ye]rine getiirmezier deyii ve bu padigahin [marginal: zamdninda
halkin diilbendleri hazret-i resili’l-lah sahh sallahu aleyhi ve sellem sahh]
zamannda kiigiik ola. Ve diba ve serdser makbiil olma7ya. Ve kimse ragbet
[53b] itmeye. ve halkin en eyiisi libdsin fendsin giye.?®

According to the oracular vision, Murad 1V achieves great fame by personally
leading campaign against the Kizilbag, whom he decimates. During his reign, in
accord with Abu Hanifa, large turbans will be replaced by small turbans made of
modest fabric, a point which is in fact similar to what actually had been experienced
because Murad 1V actually had such a decree about a certain kind of clothing. His

image in the oracular vision actually fits to the one in the oracular vision as he is

7 Bahrii’l-Miikasefe, 52b-53b.
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shown in full charge of the state and country, which was actually the case in the

second half of his reign.?®®

Finally, after Murad IV, the narrative continues with a vision of Sultan Ibrahim (r.
1640-1648), the last actual sultan to occur in the text:

On Sekizinci Padigih Sultian Ibrahim Han Andan gordiimki saray
kapusunda karakuru benizli ve kumral sakalli bu sultdn ¢ikdi. Elinde bir
zincir ve yedi miftih ve bes sancak pareledi. Ve ba ‘dehu iskeleye iniib
kadwrgaya yetdi. Ve ol zincir ile derydyt kugatdi ® Ve altun iciin tenbih eyledi
ki mustaf-1 serif'ile cami ‘lerden gayrt yerde ziynet iciin isti ‘mal olunmaya. Ve
halki ziynetden terk itdiire ¢iinkii bu hali miisahede eyledim. Eyitdim ki “Ya
Seyh, bu sultan-1 melik-haslet ahvali nedir ki sunnet-i resilu’l-1&h yerine icra
eyledi?” Seyh eyitdi ki “Ey dervis, bu Sultdn Ibrdhim Han ciimle Akdeniz
adalarin feth idiib leb-i derydda ne kadar kal ‘a var ise ta Hind bogazina
varinca da’ire-i teshire [54a] ¢ikub kafir-i hazira séyle iztirdb vire ki kendi
deryadlarinda bile gezmege havf'ideler. Ve min ba ‘d bizim derydlarimizda
ctkarub gezmege kadir olmayalar. Ve ol zincir ile bes sancak ki gérdiin
delalet ider ki papaya ve dukaya [...] Yedi miftih deldlet ider ki yedi kal ‘a-i
‘azime feth ide ki her birisinin bir pddisahi ola ® Ve Ispanya vildyetinde olan
miidecceller ve yeraltinda namaz kilanlar bunun zamdninda havfsiz asikare
salavat-: serife getiiriib sayyit-1 ndkiis ile piir olan yerler zemzeme-i €zan ve
seda-y: 14 ilahe illallah Muhammeden resiilul’lih dolu ola. Ve Kizil
Elma’yt bu sultdn darb u dest-i [h]araca kese. Ve ¢cok zaman ehl-i Islam bu
sultén devletinde asde-hal [marginal: ola]. Ve ba ‘dehu’I-feth tenbih eyleye
ki Mushaf-: serifile cami ‘lerden [54b] gayr: yerde altun ziyneti olmaya.
Halk toprak ve aga¢ ¢canaklardan ta‘am yiyeler. Ey ogul, devlet ve sa ‘ddet
yeter ol zamana kim stinnet-i resulu 'I-1h aleyhii’s-selam icra ola.?®®

Here, Sultan lbrahim is praised to the skies, with the sheikh foreseeing that he will
capture all the islands in all the world’s seas, even the Indian Ocean, and will force
the so-called “Golden Apple” (i.e., Vienna) to pay yearly tribute. Though this is
clearly exaggeration, the narrative’s recording of such events may well also imply
the 1645 capture of the Cretan port of Chania in 1645.2% There is, however, no

mention of Ibrahim’s mother Késem Sultan, who historiography both contemporary

288 7iya Yilmazer, “Murad IV,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 31. Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2006. 177-83. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=310177&idno2=c310123#1.

8 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 54a-54b.

2% Feridun Emecen, “Ibrahim,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 21. Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2000. 274-81. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=210274&idno2=c210224#1.
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and modern has considered the real power behind the throne at the time; as a matter
of fact, no woman is mentioned anywhere in the text of the Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe. The
narrative also does not record the deposition of Ibrahim in 1648 and his eventual
murder, indicating that the text was likely produced between about 1645 and 1648.
All such choices regarding what to include, what to exclude, and what to reorient
within the fiction of the narrative signify a clear politics of memory at work in the
text. However, as Ibrahim seems to have been the reigning sultan at the time of the
text’s production, this recasting of contemporary history—almost in the manner of
the hyperbolic representation of the current sultan recorded in the Selimnames and
Stileymannames*'—also turns directly aspirational when imagining what what was
yet to come. This is clear enough from the great extent of Ibrahim’s conquests
mentioned above, but is made even more interesting, and perhaps more clearly
revealing of the text’s stance, when the Moriscos (mtdeccels) still living in Christian
Spain are rescued by this real Ottoman sultan, Ibrahim, who is of course entirely
fictionalized in this regard. However, the oracular vision indeed reminds and is in
line with the historical fact that one of the greatest conquest, that of Candia, in the
Mediterranean was in fact achieved during his reign. The narrative understandably,
as it was most probably produced during his reign, say nothing of his deposition and
assasination in the actual historical end of his life.

4.3 Pragmatics of Prognostication: The Future as a Category of the Past

The aspirational aspect seen in the Bahrii’I-Miikasefe’s fictionalized account of
Sultan Ibrahim becomes the dominant mode of the text with the next sultan, the
nineteenth and the first imaginary sultan, Ibrahim’s son Yusuf. The text claims him

to be “a good son of a good father,” before describing how he would kill all the Jews

21 See Chapter I1.
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living in Istanbul owing to a rumor they had started about the coming of the
Antichrist (Deccal) during his father’s reign:

On Dokuzuncu Pddigah Sultan Yisuf Han Andan gordim ki saray
kapusunda bir miizellef sakallu sultan ¢ikd: ki Hakk tizere idi. Ve eline iki
miftah virdiler. Ve sehirde bir ‘azim yangin peydd olub bu sultan tenbih
sebebden [?] Ve ba ‘dehu gordiim ki hazret-i resQl-1 ekrem —sallallahu aleyhi
vessellem— hazretlerinin karsusuna geliib taht tizere uyud:. Eyitdim ki “Ya
Seyh, bu ne ‘alametdiir ve neye delaletdiir.” Eyitdi “Ey dervis, dgah ol ki bu
Sultan Yasuf cumle gelen él-i ‘Osmdnda hubb ve ‘adil padisahdir @ Soyle
kim ‘adaletde Niigtirevan 't unutdura ® Eyii babadan eyii ogul geliir. Evvela
bu sultan [55a] Istanbul 'da olan Cehiid td’ifesin serr ‘ile ciimle katl eyleye.
Sol sebebden ki ‘Babam Sultan Ibrahim Han zamdninda “Deccdl bu
zamanda ¢ikar” deyii zu ‘m kdsd idiiler idi ® Ve bi’l-ciimle katlleri icab ider”
tohmetler ile serr ‘en katl eyleye. Ve hiikm itdiigi haradb idiib halkini esir
eyleye.??

This particular episode about the fictive nineteenth sultan needs to be interpreted in
light of the messianic figure of Sabbatai Zevi, who, in historical reality, had a huge
following among the Jew population living in Izmir, not in Istanbul. However, at the
time his adherents believed and started a rumour that “the messaih would appear in
the year 1648.72%® They also claimed that he would attempt to dethrone the sultan in
the 1660s:>**

Ve bu pddisahin zamdaninda bir Miisliimdn ki sardb ice veya evinde buluna

katl ideler ve papanin ‘askerin kiligdan gegiire ® Ve bu sultin Medine-i

Miinevvere’ye ve ‘Arabistan’a varub ‘amme-i ‘Arab’1 kirub Sam ve Haleb’e

miisdfir basinda altun getiiriib havfi olmaya e Ve bu sultdn vefat ittiigiinde
ndr intib ve melekler tekfin idiib defn eyleyeler.?*

In the narrative, according to the treatment he receives from Yusuf is apparently
approved by the Sunni orthodox standpoint and ulema outlook of the text. This
account of the fictional sultan Yusuf shows how the rest of the Bahrii’'I-Miikasefe
will balance fictional details of the imaginary sultans with a clear Sunni stance in

order to present its communal, aspirational vision. But this is a vision strongly

292 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 54b-55a.

233 Marc David Baer, Honored by the Glory of Islam: Conversion and Conquest in Ottoman Europe
(Oxford: Oxford University Press: 2008), 124.

2% |bid., 125.
% Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 55a.
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marked by the adverse concerns and adverse historical experiences of the time that
the text was produced: the long seventeenth century was characterized by epidemics,
fires, famine, struggles against the Celali rebels, and revolts, and all of these left a
mark on the Ottoman imagination of the time. But as an aspirational text, the
narrative also provides insights into communal aspirations about the Ottoman
Empire’s future as well. For instance, most of the fictive sultans ascend the throne
without practicing fratricide or falling victim to any other succession troubles, and at
the same time the empire manages to greatly extend its domains through the
subjugation and/or outright conquest of Christian lands, thereby consolidating the
Islamic faith under its rule. This is an aspiration, then, informed by communal

memory and the frustrations of historical experience.

This aspect of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe raises the question of how people of the early
modern era thought and conceived of the future. In the European context, scholars
like Koselleck and Hélscher arguably claim that it was only after the French
Revolution that people of the past discovered the future, and not before. In
addressing their claim critically, Peter Burke, on the other hand, recognizes that even
though “the pragmatic senses of future” were an earlier phenomenon, the early
modern period in Europe was necessarily more affluent with such historical
evidence as well as examples of institutionalized support for any future-oriented
practices than earlier periods:

An examination of the pragmatic senses of the future in the Middle Ages

would also be illuminating, but the early modern evidence is richer, and the

institutional supports for future-oriented practices were considerably stronger
in the early modern period than in the centuries preceding it.>*

2% peter Burke, “Foreword: The History of the Future, 1350-2000,” in The Uses of the Future in
Early Modern Europe, edited by Andrea Brady and Emily Butterworth (New York: Routledge,
2010), xii.
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Whatever the case may be there, how was it in the Ottoman context? Hagen and
Menchinger make the point that the revelation history of the (Sunni) Ottoman
Muslim population had no prospect of a “second coming,” and so for them time was
in a kind of suspension following the advent of Islam, to continue as such until a
final apocalypse, or the end of the world as we know it.?*” Indeed, according to
Islamic jurisprudence, as noted before, the only agent is the God and human acts are
ultimately already determined by his will and to claim agency is itself blasphemy.
Yet even so, the Ottoman literati, at least, were quite aware of the changes or
divergences occurring from the established forms of administration of the “classical”
era, as is clear from the advice literature of the late sixteenth century onwards.
Predicting the actions of the future members of the House of Osman as lasting to an
extended succession of 70 different sultans and presenting the Ottomans under their
rule as invading all lands and solidifying Islam in those lands conquered as well as
against the ruptures that emerged between different sects, and the conquer and defeat
dynamics of the worldly politics were always in charge of history. In such a
historical context, however, in the Bahrii’I-Miikagefe narrative we see almost an act
of partaking “agency” in the making of the future through the pseudo-historical
prognostics on part of the ulema as has been and will further be argued through
illustrations of the examples of such actions and intervention depicted in the oracular
visions of the text.

4.4 Close Textual and Contextual Analysis

In the following sections, a survey of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe narrative through the
lens of certain aspects of concern in relation to the Ottoman dynastic history will be

briefly undertaken so as to explicate how the pseudo-historical narrative reveals its

" Hagen and Menchinger, “Ottoman Historical Thought,” 92.
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historical outlook in terms of these actual historical issues and where it stands in
terms of these issue.

4.4.1 On Naming and Genealogy: Onomastics and Political Legitimacy

Names are not always what they seem.

— Mark Twain

The narrative records a mostly invented lineage extending the Ottoman dynasty to a
total of seventy sultans who would supposedly reign until the end of time. These
fictive sultans are commonly named Ahmed, Mehmed, ibrahim, Murad, Mustafa,
Osman, Orhan, Selim, Sileyman, Beyazid, while several others are called Yusuf,
Alaeddin, Yildirim, Edhem, Azim, Omer, Ali, Hasan and Hiiseyin, yet some are
mentioned only as “Name unknown” (“ismi n&-ma ‘lim”). All the while, those
fictive sultans who are “the bad apples” of the bunch due to attempting fratricide and
other wicked deeds, end up being punished for their deeds in the end, and are
mentioned as “name unknown” (“ismi nd-md ‘liim”) with added emphasis, unlike in
the Papasname text, which just goes on without naming them. As the list of name
choices made in the narrative illustrates the narrative indeed supports the idea of the
consolidation of Islam under the jurispredencial tenets of the Sunni sect as well as
under the political sovereignty of the Ottoman dynasty. The names reminiscent of a
Shiite background, such as Hasan, Huseyin, and Ali was not something unseen in the
Ottoman dynasty as is revealed through a cursory review of the names of the sons of
sultans. Perhaps because the Ottoman dynasty had also the same sentiment and
aspiration for a Sunni orthodoxy consolidating all different sects of Islam. However,
what is intersting is the fact that while in real historical context no Ottoman sultan
ever came to throne with such a name the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe narrative is actually

teeming with such sultans. Because even a cursory survey of the pedigree of the

Ottoman dynasty reveals that Ottoman sultans themselves named their sons Hasan,
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Huseyin, and Ali, although none of these sehzades ever actually came to the throne.
Perhaps this is also in line with the claim of consolidation of Islam under Ottoman
rule that we see in the text of the Bahrii’[-Miikasefe, which may have been used to
illustrate this common sentiment in both the Ottoman administrative and popular
body.”

4.4.2 On Methods of Succession and the Dynastic Line

I am not at all joking. My name is Achmet Ill. | was Grand Sultan many years. | dethroned my
brother; my nephew dethroned me, my viziers were beheaded, and | am condemned to end my days
in the old Seraglio.

— Voltaire, Candide

In line with its general political agenda, the Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe also gives glimpses
into aspirations concerning the future of the Ottoman dynasty and conceptions
regarding how the process of succession should proceed. In the text, the majority of
the fictive sultans ascend the throne without practicing fratricide or indeed falling
victim to any other troubles: instead, some are shown coming to the throne by a

manner reminiscent of the principle of consensus (icma),**®

with the ulema taking
the lead in achieving this consensus. In turn, they also appoint their own brothers to
protect and govern different parts of the empire or to serve in various posts, such as

Janissary aghas or, quite tellingly, as seyhiilislams.

The narrative deliberately rejects an alternative lineage, such as the Tatar one, as a
potential substitute to replace the Ottoman lineage from beyond the Ottoman realm
proper. At the same time, however, the narrative also unwittingly reveals how such a
potential dynastic replacement was an open communal consideration around the time
the narrative was being produced. As mentioned above, the approximate actual date

for the composition of the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe seems to have been sometime during

2% See Ibrahim Kafi Donmez, “icma,” Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 21. Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2000. 417-31. 2014. Accessed July 7, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c21/c210308.pdf.
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the reign of Sultan Ibrahim, which, if true, would make the matter of dynastic
continuance and succession a highly political issue as well. The narrative is clearly
very much informed by contemporary concerns and anxieties regarding the end of
the lineage of the Ottoman dynasty around the time of Ibrahim’s ascension to the
throne in 1640. At this time, Ibrahim was the only option for the survival of the
Ottoman lineage because his half-brother Murad IV had no living heir; however,
Ibrahim’s potential competence as a sovereign was initially questioned due to his
long period of captivity within the walls of the palace. Indeed, it was reported that,
as he was nearing death in 1640, Murad, lacking his own living heir yet purportedly
unwilling to leave the throne to Ibrahim, instead intended to pass it on either to one
of his favorite companions, Mustafa Pasha, or to the Tatar lineage.?*® This was an
ongoing debate at the time of Ibrahim’s succession, yet the narrative both directly
and indirectly refuses such a potential change in the lineage. In the text, the Tatars
are rather directly presented as an unsuitable potential alternative to the Ottoman line
inasmuch as they are shown being “rescued from their sinful ways and
wrongdoings™® by the invasion of their land. This was accomplished by the fictive
twentieth sultan, whose name cannot be read due to a piece of paper stuck on the
first two lines of his account, almost as if were a kind of censorship applied to the

manuscript.®%*

Furthermore, the narrative’s continuing account of the fictive sultans also makes a
point to strike down any possibility of any other lineage, even from within the

Ottoman realm, replacing the Ottoman line. For instance, in the account of the

2% Feridun Emecen, “Ibrahim,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 21. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2000. 274-81. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/ayrmetin.php?idno=210274&idno2=c210224#1

30 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 56a: “Ey dervis, bu sultdn Tatar Han ile ceng idiib yerinden kaldira ® Ve halki
glindhdan ve yaramaz islerden be-gayet sakundura.”

%1 1hid., 55a.
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fictive fifty-sixth sultan Ali, the text records his wish to remove half of the kul
servants from the imperial ranks owing to their large number. This was an action he
had already taken earlier with the sipahis, as there were no wars to be fought at the
time. He thereby ordered a reduction in kul numbers and demanded that they take up
a profession, which led to a revolt by the kuls, who aimed to bring the grand vizier to
the throne in Ali’s place. This results in great bloodshed and the murder of various
viziers, and when the fictive Sultan Ali eventually reconsolidates his power, he
issues an edict limiting the number of servants a household can have according to its
status: ordinary households may have no more than two or three servants, viziers no
more than ten, and the royal household no more than fifty servants and twenty
horses:
Elli Alunci Padisdh Sultin ‘Ali Han ola. Andan yine gordim ki saray
kapusundan dort karindasile bu sultdn ¢ikdr @ Birin Hind’e ve birin Cin-i
Madgin’e ve birin Rumili’ne ® ve birin Magrib eyaletine zabta gonderdi.
Seyh eyitdi “Ciinki bu sultan gore ki sipah td’ifesi ziydde ola. Sa’ir kul
kezalik sefer dahi olmaya. Yoklama idub [70a] nusfin: defterden ihrdc idiib
san’at ferman eyleye. Ve baki kalan muzdfdta dahi ‘uliife miiyesser eyleye.
Fi’l-ma kul serkeslik idiib dahi vezir-i ‘azamu iclas kasd ideler [...] Viizeray:
katl ideler ® Ba’dehu bu sultan emrile kimesne iki ii¢ hidmetkdrdan gayrt

istihddm itmeye ® [...] Ve sa’ir viizerd on hidmetkar fermdn oluna @ Ve

hadem-i padisahide elli nefer hidmetkdr ve yigirmi atdan ziydde olmaya. 302

In this oracular vision, the fictive fifty-sixth sultan Ali is shown to have different and
more humble understanding of an Ottoman ruler which fits probably very well with
the expectations or spoken aspirations of a religious group such as the ulema. Just
like in the manner of what Halil Inalcik has observed as the traditional concept of
statehood in which “the state [was] thought of as the joint property and inheritance

of the dynasty,”** he does not refrain from sharing his authority as a ruler: he sends

%92 |bid., 69b-70a.

%93 Halil inalcik, “The Ottoman Succession and its Relation to the Turkish Concept of Sovereignty,”
in Halil inalcik, The Middle East and the Balkans Under the Ottoman Empire, 37-69. (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1993), 44.
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one brother to the province of India, one to China, one to Rumelia, and one to Africa
to maintain order. In his abstinent nature he gives the ulema a perfect model of a
ruler: he issues edicts such that viziers can have no more than 10 persons in their
retinue, while the imperial retinue is reduced to no more than 50 persons and 20
horses. He orders that bachelors must be trained in crafts or else they will be beaten
with 40 blows. He does not forget the Kaaba in Mecca and makes it covered with
satin cloth. In every aspect, he fits well in the ulema aspirations of a ruler, quite an
opposite character he presents to the one they experienced in the person and the
reign of Mehmed 1. The fictive fifty-seventh sultan Siileyman also is interesting in
this respect: he is shown to possess the virtues of a ruler but his reign lasts only nine
months. But more interestingly, he is buried in Medina fittingly for the Sunni
outlook of the narrative. No son survives him, so the lineage breaks after his reign.
After him, fictive fifty-eight sultan Selim comes to throne. The fictive lineage of the
Ottoman dynasty is indeed full of Selims and Siileymans as they were the sultans of
the “golden age” after all. However, the narrative constantly plays around with the
historical order of their coming to the throne as can be detected here as well.
According to the oracular vision about fictive Sultan Selim, after Stileyman’s death,
the throne is to go to the grand vizier, but the ulema objects; then Siileyman’s four
brothers are requested to take the throne, but all refuse and without explaining how
the text attributes the rulership to Selim. Perhaps the more interesting aspect of the
episode is not the logical problem it exhibits but the power of agency it attributes to
the ulema in exerting authority in running the state affairs. Indeed, this example once

more demonstrates that an ulema outlook runs throughout the narrative.
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4.4.3 On Political Institutions and Societal Bodies

The Bahrii’I-Miikasefe’s antecedent text, the Papasname, is heavily informed by the
contemporary (i.e., mid-seventeenth century) conflict between Sufi mystics and the
Kadizadeli-affiliated members of the ulema class, and it comes out firmly in favor of
the former, effectively blessing them due to their supposed oracular ability to foresee
the Ottoman dynasty’s future. The Bahrii'I-Miikdsefe, on the other hand, represents a
more trimmed Islamic discourse, imposing a singular voice on the narrative by
simply omitting the related long section of the Papasname that deals with such
arguments. In this respect, unlike its antecedent, the Bahrii’[-Miikdsefe is effectively
a rewriting that consciously imposes a unitary outlook onto the Ottoman religious
landscape, avoiding any direct mention of such contemporary political and religious
factionalisms. In its monologic discourse, it dispenses altogether with Sufi-oriented

terms like evliya, always preferring the term ulema instead.

In line with this, the Islamic discourse evoked in the narrative on the whole depicts
an overarching consolidation of Islam itself. This is obliquely hinted at through
certain fictive sultans being named Ali, Hasan, and Hiseyin, an issue already
touched upon above. Another such unifying tendency is illustrated in the case of the
fictive twenty-second Sultan Selim Han. According to the sheikh’s vision, Selim
combines the fighs of the four schools (madhhabs) of Islamic jurisprudence into one
book that he himself prepares. In his interpretation of the vision to the inquistive
Dervish Mehmed, on the other hand, he declares that the meaning of this aspect of
the vision is that the sultan will decree that all of the people must adopt the Hanafi
figh.>** Such consciously used examples of a unifying Islamic discourse and rhetoric

multiply throughout the narrative of the Bahri’I-Miikdsefe, reflecting and promoting

304 Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe, 57a.
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what might be termed a more “fundamentalist” and even ascetic morality that
heavily emphasizes the Sunna and the example of Muhammad. For instance, all the
fictive sultans who act especially piously, including the aforementioned Selim,
and/or who ban wine and opium are glorified at their death, often with angels

coming down to earth to bury them.

In fact, the deaths and burial places named for many of the fictive sultans also
accord with the narrative’s consciously enacted consolidation of Islam: starting with
the twenty-fifth fictive sultan, the pious Bayezid, a great many of the sultans are
buried in Medina. Moreover, several of them also die while performing the prayer,
such as the forty-third sultan Hiseyin and the sixtieth sultan Bayezid, or even, like

the thirty-sixth sultan Hiseyin, die while they are at the Kaaba in Mecca.

Such features as these, which are repeated throughout the narrative for various
fictive sultans, illustrates how at least one variety of the social imagination aspired to
a consolidation of Islam that would incorporate the very center of the Sunni variety
of that faith into the heart of the Ottoman enterprise, from where it would spread to
encompass the whole of the Islamic sphere and even, through conquest and
conversion, beyond.

4.5 Conclusion: In Response to the Question of Ottoman “Decline”

In conclusion, the Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe narrative and its context are illustrative not
only of how the adverse conditions of the seventeenth century left a deep mark on
the Ottoman imagination, but also of how miscellanies can potentially offer a rich
source for the exploration of different Ottoman mentalities. In the text, the narration
of an oracular experience provides us with glimpses of contemporary social
responses to the current affairs and problems of the Ottoman political and social

entity, which both contemporary and modern historiography have considered to be
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the problem of the “decline” and transformation of the Ottoman state. Yet, parallel
to this, the text also records a seventeenth-century aspirational envisioning of the
future of the empire, which is, in its own albeit roundabout way, highly illustrative

of contemporary social concerns and fears.

The text thus demonstrates how, following positivist tendencies quite prevalent in
historical inquiry, the practice of employing taxonomies of “fact” and “fiction” and
maintaining the dichotomy constructed between the two as a working categorical
partition can be quite detrimental to research into the mentalities of the past. In any
historiographical inquiry into past mentalities, what matters most is not figuring out
what happened factually, but rather trying to understand how it was experienced and
interpreted by people actually involved in the process. In short, a fictive world
produced by people of the past—as in the example of Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe—can
indeed provide us with a great deal of information about their experience of their

own history.

Finally, the ultimate question that needs to be addressed here in relation to the
Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe is whether or not, and to what extent, the pseudo-historical
narrative produced in the recension by Mehmed Nabi fits into the concept of the
“popular.” The text, in his configuration of it, clearly evinces a much more elevated
diction than its antecedent, the Papasname, which, as Evliya Celebi’s testimony

reveals,3%®

seems to have enjoyed a good deal of “popularity.” The rather highbrow
diction of Mehmed Nabi’s version, on the other hand, indicates that the text was, as
suggested above, explicitly rendered so as to fall in line with an ulema outlook, and

also to accord more with a written cultural milieu, in that the text at hand in the

Kemankes 430 manuscript does not indicate a textual formation and configuration

%95 gee footnote #240.
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that could and would have been reproduced in an oral environment. Moreover, the
fact that the text has marginal corrections often marked with the term “checked”
(sahh)**® also attests to its having been reproduced on a writerly cultural plane.
However, even though this recension of the text does not thus adhere to an oral
cultural environment, the fact remains that this narrative was reproduced, in full or
in part, across several manuscript copies, at least four of which are still extant in the
archives today. This demonstrates that although the text of the Bahrii 'I-Miikdsefe did
perhaps not have such a wide “popular” appeal as the antecedent Papasname, it
nevertheless did appeal to certain circles of the population, especially among the
ulema, as indicated by the fact that it did not remain a solitary autograph copy after
Mehmed Nabi’s rendition but was rather reproduced in various manuscript forms.
All in all, then, the social interest this narrative might have potentially aroused
among wider segments of the population indicates that some degree of “popular”
interest in contemporary Ottoman dynastic history and its future trajectory occupied
the social memory and popular imagination in the “post-classical” period of the

empire, as the text of the Bahrii’I-Miikasefe correspondingly records.

306 See, for example, footnotes #224 and #225.
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CHAPTER V

AN IMAGINARY JOURNEY INTO THE OTTOMAN PAST:
A STUDY OF THE PSEUDO-HISTORICAL
HIKAYET-I ZUHUR-I AL-1 ‘OSMAN NARRATIVES

“But history, real solemn history, I cannot be interested in. Can you?”

“Yes, I am fond of history.”

“I wish I were too. I read it a little as a duty, but it tells me nothing that does not either vex or weary
me. The quarrels of popes and kings, with wars or pestilences, in every page; the men all so good for
nothing, and hardly any women at all—it is very tiresome: and yet | often think it odd that it should
be so dull, for a great deal of it must be invention. The speeches that are put into the heroes’ mouths,
their thoughts and designs—the chief of all this must be invention, and invention is what delights me
in other books.”

—Jane Austen, Northanger Abbey

5.1. Introductory Remarks: General Overview

In this chapter, | examine the different versions of the second set of pseudo-
historical narratives that are the focus of my study, the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-; Al-i
‘Osmadn or “The Story of the Rise of the House of Osman,” in an attempt to
demonstrate how Ottoman social memory and imagination at work retold the earliest
beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty. In this, my aim is to further investigate what
these pseudo-historical narratives of anonymous authorship reveal about how the
later Ottoman social imagination, starting from the late sixteenth and continuing
through the mid-nineteenth century, worked to devise and revise the origins of the

social and political entity that was the Ottoman Empire.
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397 narratives examined in this

The pseudo-historical Hikayet-i Zuhr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn
chapter are also alternately entitled Mendkib-1 ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn or “The Legend
of the Rise of the House of Osman” (in two renditions), Riséle der Beyan-: Mendkib-
1 Zuhiir-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn or “The Treatise Concerning the Legend of the Rise of the
House of Osman” (in one rendition), and Tarth-i ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, or “The
History of the Rise of the House of Osman” (in one rendition).>*®® These changes
essentially concern the genre attribution of the text in these various renditions. Thus,
this volatility in terms of genre attribution as reflected in the variant titles suggests
that the nature of this narrative, shifting between the purely legendary and a
somewhat historical claim, was also a concern for the copyists who reproduced the
text. In fact, on the whole, the text itself shifts registers constantly, moving from the
purely and clearly legendary to a somewhat more historical mode at various points
in the narrative: it records wholly legendary tales about the earliest beginnings of the
Ottoman while also taking pains to provide seemingly exact—and sometimes
correct—dates for various events, such as the dates of certain Ottoman conquests,
royal deaths, and accessions to the Ottoman throne. However, throughout all the

varied appellations of the text, the phrase emphasizing the “emergence” or “rise”

(zuhdr) of the Ottoman dynasty in the title remains the same, indicating that these

%97 |n some manuscript copies, the title Hikayet-i Zuhar-: Al-i ‘Osmdn is spelled slightly different,
alternately as Hikayat-: ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn or Hikayet-i ZuhQr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn.

%08 Some of the known extant eleven copies of the narrative are written under different titles, with
only two of them untitled in the manuscript; these details will be duly referred to in the study:
Hikayat-: Zuhiir-1 Al-i Osman; Der Beyan-i Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, Millet Library, Istanbul, Ali Emirf
collection, AE Mnz 144. 1a-51b; Hikayat-1 Zuhiir-1 Al-i Osman; Der Beyan-: Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman,
Millet Library, Istanbul, Ali Emirf collection, AE Mnz 11159; Hikayet-i Zuhar-: Al-i ‘Osman,
Stleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 5444; Untitled, Suleymaniye Library,
Istanbul, Terciiman Gazetesi collection, Y189; Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, Stleymaniye Library,
Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 4206/1: 1a—-76b; Hikayet-i ZuhGr-; Al-i ‘Osmdn, Siileymaniye
Library, Istanbul, Ibrahim Efendi collection, 670; Untitled, Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Yazma
Bagislar Collection, 2981/1 —2; Der Beyan-1 Mendkib-1 ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, IBB Atatiirk Kitaplhig1,
Tiirkge Yazmalari collection, BEL Yz 0.000039/02: 69b—174b; Der Beyan-i Mendkib-1 Zuhdr-i Al-i
‘Osman 1BB Atatiirk Kitapligi, Muallim Cevdet collection, MC_Yz K.000084; Risale der Beyan-:
Mendlkib-1 Zuhiir-u Ali-i Osman, Corum Hasan Pasa Public Library, 19 Hk 1292. 10b—71b; Tarih-i
Zuhtir-z Al-i ‘Osman, Erzurum Atatiirk University, Seyfettin Ozege collection, 0137897.
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narratives were pointedly conceived so as to focus, in an imaginative fashion, on the

emergence of the Ottoman dynasty.

Although the topic of the rise of the Ottomans in history has remained a major focus
of Ottoman historiography for many decades, these particular pseudo-historical
narratives—perhaps, though not surprisingly, due to their imaginative manner of
retelling—have not yet attracted any scholarly attention. This lack of academic
interest in these particular pseudo-historical narratives may derive, at least in part,
from the aforementioned ambiguity that they exhibit in terms of genre. As already
indicated, these texts are neither purely fictional, since they purport to relate nothing
but the beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty and polity through to the ascension of
Selim I (r. 1512-1520), nor are they wholly factual or fact-oriented histories, despite
the fact they do take care to provide exact dates for sultans’ reigns and their various
conquests, in a manner somewhat reminiscent of official or canonized Ottoman
chronicles arranged according to sultans’ reigns. Instead, these narratives are
simultaneously both factual and fictional in their retelling of the earliest period of

the Ottoman dynasty, and at times to differing degrees.

The scholarly disinterest on part of the historians, however, may also have been due
to a certain positivist disregard, one which is rather clearly revealed in a catalogue
note written in the Millet Library copy doubly entitled Hikayat-1 Zuhiir-1 Al-i
‘Osman; Der Beydn-1 Tevérih-i Al-i ‘Osman.>® This note may have been written by
the bibliophile Ali Emiri himself, as the copy is held in the collection personally
arranged by him. The note reads: “This is an Ottoman quasi-history spanning the

period up until the ascension of Sultan Selim the First, yet from beginning to end

399 Hikayat-1 Zuhiir-1 Al-i Osman; Der Beyan-: Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, Millet Library, Istanbul, Ali
Emiri collection, AE Mnz 144. 1a-51b.
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and from top to bottom it consists of a series of spurious and fabricated lies. Its

author is unknown,””*%°

In this connection, we might refer to “a curious conflict”
which the historian Marc Bloch once observed emerging in the attitudes of many
historians:
When it is a question of ascertaining whether or not some human act has
really taken place, they cannot be sufficiently painstaking. If they proceed to
the reasons for that act, they are content with the merest appearance,

ordinarily founded upon one of those maxims of commonplace psychology
which are neither more nor less true than their opposites.®**

The apparent dismissal of the pseudo-historical Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn
narratives in Ottoman historiography indeed suggests a similar scholarly attitude.
Some Ottoman historians have been primarily concerned with the factual details of
events such as extracting (and/or correcting) the date of a particular event by means
of a thorough study of a multitude of possible narrative sources, such as the widely
accepted and “canonized” chronicles of the period, along with other historical
documents and sources. On the other hand, many such scholars readily avoid any
questioning of the actual incentives that might have led to the continual production
and reproduction of sources like the Zuhlir-1 A/-i ‘Osmdn, although it is apodictic
that such questioning would, in fact, tell more about just what kind of a historical
experience had been undergone, as well as how it was understood, responded to, and
expounded upon by contemporaries. It is especially intriguing to see in how
divergent a manner people of the time told and retold the history of the emergence
and earliest beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty in the pseudo-historical narratives

produced between, at least, the late eighteenth and the mid-nineteenth centuries.

310 Ali Emirf collection, AE Mnz 144, 1a, emphasis added: “Sultan Selam Han-: evvelin ciiliisuna
kadar olan gliya bir ‘Osmanli tarihidir fakat ibtidddan intihdya kadar serdpad birtakim diizme ve
kosma yalanlardan ‘ibdrettir. Mii’ellifi ma ‘lim degildir.”

31 Marc Bloch, The Historian’s Craft (Manchester: Manchester Univ. Press, 2004), 161.
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The aforementioned rather dismissive remark in the Millet Library catalogue, by
contrast, reveals just such a vehemently positivist outlook, one that is reluctant or
unwilling to make an effort to understand, let alone question, why and in what
historical context such narratives—which in many ways diverge quite sharply from
the commonly accepted historical “facts”—might have been produced and
continually reproduced in the Ottoman realm in first place. Remarkably, the same
positivist scholarly outlook has also never attempted to historicize these texts or
even question why such pseudo-historical narratives might have had such a

59312

“popular”*** reception leading to their recognition as being worthy of reproduction

in multiple manuscript copies over a very long period of later Ottoman history.

Such a scholarly investigation will, however, be the main objective that this study
will pursue in this chapter. This is because it is imperative to question what appealed
to the Ottoman audience in these pseudo-historical narratives so as to attract such a
reception, which both led to the production of, and indeed is manifestly
demonstrated by, the eleven known extant manuscript copies found in various

collections in Turkey today.

Some of these eleven copies of the narrative are recorded together with a few other
texts in composite or miscellaneous manuscripts, while some others are recorded in
separate manuscripts and fascicles, several of which prove to be finely-made later
copies devoted entirely to this one narrative. This fact also indicates a popular appeal
to the narrative, especially in the later periods of the empire, as the remaining copies
produced in the period suggest. This may also point to a communal manner of

consumption, since the composition of some of these fascicle (or single-text

312 On the term “popular,” its use in the study, and its properties as detected in the pseudo-historical
narratives of Bahrii’l-Miikdsefe and ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, see footnote #20.
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manuscript) copies, as well as the cheap quality of the material, also hints at a public
rather than a private functionality. Indeed, these copies seem to have been made
solely so as to record this one text, quite possibly reproducing an oral performance
or else meant to be used as a prompt for public consumption in an oral environment,
as opposed to being produced to provide the aesthetic appeal and cultural cachet of a

material object in the form of a manuscript.

However, before jumping to conclusions about these copies and their manuscript
relations, we should recall certain aspects of Daniel Starza Smith’s study of different
renditions of John Donne’s Satyres. Tracing these renditions as they were recorded
in both miscellanies and fascicles alike, with the aim of reconstructing both the
making of the texts and the interrelations among their copies, Smith focuses
particularly on a booklet (i.e., a separate fascicle) manuscript copy attached to a
larger volume. Having realized its significance in the chain of reproduction of the
differing copies he studied, Smith notes the following important inferences about the
miscellany-fascicle relationship:

What can this study of a manuscript booklet tell us about miscellanies?
Placed at the outset of an essay collection about larger manuscript volumes,
it draws attention to the process by which the components of miscellanies
circulated before coming into the hands of collectors and scribes. It further
illustrates [...] that a personal anthology does not necessarily mark “the
terminus of a chain of acts of publication,” and demonstrates how
miscellanies were used as sources for separates and fascicles as well as other
composite volumes. The circulation of Donne’s Satyres in fascicle form
shows a seventeenth-century continuity of Alexandra Gillespie’s argument
about medieval scribes, who “made booklets because this flexible format
allowed for dynamic and restless circulation of texts. Small libelli could be
more easily corrected and recopied at a patron’s ... request than could large
collections.”™

According to the material logic of how manuscripts typically work, we might

sensibly assume that separates/fascicles are made into miscellanies in terms of their

313 Daniel Starza Smith, “Before (and after) the Miscellany: Reconstructing Donne’s Satyres in the
Conway Papers,” in Manuscript Miscellanies in Early Modern England, edited by Joshua Eckhardt
and Daniel Starza Smith (Surrey, UK: Ashgate, 2014), 35.
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material production, in temporal sequence. However, upon more thorough study we
learn that the practical aspect, or the tricks of the trade of copying, might sometimes
demand just the opposite. In constructing manuscript stemmas, It is important to
trace the text, to follow its codicological and/or textual divergences carefully, in
order to arrive at the right sequence of events. Due to the practical problem of not
having had access to all the copies of the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn during this
study, | will refrain from attempting to construct their stemma here. However, given
the fact there are many extant copies of the text, we can easily assume that these
narratives entertained some “popular” appeal in their time, and it is also possible to
argue that these narratives may have been shaped, at least partly, by such a
“popular” imagination in order to have actually attained such an appeal among a

general Ottoman audience.

Now, it is also crucial to ask why these “popular” narratives narrate the earliest
beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty in the way that they do; that is, with numerous
quite remarkable divergences from the generally accepted and upheld versions of
historical events and figures from the earliest episodes of Ottoman dynastic history.
In an attempt to understand what these pseudo-historical narratives signify in terms
of the Ottoman social imagination and popular historical consciousness concerning
the earliest period of the Ottoman dynasty, the rest of the chapter will raise these
questions through various textual references to the narratives and to the divergences

they display in terms of their historical content.

Firstly, the most striking of these divergences that is worth initially mentioning is the
fact that these pseudo-historical narratives identify the earliest ancestor of the
Ottoman line as an Ahmed Beg, who is a vassal of the Persian (‘Acem) shah of the

time. Thus, contrary to the semi-official accounts of Ottoman dynastic history seen
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in the histories of Orug Beg, the anonymous chronicler, Asikpasazade, and Nesri, the
Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives predicate and designate the forerunner of
the Ottoman dynasty neither as Osman’s mythical grandfather Siileyman Shah, who
supposedly led his followers into Anatolia,** nor as his still more mythical

315

grandfather Giindliz Alp,” nor as Ertugrul, who was said to have been granted

S6giit as a homeland by the Seljuk sultan Alaeddin,®*® nor even as the eponymous

founder Osman himself.'’

Contrary to the “canonized” accounts of Ottoman
dynastic history—i.e., the histories of Ahmedi, Enveri, Oruc Beg, the anonymous

chronicler, Asikpasazade, and Nesri—the pseudo-historical Hikayet-i Zuhtr-: Al-i

314 Asik Pasazade, Osmanogullari 'min Tarihi, ed. Kemal Yavuz and M.A. Yekta Sarag (Istanbul: Kog
Kiiltiir Sanat Yayinlari, 2003), 54; Asikpasazade, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, ed. ‘Ali Beg (Istanbul:
Matba’a-1 ‘Amire, 1914); reprint: Ashigpashazadeh, Ashigpashazadeh Ta rikhi: A History of the
Ottoman Empire to A.H. 883 (AD 1478) (Westmead, UK: Gregg, 1970), 3; Orug Beg, Orug Beg
Tarihi, ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul: Camlica Basim Yayim, 2008), 3—4; Anonim Tevarih-i Al-i
‘Osmdn, ed. Nihat Azamat (Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1992), 8-9; Mehmed Nesri,
Kitb-1 Cihan-NUma - Nesri Tarihi I-11, ed. Faik Resit Unat and Mehmed A. K6ymen (Ankara: TTK
Yaynlari, 2014), I: 59-61.

315 K emal Silay, “Ahmedi’s History of the Ottoman Dynasty,” Journal of Turkish Studies / Turkliik
Bilgisi Arastirmalar: 16 (1992): 129-200, 136, 146; Enveri, Fatih Devri Kaynaklarindan
Diistdrname-i Enveri: Osmanl Tarihi Kismi (1299-1466), ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul: Kitabevi,
2003), LXXIX, 21. In Ahmedi’s short Ottoman history, although the text names Giindiiz Alp before
Ertugrul, it remains vague as to their relationship, specifically whether or not Giindiiz Alp is
Ertugrul’s father, while Enveri names Giindiiz Alp as Ertugrul’s father without any reservation. Some
later historians, such as RhT Celebi, also adopted the same information in their accounts; cf. the
aforementioned sources; Riihi Celebi, “Riihi Tarthi,” ed. Yasar Yiicel and Halil Erdogan Cengiz,
Belgeler XIV.18 (1992): 379. On the other hand, Siikrullah, Asikpasizade, Nesti, Orug Beg, the
anonymous chronicler(s), and some later historians including idris-i Bitlisf, all of whom used the
even earlier histories as primary sources, show Siileyman Shah as Ertugrul’s father; cf. Ismail Hakk1
Uzungarsily, Biiyiik Osmanli Tarihi (Ankara: TTK, 1972), I, 100, footnote #2. Excepting Siikrullah,
these chroniclers all state that Stileyman Shah died on his horse while crossing the Euphrates, and
was buried in a nearby place, later called “the Turkish Tomb,” in the vicinity of the Qal’at Ja’bar.
However, as Uzungarsili points out, the same story had also been told about the death of Suleiman ibn
Qutulmish, the founder of the Seljug Turkish state in Anatolia, who ruled it as Seljug Sultan of ROm
from 1077 until his death in 1086, thus making these events as told regarding Siileyman Shah’s death
quite unreliable in terms of historical accuracy; cf. Uzungarsili, Biiyiik Osmanli Tarihi, 1, 100,
footnote #2. In the light of all this conflicting information, Uzungarsili claims that it might be more
plausible to accept Giindiiz Alp as Ertugrul’s father; see Uzungarsil, Biiyiik Osmanli Tarihi, |, 100,
footnote #2.

316 Asik Pasazade, Osmanogullar: 'mn Tarihi, 53; Asikpasazade, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, 4; Orug Beg,
Orug Beg Tarihi, 7; Anonim Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn, 9; Mehmed Nesri, Kitab-: Cihan-NUma - Nesri
Tarihi I-11, I: 65.

317 Asik Pasazade, Osmanogullari’'min Tarihi, 53; Asikpasazade, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, 2; Orug Beg,
Orug Beg Tarihi, 7; Anonim Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn, 9; Mehmed Nesri, Kitab-: Cihan-NUma - Nesri
Tarihi I-11, I: 71-79.
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‘Osman narratives start the lineage not with any of these “established” (if largely

mythical) figures, but rather with the new figure of Ahmed Beg.

According to the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, Ahmed Beg is the leader of a semi-
nomadic Turcoman tribe, the Tir u Seyf (Arrow and Sword), and he commands ten
thousand soldiers. He dwells on the land of the Persian shah, whose name is given as
Muhammad and who, as directly and quite tellingly declared in the text, was not a
Kizilbas at the time. Every summer, Ahmed Beg and the Tir u Seyf settle in
whatever pasture they wish in return for paying the shah a tribute of forty sets of
horse tack every Nowruz:
Raviler goyle rivayet iderler ki “Acem ikliminde Tebriz havalilerinde
Tiirkman Tir ii Seyf kabilesinin bir begi var idi. Ismine Ahmed Beg dirler idi.
Ve gayet nam [u] sdn sahibi ve on bin mikdar giizide ‘asker sdhibi idi. Kutlu
ve secd atlii ve sahib-kerem ve ‘aklr evvel ve tedbirde yekta idi. Ol zaman
‘Acem gahi Kizilbas degil. Ismine Muhammed Sah dirler idi. Ahmed Beg
anin topraginda olurdi. Be-her sene vakt-i Nevriizda Muhammed Sah’a kirk
‘aded at ¢uli virir idi. Gayr bir sey virmezdi. Begendigi yaylada ve
begendigi kislakda egleniirdi.318
In this introduction to the figure of Ahmed Beg, he is described as already being
renowned, as well as being blessed, brave, generous, wise, and uniquely cautious in
his actions. Later, particularly due to the attribution to Ahmed Beg of the auspicious
dream signifying the emergence of the dynasty, it will emerge that this Ahmed Beg
is in fact designated as the original forefather of the entire Ottoman lineage: he will

prove to be the father of “Erdogdu” (not Ertugrul), who in turn will be the father of

“Osmancik” (not Osman).

The Ottoman Empire, as is well known, is said to have begun, quite literally, with a

dream.®'® The dream, as related in the best-known accounts recorded in the

318 Hikayet-i ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osman, Stleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 4206/1,
1b —2a.

319 caroline Finkel, Osman’s Dream: The Story of the Ottoman Empire 1300-1923 (New York: Basic
Books, 2007): 2.
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“canonized” chronicles of the rise of the Ottomans, runs as follows. One night,
Osman had an auspicious dream, either in the house of a holy man named Edebali or
elsewhere, and he had Edebali interpret the dream.*?° The basic outline of the dream
proved resilient enough to be repeated in most of the early Ottoman chronicles:

He saw that a moon arose from the holy man’s breast and came to sink in his
own breast. A tree then sprouted from his navel and its shade compassed the
world. Beneath this shade there were mountains, and streams flowed forth
from the foot of each mountain. Some people drank from these running
waters, others watered gardens, while yet others caused fountains to flow.
When Osman awoke he told the story to the holy man, who said “Osman, my
son, congratulations, for God has given the imperial office to you and your
descendants and my daughter Malhun shall be your wife.”3?

This apparently divinely inspired mythical “founding” dream involving a tree

growing from the navel to signify the birth of the Ottoman dynasty is usually

1’322

ascribed to Osman himself, or to his father Ertugrul,”“ and effectively serves as a

topos for the legitimization of the Ottoman dynastic lineage. In the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-:
Al-i ‘Osman narratives, on the other hand, it is Ahmed who has the dream. This
choice in the narrative makes it clear that Ahmed Beg is deliberately inscribed as the
forefather of the lineage:

Ahmed Beg bir gice rii 'ydsinda gordi ki kendii gobeginden bir miintehd
direht zuhir idiib ‘dleme sdye saldi. Ve herkes sayesinde metd i bdzara
koymusg alig veris iderler. Habdan bidar olub kendii kendiye miildhaza idiib
“Bu rii'yay bir ‘dlim-i fazil kimseye ta ‘bir itdirmeli” diyiib ol**® zaman
Tebriz de bir gayet ‘dlim miifti var idi. Herkes rii’ydlarin ana ta ‘bir

itdirirlerdi. Ahmed Beg Miifti Efendi’ye varub gordigi rii'yayr soyledi. 324

320 Asik Pasazade, Osmanogullari’'min Tarihi, 57-8; Asikpasazade, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, 6; Anonim
Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn, 10.

821 Caroline Finkel, Osman’s Dream, 2.

32 Asikpasazade and Nesri’s versions attribute the inaugural dream to Osman, while Orug¢ Beg and
the anonymous chronicler of the Anonim Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn impute this episode to his father
Ertugrul. Cf. Aslk Pasazade, Osmanogullar: 'nin Tarihi, 57-8; Aslkpasazéde, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, 6;
Orug Beg, Orug Beg Tarihi, 8; Anonim Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn, 10; Mehmed Nesri, Kitab-1 Cihan-
NUmMa - Negri Tarihi I-11, 1. 81-3.

323 The parts of the manuscript written in rubric will be indicated in bold in my transliterations from
the text.

%24 Hikayet-i ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osman, Fatih No. 4206/1, 2a.
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The fact that, in these narratives, this all-important auspicious dream so commonly
deployed in the earliest Ottoman chronicles as well is specifically attributed to
Ahmed Beg is quite striking and significant. In this way, the text simultaneously
converges with and diverges from the commonly upheld, “canonical” versions of the
history of the earliest beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty. Thus, this Janus-like
textual feature might be regarded as an example of how these pseudo-historical
narratives—which are otherwise based largely on imaginative and fictive grounds in
terms of the events they narrate—might hold in their composition a kernel of truth,
or a figment of rationality among their many irrationalities, not about any historical
events as they “actually” happened, but rather about how the canonized histories
were received and adopted by the Ottoman social memory and imagination as their
common version of history. Accordingly, my study of the Hikayet-i Zuhdr- Al-i
‘Osman texts will be primarily concerned with this variety of feature. In this, my aim
is to get a glimpse of the workings of the Ottoman social memory and imagination in

its address to, and reception of, factual Ottoman history.

The use of this infaugural dream episode in these pseudo-historical narratives shows
that they remained close to the narrational patterns and traditions of the canonized
chronicles. Because this study does not focus on these chronicles, which are
generally known as Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn, | will refrain from noting any further
particular narrational convergences or divergences that they display as compared
with one another. However, suffice it to say here that their accountability in relaying
the historical events of the emergence of the Ottoman dynasty on the basis of
historical veracity depends very much on the convergences and narrational affinities
that they share in their versions, and the modern Ottoman historiography has in fact

emphasized these shared grounds in a more or less explicit attempt to arrive at one

180



“true” version of the history of the period, in the process largely discarding these

chronicles’ less pronounced, but still present, divergences.

The scholarly practice of stitching together a critical edition of these canonized
chronicles may have been the reason behind this historiographical approach.
However, the convergences among the various chronicles might also very well have
been the result of the stemmas through which they were produced as manuscripts,
inasmuch as they had been in intertextual dialogue during their processes of
manuscript production, and thereby ended up repeating verbatim many parts of their
narratives. In short, when studying the canonized chronicles of early Ottoman
history, two parameters of investigation need to be taken into account: first, their
production as manuscripts, along with its accompanying perks and pitfalls, and
second, the particular sociohistorical contexts within which they were produced. It is
only in this way that we can arrive at an understanding of their textual convergences
and divergences in terms of how these canonized works of historiography relate the
same period in Ottoman history and what they actually signify in these particular

textual configurations.

This study of the pseudo-historical Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdan narratives, on the
other hand, will refer to these canonized chronicles’ relevant sections only in so far
as they will help to shed light on how the Ottoman social memory and imagination
had been in contact with the canonized versions of history during the shaping
process of these pseudo-historical narratives. In short, the main object of study in the
chapter will remain the pseudo-historical Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdan narratives in
terms of what they reveal concerning how and why the Ottoman social imagination
and memory pictured the earliest beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty. To this end,

the rest of the chapter will undertake a close examination of these narratives’
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features in terms of form and content, as well as looking at their narrational
characteristics and contextual contingencies.

5.2 Textual and Historical Context of Production

As has already been mentioned, there are eleven known remaining copies of the
Hikayet-i Zuhdr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, eight of which are currently accessible in digital
form in the manuscript archives in Turkey.?* Two of the three undated but possibly
early copies, which have not yet been digitized, are located in the aforementioned
Ali Emirf history collection of the Millet Library. It may be partly due to the

dismissive note mentioned earlier’?®

that these particular manuscripts have not yet
been digitized, a possibility which gains credence when we consider that all of the
collection’s other histories of the Ottoman dynasty have been digitized. The fact that
there are eleven copies of this narrative disseminated across different collections and
libraries in cities at some distance from the center in Istanbul—such as Corum and
Erzurum, for example—can be seen as a kind of testimony to these narratives’

holding a certain degree of “popular” interest among an Ottoman audience over a

long period, beginning, at the latest, after 1792, the date of the earliest dated copy.

Based on the fact that there are many undated copies as well, and on the speculation
that there may well have been more copies that have not survived or remain

undiscovered, it might be argued that this narrative first came into being even earlier

325 See the relevant section “Primary Sources” in the Introduction for differences in terms of form and
content among the manuscript copies. As noted earlier in footnote #308, the eleven known remaining
copies are located in various collections, the last eight of which recorded here are accessible in digital
form, while the first three are not: Millet Library, Istanbul, Ali Emiri collection, AE Mnz 144. la—
51b; Millet Library, Istanbul, Ali EmirT collection, AE Mnz 11159; Erzurum Ataturk University,
Seyfettin Ozege collection, 0137897; Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No.
5444; Stleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Tercliman Gazetesi collection, Y189; Sileymaniye Library,
Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 4206/1: 1a-76b; Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, ibrahim Efendi
collection, 670; Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Yazma Bagislar Collection, 2981/1 —2; IBB Atatiirk
Kitaplig1, Tiirkge Yazmalari collection, BEL_Yz_0.000039/02: 69b—174b; IBB Atatiirk Kitapligi,
Muallim Cevdet collection, MC_Yz_K.000084; Corum Hasan Pasa Public Library, 19 Hk 1292. 10b—
71b.

326 gee footnote #310.
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than the end of the eighteenth century. The fact that some copies of the Hikayet-i
Zuh(r-; Al-i ‘Osmdn include within their narrational scope versions of the earlier
narrative called the Mendkib-1t Mahmud Pagsa—a posthumous legend about Mehmed

32T__also suggests

II’s executed grand vizier Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢ (d. 1474)
both a potential earlier date of production and a degree of “popular” appeal, since
the legend of Mahmud Pasha had in fact been very popular, and was reproduced

widely from the sixteenth century onwards, being present in twenty-one known

extant manuscript copies.*?®

Another feature of the Hikayet-i Zuh(r-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives that suggests a
strong “popular” appeal is their usage of a relatively simple, common Turkish
diction. At times, the texts exhibit certain archaic Turkish words and forms, but there
are hardly any words of Arabic or Persian origin, with the exception of some clearly
deliberately chosen Persian words at the beginning of the narrative, relating Ahmed
Beg’s time as a vassal of the shah in the vicinity of Tabriz. Indeed, on the whole
these narratives bear a distinctly ordinary Ottoman Turkish daily language usage,
suggesting again that they addressed, and were meant to address, an audience of
ordinary people, very likely in an oral environment, rather than aiming to appeal
exclusively to an educated clientele or patronage. Also supporting the idea that these
narratives were intended for, or resulted from, performance and reception in an oral
environment are the facts that, firstly, at several points in the text, the narrative voice

directly addresses its audience with salutations such as “My dear!” (“Benim

%21 Theoharis Stavrides, The Sultan of Vezirs: The Life and Times of the Ottoman Grand Vezir
Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢ (1453-1474) (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 356-396.

%28 The narrative content as well as historical significance of Mendkib-1 Mahmud Pasha, and how and
why it was incorporated into the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives will be important points of
consideration that will be investigated in due course and in detail in this chapter. For the locations
where the twenty-one known extant copies of the legend are held, see footnote #27.
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camm!”) or “O Brother!” (“Ey Karindas!”),**® and, secondly, when Mahmud Pasha
and Mehmed Il die within the narrative, the narrator directly requests the audience to
pray for them.*** Another related point is that, although specific Hijri dates are given
in the text in a manner that effectively emulates a historical or historiographical
register, the text’s narrating voice nonetheless continues to address the audience
directly, actively changing the story’s focus by saying, “Our story now turns to...”

(just as a meddah might do during an oral performance).**!

Along with such an oral
function, if we consider the codicological nature of some of the copies—i.e., the fact
that some of them are extant in clearly hastily prepared fascicles or miscellanies,
while others are extant in carefully prepared and neatly written manuscripts—
everything points to a particularly complex web of reproduction of the text, most
probably through both oral cultural spheres and written cultural contexts, thus

testifying to a “popular” past for the narrative that is quite unlike its more recent

history.

Along with such codicological evidence, the long timespan over which the text was
reproduced in many miscellanies as well as single-text manuscripts and fascicles
also attests to a popular appeal for these pseudo-historical narratives. Some of the
undated copies may well be of an earlier date—a matter requiring more extensive
and specialized codicological investigation to substantiate—and there might just as

well have been earlier copies that are lost to us or remain unearthed. However,

%29 Hikayet-i Zuhtir-: Al-i ‘Osmadn, Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 4206/1:
16a, 59b.

330 Hikayet-i Zuhdr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, Fatih No. 4206/1, 63b, 67a.

%31 There are many instances of such immediate focus or episode change in the narrative executed
directly by the narrative voice as an external focalizer; for the examples of this oral narrative tactic in
the text, see (each line number info can be seen after the comma): Hikayet-i Zuhdr-; Al-i ‘Osman,
Fatih No. 4206/1: 4b.9; 13b.12-13; 14a.9-10; 14b.3-4; 15a.4-5; 16a.7-8; 16b.7-8; 18a.11-12;
39a.10-11; 39b-40a.13-1; 44a.1-2; 44a.11; 45a.1-2; 45b.9; 46h.12; 50b.13; 52a.1-2; 53b.6; 56b.6—
7; 58a.4-5, 10; 59a.8; 63a.3—4; 63b-64a.13-1; 64b.1-2; 65a.6-7; 66b.4; 68a.2—-3; 68a—68b.13-1;
73b.6; 75a.5.
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beyond these speculations and given the manuscripts that are indeed extant, the fact
remains that the earliest dated surviving manuscript of the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-; Al-i
‘Osman is an untitled single-text copy completed on Zilkade 15, AH 1208 (June 14,
1794 CE).**? Alongside the colophon, the copyist of this earliest known dated copy
records “Eser-i hameii l-fakir Mustafd bin Isma ‘il ‘afd ‘anhu,” marking the text as
the penwork of Mustafa bin Ismail, the manuscript’s copyist.**® The date of
completion for this particular copy suggests that the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-i Al-i ‘Osmdn
narratives were in circulation in the Ottoman cultural sphere from at least the end of
the eighteenth century onwards, with this copy dating specifically to the reign of
Selim 111 (r. 1789-1807). They then remained in circulation for quite some time, as
the latest known surviving dated copy of the narrative was recorded as having been
completed on Muharrem 9, AH 1264 (December 17, 1847 CE),** thus taking the
full verifiable timespan of consumption and reception for these pseudo-historical

narratives up to at least 50 years.

This latter and latest dated copy of Hikayet-i Zuhdr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn is paired in a
composite manuscript®® with Hikayet-i Sirvdan Sah ve Sema il Banii (The Story of
Shirvan Shah and Shema’il Banu).**® This romance is recognized as being either a
semi-original “freestyle” Turkish translation of a hitherto unidentified sixteenth-
century Persian story, or else possibly an original rendering of a love story between
Shirvan Shah and Shema’il Banu.®*’ In the context of this study, the most notable

aspect of the story, one that might in fact shed some light on the raison d’étre of its

%32 Untitled. Stileymaniye Library, Istanbul. Terciiman Gazetesi collection, Y189, 34b.
%33 Untitled. Y189, 34b.

34 Hikayet-i ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osman, Fatih No. 4206/1, 76b.

% Ibid.

%% Ibid., 77a-139b.

337 Selami Ece, “Sirvan Sah ve Semail Banu,” A.U. Tiirkiyat Arasturmalari Enstitiisii Dergisi 22
(2003): 79-88.
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pairing with the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narrative, is the fact that, even
though this is a Persianate romance concerning the trials of love endured on the
journey to union by Shirvan Shah and his beloved Shema’il Banu—both of which
are symbolically generic names for the characters—the name Shirvan Shah itself
suggests a long historical background hinting at the Sunni Shirvanshah dynasty,
which endured in the eastern Caucasus region between the late eighth and the mid-
sixteenth centuries CE, while Shema’il (an Arabic-rooted word which literally
means “appearance” and therefore connotes a beautiful countenance) when paired
with Banu (a Persian-rooted word which indicates a woman of high birth) also
suggests a dynastic or at least an aristocratic background. In fact, many of the trials
these two lovers face on their journey toward love and union are the result of
agreements and disagreements between various dynastic entities in the Caucasus and
Transoxiana, an area that had long been a region of contestation, from the first
centuries of Islamic expansion on through the time of such dynasties as the Mongols,

the Safavids, and the Ottomans.

As for Shirvanshah, this was a generic title in the medieval era for the rulers of
Shirwan in the eastern Caucasus, as well as being the name of the dynasty that ruled
this political entity.**® This historical and geographical context was by no means
foreign to the Ottoman cultural sphere: for instance, the no longer extant anonymous
Tarth-i Babu ' 'I-Ebvab, recounting the earlier history of this dynasty, was preserved

in the chronicle Camiii ‘d-Diivel** by the late seventeenth-century Ottoman historian

%38 W. Barthold, “Shirwan, Shirwan or Sharwan” and “Shirwan Shah,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam,
2nd edition, ed. P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, and W.P. Heinrichs
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), 488.

3% Miineccimbasi, Camiii’d-diivel: Osmanli Tarihi, 1299-1481, ed. Ahmet Agirakca (Istanbul: Insan,
1995).
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Miineccim Bas1 (d. 1702).3*° The fact that this Sunni dynasty and its subjects were
later forced to convert to Shi’ism after Shah Ismail I, the founder of the Safavid
dynasty, invaded Shirwan in 1501** was highly relevant to the Ottoman
administration and public, which from the later part of the reign of Stleyman the
Magnificent underwent a Sunnification process that was in some ways explicitly
meant to counter the rising power of the Safavids.*** The political entity of Shirwan,
which continued as a Safavid vassal state through 1538, when, following an
uprising, it was annexed as a province of the Safavid state under the rule of Tahmasp
| (r. 1524-1576), who thereby ended the Shirvanshah dynasty.**® Following the
annexation, the Shirwan region became an area of contestation between the
Ottomans and the Safavids: in 1578, the Ottomans invaded and occupied Shirwan,
and the Safavids retook it in 1607.%** This contested character of the region of
Shirwan continued between the Ottoman and Persian polities, and their Sunni-Shiite

confessional tendencies, through the late nineteenth century.

Considering how early a date, in the early sixteenth century, Shirwan had become a
political concern for the Ottoman polity, and how long it remained so both

politically and culturally, makes sense when considered alongside the fact that the

0w, Barthold, “Shirwan, Shirwan or Sharwan” and “Shirwan Shah,” 488.
1 1bid., 489.

342 See Kaya Sahin, Empire and Power in the Reign of Suleyman: Narrating the Sixteenth-Century
Ottoman World. Cambridge University Press, 2013. Sahin refers to “a war of letters” between the
Ottoman and Safavid rulers, based on the hostile sentiments and arguments affected by the dichotomy
present in the Sunni-Shiite strife. Sahin notes how, on one occasion in 1555, the Ottoman side replied
to a letter by Shah Tahmasb—who had put an end to the Sunni Shirvanshah dynasty—with “a pro-
Sunni and anti Shiite discourse,” one much beyond the more regular claim that “the Ottomans
represent Islam and the Muslims as a whole”; see Sahin, Empire and Power in the Reign of Suleyman,
134. For the later cultural infiltration of Sunni orthodox sentiments and practices into the Ottoman
social and political spheres, see Derin Terzioglu, “Sunna-minded sufi preachers in service of the
Ottoman state: the nasthatname of Hasan addressed to Murad IV,” Archivum Ottomanicum 27 (2010):
241-312; Terzioglu, “Where ilmihal meets catechism: Islamic Manuals of Religious Instruction in the
Ottoman Empire in the Age of Confessionalization,” Past and Present 220 (2013): 79-114.

W w. Barthold, “Shirwan, Shirwan or Sharwan,” 487.

¥4 1bid.
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Hikayet-i Sirvan Sah ve Semd ‘il Banii was first rendered into Turkish under the
patronage of Murad 111 (r. 1574-1595), in Manisa, by Bekayi of iznik.*** The date of
completion recorded in the colophon of the Hikayet-i Sirvdn Sah ve Semad ‘il Bdnii in
the aforementioned miscellaneous manuscript that also contains the latest known
dated copy of the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, is Muharrem 19, 1264 AH
(December 27, 1847 CE); that is, it was copied into the manuscript only ten days
later.>*® Given this short interval of time between the completion of the two texts in
the manuscript, and given the fact that they are clearly written in the same ductus,
confirms that these two texts were deliberately put together in the manuscript, and
thus that this particular miscellany was produced as a premeditated manuscript

project.

There is also further evidence indicating the premeditated quality of the miscellany
in question. The manuscript is noted as an endowment made to the Fatih Library
collection by the Chief Black Eunuch (dariissa ‘ade aga) Tayfar Agha,**" thus
demonstrating that the Hikayet-i Zuhtr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn had some appeal in the palace
quarters in the mid-19th century. This manuscript commission was a deliberate act

on the part of Tayflr Agha, who in the same year (AH 1264), immediately endowed

35 Cf. Selami Ece, “Sirvan Sah ve Semail Banu,” 80-84; Hasan Kavruk, Eski Tiirk Edebiyatinda
MensQr Hikayeler (Istanbul: MEB, 1998), 26.

%4 Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 4206/1, 139b.

347 Tayfar Agha was in the service of Sultan Abdulmecid (r. 1839-61) as the chief black eunuch
between 1844 and 1850, and in 1844, very soon after his appointment and as a sign of appreciation to
the sultan, he patronized the construction of a public fountain in Acibadem, Kadikoy called the
“Baba-Ogul Fountain,” together with his adopted son Besim Agha, who was then the head royal
companion. The inscription of this public fountain (which is serendipitously very close to my
mother’s home in Istanbul), reads: “Hazret-i Abdiilmecid Han’1 meali menkibet | Al-i ‘Osmadn, Han-1
Gazi’nin o sehdir ekremi | Yani kim Dariissaade Agast Tayfur Aga | Ol veliyyiin ni’metin mesrir u
sad hiirremi | Sermusdhib ma 'nevi oglu Besim Aga ile | Kildilar biinyad bu nev ¢esme-i mustahkemi /
Hak veli-ni 'meti nusratla kilsun daima | Hizr u Iskender gibi ab-1 hayatin mahremi | Tarihin bende
Nazif cevherdedir amber gibi / Kildi irvd yek-kadem baba ogul bu zemzemi | 1260 [1844/1845].” For
the biographical information provided here, see Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmant, Vol. 6, ed. Nuri
Akbayar (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaymlari, 1996): 1731. For reference to the fountain in question,
cf. Semavi Eyice, “Cesme,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi, 1st ed, vol. 8 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi,
1993): 277-87, 285, accessed July 22, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c08/c080203.pdf.
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the manuscript to the library collection as a charity, as is made clear by the
endowment note: “This esteemed chronicle is an endowment and charity of the great
and wealthy Chief Black Eunuch, the respected Tayflr Agha—may God have mercy
on him—and for that reason those who read it must make sure to keep him in their
prayers of blessing. AH 1264 [1847/1848].”**® This deliberate act suggests that there
may have been some sort of political incentive behind the making of this manuscript,
a point which will be investigated later in the chapter through textual and contextual

analysis of the manuscript as a whole.

The period of almost fifty years between the two dated copies of the Hikayet-i
Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn does not, on the surface, seem to represent an especially long
timespan. However, this fifty-year period of Ottoman history between 1794 and
1847—which was encompassed by the reigns of three sultans; namely, Selim 11 (r.
1789-1807), Mahm(d 11 (r. 1808-1839), and Abdiilmecid (r. 1839-61)—
experienced a great deal of quite rapid change in both political and social terms. As
such, the production, in a still manuscript culture, of multiple copies of a pseudo-
historical narrative over this particular period of fifty years might very well be
considered a long timespan, further hinting at a particularly significant popular
appeal for the text. For such a thing to have happened, the Hikayet-i Zuhtr-; Al-i
‘Osmdn needs to have served some particular social function beyond mere
entertainment; otherwise, it would not have been considered worthy of continual
reproduction in numerous manuscript copies. Indeed, the reform program for

military, social, and administrative modernization of the empire enacted during the

8 Hikayet-i Zuh(r-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, Suleymaniye Library, Istanbul, Fatih collection, Fatih No. 4206/1,
la: “Isbu tevdrdh-i mu ‘tebere devletlii Dérii’s-sa ‘dde Agasi Tayfiir Aga hazretlerinin —hasbeteni’l-
lah te ‘dla— vakf've hayratidir kim kird ‘at idenler miisdriinileyh hazretlerini hayr du ‘ddan feramiis
buyurmayalar ... 1264 [1847/1848].”
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reigns of Selim 1113* and Mahmud 11, which would culminate in the reign of
Abdllmecid in the Tanzimat reforms that pushed the empire toward a more
decisively modern state structure with social rights of citizenship provided for all
subjects of the empire,®" is precisely the historical context within which the
reproduction of the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives was undertaken. With
the emergence of a new type of ruler in the historical figures of these three Ottoman
sultans, the trajectory of the empire as it moved forward in history became
something of a public debate. In this regard, the popular appeal of such pseudo-
historical narratives looking back at the earliest beginnings of the dynasty was by no
means simply a coincidence, but must instead be considered a historical
contingency: going back to the beginnings or roots as a reference point in times of
reformation (or crisis) is a common tendency found in both social groups and

political entities. >

In short, the fifty-year timespan of consumption and reception between these two
dated copies of the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn—which may well be longer if we

take undated copies and possibly lost or undiscovered ones into account—as well as

349 Stanford Shaw, Between Old and New: The Ottoman Empire Under Selim 111 1789-1807
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971); Kemal Beydilli, “Selim I11,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi.
Ist ed. Vol. 36. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2009. 420-25. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c36/c360279.pdf.

%50 K emal Beydilli, “Mahmud IL” in isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 27. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2003. 352-57. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c27/c270244.pdf.

1 Cevdet Kiigiik, “Abdiilmecid,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 1. Istanbul: Ttirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 1989. 259-63. 2014. Accessed June 14, 2016.
http://wwwe.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c01/c010312.pdf.

%2 In the same vein, it must be remembered that Feridun Bey’s collection of royal correspondences of
the Ottoman administration entitled Mecmii ‘a-i Miinsedtii’s-selatin, which had been compiled in the
mid-sixteenth century and presented to Mehmed 111 in 1575 was published twice in the mid-
nineteenth century: cf. Feridun Bey, Mecmii ‘a-i Miinsedtii’s-selatin, 2 vols. (Istanbul:
Dariittibattil’amire: 1265-1274). The same sentiment and another nineteenth-century instance of
“going back to the roots” in search of the origins was recorded during Abdiilhamid II’s reign (r.
1876-1909) when he built a mausoleum for the father of Osman, Ertugrul Ghazi, in S6giit, which is
the assumed birthplace of the Ottoman state, cf. Can Eylip Cekic, “Hamidian Epic: War Literature In
The Late Nineteenth Century Ottoman Empire,” (PhD diss., Bilkent University, 2016), 36.
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the high number of similar redactions repeatedly produced over relatively short
intervals during the same period, indicate that the text had a hold on the Ottoman
social imagination as well as the ruling political mindset in this particular historical
context, with various individuals finding meaning in the narrative’s imaginative
retelling of the Ottomans’ earliest historical trajectory and the genealogy of the
dynasty and the empire. The nature of and the reasons behind this social and
political appeal will be the main point of focus for the rest of the chapter.

5.3 Politics of Memory

Remembrance of things past is not necessarily
remembrance of things as they were.**

Memory works in mysterious ways: it not only continuously affects ongoing life
experience but is also at work providing a sense of selfhood or identity, bonding past
to present, and lending a framework for the future. In an underlying manner,
collective sets of memories—or “memory” as a whole—make people who they are.
In this manner, although memory as a concept refers mainly to the process of
remembering and/or being remembered, it is incorporeal unless recorded in written
form, as in the case of historiography. Indeed, memory and history are
indistinguishably intertwined at a multitude of nodes, and not only in a continuously
perpetuated as well as simultaneous nature, but also in a diachronic as well as
synchronic manner. It is due to this mutual relationship of co-interdependence that
John Tosh, in his definition of the discipline, assuredly asserts that “[h]istory is both

a form of memory and a discipline that draws on memory as source material.”%*

%53 This quote, which recalls a Proustian sentiment about how remembrances configure and memory
works on a personal note, is actually attributed to Marcel Proust by the character David Rossi (played
by Joe Mantegna) in Criminal Minds, season 6, episode 3: Remembrance of Things Past, The Mark
Gordon Company and CBS television, first broadcast October 2010.

%4 John Tosh, The Pursuit of History: Aims, Methods and New Directions in the Study of History, 6th
ed. (New York: Routledge, 2015), 254.
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Memory therefore dwells not only at the roots of history-making, but also lingers on
in the branches of history-writing, and personal memory is an island separate only
on the surface, but underneath is closely linked to particular socially constructed
patterns of remembrance and commemoration. In this manner, history has a double
relation to social memory: it is produced by social memory, while it in turn
perpetuates social memory. R.I. Moore enunciates these points eloquently:
For students of society, past or present, memory is everything, both tools and
material, both the means and the goal of their labour. But even individual
memory is not simply personal: the memories which constitute our identity
and provide the content for every thought and action are not only our own,
but are learned, borrowed, and inherited — in part, and part of, a common
stock, constructed, sustained, and transmitted by the families, communities,
and cultures to which we belong. No human group is constituted, no code of
conduct promulgated, no thought given form, no action committed, no

knowledge communicated, without its intervention; history itself is both a
product and a source of social memory.>*®

Correspondingly, despite recognizing that it is individuals who are the true agents of
“the act of remembering,” James Fentress and Chris Wickham readily suggest that
all memories are “structured by group identities,” in compliance with the viewpoint
of Maurice Halbwachs—who was the first theorist of his own coinage, “collective
memory”—that “memories are essentially group memories, and that the memory of
the individual exists only in so far as she or he is the probably unique product of a

particular intersection of groups.”356

Moreover, Fentress and Wickham also accede to Halbwachs’ view that “social
groups construct their own images of the world by establishing an agreed version of

the past.”*’ Thus, focusing on the more public and social side of memory within this

%5 R. I. Moore, “Editor’s Preface,” in Social Memory, by James Fentress and Chris Wickham
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1992), viii.

%% Cited in James Fentress and Chris Wickham, “Foreword,” in Social Memory (Oxford: Blackwell,
1992), ix; cf. Maurice Halbwachs, The Collective Memory, trans. M. Halbwachs (New York: Harper
& Row, 1980).

%7 Cited in James Fentress and Chris Wickham, “Foreword,” in Social Memory (Oxford: Blackwell,
1992), x.
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social perspective, they also underscore an important distinction between memory as
action and memory as representation: the first involves remembering as a type of
behavior, while the latter encompasses a cognitively developed network of ideas.*®
Fentress and Wickham thereby declare their principal concern to be with “thought
that explicitly refers to past events and past experience (whether real or imaginary),”
since, in their view, “recalled past experience and shared images of the historical
past are kinds of memories that have particular importance for the constitution of

social groups in the present.”*

In this context, they assert, according to the doctrine of objective knowledge, that

memory may be regarded as “naturally divided into two segments”:
There is an objective part, which serves as a container of facts, most of which
might be housed in a variety of other locations [by way of writing]. There is
a subjective part, which includes information and feelings that are an integral
part of us, and which thus are properly located only within us. The first part
of memory is comparatively passive; it simply holds knowledge. The second
part is more active; it experiences and recalls to consciousness. In this way, a

distinction between objective fact and subjective interpretation is posited in
the structure of memory itself.>®

Upon making this distinction between objective fact and subjective interpretation,
which together make up the memory itself as a whole, Fentress and Wickham further
note that memories tend to be shaped in a way that is congruous with the meaning
they are given, and that the social meaning of a memory in fact has little to do with
its truth value: “The social meaning of memory, like its internal structure and its
mode of transmission, is little affected by its truth; all that matters is that it be
believed, at least at some level.”%*" In this context, Fentress and Wickham assert that

what makes a social memory viable does not necessarily depend on whether or not it

%58 Fentress and Wickham, “Foreword,” in Social Memory, x.
%9 1bid., xi.
%0 Fentress and Wickham, Social Memory, 5.

%1 Fentress and Wickham, “Foreword,” in Social Memory, Xi.
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has any factual basis to it (even though it might do so at some level), but rather
whether or not it is socially believed to be true—again “at least at some level”—and

whether it is socially relevant to be kept intact as a memory for generations to come.

What they emphasize through this assertion is the fact that social memory is very
much shaped by the social context within which it was once shaped and has
subsequently been repeatedly reshaped:
Social memory is, in fact, often selective, distorted, and inaccurate. None the
less, it is important to recognize that it is not necessarily any of these; it can
be extremely exact, when people have found it socially relevant from that
day to this to remember and recount an event in the way it was originally
experienced. The debate about whether it is inherently accurate or not is thus

sterile; and it will remain so as long as memory is treated as a “mental
faculty” whose workings can be described in isolation from social context.*?

Therefore, according to Fentress and Wickham, any debate about the accuracy of
any commonly upheld collective memory is ultimately futile. They suggest, on the
contrary, that social memory should not be regarded as if it were a mental faculty
which can be examined or questioned on the grounds of soundness or accuracy, and
that its workings should not be understood in isolation from the social context which

created it in the first place.

From this perspective, exactly what the pieces of social memory recorded in both
historical and pseudo-historical narratives illustrate—in their own contingent
manner, and through their narrative conceptualizations—is how a certain community
visualizes or presents its past or present conditions, its understanding of society and
history, and thereby its historical consciousness. Indeed, John Tosh notes in
agreement with such a conception that the social memory of any community relies
on memories that go further back than the lifetime of any present-day members, and

yet these memories are not confined to works of historiography or archives, but are

%2 1hid., xi—xii.
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also present in popular consciousness, which is either reproduced through an array
of commemorative rituals or recorded in a range of media, such as historical or
pseudo-historical narratives, which in turn come to constitute the social or collective

memory of that community.3®

Therefore, according to John Tosh, the relationship between past and present in the
way sociohistorical consciousness works and/or is constructed takes two
complementary forms. On the one hand, social memory provides at least partial
access to what actually happened in the past, and at the same time, through the
fragmentary historical knowledge thus provided, it instructs popular understanding
of the present. On the other hand, social memory provides a reflection of the present,
disclosing present concerns and subtly (or sometimes not so subtly) modifying these
historical or contemporary concerns over time.>** Here, John Tosh makes it clear by
implication that an attempt at a history of mentalities, in order to understand the
inner workings of any social memory, should therefore be willing to delve into these
subtle or less subtle modifications as they are implemented onto historical memories
over a period of time. Tosh asserts that historians need to welcome these
modifications, which usually result in narrational divergences that emerge in social
memory, into their professional understanding or version of the past that is
presumably based on factual information, and only in this way can they come to an
understanding of any collective memory and its written or non-written
representations resulting from that very past:

Historians’ study of social memory starts from the assumption that its

content will diverge from their professional understanding of the past, but

that that very divergence provides clues about the construction of popular
memory. If written history represents a selection of the past thought worthy

%3 Tosh, The Pursuit of History, 255.
%4 Ibid.
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of recall, collective memory is an even more drastic simplification, designed
to reinforce a cultural identity or a potential for agency in the present.®

Therefore, the narrational simplifications that are observed more often and more
powerfully in constructions of popular or collective memory—as well as in
anonymous pseudo-historical narratives, which I consider to be more direct
representations of this popular collective memory—when describing their past
and/or present cannot and should not be easily dismissed, nor, for that matter, should

these pseudo-historical narratives be so readily disregarded.

On the contrary, it is precisely through such narrational simplifications—which
potentially, in some versions, involve irrationalities or factual disruption—that it
becomes actually possible to get a glimpse of how people in the past understood and
interpreted their past or their present in the process of constructing a social and
historical self-identity in different historical contexts and under different social
conditions. In fact, these recorded pieces of social memory should always be
historicized and contextualized, rather than dismissed, in order to be fully
understood for their signification as related to collective memories and historical
sentiments. This is because, as Fentress and Wickham put it:

The process of conceptualization, which so often disqualifies social memory

as an empirical source, is also a process that ensures the stability of a set of

collectively held ideas, and enables these ideas to be diffused and

transmitted. Social memory is not stable as information; it is stable, rather, at
the level of shared meanings and remembered images.>®®

As a result, social memory is necessarily elusive and manifold. Politics affects social
memory in convoluted ways which can only be deciphered through “the processing
process”—to reiterate E.H. Carr’s phrase®®’—which the historian must take into

account when studying the past. As already hinted at, there are many social and

%3 |bid.
%% Fentress and Wickham, Social Memory, 59.
%7 Carr, What is History?, 16.
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historical dynamics at work affecting how social memory functions and how it is
historically and/or contingently constructed and reconstructed over time. In this
connection, the “politics of memory” refers to the political mechanisms as well as
historical constructions by and through which historical events are remembered,
recorded, and/or discarded in historical or pseudo-historical writing. In short, the
term addresses the part that politics plays in shaping collective memory, and also
how social memories can markedly differ from the objective basis of the events as
they actually happened. Therefore, the influence of politics on memory can be traced
in the way history is written and passed on.

5.4 Close Textual and Contextual Analysis

This long section of the chapter will trace the narrative of the Hikayet-i Zuh(r-; Al-i
‘Osman through the outlook outlined above and in relation to certain aspects
revealed in the narrative so as to discover the historical context within which it was
produced and reproduced and what these contexts reveal about the Ottoman social
memory in the “post-classical” era.

5.4.1 On the Origins of Ottoman ldentity

In this section, in order to maintain the focus on how later Ottoman social
imagination and memory reinvented the earliest beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty,
I will not dwell in detail on each and every episode in the Hikayet-i Zuhar-: Al-i
‘Osmadn, which includes many remarkable and significant stories in its imaginative
retelling of the period. Instead, | will more generally try to problematize certain
historical issues that arise from the narrative, and in doing so, as points of
comparison and counter-reference, | will also occasionally refer to earlier Ottoman
chronicles’ stance on these issues. On the whole, I will not attempt to arrive at

definitive conclusions concerning the narrative itself or why it was produced in the
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first place, but will rather put forward historiographical suggestions towards possible
interpretations in relation to the historical context within which these narratives

seem to have emerged.

As mentioned towards the beginning of the chapter, in the Hikayet-i Zuhar-z Al-i
‘Osman’s pseudo-historical account of the rise of the Ottoman dynasty, the
forefather of the line is presented as Ahmed Beg, the ruler of a semi-nomadic
Turcoman tribe called Tir U Seyf (“Arrow and Sword”), based around Tabriz in
Persia. According to the narrative, Ahmed Beg commands ten thousand soldiers and
dwells on the lands of the Persian shah, settling every summer in whatever pasture
he wishes in return for paying the shah a tribute of forty sets of horse tack on
Nowruz. It is also Ahmed Beg who, as detailed earlier, has the divinely inspired
mythical founding dream involving a tree growing out of his navel, signifying the
birth of the Ottoman dynasty—a dream that the canonized chronicles of early
Ottoman history ascribe either to Osman himself or to his father Ertugrul. The dream
serves as a topos for the legitimization of the Ottoman dynastic lineage against any
other claimants to dynastic sovereignty both in the geographical region of Anatolia

and in the broader sociocultural realm of Islam.

To return to the dream topos, as it configured in the Hikayet-i Zuh(r-: Al-i ‘Osmdn
narratives, Ahmed Beg has substantially the same dream as the one related for
Osman in Asikpasazade’s history,*®® but in this case there is no mention of a dervish
named Edebali, in whose house Osman (or, in other versions, Ertugrul) supposedly
had the dream. Instead, Ahmed Beg is in his own quarters when he has the dream;

however, according to the Hikayet-i Zuh(r-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, there does happen to be an

368 Aslk quazéde, Osmanogullar’'nmin Tarihi, 57-8; Aslkpasazﬁde, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, 6; Anonim
Tevarth-i Al-i ‘Osman, 10.
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unnamed mufti nearby, one who is respected among men and is well known for his
ability to interpret dreams. Ahmed Beg tells the mufti of his dream, which contains
the same elements as the canonized chronicles’ version, except that there is no moon
arising from a dervish’s breast. A tree grows from Ahmed Beg’s belly on its own to
cover the world, and underneath its shade there arise mountains with streams

flowing from them:

Ahmed Beg bir gice rii 'yasinda gordi ki kendii gobeginden bir miinteha
direht zuhir idiib ‘dleme sdye saldi. Ve herkes sayesinde metd ‘i bdzara
koymusg alig veris iderler. Habdan bidar olub kendii kendiye miildhaza idiib
“Bu rii'yayr bir ‘dalim-i fdzil kimseye ta ‘bir itdirmeli” diyiib ol zaman
Tebriz de bir gayet ‘alim miifti var idi. Herkes rii ’ydlarin ana ta ‘bir
itdirirlerdi. Ahmed Beg Miifti Efendi’ye varub gordigi rii yay: séyledi. 369

The unnamed mufti offers to interpret Ahmed’s dream, but only on the condition
that Ahmed Beg take his daughter’s hand in marriage, and not before. Ahmed Beg
accepts, immediately marries the mufti’s daughter, who also goes unnamed in the

text, and then spends the nuptial night with her:

Miifti Efendi Ahmed Beg’e cevdb eyledi ki “Ben bu rii’ydy1 sana ta ‘bir
iderim. Benim de senden bir ricam var. Eger kabiil idersen dyle ta ‘bir
iderim” didi. Ahmed Beg “Buyurun, ricaniz her ne ise bas tistiine” didikde
Mufti Efendi  eyitdi “Benim bir kizim vardwr. Alldh Te‘dld hazretlerinin
emriyle alursan ben de rii ydyi ta ‘bir iderem” didikde Ahmed Beg kabdl idlb
o0 sd ‘at nikah idiib énice Ahmed Beg gerdeye giriib sabdh oldikda Miifti
Efendi 'nin yed-i serifin biis idiib rii yanin ta ‘birin istedi ve niydz eyledi. 370

After the wedding night, Ahmed Beg kisses his father-in-law’s hand and requests the
interpretation of the dream. Because his condition was fulfilled, the mufti proceeds

to interpret the dream:

Miifti Efendi buyurdilar ki “Ld-ya ‘lem-ii’l-gaybe illallah senin rii 'yanin

ta ‘biri soyledir ki gobeginden zuhiir iden diraht eviaddur. ‘Aleme sdye
saldigi dallar pddisahlardir. Nice zamdn anin sdyesinde ‘dlem emn ii dman
olub ve nice sehirleri feth idiib ve kafir beglerine sefer idiib ve nice kal ‘alar
zabt eylese gerekdir” diyiib ta ‘bir eyledi. Ve “Sana kizimi amingiin virdim ki

%9 Hikayet-i Zuhtr-1 Al-i ‘Osmadn, Fatih No. 4206/1, 2a—2b.
7 1bid., 2b.
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bil ki sah olan evldd kizimdan olub hayr du ‘Gya mazhar olub kiryamete kadar
benim de ismim yad olsun” deyii medh-i senalar eyledi.?™

First, he puts forward the reservation that “only God knows the hidden things” (la

yalem-il gaybe illallah), after which he nonetheless continues with his

interpretation:
The tree that rises from your belly is your offspring; its branches which
provide shade onto the world beneath are sultans. For a long time the world
will be secure and content beneath its shade, and for that matter many cities
will be conquered, campaigns will be held against many infidel begs, and
many fortresses will be seized. For this reason | have given my daughter to
you as wife. Know that the son who will become the shah will be from my

daughter. May I be honored with blessings and my name be remembered till
the end of time.

Thereby, the mufti gives Ahmed the prognostication that his descendants will be
rulers of the world. At the same time, though, he implies that, thanks to his daughter
marrying Ahmed Beg, his own name will also be known for generations to come.
The text itself, however, never even honors him with a name, simply calling him
“Miifti Efendi” according to his title. This, of course, is a clear indication that this
figure holds an ulema position and is authorized to give fatwas; he is not, like

Edebali in the canonized chronicles, a Sufi dervish.

If we except the ironic note about the mufti’s name being remembered till the end of
time even though the text never names him, overall the narrative clearly seems to
emphasize the authority of the ulema, at least in the spiritual realm, as the dream
interpretation episode suggests. This is in contrast to the accounts of Asikpasazade,
Orug Beg, and the anonymous chronicler, all of which, as Anooshahr notes, emerged
from a ghazi/dervish milieu rather than an ulema one.®’? By contrast, the Hikayet-i
Zuhr-r Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives make absolutely no mention of any Sufi connection

or any dervishes. What is more, the authors of the “canonized” chronicles, such as

3 1bid.
372 Anooshahr, “Writing, Speech, and History,” 44.
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Asikpasazade, were writing, in part, “to protest against the marginalization of their
social group by an increasingly centralizing Ottoman state,” hence their
incorporation of dervish figures like Edebali as interpreter of the auspicious dream in
contrast to the unrepresented scholarly/juridical classes of the ulema in these
chronicles.?”® The Hikayet-i ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn in fact recognizes the ulema’s
authority and is fully invested in supporting the ulema, so long as they are of the
Sunni denomination. On the other hand, the text also denies any and all authority to
ulema of a Shi’ite cast. This dichotomy will be further explored in the next section
through a discussion of another narrative episode, which provides insight into the
narrative’s stance towards the authority of the ulema in conjunction with its explicit
stance on the Sunni-Shi’ite divide. A preliminary examination of name choices will
also expound not only on how this strong Sunni-Shi’ite dichotomy unfolds within
the narrative, but also on how an Ottoman imperial identity is thereby forged against
the rival Safavid dynasty in terms of the religious divide, since this particular

narrative configuration recognizes no genealogical basis for such a dichotomy.

5.4.1 On Names, Religious Authority, and the Political Legitimization of

Sovereignty: The Sunni-Shi’ite Dichotomy

‘Tis but thy name that is my enemy;

Thou art thyself, though not a Montague.
What’s Montague? it is nor hand, nor foot,
Nor arm, nor face, nor any other part
Belonging to a man. O, be some other name!
What’s in a name?

—William Shakespeare, Romeo and Juliet

Naming or, for that matter, not naming is an important issue in the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-:
Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives. Indeed, this is the case for any medieval to early modern

historical mindset, since the social status or prestige of any given historical persona

373 bid.
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depends largely on their genealogy and lineage as asserted through an array of
names linked together for the purposes of legitimation or proclamation in the

present.

In this context, Roni Zirinski notes how the “historical moment” of naming—and, |
must add, not naming—embodies “an act of self-definition that indicates,
simultaneously, both the center as well as the limits and margins,” and is especially
crucial in the process of defining “the other” and “delineating the primary and
ultimate border,” which thereby sets a distance and marks some differentiation

between the self and its constructed other.3"

In the same respect, he asserts: “In
choosing a name, whether consciously or unconsciously, a great deal of symbolic
energy is invested.”*" In this respect, the fact that Ahmed, an alternate name for the
prophet Muhammad, is chosen for the Ottoman forefather brings to mind a strong

Sunni background claim, even though Ahmed Beg is shown to be living under the

authority of the Persian shah, to whom he pays a yearly tribute.

Against the historical background of the Sunni-Shi’ite dichotomy and the ensuing
sectarianism between the two rival confessional spheres of Islam that became
especially prominent in the sixteenth century with the rise of the Safavid dynasty, 3’
this choice of origin for the forefather of the Ottoman dynasty, even regardless of the
name choice, is striking. However, as the narrative takes care to note, at the time the
Persian shah was not a Kizilbas, and was even named Muhammed himself: “Ol

zamadn ‘Acem sihi Kizilbas degil. Ismine Muhammed Sah dirler idi.”®"" With this in

mind, we can say that both Ahmed and Muhammed as naming choices implicitly

374 Roni Zirinski, “How did the Ottomans Become Ottoman?: The Construction of Imperial Brand
Name in the Time of Cultural Big Bang,” Archivum Ottomanicum 22 (2004): 127.

375 1bid.
376 See footnote #342.
" Hikayet-i ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, Fatih No. 4206/1, 1b.
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hint at a Sunni orientation to the text, delineating a border against a Shi’ite cultural
and confessional sphere. In fact, the narrative later recounts an episode where the
son of the shah, who comes to the throne after his father’s death, is called Hiiseyin, a

name with strong Shi’ite connotations.

The narrative’s Sunni-Shi’ite stance becomes even more clear in an episode where
the new shah Huseyin deposes a mufti appointed by his father. The deposed mufti
then takes a copy of the Qur’an, changes its wording, and hides this altered copy in
the branch of a tree that he cuts open and then covers with mud. He then waits for a
long while for the branch to grow and seem as if it had never been altered, so that it
would appear as if this altered copy of the Qur’an had been there all along:
Bundan iistiin bir zamdn gecdi. Ahmed Beg merhiim oldi. Yerine oglu
Erdogdu Beg oldi. Ve bi-izn-i Hiidd ‘Acem sahi Muhammed Beg merhiim
olub yerine Hiiseyin sah oldu. Ve bu Hiiseyin Sah gdyet meyydl bir kimesne
idi. Ba ‘z1 ayetlerini ve harflerini tagyir idiib sahrada bir biiyiik dirahtin bir
dalina sakk idiib o tahvil eyledigi Mushaf-1 Serifi dalin arasina koyub
muhkem baglayub ve biraz ¢camur sarub bir zamdan miirur eyleyiib ol dal
vekpadre olub evvel yaradilmasi gibi oldi.3"™®
Subsequently the mutfti visits the young shah’s court and tells Hiiseyin that he has
had a dream where he was told that they were reading the wrong Qur’an, and that
the true and sound Qur’an could be found inside a particular tree. The ulema then
checks the tree that the mufti shows them, finds the hidden copy, and checks it
against their copies. Seeing the differences, they accept the fake copy as sound and
change their Islamic practice accordingly:
Bir giin Sah Hiiseyin katina geliib eyitdi “Padigahim, ben bir rii’ya gordiim.
Bu yerde olan ve hala okudigimiz Mushaf-1 Serif yanlis ve galat imis. Lakin
su fuldn sahrdda olan dirahtda bir sahth Mushaf-i Serif var imis” diyiib
Hiiseyin Sah’1 izlal eyleyiib keramete haml eyleyiib Hiiseyin Sah o sa ‘at
divan eyleyib vezir-i viizerdsina ve kibdr ‘ulemdsina Miifti Efendi nin
rii'ydsin ifdde eyledi. Ve ciimlesi ta ‘acciibe diisdiler ve eyitdiler “Buyur

Padisahim, ciimlemiz oraya varub bakalim. Belki Miifti Efendi 'nin isareti
hakk olmugdur” diyiib sah ve ehl-i divin ciimlesi ol mahale varub ol dirahti

%78 1bid., 3a-3b.
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kesdiler. Ol tagayyiir olan Mushaf’1 ¢cikarub Mushaf-1 Serifler ile mukdabele
eylediler. Gordiler ki viki ‘d ba ‘z1 yerleri ve ba ‘zi kelimdtlart uymayayor
[sic]. Hiiseyin Beg ‘ulemanin beynlerini ihtildfa diisiiriib ekserisi hilaf yol
tutdilar. Hasan-1 Kagi didikleri ha’in miifti boyle boyle Hiiseyin Sah 't izlal-1
devletini ve kendini hizldna diisiirdi.>™
This episode has a twofold function: it both discredits the ulema’s competence, once
again showing the text’s rather ambiguous attitude towards the ulema, and it also
establishes a legendary origin for the Sunni-Shi’ite split and the Ottoman-Safavid
rivalry, further illustrated by the fact that Ahmed Beg disdains the new religion of
Shah Hiiseyin’s land and leaves Persia for Anatolia:
Clinki ‘Acem Sdahi ve devleti bu guine oldu. Erdogdu Beg bu hali goriib
kavmini basina cem * idiib “Boyle padisahin memleketinde hayr yokdur ve
durmak ca’iz degildiir. Lakin sizler nedirsiz ve miindsib olan kanki
memlekete ‘azimet idelim” diyii su’al eyledikde ciimlesi mesveretde “Riim
memleketinde bir mahalde mesken eyleyelim” didiler. Kendi de miindsib
gortib ve sekiz beg ‘asker ile Rium memleketinde bir yere geldiler. Bir diz
sahrad orta yerinde bir dag iistiinde kudretden ¢evrilmis bir kaya a‘la kal ‘a
olmus. Ol sene anda sakin oldilar. 380
Effectively, then, the Sunni-Shi’ite split and, by implication, the Ottoman-Safavid
rivalry are resituated at the very beginnings of the Ottoman dynasty. Here it should
be noted that it is the ulema of the Persian or ‘Acem lands who are discredited in the
narrative. Additionally, the fact that, in the text, the mufti who destroys the integrity
of the Qur’an through mischief in the Persian realm is actually named, as Hasan-1
Kas1 or “Hasan of Kashan,” further advances the irony about the unnamed status of
the mufti who interprets the auspicious dream: they may or may not be the same

figure, but the narrative never makes this clear. As a result, the status of the Persian

ulema is made even more doubtful in relation to the Sunni ulema of Anatolia. All in

%79 |bid., 4a. Historically, Hasan-1 Kasi is a sixteenth-century poet of the Safavid Iran, and he was
especially known for his poems about the Karbala incident (680 CE), cf. Riza Kurtulus, “Kerbela:
Arap, Fars Edebiyatinda Kerbeld,” in Isldm Ansiklopedisi. 1st ed. Vol. 25. Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2002. 272-74. 2014. Accessed August 14, 2016.
http://www.islamansiklopedisi.info/dia/pdf/c25/c250189.pdf.

%80 Hikayet-i ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osman, Fatih No. 4206/1, 4a.

204



all, the introduction of mufti Hasan-1 Kasi’s mischief as the source of corruption in
the version of Islam practiced in Persia proves to be highly functional, not only for
the religious standpoint of the text, but also for the identity politics configured
therein: this episode both sets absolute and essentialist confessional boundaries
between the Sunni and the Shi’ite denominations and configures the Ottoman
dynasty as Sunnite from the very beginning, thus constructing Sunnism as an
essential part of the original identity of the dynasty. Indeed, there will later be
another religious authority in the narrative: Jalal ad-Din Muhammad Ram1, who is
called “Monla Hiinkar” in the text. This appellation that the text employs for the
founder of the Mawlawiyya Sufi order again resonates with an established Sunni
religious order in Anatolia, where the Ottoman dynasty had founded its identity on
such Sunni grounds. The idea of an originally Sunni religious background for the
Ottoman dynasty will thereby be further advanced, with Monla Hunkar playing a
very crucial role in the establishment of Ottoman sovereignty, as he will be shown
instructing the Seljukid ruler Alaeddin to leave sovereignty to Osman, who will

thereby become the legitimate ruler of Anatolia.

Even beyond the Sunni-Shi’ite dichotomy, names play an especially significant role
in the narrative. Apart from Ahmed, Muhammed, and Huseyin, there are other
remarkable choices of name in these pseudo-historical narratives as well. As briefly
mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, there is for example the name “Erdogdu,”
rather than the canonized chronicles’ Ertugrul. Here, the narrator seems to be
playing with words in the guise of folk etymology: when Ahmed Beg’s third wife,
the dream interpreter mufti’s daughter, gives birth to his only male son, they name
him “Erdogdu,” meaning “one who was born a man.” Because of this, the Ottoman

line 1s, according to the text, also called “the sons of Erdogdu”: “Tiirkmdn arasinda
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ismini Erdogdi kodilar. Ol ecilden Al-i ‘Osmdna Erdogdu oglanlar: dirler.”*** After
Ahmed Beg leaves Persia for Anatolia, Erdogdu himself has a son—Osmancik. The
choice of Osmancik instead of Osman as a name may seem somewhat unusual to a
modern audience inasmuch as the diminutive suffix -czk might be regarded as a
lightly mocking way of designating the eponymous ancestor of the Ottoman dynastic
line. However, as Roni Zirinski notes, the Moroccan traveler Ibn Battuta, in the
famous account of his travels during which he travelled through Anatolia between
1330 and 1332, mentions that Osman was actually, during his son Orhan’s (r. 1326—
1362) rule, called “Osmancuk” (“Osman the Little”) in the diminutive, in order to
distinguish him from the seventh-century caliph Uthman.?®®? In the Hikayet-i Zuh(r-:
Al-i ‘Osmdn texts, however, Osman is shown becoming the ruler, initially with the
approval of his people, as “Erdogdu oglu” or “son of Erdogdu,” and then, following
the death of the Seljukid ruler Alaeddin, through the intervention of Jalal ad-Din
Muhammad Riimi, who is called “Monla Hiinkar” in the text. As soon as he
becomes ruler, the text changes his appellation, dropping the diminutive so that the
name is now simply “Osman,” thus signifying his change of status to a sovereign
position:
Sultan ‘Aldeddin gdyetde pir olmusdi. Bir giin hasta olub bildi ki vakt-i mevt
geldi. Monla Hiinkdr’1 ve sa’ir ‘ulemdyr yamna getiiriib cevab eyledi ki
“Allah-1 ‘dlem benim mevtim karib oldu. Lakin sizden ricam budur ki
yerimize kimi beg eylemek miindsib ise bana haber verin” didikde ciimle
‘ulemas eyitdiler “Padisahim, simdiki halde Islam beglerinden ciimlesinden
kuvvetli ve kafirlere mansQr hdld Sevket daginda olan Erdogdu oglu
‘Osmancik Begden gayri miistehakk ve sizin yerinize layik beg yokdur”
didiler. Sultan ‘Alaeddin o sad ‘at bir mektiib tahrir eyleyiib ve kendi yakin
adaminin eline virtib ‘Osmdn Beg’e irsdl eyledi. ‘Osmdn Beg’e mektib viisiil

buldukda acub okud:. Oyle tahrir eylemis ki “Mektiibim viisil buldukda
eglenmeyiib bu tarafa gelesin.” ‘Osmdn Beg “Bas iistiine” deyiib ‘askerin

%1 1bid., 3a.

%82 Cf. Roni Zirinski, “How did the Ottomans Become Ottoman,” 140—141; ibn Battita, The Travels
of ibn Battita, A.D. 1325-1354, trans. H.A.R. Gibb, vol. 2 (London: Hakluyt Society, 1962), 450—
455,
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alub yola revan oldr. ‘Osman gelmede iken bu tarafda Sultan ‘Aldeddin
merhiim oldi. Ve yerine Monla Hiinkar’i kd immakam eylediler. Bir giin
‘Osmdn Beg Konya'ya dahil olub Monla Hiinkar ‘Osman Beg'in elin

tutub tahta ciilus itdirdi. Ve ciimle ‘ulemd efendiler “Miibarek ola” didiler.
Hazret-i Fahr-i Ka'inat efendimizin hicret-i seriflerinden alti yiiz doksan
dokuz sene miiriir eylemisdi [1299/1300]. Bir zaman etrafda olan kafir
beglerine kilic urub gdyet kdfirler havfa diigiib ‘Osman Beg’e bdc hardc virir
oldilar. Ve nice zamdn kiiffar ile [sic] harab idib nice memleketlerden ve
nice sehirlerden feth kendiiye miiyesser oldi.*®

In this manner, the idea of an originally Sunni background with semi-nomadic
Turkmen roots as the fundamental identity for the Ottoman dynasty is further
advanced, but not specifically in regards to Ottoman genealogy, for, unlike some
other “canonized” accounts of Ottoman origins, the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn
texts make no note of any Oguz, Kayi, Ilkhanid, or Mongolian ancestry in the
Ottoman lineage. This pseudo-historical narrative thus cuts the Ottoman identity off
from all other contesting genealogical lineages, instead resting the legitimization of
the Ottomans’ rise to sovereign status on an entirely religious basis. In this regard,
the scene where Osman is chosen as the next ruler of Anatolia at the court of the
Seljukid ruler Alaeddin, at the suggestion of the Sunni ulema of Anatolia and
especially Monla Hinkar, is highly significant. Indeed, this episode also highlights
how the Ottoman dynasty came to be regarded as the legitimate sovereignty in
Anatolia after the Seljuks, because, just as in Aslkpasazﬁde and Nesri’s histories, the
Hikayet-i Zuhdr-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives depict Alaeddin granting Osman Beg the
right to rule over the other begs of Islam. Halil Inalcik interprets this version of the
origin of the legitimization of Ottoman sovereignty in terms of “the Islamic
conceptions of caliphate (khilafa) and public guardianship (wala’).”*** Unlike the

other two chronicles’ versions, however, in the Hikayet-i ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn

%83 Hikayet-i Zuh(r-1 Al-i ‘Osman, Fatih No. 4206/1, 6a—6b.

%4 Halil inalcik, “The Ottoman Succession and its Relation to the Turkish Concept of Sovereignty,”
in Halil inalcik, The Middle East and the Balkans Under the Ottoman Empire, 37-69. (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1993), 44.
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Alaeddin, upon the suggestion of the ulema, passes on sovereign status by sending
Osman a letter while on his deathbed. On receiving the letter, Osman comes to
Konya, but according to the narrative he arrives only after Alaeddin’s death, after
which he takes the throne—significantly, again with the approval of all the ulema.
This once again demonstrates how the Hikayet-i Zuhtr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narrative
understands the political legitimization of the Ottoman dynasty on the grounds of
religious affiliation to the Sunni denomination, and through the sanction of the Sunni
ulema, and not on any genealogical characteristics of the dynasty. In this regard, it is
worth recalling the following insightful observation by Inalcik:

Among the Ottomans, various views prevailed regarding the origins of the

dynasty and its sovereignty. As expressed in various historical narratives,

each interpretation naturally bears the mark of a certain environment, period,

or political viewpoint. In spite of their legendary character, these narratives
are important for the particular traditions and biases they express.*®

5.4.2 On Methods of Succession and the Dynastic Line

Unlike many of the “canonized” histories of the Ottoman dynasty, the Hikayet-i
Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osman—which, as has been argued, is configured from an ulema
standpoint—advances no claim for legitimization through a prestigious genealogical
lineage. Indeed, in the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, other than an imaginative
Turkmen clan being mentioned as the background of Ahmed Beg, and thus for the
origin of the Ottoman dynasty, there is no reference to any other lineage in the text,
excepting one brief reference to the Mongol dynasty. This sole reference to the
Mongols is the episode where Bayezid, who is depicted as an obstinate ruler who
refuses to listen to advice, is taken captive by Timur, who is called “Timurlenk” in
the texts. The narrative records a conversation between the two, where Timur asks

Bayezid what he would do to him if he had been taken captive, and Bayezid replies

%5 Jnalcik, “The Ottoman Succession,” 43—4.
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by saying he would make an iron cage to keep him in, and so Timur constructs just
such a cage for Bayezid. After Bayezid’s capture, there is no struggle for the throne
among his sons, as there was in reality in the interregnum period between 1402 and
1413 CE: instead, Bayezid’s three sons agree to succeed each other according to age,
so that first Stileyman, then Musa, and finally Mehmed come to power:

Bayezid Han kendi bildigini idiib sohbet kabiil eylemezdi. Ve kendiye iki
nasthat derlerse anin ‘aksini iglerdi. Ve giiniinde ‘azim zahmet ve fitneler
zuhur eyledi. Ve iic ddane evlddi oldi. Birinin ismi Siileymadn ve birinin Miisd
ve birinin Muhammed Beg dirler idi. Ve kendinin bu yola bi-1a-kayd
oldigindan basinda olan ‘asker perisan oldi. On dort sene saltanat stiriib her
gtini gamm ile ge¢di. O senede Timurlenk zuhtir idiib ‘askeri olmadigindan
Sultan Bayezid’i tutub esir eyledi. Ve kendiye su’al idiib “Eger sen beni tutub
esir ideydin bana neylerdin” didikde Sultdn Bdyezid cevab “Bir ddne demiir
kafes yabdirub seni anin igine kordum” didi. Timurlenk emr eyledi, bir
demiir kafes yabdirub Sultdn Bayezid'i kafese koyub habs eyledi. Sultdn
Bayezid'in ogullari ‘asker ile Rumili’nde bulundilar. Bu havddisi isidiib
Stileymdn Beg'i kendilerine bas eylediler. Sekiz yiiz beg tarihinde idi
[1402/1403]. Sekiz sene beg oldi. Ve Edirne[ 'yi] girt kafirler taleb eylediler.
Kirk sene Islamda kalmus idi. Uc sene kdfirlerde kaldi. Sonra Siileyman Beg
feth eyledi. Siileymdn Beg sekizinci sene Samokov’a [?] gelub orada vefat
eyledi. Yerine Msa Beg cll(s eyledi. Sekiz yliz on Uc senesinde [1410/1411]
idi. Uc sene saltanat siiriib Gelibolu da vefit eyledi. Yerine Muhammed Beg
culGs eyledi. Gine Edirne[ yi] kdfirler zabt itdiler. Dokuz sene mutasarrif
oldilar. Bir giin haber geldi ki Sultdn Bdyezid Timurlenk habsinda vefat
eylemis. Sekiz yiiz on alti tdrihinde idi [1413/1414]. Sultdn Muhammed
Han'1 tekrdr asil tahta ciilis itdirdiler.>®

The narrative also notes that, because Mehmed came to power after receiving news
of Bayezid’s death in Samarkand, his reign was the real sultanate, unlike the reigns
of his two brothers:

Bunun igiin Siileyman Beg ve Miisa Beg padisah olmad:. Zira Sultan Badyezid
sthhatde idi. Sultan Muhammed Han in bir oglu var idi. Ismini Murad Han
komuslar idi. Bir giin Sultdn Muhammed Hdn hasta olub vefdt eyledi. Sekiz
sene on giin saltanat [...]%’
This omission of the most vigorous dynastic strife in Ottoman history clearly results
from an act of “politics of memory” in the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, and such a

lacuna might be interpreted as evidence of the narrative’s lack of historicity, and as

%8 Hikayet-i Zuh(r-1 Al-i ‘Osman, Fatih No. 4206/1, 12a—13a.
7 1pid., 13a.
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such be considered a potential reason to disregard the narrative as historical
evidence. However, the exact same taciturnity on the interregnum period is also seen
in Celalzade Salih Celebi’s (d. 1565) sixteenth-century history, the Hadikatii’s-
Selatin (c. 1562), which retells, in an autograph copy, the earliest beginnings of the
Ottoman dynasty up through the death of Mehmed 1.%% Celalzade Salih Celebi
authored several other earlier histories, which might be categorized as
Stleymannames in that they focus exclusively on Siilleyman the Magnificent’s reign
and campaigns; among these are the Tarih-i Sultan Sileyman (c. 1528) and its
appendix the Tarih-i Budin (c. 1530), as well as other shorter narratives on
Siileyman’s various campaigns, entitled the Mohacg-name, Fetih-name-i Rodos, and
Belgrad Fetih-namesi, the last two of which are included in two different
miscellaneous manuscripts that also contain the author’s letters and belles-lettres.®®
Another remarkable point about the Hadikatii ’s-Selatin is the fact that, although the
author claims to write about the reigns of eight Ottoman sultans, he in fact only
relates the reigns and historical vitae of Osman I, Orhan, Murad I, Bayezid I, and his
rival sons Isa Celebi, Musa Celebi, Emir Siileyman, and Mehmed 1, all following a

section on the emergence of the Ottoman dynasty and their settlement in Anatolia.**

Just as in the example of the Hadikatii’s-Selatin, which omits the historical dynastic
strife between Bayezid I’s sons for the Ottoman throne in the interregnum period of
1402 to 1413 CE, the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narrative also chooses to

“forget” that rather gloomy episode in Ottoman imperial history, instead advancing

an idea of a peaceful and negotiated ascension to the throne among the contending

38 Celal-zade Salih Celebi, Hadikatii’s-Selazin - Inceleme — Metin, ed. Hasan Yiiksel and H. ibrahim
Delice (Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu, 2013).
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princes, in line with what Halil inalcik has observed as the traditional concept of
statehood in which “the state [was] thought of as the joint property and inheritance
of the dynasty,” as indicated in the practice of choosing the next ruler for the state
through a kurultay.*" This outlook, which inalcik notes had become invalidated
“[b]y the fifteenth century, as a result of particular circumstances” with the
establishment of “the concept of royal authority as absolute and indivisible,” thus
seems, in the configuration of the narrative of the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmadn, to
have been resurrected by an ulema outlook on the subject of Ottoman succession, as
revealed in this episode recasting the interregnum period of 1402—-1413 as a peaceful
succession of princes following one another up onto the throne.

5.4.3 On Literary Topoi and the Oral Nature of Narrative Performance

In what seems to be in line with such an ulema outlook, and in contrast to earlier
“canonized” histories of the Ottoman rise, which were produced in an attempt to
advance the interests of the ghazi milieux that included both converted and still
Christian warriors of the Ottoman enterprise, the Hikayet-i ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn
makes no mention of Kése Mihal, or indeed of any close contact with any other
Christian companion in the early years of the dynasty, until the long episode on the
conversion and subsequent appointments of Mahmud Pasha, whose posthumously
produced legend will be addressed in the next section, in the service of the dynasty
during the reign of Murad Il (r. 1421-1451). This long episode actually In this
manner, these narratives set a distance between the conquering ghazi begs and any
local Christian people of the conquered land. In fact, the existence of such locals
does not even become clear until after Orhan has captured Bursa and made it his

capital, during a later episode concerning the conquest of Kazdagi, where the

%1 See Inalcik, “The Ottoman Succession,” 60—1.
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soldiers of Islam capture, cook, and eat an infidel. In the episode, two Christian
shepherds are captured by the ghazi Ottoman soldiers: one of them is made into a
shish kebab, while the other escapes after hearing that he will be eaten for breakfast
the next day. When this shepherd arrives in his village, he warns the other Christian
locals that “the man-eating Turks are coming!” (“adam yiyici Tiirkler geliyor”).>*

This narrative episode may have functioned as a kind of comic relief for the

audience in a living oral performance environment.

Another oral performative element in the texts are their new renditions of some of
the better-known topos-like episodes of the earlier “histories.” One example of such
a rendition in the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives is the conquest of
Gelibolu by an Omer Beg sent by Orhan, which reads much like the episode relating
to the capture of Aydos castle by Gazi Rahman as told by Asikpasazade and also—
based on him, though with considerable alterations—by Nesri.*** Cemal Kafadar
notes two variants of the same narrative episode recorded elsewhere: one is in the
Dustarname and involves Umur Beg and the baroness of Bodonitsa, who offers him
help as well as love in his attempt to capture the castle of Bodonitsa,>** while the
second is one recorded much later, in the 1930s, about the capture of Birgi, again by
Umur Beg, who receives help from a Byzantine lady named Sofia, who gives him

3% While in the latter version by Asikpasazade, and also by

the keys to the castle.
Nesri, Aydos, which is a steep hill known to the Greeks as Aétos (“Eagle”), just to

the north of Pendik, near Istanbul, serves as the scene of the story, the pseudo-

%92 Hikayet-i Zuhlr-z Al-i ‘Osmadn, Fatih No. 4206/1, 7b.

3% paul Wittek, “The Taking of Aydos Castle: A Ghazi Legend and Its Transformation,” in Arabic
and Islamic Studies in Honor of Hamilton A.R.Gibb, ed. George Makdisi (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1965),
662.

39 Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 70.

%% Quoted in Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 170, endnote #24, and cf. Himmet Akin, Aydinogullar:
Tarihi Hakkinda Bir Arastirma (Ankara, 1968), 26.
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historical Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives situate the same topos of a
Christian girl falling for the ghazi warrior to the point of betraying her own people in
Gelibolu.>* Despite change of scenery, this recurrence of the same literary topos
over many different narrative episodes of ghaza proves that all of these narratives
through which roughly the same episode can be traced cannot simply be explained
away by the tenacity of memory concerning some significant historical event, but,
on the contrary, need to be understood in terms of narrative logic and functionality.
Differing toponyms are provided for what is effectively the same sequence of events
in which this literary topos, rather than being a clearly identifiable historical event,
occurs. This practice is in line with oral functionality, whereby the same topos is
relocated into different locations, often under the contextual influence of different

instances of oral performance.

In the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives, the story circling around this
literary topos clearly exhibits divergences from the “canonized” version of the same
topos. On the whole, however, it seems that the immediate function of the episode in
terms of oral performance remains the same in all versions. The Hikayet-i Zuhdr-:
Al-i ‘Osman version runs as follows: a castellan’s daughter falls in love with Omer
Beg after seeing him from the castle during the siege. She sends him a letter offering
to tell him about a secret passage into the castle. There is no mention of a dream
with the prophet here, thus handily creating a non-religious context for the erotic

scene that will follow in the narrative. Indeed, the nighttime scene with the two in

%% It might be noted here that the ancient toponym for Canakkale, which is in the vicinity of Gelibolu,
is actually Ayedos. It might even be suggested that perhaps the social memory misguidedly relocated
the attribution of scenery for the same topos in this instance. Another point that needs to be noted in
support of the previous suggestion is the fact that in the text of the Hikayet-i ZuhQir-: Al-i ‘Osman,
Gelibolu mistakenly comes up twice as the target of ghaza, suggesting either a result of this
misguidance on the part of the social memory for the toponym of the earlier location of the literary
topos, or a certain fixation on Gelibolu, which as a passage across the straits was in fact very
important for the Ottoman expansion into Europe.
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bed is highly sensual, focusing heavily on and describing the woman’s breasts,
making it quite likely that a male audience was intended for the composition in
terms of oral performance. What follows after is indeed rather melancholic: Omer
and the girl are soon married, and after two years of bliss the girl experiences
discomfort beneath one of her breasts—hence the aforementioned erotic scene.
When Omer Beg reveals that there is a rose leaf hidden under her breast, he also
realizes that she is suffering from a canker sore there. During their dialogue about
how she can be hurt so easily, the girl asserts that her father, whom she readily
betrayed, took good care of her, having her eat nothing but marrow. Subsequently
Omer Beg, thinking that she would be no good for him because she had not shown
loyalty even to her own father, suddenly kills her. However, regretting what he has
done, he soon kills himself as well, and they are both buried in the same tomb. In
this configuration, without the earlier dream detail and with the moralistic addition
of death at the end, the same topos employed earlier by both Asikpasazade and Nesri
nevertheless still serves two functions within the context of oral performance (and
perhaps also in the context of written cultural consumption as well). Firstly, it
entertains before later teaching a moral lesson about loyalty. Here, however, it
should be noted that all versions making use of this same topos in fact signifies
something similar, which Cemal Kafadar recognizes as a ghazi fantasy serving a
practical function: “In fact, such help (and love?) offered by Byzantine women who
are incited in their dreams to fall for warriors of Islam seems to have been a fantasy
of the gazis, and such narratives may well have served to attract adventuresome
young men into the armies or to keep them there.”**” Indeed, in addition to serving

various performative and other functions, all literary topoi, whenever and wherever

%7 K afadar, Between Two Worlds, 70.
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applied, signify a culturally constructed mental framework, or even a mindset, that
reveals those—sometimes archetypical—aspirations, fears, and taboos embedded
deep in the popular imagination and social memory. Therefore, these literary topoi
as revealed in such pseudo-historical narratives are perhaps more important than any
verifiable historical facts when it comes to the study of the history of mentalities.
Indeed, these are literary topoi or narrative episodes used and reused in various
chronicles as well as in pseudo-historical narratives like the Hikayet-i Zuhtr-; Al-i
‘Osman, and though they may in fact tell us little to nothing about the actual
conquest of a given place or any other historical event, they certainly do shed light
on how such conquests, incidents, and events were viewed by both the people who
witnessed them as contemporary historical experiences and by those looking back
retrospectively on the history (or legends) of the Ottoman polity.

5.4.4 On the Kul, the Devshirme, and the Ulema in the Making of the Empire:
The Case of Mahm(d Pasha

Despite such already noted differences, the use of such well-known episodes in these
texts shows that they are closely linked to the long tradition of earlier histories of the
Ottoman dynasty, which have mostly been treated as histories proper. Contrary to
the lack of scholarly interest shown in the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives,
modern historians, especially in the twentieth century, have extensively utilized the
semi-official accounts of the rise of the Ottomans recorded in Asikpasazade, Orug
Beg, the anonymous Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmdn chronicles, and in Nesri. More recently,
however, the positivist critical method of reading these texts in order to distinguish
fact from fiction seems to have reached a dead end, as more and more of their
anecdotes have been found unreliable, nonfactual, unverifiable, or at least

incompatible with each other. On this point, it is again necessary to refer to the
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historical context within which they were individually produced, rather than trying

to test them solely on the grounds of historical veracity.

Indeed, such an outlook on these early chronicles, as well as pseudo-historical
narratives, has begun to bear fruitful results in regards to their historical significance
in terms of the history of mentalities in the Ottoman cultural sphere. One important
study undertaken with this variety of outlook was Stefanos Yerasimos’ Kostantiniye
ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri,**® which traces the different manuscript renditions and
recensions of the legendary narratives produced during the reign of Bayezid Il (r.
1481-1512) on the subjects of the history of the foundation of Istanbul and of the
building of Haghia Sofia. Just prior to Bayezid’s assumption of the throne, the end
of Mehmed II’s reign instigated a reaction among the ulema of the period due to
Mehmed’s excessively centralist policies, which were undertaken so as to further his
agenda for an universal empire. Specifically, he confiscated property owned by the
ulema and even property secured by vakifs.>*° Yerasimos, through a close textual
analysis of legends that were recast in manuscript form during the subsequent reign
of Bayezid II, demonstrates how a common “anti-imperial” sentiment runs through
popular legends about the foundation and history of Constantinople and the
construction of Haghia Sophia, resulting from a reaction against Mehmed I1’s
imperial project and his status as an absolute ruler. Yerasimos thus rightly reads
these pseudo-historical narratives as anti-imperial legends produced during
Bayezid’s reign as reactions in implicit opposition to Mehmed’s earlier centralist
policies. As is noted by Yerasimos, similar episodes and sentiments in relation to

Mehmed Il are also found in the Mendkib-1 Mahmiid Pasa legends. However,

%% Stefanos Yerasimos, Kostantiniye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, trans. Sirin Tekeli (Istanbul: Iletisim,
2010).

3%9 See Halil Inalcik, Fatih devri iizerinde tetkikler ve vesikalar (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Basimevi, 1954).
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despite being critical of Mehmed 1, this legend, according to Yerasimos, cannot be
regarded among the cycle of anti-imperial legends, which he studies because
Mahmud Pasha was the first historical personality who contributed greatly to
Mehmed I’ imperial policy: he was not only instrumental to its implementation, but
also was recognized as one of the very symbols of the policy.*® However, the fact
that one of the renditions of the Hikayet-i ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, entitled Der Beyan-:
Mendkib-1 ZuhQr-1 Al-i ‘Osman,*®* is paired in a mecmii ‘a with another hitherto
unstudied example®®? of the “anti-imperial” legends that Yerasimos examines in his
study suggests that, in the Ottoman social memory and popular imagination, the
Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn and its antecedent text—that is, the posthumous
legend entitled Mendkib-1 Mahmud Pasa—are not at all far from this cycle of anti-
imperial legends and pseudo-historical narratives, and perhaps Mahmud Pasha’s
historical personality had been appropriated by such “anti-imperial” sentiments as

well.

In his extensive monograph on Mahmud Pasha entitled The Sultan of Vezirs: The
Life and Times of the Ottoman Grand Vezir Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢ (1453-1474),
Theoharis Stavrides also claims that Mehmed II’s reign (r. 1444-46, 1451-81) was
“a turning-point in Ottoman history, marking the definitive transition of the Ottoman
State from a frontier principality to an empire and giving it the form that it would
essentially maintain for the next four and half centuries.”**® According to Stavrides,
Mehmed II, being “the dominant figure in the Ottoman State during this period,”

“influenced all aspects of life” with his “forceful personality and policies aiming at

0 yerasimos, Kostantiniye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 228, footnote #163.

' Der Beyan-1 Mendkib-1 ZuhQir-1 Al-i ‘Osmdn, iBB Atatiirk Library, Tiirk¢e Yazmalar,
BEL_Yz_0.000039/02: 69b—174b.

%92 Tevarih-i Sehr-i Kostantiniyye, iBB Atatiirk Library, Tiirkge Yazmalari, BEL_Yz_0.000039/02:
la-67bh.

%3 Theoharis Stavrides, The Sultan of Vezirs: The Life and Times of the Ottoman Grand Vezir
Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢ (1453-1474) (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 3.
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the creation of a great sedentary, bureaucratic and world-conquering empire,” and
one of the greatest novelties implemented in the state machinery by his initiative at
the time was “his use of men of non-Muslim origin at the highest offices in the
state.”*** One of these men of the empire, Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢, whose fame
led to a posthumous legend entitled Mendkib-1 Mahmud Paga, which is incorporated
into the narrative of Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, was one of the kul of non-
Muslim origin, and in fact “one of the very first converts to occupy the office of
Grand Vezir among the Ottomans.”*® According to Stavrides, he descended from “a
Byzantine aristocratic family residing in Serbia,” and “became the second most
important figure in the state during a large part of the reign of Mehmed I1.7*°° In
fact, the posthumous legend that developed around his figure corresponded to this
historical reality, illustrating him as the main advisor to the sultan. However, the
legend greatly augments his influence on the sultan, claiming him to be the real
mastermind behind the whole enterprise of the conquest of Istanbul. In this
legendary configuration, he is shown as, in many respects, a better example of a man
of the empire than his own sovereign:
The legend presents Mahmud Pasha as the main guiding force behind
Mehmet 11, while it makes the Sultan appear as a weak figure who merely
follows his Grand Vizier’s lead. An example of this is the fact that in the
legend Mehmet Il decides to build Rumeli Hisar and to conquer
Constantinople only after the advice of Mahmud Pasha. [...] Also, the legend
attributes to Mahmud Pasha the idea of taking the ships overland into the
Golden Horn [...], which all historical sources ascribe to the Sultan himself.
By taking away from Mehmet 11 all the decisions that led to the conquest of
Constantinople, which are traditionally attributed to him, and assigning them

to Mahmud Pasha, the legend diminishes the glory of the Sultan and exalts
the Grand Vizier.*”’

%94 Stavrides, The Sultan of Vezirs, 3.

%% |bid. For a narrative outline of the legend, Mendkib-1 Mahmiid Pasa, see ibid., 369-78.
% 1hid., 3.

7 1bid., 385-6.
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In historical reality, Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢, thanks to his military skills as well
as his diplomatic and administrative abilities, was, in fact, very influential in state
affairs, and he occupied the office of grand vizier and beylerbeyi of Rumeli
(commander of the army of the Balkans) for twelve consecutive years (1456-1468),
the office of sancakbeyi of Gelibolu (commander of the Ottoman fleet) for three
years (1469-1472), and the office of grand vizier again in 1472-1473, before his
execution by order of the sultan in July 1474.® However, again, in the legend,
Mahmud Pasha’s success in holding all these high posts in the machinery of the state
is highly exaggerated, with the legendary version of the pasha occupying four
different posts, including the grand vizierate, at the same time, much to the envy of
other high-ranking state officials with lofty ambitions of their own. In the narrative,
this ultimately leads to the pasha’s demise, on the grounds of unfounded accusations
by another vizier who was plotting against the pasha. This conspiracy also shows
Mehmed Il in an especially poor light: he is depicted as being easily manipulated by
such plotting, leading him to order Mahmud Pasha’s execution, a decision which he

regrets almost immediately but still proves unable to stop.

Yerasimos argues that this unflattering representation of Mehmed Il as produced in
the posthumous legend resulted from the fact that the legend was not only produced
so as to advance the prestigious status of Mahmud Pasha, but was also an indirect
assault on Mehmed’s image. The popularity of this legend shows how deep this
sentiment against Mehmed Il ran in wider circles of the population in the period
following his reign. As already noted above, there are twenty-one manuscript copies

of the popular legend, the Mendkib-1 Mahmiid Pasa, extant in the archives today.**

408 Ibid., 3.
499 gee footnote # 27.
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However, beyond these known and accessible copies, a number of important
studies**® undertaken on other manuscripts containing the legend and held in private
collections demonstrate that the legend was in fact reproduced even more
extensively than what public collections indicate. Among all these copies, perhaps
the most remarkable are the excerpted version recorded in a (presumably) fifteenth-
century mecmii ‘a containing the “Gazavat-1 Sultan Murad”*** and the rendition
recorded in a late eighteenth-century miscellaneous manuscript made up of texts
written in Armenian on Ottoman history.*'? As mentioned earlier, this popular
legend was not only reproduced as an individual narrative on its own, but was also,
as | have discovered, reproduced several more times within the Hikayet-i Zuhtr-; Al-
i ‘Osman, being incorporated into the full length of its narrative configuration.
Despite a few slight divergences in the details, overall the legend runs along similar
veins in these copies, always making Mehmed 11 a foil to Mahmud Pasha, casting
the former in a very unflattering light while the latter is in all senses the hero, and is
even accompanied by Hizir whenever he requires assistance to save himself, right up

until his execution from the wrath of an insensible Mehmed II.

What, then, was the historical context that ultimately prompted this legend to be
incorporated into the much wider scope of the Hikayet-i Zuhr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn, to the

point where it makes up a very sizeable portion of the whole this pseudo-historical

19 Halil inalcik, and Mevlad Oguz, “Yeni Bulunmus Bir “Gazavat-1 Sultan Murad,” A.U.D.T.C.F.
Dergisi 7/2 (1949): 481-95; ilber Ortayl1, “Osmanli Toplumunda Y®&netici Simif Hakkinda Kamu
Oyunun Olusumuna Bir Ornek; Menakib-i Mahmud Pasa-i Veli,” Prof. Dr. Tahsin Bekir Balta'ya
Armagan, 459-81 (Ankara: AUSB Fakiiltesi & Tiirkiye ve Orta Dogu Amme Idaresi Enstitiisii, 1974)
Accessed May 18, 2016. http://www.todaie.edu.tr/resimler/ekler/c6e7721b2b5559c¢_ek.pdf.; Kevork
Pamukciyan, “Ermenice Bir Elyazmaya Gére Vezir-i Azam Mahmud Pasa (?—1474),” Tarih ve
Toplum VI (1986): 9-13; Mustafa Sahin, “Mahmud Pasa Menakib1: Kostantiniyye Fethi,” Toplumsal
Tarih 111/17 (1995): 15-21.

1 Cf. Halil inalcik, and Mevlid Oguz, “Yeni Bulunmus Bir “Gazavat-1 Sultan Murad,”
A.U.D.T.C.F. Dergisi 7/2 (1949): 481-95.

M2 Kevork Pamukciyan, “Ermenice Bir Elyazmaya Gére Vezir-i Azam Mahmud Pasa (7—1474),”
Tarih ve Toplum V1 (1986): 9-13.
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narrative? As suggested above in the context of discussions on certain other aspects
of the narrative, it must have been an ulema-oriented cultural and political
environment, one which refused to forgive and forget the old grudge held against the
absolutist sultan Mehmed I1. This orientation of the Mendkib-1 Mahmiid Pasa was
very likely the reason that this particular piece of social memory was first produced
and reproduced in the numerous manuscript copies of this legend, and the tenacity of
this social memory was also the reason that the legend, as a partial antecedent text,
came to be latterly reproduced within the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn as well.

5.5 Conclusion: In Response to the Question of the Rise of the Ottoman Dynasty
This chapter has examined the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives in terms of
their particular historical contingencies so as to better understand how the later
Ottoman social imagination worked to devise and revise the origins of the social and
political entity of the Ottoman Empire. On the whole, I contend that these once
“popular” narratives illustrate how historical self-reflection was not confined to the
upper echelons, but rather extended throughout wider cross-sections of the Ottoman
population. In this connection, | would like to pose a series of questions. Should we
also disregard the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives because they are not
“works of factual history,” as some researchers now do for the histories of
Asikpasazade, Orug Beg, and the anonymous chronicler? Or should we not take
them into account as sources just because they might not be as historically near to
the events they recount as such semi-official histories were? What should be the
limit and criteria for any work to be included as a source for historiographical
inquiry? And should this decision be made on the grounds of genre classifications,
or of temporal proximity? I argue that every work of differing “factual” and

“fictional” configurations can be made an object of historiographical inquiry, as long
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as the researcher asks the questions needed to open up these texts so as to reveal
their true historical significance in regards to the historical context within which they
were produced, received, and reproduced. Because these do actually matter when it
comes to the study of the history of mentalities: these texts can potentially tell us
more about the people involved in certain historical events and how they interpret
what they experience than the exact factual details and conditions of the events
themselves. What context actually led the later social imagination to invent and
reinvent such beginnings for the Ottoman dynasty? This is perhaps as important a

question as the actual and factual conditions of this beginning itself.

The Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn narratives demonstrate how the later Ottoman
social imagination worked to devise and revise the origins of this social and political
entity on the grounds of an overtly Sunni religious stance, in opposition to the
Shi’ite denomination, thereby laying the ground of the legitimization of Ottoman
sovereignty on this religious basis by providing the ulema with an especially
authoritative status in the making of the dynasty. In this connection, even an
obviously devshirme figure like Mahmud Pasha becomes an accomplished ulema,
advancing, after conversion and religious instruction, all the way up to the post of
seyhii’l-islam, thanks chiefly to his natural disposition towards theological studies.
In short, the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-z Al-i ‘Osmdn recasts and retells the origins and
legitimacy of the Ottoman dynasty on the grounds of an inclusive culture of a

necessarily Sunni outlook.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

Ali Emiri’s catalogue note dismissing the Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn as “from
beginning to end and from top to bottom [...] a series of spurious and fabricated

»413 \was possibly, as mentioned earlier, not only what steered historians away

lies
from these particular pseudo-historical narratives, but is also indicative of a mindset
that has led to a broad dismissal of many pseudo-historical texts which have the
same basic narrational traits and textual characteristics in terms of content.*
Indeed, this positivist mindset behind Ali Emiri’s note could equally well have led to
a decisive dismissal of a text like the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe, which seems, on the
surface, to be so fictive, with its long list of imaginary sultans. However, regardless
of what modern historiography may make of them, the fact remains that the Bahrii’l-
Miikésefe and the Hikayet-i Zuhtr-: Al-i ‘Osmdan were produced and reproduced,
copied and recopied, rendered and rerendered—even at the behest of such a high

official figure as the Chief Black Eunuch Tayflr Agha, who even endowed and

gifted the copy of the Hikayet-i Zuhtir-z Al-i ‘Osmdn he had made—over a period of

413 Ali Emiri collection, AE Mnz 144, 1a.

4 It must be stated here that these two sets of pseudo-historical narratives do not necessarily fit
within a basic literary genre, but were produced within certain historical contexts of their own at
different periods of Ottoman cultural history.
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two centuries, from the mid-seventeenth to the mid-nineteenth century. This is a
historical phenomenon that cries out for explanation. Why did such pseudo-
historical texts attract such “popular” interest? Why did they have such an appeal to
the public in the “post-classical” era of the Ottoman Empire? Keeping these
questions in mind, in this conclusion | will explore the historical significance of

these pseudo-historical texts.

No matter how fictive and imaginary they may look at the outset, and regardless of
whether they were reproduced from oral tradition or recast from written manuscript
sources, these pseudo-historical narratives certainly seem to have served a function
in the historical contexts in which they were produced and reproduced. This function
might have been to impart, perhaps rather innocently, a sense of history and a
historical understanding, or else, and more deliberately, to pass on a particular
political agenda or standpoint to a wider segment of the Ottoman population.
Otherwise, without such an intended purpose or function, they would simply not
have been produced and reproduced across numerous copies in the first place.
Through their narrative configurations, these pseudo-historical narratives not only
imparted such a sense of history, but also provided a political and historical
perspective onto the past, and sometimes a vision of the future as well. For the
modern historian, these traits in these pseudo-historical narratives orient us and grant

us a view onto the Ottoman experience in the “post-classical” era.

In this context, what we really should ask is this: what is our perspective when we
question such pseudo-historical narratives historiographically? Typically, the
perspective adopted is one wherein the historian foists his or her own modern
mentality and epistemological understanding onto a text of such an imaginative

nature, quite often dismissing it without so much as a second thought. However, in
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the history of mentalities, this positivist approach leads to misguided, anachronistic,
and ultimately fruitless results. In order to make sense of pseudo-historical narratives
like those under consideration in this study, no matter how irrational they may seem,
first of all, the historian must recognize that such narratives have an intimate
relationship with the particular historical mentalities from and within which they
emerged, mentalities which include not only the epistemological orientations but
also the historical sensibilities of their producers and consumers. Secondly, and
resulting from just such a reorientation in historiographical perspective, we must
connect these texts and their accompanying contemporary mentalities to the

understanding of knowledge that was prevalent at the time of their production.

At the time these pseudo-historical narratives were being produced, there was a clear
and well-categorized differentiation among the different types of knowledge (e.qg.,
‘ilm, ma ‘rifet, hal, edeb, hiiner, fenn, san ‘at, and haber)** in the Ottoman
epistemological and cultural understanding. However, this formal differentiation of
knowledge simply does not apply when we move to the realm of narratives. In
narratives, particularly those produced so as to have a certain “popular” appeal,
knowledge of all sorts—whether it be ‘ilm, hal, haber, or whatever—is all bundled
together in the plotting of the story so as to be more easily absorbed into the social
consciousness. Advanced learning in the sphere of formal education could leave
pupils with a sour taste in their mouths, while the introduction of knowledge through
narrative form could make that knowledge much more easily digestible, like

beneficial but repulsive pills sugar-coated with entertaining digressions in between,

or even simultaneous with, the acquisition of moral lessons, esoteric and Sufi

% See Nil Tekgiil, “Reflections of An External World In the Ottoman Mind: The Production and
Transmission of Knowledge in the 18th-century Ottoman Society” (MA diss., Bilkent University,
2011), 19-29.
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wisdom, customary knowledge, and bits and pieces of fact. This is exactly how such
imaginative narratives—such as, for example, those dealing in visions of the
apocalyptic end of times, or those relating tales of Hizir—might have worked: they
served the function of indoctrinating, albeit in a rather roundabout and disguised
way, larger segments of the population into the realm of morality, civility, and social

discipline.**°

On the other hand, instruction through “popular” and anonymous pseudo-historical
narratives was exercised not only for the sake of learning, but also, more
significantly and indeed more often, so as to advance either consciously or
unconsciously certain political or historical agendas of the milieux within which
they were produced, and to promulgate these agendas through the reproduction of
these narratives in numerous manuscript copies. As Halil Inalcik claims, “[a]s
expressed in various historical narratives, each interpretation [of Ottoman dynastic
history] naturally bears the mark of a certain environment, period, or political
viewpoint,” and “[i]n spite of their legendary character, these narratives are
important for the particular traditions and biases they express.”*!” What a positivist
outlook on history, such as that seen in the note by Ali Emiri, misses out on about
these pseudo-historical narratives is exactly what inalcik declares: these narratives,
whether legendary or not, all represent a certain historical milieu within the very
configuration of their version of history or their historical context, and these milieux
necessarily worked their way into, or were made to work their way into, the

narration in such a way that this outlook or version was conveyed to the public—i.e.,

8 See Ozer Ergeng, “‘Ideal Insan Tipi® Uzerinden Osmanli Toplumunun Evrimi Hakkinda Bir Tahlil
Denemesi,” in Sehir, Toplum, Devlet: Osmanl Tarihi Yazilari, 423-28 (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yayinlari, 2012).

7 Inalcik, “The Ottoman Succession,” 44.
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in this case, to the manuscripts’ potential audience(s)—within the Ottoman cultural

sphere.

Indeed, in this regard, these pseudo-historical narratives are ultimately not much
different than any other historiographical work. Whether the work in question is a
“canonized” and frequently utilized one or not, and whether it is largely factual or
primarily legendary, the fact remains the same: every historical or pseudo-historical
text brings with it a certain outlook onto the subject matter that it deals with. And it
is precisely in the study of this outlook that we can find glimpses of the mentalities
that brought these texts forth. Every writing of history is a rewriting of history. John
Tosh asserts this point eloquently: “The word history carries two meanings in
common parlance. It refers both to what actually happened in the past and to the
representation of that past in the work of historians.”**® And indeed, all historical
writing, to different degrees, is tinged with the authors’ aspirations, concerns,

convictions, and prejudices.

In this dissertation, two pseudo-historical narratives of the “post-classical” era, the
Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe and the Hikayet-i Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, have been studied through
the perspective of the historiographical outlook and understanding outlined above.
As a result, it has been argued that both of these pseudo-historical narratives were
produced so as to address, separately and in their own way, the historical contexts of
two important issues that have been much problematized in modern Ottoman
historiography; namely, those rather bluntly formulated “decline” and “rise”
historiographical paradigms of Ottoman dynastic history. While the Bahrii’'l-
Miikdsefe, with the earlier date of production in the mid-seventeenth century, deals

with the period starting with the reign of Mehmed 11 (r. 1595-1603)—specifically

8 Tosh, The Pursuit of History, xiii.
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with the Battle of Keresztes during the Egri Campaign of 1596—the Hikéayet-i
Zuhdr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn, which as far as is possible to know given the copies available
for this study had a later date of production in the late eighteenth to mid-nineteenth

century, looks back at the earliest beginnings and the origin of the Ottoman dynasty.

In this temporal outline of their subject matter, one of the most remarkable points
about these two pseudo-historical narratives is how and why they, together and
almost as if calculatingly, retold the story of the Ottoman dynasty with the period
addressed by the Selimnames and Stileymannames, representing the “golden age” of
the empire as historiographical works, left out. While most of the manuscript
versions of the Hikayet-i ZuhQr-: Al-i ‘Osmdn end abruptly as soon as Selim | (r.
1512-1520) comes to the throne, with some actually ending well before he could
appear in either history or in the narrative, the Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe starts its oracular
narrative with Mehmed III’s reign; i.e., well after the reign of Siileyman the
Magnificent (r. 1520-1566) and his son and grandson, respectively, Selim 11 (r.
1566-1574) and Murad 11 (r. 1574-1595). Thus, these two pseudo-historical
narratives respectively relay only the period from the beginnings of the Ottoman
dynasty through the ascension of Selim I, and the later “post-classical” period
wracked with structural changes and overwhelming social and political problems,
leaving untouched the so-called “golden age” of imperial history, which is usually
recognized as encompassing the reigns of Selim I, Stileyman the Magnificent, and
often Selim Il and Murad 111 as well. This fact indicates that this period, situated
precisely at the center of nostalgic sentiments concerning the empire’s trajectory, did
not constitute a real historical concern or problem for the Ottoman social memory
and imagination. It should also be noted that the Selimnames and Stleymannames

told their versions of the history of their respective regnal periods in a highly
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hyperbolic manner: this might well have affected this result inasmuch as these
historiographical works were explicitly commissioned as panegyrics and thus meant
to serve a broad social function. As such, they could well even be recognized as
having proven to some extent successful in their commissioned purpose and
execution, for the nostalgic sentiment surrounding the myth of the “golden age”
seems to have become rather deeply embedded in the Ottoman popular imagination
and social memory by the early seventeenth century at the latest, as is demonstrated,
albeit in a somewhat roundabout way, by the fact that the pseudo-historical Bahrii’l-
Miikésefe and Hikayet-i Zuhlir-1 Al-i ‘Osmdan narratives overtly refrain from

rewriting these “golden” years of the empire.

Additionally, both of the pseudo-historical narratives under consideration share
certain similar concerns about and general standpoints towards Ottoman dynastic
history. To their differing degrees, these two sets of narratives are especially
concerned with the methods and practices of succession in the Ottoman political
entity. The Hikayet-i Zuhlr-: Al-i ‘Osmadn, as outlined in Chapter V, refuses to
address the conflicts of the interregnum period of 1402 to 1413 CE, while the
Bahrii’I-Miikdsefe, as detailed in Chapter 1V, begins its visionary relation of
Ottoman imperial history and the future—which was very clearly composed out of a
fundamental concern for the dynasty’s longevity—from the unexpected victory at

6.419

the Battle of Keresztes in the Egri Campaign of 159 This dramatic battle, which

9 Interestingly and tellingly, Gisela Prochazka-Eisl and Hiilya Celik also make a note of six different
texts concerning the conquest of Eger/Egri, including a fethnéme, a long report on the event, which
was called a “mektlb” by the scribe/owner—whom Prochédzka-Eisl and Celik identify as Mehemmed
Kemali—in a mecemii ‘a (Ms. A.F. 268) dated to 1599 in one colophon, in the final section, and
produced with different scripts throughout. The other four shorter texts are also in relation to the Egri
campaign, being chronograms written in the gazel and g:¢ ‘a verse forms. For information on these
texts and the mecmii ‘a in the digital edition of the first volume of their study—which will soon be
digitally published as part of the research project “Early Modern Ottoman Culture of Learning:
Popular Learning between Poetic Ambitions and Pragmatic Concerns”—see Prochazka-Eisl, Gisela,
and Hiilya Celik. “Mecmua online.” Accessed on August 31, 2016. http://www.acdh.ac.at/mecmua.
For another illuminating article on the importance and textual reflections of the conquest of Eger/Egri
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occurred during the reign of Mehmed 111, who was the first sultan to personally take
part in battle for 30 years, since the 1566 Siege of Szigetvar, during the course of
which Suleyman the Magnificent died. As this study has outlined, it is clear that this
battle and its striking results became intertwined with the apocalyptic anticipation
that emerged around the Hijri year 1000, with the results of the battle being
interpreted as a good omen for the Ottoman dynasty’s future in the Ottoman popular
imagination. Correspondingly, this choice of a first vision in the Bahrii’I-Miikasefe
Is interesting not only in terms of underlining how this last-minute victory left a deep
mark on the popular imagination, but also in terms of the focus on Mehmed llI,
whose ascension and reign were significant for the never-ending problem of
succession in the Ottoman dynasty owing to the fact that, after he took the throne, he
had all nineteen of his living brothers killed. In this respect, it was historically
significant that Mehmed 111 followed, to the letter and with no reservations, Mehmed
II’s kanunname justifying fratricide, which reads, “And to whomsoever of my sons
the Sultanate shall pass, it is fitting that for the order of the world he shall kill his
brothers. Most of the Ulema allow it. So let them act on this.”**° Indeed, Mehmed
IIT’s reign would mark the zenith of the concerns and unspoken debates on the issue
of succession that were already beginning to boil over:
This method of succession changed abruptly when Sultan Selim 11 (1566—
1574) sent out only his eldest son (the future Murat 111, 1574-1595) to a
provincial administrative post, Manisa in western Anatolia. Murat 111 in turn
sent out only his eldest son (the future Mehmet 111, 1595-1603), again as
governor of Manisa. Mehmet I11 in fact was the last sultan who actually
administered as a governor (for another fifty years, eldest sons were named

as governors of Manisa but never served). Thus, during those reigns, the
Ottomans de facto conformed to the practice of primogeniture.**

in different sources of the period, cf. Jan Schmidt, “The Egri campaign of 1596. Military history and
the problem of sources,” in The Joys of Philology. Studies in Ottoman Literature, History and
Orientalism (1500-1923), ed. Jan Schmidt (Istanbul: isis, 2002), 107-122.

20 Quoted in Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922, 91.

421 |pjd.
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In connection with this concern with the method of succession and an implied
expectation of resolving the issue without bloodshed, both of the pseudo-historical
narratives that | have studied here either maintain silence on the issue or openly

suggest a method of consensus (icma ‘) for making and effecting decisions

concerning succession issues.

Additionally, another common narrative trait discernible in both narratives is the
strong Sunni and ulema-oriented standpoint that they share, especially when dealing
with the issues arising from Ottoman dynastic history. To differing degrees and in
different instances of narration, they either imply or directly demonstrate the idea
that the ulema must have agency in regards to dynastic and state issues, and even
must be granted the authority to guide the imperial entity towards the right and
unwavering path that it would need in the troubled “post-classical” period of
Ottoman history. This common feature of the narrative outlook, glimpses of which
can be caught at various points in both narratives, attests to the fact that these
narratives were the products of a period when the orthodox Sunni culture had
become fully established to such a degree that members of the ulema could take the
initiative to claim a certain level of agency in state affairs within the context of this

period of structural changes and social transformations.

To conclude, every text and every manuscript ultimately serves as a testimony to its
own unique experience of cultural production and consumption, and to its historical
context, and therefore must be studied on its own terms in order to discern and
decipher its true singular cultural historical significance with regard to the role it
played in the general scenery of the Ottoman Empire of its time. Therefore, |
consider the dissemination of similar or largely identical texts across multiple

manuscripts, whether single-text or miscellaneous, over a period of some two
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centuries, as is the case in this study, to be something of great interest for any
researcher into Ottoman cultural history in general. Which texts, the historian must
ask, were in circulation through reproduction by way of copying, and what
variations and changes occurred at the various instances of copying that took place?
These research questions can ultimately lead us to capture glimpses of and gain
insight into the differing contexts surrounding the diverse set of cultural milieux that
developed and flourished in the Ottoman realm. Moreover, they can also help us to
better understand the nature of and even the reasons behind the multiple cultural and
political processes that took place as part of the historical trajectory of the Ottoman

Empire.

As such, in the future an even more exhaustive survey and comparison of the
different renditions of these two pseudo-historical narratives might bring forth an
even deeper and more nuanced understanding of the social and political dynamics
lying behind the production and reproduction of such texts in the “post-classical”
era. Such a general survey also needs to be undertaken so as to discover, as far as
possible, for other instances of pseudo-historical narratives produced and reproduced
in miscellaneous and single-text manuscripts in the “post-classical” period. In this
way, historians will be better enabled to paint a wider and more variegated canvas of

the Ottoman cultural panorama.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF SULTANS DESCRIBED IN THE BAHRU’L-MUKASEFE
(KEMANKES 430)

No. of
sultan
(as given
in MS)

Name of sultan

Regnal dates
(if real)

Events of reign according to the
text

13

Mehmed [111]

1595-1603

given five keys in Sheikh’s vision,
indicating that he will conquer five
provinces (vilayet); dies of illness

14

Ahmed [I]

1603-1617

brings great suffering to the knights
of Malta; exacts tribute from Venice;
Austrian emperor attempts to take
back conquered lands but Ahmed
defeats them

15

Mustafa [1]

1617-1618,
1622-1623

humbly grants the throne to his
brother’s son; later returns to the
throne, at which time an envoy comes
from Moscow expressing obedience;
dies while performing prayers

16

Osman [11]

1618-1622

appears in white robes; in Sheikh’s
vision, his blood spills on the ground
and turns to gold, upon which the
people weep; struggles to exterminate
corruption and the purchasing of state
posts; subdues and extracts tribute
from Wallachia; dies suddenly
(bagteten)

17

Murad [IV]

1623-1640

achieves great fame by personally
leading campaign against the
Kizilbag, whom he decimates; during
his reign, in accord with Abu Hanifa,
large turbans will be replaced by
small turbans made of modest fabric

18

[brahim

1640-1648

conquers all of the Mediterranean
islands and all the fortresses along the
coasts as far as the Straits of Hormuz;
conquers seven other fortresses, each
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representing a foreign ruler; liberates
the Moriscos of Spain and replaces
the sound of church bells with the
sound of the call to prayer; fights
against, defeats, and extracts tribute
from the Austrians; decrees that
Qur’ans not be decorated with gold
except for those found in mosques

19

Yusuf

a great fire; kills Jews of Istanbul,
defeats Arab bandits; secures roads to
Damascus and Aleppo

(20)

(name censored
in text)

defeats Crimean khan and removes
him from throne; many infidels
convert to Islam; outlaws and ends
use of barsh and opium

21

Orhan

conquers the Pope, Europe
(Frengistan), and Vienna (K:z:l Elma,
“the red apple”); appoints muftis to
Istanbul, Vienna, and Baghdad;
appoints kazaskers to Rumelia,
Anatolia, Germany, Persia, Africa
(Magrib-i Zemin), and Istanbul

22

Selim

declares that all the people will
follow the Hanafi figh and
accordingly prepares a
comprehensive book of
jurisprudence; those who do not wish
to submit to this go into hiding; when
he dies, angels descend and shroud
his body; buried at Hagia Sophia
beside his father

23

Murad

conquers 1,200 fortresses; defeats
most of the Celali rebels; grows
haughty but repents, leaves throne to
son and becomes a dervish; a great
earthquake; dies while reading the
Friday oration from the minbar

24

Mehmed

has five brothers, two of whom
appear in Mevlevi attire, one of
whom appears as a Halveti, and two
of whom appear to be sipahis (!);
sends them all away, but infidels kill
the latter two in India, and he mounts
a campaign against India to avenge
them

25

Bayezid

conquers Spain; constructs five great
canals in Arabia; respects and
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converses with the poor; buried in
Medina

26

Azim

no campaigns; peace among the
people of Islam; remaining rebels
surrender; buried in Medina

27

Suleyman

constructs 1,000 bridges in Arabia;
transforms the Arabian desert into a
well-watered and forested land

28

Yildirmm

one of a set of quintuplets who never
quarrel and agree that Yildirim is the
brother who should take the throne;
decrees that the punishment for
oppression/corruption (zulm) is
forced retirement and seclusion; dies
while putting together a large navy

29

Selim

buried in Damascus; the Sheikh
requests that Dervish Mehmed not
write what he has seen regarding this
sultan

31 ()

Omer

state positions no longer given to the
ignorant but to people of piety and
knowledge; those without talent made
to become farmers; buried in Medina

31 (1)

Mehmed

has five brothers who go to dwell in
solitude in the mountains, receiving
knowledge in figh from the unseen
world

32

Ali

campaigns on land and sea against
the Pope, capturing 12 fortresses;
levies large taxes on Europeans
(Freng)

34 (1)

Hasan

continues campaign against the Pope,
capturing all his lands; establishes
100 provinces with governors on
these lands; admired by the people
and on good terms with the kuls

35

ismi na-ma ‘luim

ugly and irritable; plague and famines

36

Hiseyin

conquers many lands; constructs
6,000 madrasas, 6,000 mosques, and
6,000 dervish lodges in Medina and
Arabia; dies at the Kaaba

37

Slleyman

personally cooks and distributes food
to the poor; unprecedented
agricultural abundance

38

Murad

conquers 60 parasangs of lands
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overseas; converts many to Islam;
acts in full accordance with Sharia
and the traditions of the Prophet

39

Osman

defeats a much larger force in battle,
during which his son or sons are
killed

40

Orhan

older brother of Murad (v. #38) and
paternal uncle of Osman (v. #39);
crosses the sea to capture 10 lands
and 44 fortresses; becomes a pir
before death

41

Alaeddin

campaigns against Europe
(Frengistan)

42

Bayez[id?]

constructs a great building between
Mecca and Medina; conguers many
provinces in China

43

Hiseyin

conquers China with seven fleets; the
Pope is captured, sent to Istanbul in
chains, and displayed in the
Hippodrome; Hiseyin dies while
performing prayer

44

Osman

[largely illegible due to water
damage]

45

Mahmud

one of seven brothers, three of whom
become seyhiilislam and three of
whom become military commanders;
40 years of conflict with Hungary,
with four kazaskers appointed to the
lands conquered from Hungary

46

Sitleyman

one of seven (!) brothers: one is sent
[as kazasker] to China, one to India,
one to Rumelia, one to Anatolia, one
to Crimea, one to Germany, one to
Spain, one becomes seyhiilislam, one
becomes grand vizier, and one
becomes admiral of the navy; a
treacherous priest in Hungary
arranges an explosion that leads to
the death of 140 provincial governors
and their soldiers before he himself
dies

47

[brahim

[illegible due to water damage]

48

Edhem

makes many conquests in China with
a fleet of 5,500 ships; conquers a city
at the furthest edge of Hungary, all of
whose residents convert to Islam
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49

Selim

has passage dug through a mountain
to allow easier access for pilgrims to
Mecca; has 2,000 galleons
constructed, with 500 of them sent
against China, 500 against Europe,
and 500 against India; dies early

50

Yildirmm

makes many conquests against the
infidels, many of whom convert to
Islam

51

Mustafa

sends one of his brothers to Hungary,
one to China, and one to Mecca

52

ismi na-ma ‘lim

sickly and deformed; buried in
Uskuidar

53

Orhan

despite certain faults [unclear due to
water damage], repents and hears a
voice saying that he is excused

54

Yildirmm

during his reign there are 300 viziers,
70 muftis, and 60 kazaskers; his reign
lasts 60 years

55

Kerim

[largely illegible due to water
damage]

56

Ali

sends one brother to the province of
India, one to China, one to Rumelia,
and one to Africa to maintain order;
issues edicts such that viziers can
have no more than 10 persons in their
retinue, while the imperial retinue is
reduced to no more than 50 persons
and 20 horses; bachelors must be
trained in crafts or else they will be
beaten with 40 blows; the Kaaba in
Mecca is covered with satin cloth

57

Suleyman

possesses the virtues of a ruler but his
reign lasts only nine months; buried
in Medina; no son survives him

58

Selim

after Stileyman’s (v. #57) death, the
throne is to go to the grand vizier, but
the ulema objects; then Siileyman’s
four brothers are requested to take the
throne, but all refuse

59

Hasan

sends one brother to India, one to
Hungary, and one to Spain; declares
servants and concubines will serve
seven years and then be manumitted
or else their owner’s possessions will
be confiscated by the state

252




60

Bayezid

reigns for 40 years; dies while
performing prayers

61

sultan ismi na-
ma ‘lum

keeps his two brothers at his side at
all times; buried beside his father in
Medina

62

sultan ismi dahi
na-ma ‘liim

sends one brother to India, one to
Hungary, one to the Kizilbas country,
one to Spain, and one to Africa;
plague and famines and many deaths;
flees to Medina, where he dies

63

padisahin ismi
dahi n&-ma ‘lim

a filthy character; envies his paternal
uncles serving in far-off lands (i.e.,
#62’s brothers) and plans to
campaign against them when his kuls
stop him, saying swords must not be
drawn against Muslims; after this,
becomes ill from resentment and dies

64

[illegible due to water damage]

65

Omer

receives letters from his brothers
[appointed to distant lands?]
acknowledging his sovereignty;
writes back stating (?) that his son Ali
(v. #66) will assume the throne after
him; his reign lasts 40 years

66

Ali

appoints his seven brothers to
different places; travels to the Kaaba,
where like his father he receives
letters from all the governors; when
he dies, divine light descends upon
him

67

Orhan

[mostly illegible due to water
damage]

68

Mehmed

appoints his 10 brothers to different
places; has great esteem for the ulema
and does not act without first
consulting them; greatly respects the
traditions of the Prophet; the people
are joyous during his reign

69

Edhem

has four brothers, one of whom he
appoints as grand vizier and one of
whom he appoints as agha of the
Janissaries; every year receives 1,200
shiploads of gold and silver, which he
freely distributes to the poor

70

Selim

[illegible due to water damage]
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APPENDIX B

EXCERPT FROM HAGIOGRAPHICAL ACCOUNT, RELATED BY AN
‘ABDU’L-GAFFAR AND RECORDED BY DERVISH MEHMED, THE
FIRST-PERSON NARRATOR OF THE PAPASNAME

FROM SULEYMANIYE LIBRARY, ISTANBUL, SALIHA HATUN
COLLECTION, NO. 212, 27A-27B

Bu seyh ‘Abdu’r-rahman kim oldugin ve nice Istanbul’a geliib ve bizim ile nice
mukdrin olmugdir beyan ide. Bu kisinin evvelinde sizlere ikrdr etmis idiik. Bu Seyh
‘Abdu’r-rahman kim oldugin bildire [ ...] islerinden ve kendiiden her ne isidiim ise
bir bir sizlere ‘aydn ideyim ki bizim seyh ne veldyetler dedii ne yerden gelmisdir.
‘Abdu’l-gaffar [?] cevab virdi ki, seyh Tatar td ifesindendir [ ...] dokuz yiiz on
tarthinde Ramazén-: Serifin on besinde diinydya gelmisdir. Ve dogi gice babasi
ga’ibden bir avaz isidiib ‘Abdu’r-rahmdn deyii avaz geliirdi. Aningiin adini ‘Abdu r-
rahmdn kodilar. On altinci yasinda iken babasi ve validesi vefat eylediler. Hisimlari
bu seyh tizerine diisiib evlendirdiler. Ve ol hatiin ile otuz tic sene hos geciniib on
sekiz erkek oglanlar: diinyaya geldi. Ba ‘dehu hdtini diinyddan sefer kildi. Ve hatiin
fevtinden sonra diinyay: terk idiib dervis olub ve Ka ‘be’ye sefer kilmak niyyet idiib
evi biiyiik ogluna ki Muhammed dir ana sipdris eyledi. Ve Ka ‘be’ye revan oldi. Ve
dahil oldukda anda bir pir doksan alti yasinda buna hidmet idub ve bir gun bir pir
olub mertebesine vardikda bir biilend avaz ile didi ki, zira ki sen Alldh te ‘dlaya
hidmetkar olursin. Ve pir vefat idiib ol gice iizerine nir indi ve gice vaki ‘asinda
Hazret-i Resiil’i diisiinde goriib nice etmek kirk ta ‘lim eyledi. Andan Ka ‘be’ye
gonderdi. Ve bu ‘Abdu’r-rahman karsusina geliib ol zamandan berii bir yerde yiiz
tutub ve ol zamdndan berii Hakk’in bir sevgili kuli oldugun bildik. Seyh cevab virdi
ki, ta ‘acciib bana bir mertebede acilmigdir. Dahi cevab virdi ki, kacan bir Kimesne
Miisliimdn olsa Hakk te‘dld ol kula ziydde muhabbet idiib [...] mesel& bir [...] nice

ki yeni dogurmus ola ol ma ‘siimi nice ki severse Hakk te ‘ald dahi ol yeni Miisliiman
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boyle sever. Seyh korkdigr sen bu riyazeti ve bu fakirligi cekmeyesin. Pigsmanlik
cekesin. Seytan seni basdan ¢ikara gostermek isterdi, ta ki seni bilesin ki bu
diinyanmin halinden nesne yokdur, kanidir, kani olan nesneye kisi goniil baglamak

gerek. Insan olan insan ‘Abdu’l-gaffar bu seyh iciin bu kadar bildiirdi.
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