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Introduction

Historians know well that post-nationalist societies are not unique in
nurturing dislike—or even hatred—of foreigners and members of
marginalized subcultures. The perception of certain groups as outsiders,
or as alternative groups within a society, is a salient feature of bygone
societies as well. In fact, it would be fair to say that dislike of others has
been a persistent condition of society throughout history. This volume
explores that theme within the premodern Ottoman context.

Recent historical studies on the Ottoman Empire, as well as a con-
temporary political rhetoric that glorifies the Ottoman enterprise, have
taken for granted that subjects of the Ottoman polity flourished under a
so-called Pax Ottomanica. This widely—but uncritically—accepted view
posits that the economic and social stability of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries made the Ottoman lands a relatively safe and secure
environment for trade, the flourishing of arts and crafts, peaceful coex-
istence and settlement, particularly for groups—for example, Jews—for
whom the situation in Ottoman lands compared favorably to that in other
parts of the world. Whatever the validity of such a supposition, the rela-
tive stability of Ottoman lands at that time did not preclude established or
even formal antipathies among groups of people within Ottoman society.
Some prejudices stretched back to the Middle Ages and earlier; others
arose from contemporary social and political tensions. Religious convic-
tions and affiliations were no doubt a factor in the formation of mutual
antipathy, but conflicting economic interests played a significant role as
well. Thus, historical sources suggest that the social and cultural realities
of the premodern Ottoman world were far more complex than is assumed
by the proponents of Pax Ottomanica—a phenomenon that, plausibly,
can be explained and appreciated by historians within its limitations but
certainly represents a myth in the way it is understood, especially by
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conservative masses, and utilized by populist politicians and neo-Otto-
manist demagogues alike.

The critical scholarly evaluation of this myth constituted the princi-
pal objective of a symposium at which most of the articles in this volume
were first presented. Organized by the editors in October 2015 at the
University of Chicago, this symposium aimed to explore two related
themes in the context of premodern Ottoman lands: xenophobia (dislike
of foreigners) and alterophobia (dislike of “the other,” that is, members
of alternative groups within the same society). Defining these terms as
“irrational or unreasoned” fear of outsiders and foreigners, scholars have
noted the socially and religiously stratified structure of Ottoman society.
A systematic analysis of antipathies among communities has not yet been
attempted, however. Most studies that investigate controversies stemming
from antipathy between groups within the Ottoman context have focused
on the nineteenth century, exploring enmities that resulted from varied
expressions of nationalism as well as religious identities underscored by
nationalistic ideals. These findings, while valuable for the present proj-
ect, have limited relevance to an effort to understand social antipathies in
early modern Ottoman society.

Of course, “dislike” takes a multitude of forms and degrees. Whereas
systematic state persecution, forced migration, and violence are located
at one end of the spectrum, general contempt or distrust in business deal-
ings can be situated at the other. The editors opted to focus on antipathies
among groups of people within Ottoman society. As such, this volume
features several essays that contribute to the development of a historical
approach to classifying forms of social antipathies and contextualizing
them in early modern Ottoman society.

We do not mean to suggest that dislike or distrust was the primary
defining characteristic of Ottoman society—or of any past society, for that
matter. On the contrary, we are well aware that the cosmopolitanist nature
of a multiethnic and multireligious empire allowed for the nonconfronta-
tional coexistence of, and various forms of amicable relationships among,
diverse communities. We further emphasize that the Ottoman polity rep-
resents a particularly fascinating and fruitful field of historical inquiry
because, as an empire, it by necessity allowed not only for the existence
of a multitude of officially recognized religious, ethnic, and linguistic
groups but also for the coexistence of competing claims held by these sub-
ject communities. This volume, therefore, explores forms and expressions
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of dislike within the early modern Ottoman context, adding nuance to an
otherwise uncritically accepted narrative that presumes the uninterrupted
peaceful coexistence of various communities under the aegis of a tolerant
imperial polity.

Undoubtedly, an interest in reconstructing such sentiments faces
significant difficulties. The authors whose works are presented here
were asked to reconstruct, to the extent possible, the mind-set of people
living in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Ottoman lands. We hoped
to explore patterns in expressions of dislike in literature, historiogra-
phy, and religious texts, particularly in those texts that one would clas-
sify as “ego documents,” such as memoirs or otherwise personalized
accounts. By studying a range of historical narratives, the contributors to
the volume were able to develop rare insight into the self-described per-
ceptions of individuals. Perceptions are necessarily difficult to delineate
and can be open to multiple interpretations. Moreover, delineating neg-
ative perceptions can prove particularly difficult, in part because altero-
phobic sentiments often were not explicitly presented. Rather, one must
carefully read between the lines, sweeping through the adjectives used
to describe a group of people and comparing them to expressions used
to describe various other groups, in order to reconstruct a perception.
Utilizing a range of historical narratives yields opportunities to identify
people’s perceptions, which can prove exceptionally useful for under-
standing the intricate workings of past societies. The line of inquiry
should not center on perceptions alone; repercussions of antipathy felt
between groups compose another important component of analysis. We
must be cautious, however, not to conflate feelings of prejudice or dislike
with actions, which are likewise not necessarily the result of enduring
negative cognition and feelings. Our approach thus considers rhetoric of
dislike and actions of hate as two separate analytical categories.

The articles in this volume challenge the received wisdom in the field
of Ottoman studies in a variety of ways. Perhaps most importantly, they
probe the concept and nature of diversity in premodern Ottoman lands,
and focus on a variety of tensions within early modern Ottoman society,
by using hitherto unexplored or underutilized historical sources. Some
of the essays explore relatively familiar factional divisions; as such, they
analyze forms of dislike between groups defined by their denominational
belonging or scrutinize expressions of aversion toward traditionally mar-
ginalized and alienated groups of people—such as Jews, gypsies, women,
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or blacks. Several other contributions focus on forms of antipathy that,
one could argue, were peculiar to the Ottoman context. Highlighting the
the evolution of Ottoman attitudes toward Circassian Mamluks in Egypt
and Istanbul, the dislike between freeborn Muslims and converts, and
the one-off stereotyping of people from a central Anatolian town, these
essays shed light on the nature and character of coexistence between
inhabitants of a vast geography. Two articles in the volume contribute
to the previously inadequate dialogue between Ottoman studies and the
field of southeast European history by highlighting long-standing ten-
sions among Christian communities in the Balkans. Last, but certainly
not least, several essays bring forth original arguments based on fiction,
poetry, and the rather well-known autobiographical travel account of the
celebrated seventeenth-century explorer Evliya Celebi.

Collectively, the essays in this volume highlight that the dislike of
others is not conditioned solely by religious affiliation. They also remind
us that we should be cognizant of the inaccuracy of identifying large
groups of people with overarching categories such as the Muslims, the
Christians, the Jews, the Druze, and the like. In fact, the attribution of
group identities or group perceptions to any of these larger communities
over time is of limited analytical value—for such attributions are at least
partially due to the historian’s lack of the sources necessary to accurately
reconstruct the intricate inner workings of these communities.

Therefore, we wish to offer the following research questions as a
road map for further scrutiny of Ottoman diversities. We developed these
questions in the early stages of our project, to envision potential direc-
tions for this edited volume and to serve as guidelines for establishing the
specificity of various forms of dislike, either to Ottoman society or to the
early modern era:

Can prejudices be traced to sacred religious texts, or to traditions ema-
nating from them? What role can be ascribed to religious conviction and
affiliation in the creation of cultures of aversion? Did religious traditions
influence one another in creating collective antipathies toward third-party
groups? What were the similarities and differences among the respective
antipathies held by different religious communities? How can one com-
pare and understand the antipathies felt by members of institutionalized
religions toward communities, ideas, or the practices of syncretic reli-
gious groups, or by the marginal offshoots of a religion? How did political
circumstances and effective state propaganda occasion new antipathies?
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How did being a member of the majority or a minority group shape an
individual’s feelings about other communities? How did it effect his or her
ability—and willingness—to express dislike in word or deed? How were
sentiments of antipathy directed toward specific ethnic groups, regardless
of their religious identities? What were Ottoman elites’ common percep-
tions of foreign others, with whom they may have had little or no contact?
How did such perceptions trickle down to the common people? How were
negative attitudes toward the poor, homeless, and outcasts of society man-
ifested? How did inhabitants of the imperial center of Istanbul, or of other
established urban cultural centers, perceive people immigrating to their
cities from the provinces? How can one characterize, generalize, or trace
the particularities of antipathies based on gender or on sexual orientation
within Ottoman society? Were the antipathies of religious or societal
groups toward certain others particular to time periods (for example, the
aftermath of a rebellion) or to certain geographies (for example, large
cities or borderlands)?

Comparative studies to substantiate the forms and causes of dislike
across premodern societies of similar configuration will no doubt open
new avenues of research and help rescue historians from feelings of
singularity. In offering our preliminary findings to the scholarly world via
this volume, we hope that the questions above will also guide researchers
as they explore and inquire into similar problems in their respective
sources.

XV






Changing Perceptions about
Christian-Born Ottomans:
Anti-kul Sentiments in
Ottoman Historiography

H. Erdem Cipa

ritingintheearly 1590s, courthistoriographer Talikizade Mehmed

(d. 1600) identified the peaceful coexistence of a diverse “collec-
tion of religious communities” (terakiim-i milel) under Ottoman rule as
one of the qualities of the House of “Osman that rendered it superior to all
Islamic dynasties, past and contemporary.! The cohabitation of ethnically
and confessionally varied communities in the Ottoman realm is a theme
addressed by non-Ottoman early modern authors as well. The bilingual
treatise on the state of Ottoman affairs penned in 1672 by Jakab Harsanyi
Nagy (d. after 1679), an exceptionally versatile Transylvanian man
of letters, provides a case in point.2 A meticulous observer of Ottoman

1 Ta‘likizade Mehmed, Sehname-i Hiimayin, 7a-b/122: “Tokuzinci hassa terakiim-i
milel ve telatum-1 niheldiir. Hig¢ bir saltanat yokdur ki pay-taht-1 payende-bahtda mil-
let-i Tersa ve nihlet-i Miuisa terakiim eyleyiib ecnas-1 setta ictima® kilmak olmamigdur.
illa bu devlet-i “ali-san-1 rasinii’l-biinyanda vaki® olmisdur.” For a discussion of
Ta‘likizade’s list of twenty superior qualities (hassa) of the Ottoman dynasty, see
Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 30-35. Also see Krsti¢, “Conversion and Converts to
Islam in Ottoman Historiography,” 72.

2 Jakab Harsanyi composed his Colloquia Familiaria Turcico Latina in Ottoman
Turkish and Latin. A modern edition of the treatise, including a German translation
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realities, Jakab Harsanyi attempts to describe “the nature and mores of
the Ottomans,” but first cautions his readers that the Ottomans formed
not a “pure” nation but one composed of the descendants of a great
number of peoples, including “Germans, Poles, French, English, Dutch,
Hungarians, Muscovites, Czechs, Rus, Cossacks, Serbs, Bulgarians,
Albanians, Abkhazians, Georgians, Kurds, Persians, Arabs, Greeks,
Armenians, Tatars, Wallachians, Moldavians, Circassians, Croatians,
Italians, Jews, Indians, and many others.” In a nuanced tone, he further
notes that “those who are born Muslim have different customs than those
who have converted from Christianity; the educated have their way, the
uneducated theirs; people of the frontiers develop different customs than
those who are born in the central lands of the empire; everyone learns
both good and bad things from Christians and [other] neighbors.”>

We do not know whether Jakab Harsanyi considered the social
relations among various ethnic and religious communities living under
Ottoman rule—or the relationships between these communities and the
Ottoman state—to be fundamentally peaceful. His remarkably non-essen-
tialist attitude, however, suggests that he would probably not be as quick as
Ta‘likizade Mehmed to praise early modern Ottomans as the architects of a
glorious “Pax Ottomanica.” Moreover, judging by Jakab Harsanyi’s extraor-
dinary breadth of knowledge about Ottoman affairs, it is highly unlikely
that he was unaware of expressions of dislike and antipathy employed by
Ottoman chroniclers, chancellors, and scribes to describe a great number
of subject populations. Among such expressions were the euphonious
religio-ethnic slurs referring to the “cursed, dishonorable Hungarians”
(engtiriis-i menhiis, engiiriis-i bi-namiis), “wicked Kurds” (ekrad-1 bed-ni-
had), “disunited, ignorant, Turks/Turkomans” (etrak-1 kalilii’l-ittihad,
etrak-1 bi-idrak), and “despicable and scheming Laz” (mezmiim-u-gammaz

of the text, was published by Gyorgy Hazai in 1973. On Jakab Harsdnyi’s life and
career, see Karman, A Seventeenth-Century Odyssey in East Central Europe.

3 See Harsanyi Nagy, Colloquia Familiaria Turcico Latina, 162—64. For a discus-
sion of the relevant segment of the text, including Jakab Harsdnyi’s portrayal of the
“Ottoman character,” see Kafadar, “A Rome of One’s Own,” 14; and Kdrmdn, A
Seventeenth-Century Odyssey in East Central Europe, 220-21. The translations by
Kafadar and Karmén include slight variations. Quoted here is Kafadar’s more idi-
omatic translation (based on the Ottoman Turkish version of the text) rather than
Karman’s more literal one (based on the Latin version of the text).
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olan Laz),* not to mention the Kizilbas, who were commonly depicted as
evil-mannered (bed-ma‘ags) rabble-rousers (evbas).” Last but not least, he
surely was aware that Ottoman authors consistently referred to non-Mus-
lims as “evil-doing infidels” (kiiffar-1 bed-girdar).°

Jakab Harsanyi would also undoubtedly disagree with Ta‘likizade’s
modern—and mostly Turkish—counterparts, who uncritically accept
an idealized version of the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Ottoman
imperial self-image as historical fact.” Produced in a politico-religious
landscape shaped first by the predominantly secular nationalist ideology
of the early Republic,® then by the official state doctrine of “Turkish-
Islamic Synthesis,”® and more recently by the rise of the Sunni Turkish
variant of political Islam and a concomitant sentiment of neo-Ottomanism,
this brand of scholarship posits that the (relative) economic and political
stability of the early modern Ottoman enterprise rendered Ottoman lands
a safe and secure environment for all subjects of a multi-confessional
empire, regardless of ethnic or religious background.

Recent studies have moved away from this idealized portrayal of
Ottoman realities. A number of works in (primarily) Euro-American schol-
arship, including the essays that comprise this volume, present nuanced
readings of a wide range of historical narratives. In so doing, they identify
areas of contention among various communities within Ottoman society

4 For references to the Kurds, the Turks, and the Laz, see, for example, Mustafa °Alj,
Nushatii’s-selatin, 1:23, 63 (translation), 139, 158 (transcription); and Celalzade
Mustafa, Me’asir-i Selim Hant, 129.

5 See, for example, Lutfi Pasa, Tevarih-i al-i ‘Osman, 214; and Celalzade Mustafa,
Me’asir-i Selim Hant, 145.

6  See, for example, Lutfi Paga, Tevarip-i al-i ‘Osman, 196.

7 The titles of several recent publications demonstrate that Ta‘likizade’s idealizing
view of Ottoman rule has remained a fundamental component of a particularly dura-
ble historiographical current. See, for example, Cicek, Pax Ottomana; and Ortayli,
Osmanli Barig.

8 For a critique of the “Kemalist view of Ottoman history,” which has been charac-
terized by “the imagined descent of an imagined ‘Turkish state tradition” from the
Orkhon inscriptions to the kaniinname of Mehmed II,” see Imber, “‘An Illiberal
Descent’”.

9  Originally formulated in the 1970s by the right-wing nationalist Intellectuals’ Hearths
(Aydwinlar Ocaklar), the doctrine of the “Turkish-Islamic Synthesis” became a prin-
cipal tenet of the Turkish Republic’s official ideology after the 1980 coup, aiding
the rise of a Sunni-sectarian variant of political Islam in Turkey. See Eligiir, The
Mobilization of Political Islam in Turkey.



4

H. Erdem Cipa

as well as spheres of conflict—and compromise—between individual
communities and the Ottoman polity that governed them.!® The aim of
this article is to complement these studies by highlighting the dissonance
between groups of people within the Ottoman military ruling elite (‘asker?).
Specifically, I intend to focus on the portrayal of the “slave-servants” of
the Ottoman sultan—known as kuls—in Ottoman historiography of the
early modern era. Paying particular attention to a number of Ottoman
works of advice (nasthatname), an impressive genre of ethical-political
writing that flourished during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
Taim to demonstrate that the majority of freeborn Muslim Ottoman authors
directed their frustration and resentment toward the sultan’s Christian-
born kuls. Finally, I argue that the expression of kul-critical sentiments
in Ottoman historical writing was not the result of a religio-social con-
flict between Christian-born and Muslim-born individuals but rather the
outcome of rivalry among members of a ruling class who competed for
appointments and promotions in the military—administrative hierarchy of
the Empire.

SLAVE-SERVANTS IN THE OTTOMAN
MILITARY-ADMINISTRATIVE HIERARCHY

Originally an old Turkish word denoting a servant, vassal, or dependent,
“kul” was used in a variety of ways in Ottoman historiography.!! In some
cases, the term specifically denoted a slave, an individual who could be
bought and sold.!? Per Siileyman I's (“the Lawgiver,” r. 1520-1566)
imperial order of 1531 decreeing that all of his subjects were kuls, the
word could also refer to practically anyone who was not a member of the

10 The best examples in this regard are two book-length studies by Karen Barkey and
Tijana Krsti¢. While the former defines empire as a “negotiated” enterprise and ana-
lyzes the social organization as well as the mechanisms of governance of the multi-
ethnic and multireligious polity ruled by the House of “Osman, the latter provides a
sophisticated analysis of interconfessional dynamics within the Ottoman context. See
Barkey, Empire of Difference; and Krsti¢, Contested Conversions to Islam.

11 For the various meanings the term acquired over time, see The Encyclopaedia of
Islam (second edition, henceforth “EF?”), s.v. “Kul” (C. E. Bosworth).

12 The authoritative study on various forms of slavery in the Ottoman world is Toledano,
Slavery and Abolition in the Ottoman Middle East. On the holding of slaves during
the early Ottoman period, also see Erdem, Slavery in the Ottoman Empire and Its
Demise, 1-17.



Changing Perceptions about Christian-born Ottomans

dynastic family.13 Most often, however, “kul’” referred to members of the
Ottoman military ruling elite who had been (almost exclusively) recruited
through an elaborate system called devsirme, through which thousands
of Christian-born subjects of the Empire entered the Ottoman military—
administrative structure and became the sultan’s slave-servants.!# This
practice entailed the forcible removal, in the form of a tribute, of the male
children of non-urban, mostly Christian subjects of the Empire from their
ethnic, religious, and cultural environments, along with their transfer into
the Turkish-Islamic milieu, with the aim of employing them in the service
of the palace, army, and imperial bureaucracy. As devsirme recruits, these
children were, on the one hand, to serve the sultan as slaves and freedmen
and, on the other, to eventually form the ruling class of the Ottoman state.

As Ehud R. Toledano notes, “slavery was both an important, albeit
involuntary, channel of recruitment and socialization into the elite and
a major, though forced, means of linking individuals into patronage
networks.”!> Indeed, the majority of these recruits became janissaries
(veyigeri). Originally forming the sultan’s household troops and imperial
bodyguard, this standing corps of salaried infantrymen evolved to consti-
tute the “indispensable operational core of the Ottoman army” by the early
seventeenth century.!® A great many others served the Ottoman enterprise
as statesmen, bureaucrats, and administrators. The critical juncture in this
regard was the reign of Mehmed II (“the Conqueror,” r. 1444—-1446 and

13 The relevant section of the edict is quoted in Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants, 35: “Those
living in my domains, either officers or subjects, all of them are my servants” (Bentiim
memalik-i mahrisemde vaki® olan eger sipahilerdiir ve eger re‘ayadur ciimlesi kulla-
rumdur). I am grateful to Cornell Fleischer for this reference.

14 In this study, the term will be used in this last, more common sense. Although most
kuls were devsirme recruits, their ranks also included captives of war who converted
to Islam and became kuls voluntarily. On this institution, see Ménage, “Sidelights on
the Devshirme from Idris and Sa‘duddin”; Ménage, “Some Notes on the Devshirme’;
Palmer, “The Origin of the Janissaries”; Wittek, “Devshirme and Shari‘a”; and
Kafadar, “The Ottomans and Europe,” 603-606. Prominent sixteenth-century histo-
rian and jurist Sa“deddin Efendi (d. 1599) estimates that this system of recruitment
produced more than 200,000 converts to Islam over the course of more than two
centuries. For this and other estimates, see EIZ, s.v. “Devshirme” (Victor L. Ménage).
For a discussion of the devsirme as a method of conversion to Islam, see Minkov,
Conversion to Islam in the Balkans, 67-77.

15 Toledano, Slavery and Abolition in the Ottoman Middle East, 4. Italics in the original.
On the legal status of the kul, also see Minkov, Conversion to Islam in the Balkans,
69n25.

16 See EI, s.v. “Yeiii Ceri” (Rhoads Murphey).
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1451-1481), who strategically promoted men of devsirme background
to high offices.!” In fact, until the late seventeenth century the Ottoman
imperial administration was dominated by kuls.

This was certainly part of Mehmed II's “imperial project,”'® which

entailed, among other endeavors, the establishment of Constantinople as the
new Ottoman capital, the codification of fratricide,'® and the transforma-
tion of privately owned lands (miilk), as well as lands that belonged to pious
endowments (vakif), into military fiefs (timar).?> Mehmed II also created a
court culture in which royal patronage of the arts was further extended to
“outsiders.”?! An anonymous author used poetry to express his resentment of
the sultan’s advancement of these “outsider” Jews, Christians, and Persians:

If you wish to stand in high honor on the Sultan’s threshold,
You must be a Jew, or a Frank, or a Persian;

You must choose the name Kabili, Habili, Hamidi,

And behave like a Zorzi; show no knowledge.??

17

18

19

20

21

22

Kafadar notes that between 1450 and the late 1600s, the great majority of Ottoman
viziers were products of this system of recruitment. See Kafadar, “The Ottomans and
Europe,” 605.

For the original use of the term, see Yerasimos, La fondation de Constantinople et de
Sainte-Sophie dans les traditions turques, 249. On Mehmed II's “imperial project”
and its critique as articulated in early Ottoman historiography, see Kafadar, Between
Two Worlds, 96-97.

For a detailed discussion of the “fratricide clause” in Mehmed II’s kaninname and the
most recent argument for its authenticity, see, respectively, Ozcan, “Fatih’in TegkilAt
Kanunnamesi ve Nizam-1 Alem I¢in Kardes Katli Meselesi”; and Kaninname-i al-i
‘Osman, Xxiii—xxxiv.

See Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time, 447; and Beldiceanu,
“Recherches sur la réforme fonciere de Mehmed II.” The fifteenth-century histo-
rian Tursun Beg states that Mehmed II confiscated more than one thousand villages
or estates and converted them to military prebends. See Tursun Beg, Tarih-i ebii’l-
feth (Tulum edition, 197; Inalcik and Murphey edition, 169a). Earlier in the text,
the number of confiscated estates is given as “twenty thousand” (Tulum edition, 22;
Inalcik and Murphey edition, 18a).

For royal patronage of the arts at Mehmed II’s court, see Rogers, “Mehmed the
Conqueror”; and Raby, “A Sultan of Paradox.”

Translation, with minor modifications, as quoted in Raby, “A Sultan of Paradox,”
8. The original poem, which is included in Risaletii’l-leta’if ve hikayatii’l-Hact
Sabri, is quoted by Siiheyl Unver as “Gel dilersen sah esiginde olasin muhterem / Ya
Yahtd ol gel bu miilke ya Frenk ol ya ‘Acem / Adin1 ko Kabili vii Habili vii Hamidi
/ Zurzilikten gafil olma ma‘rifetten urma dem.” See Unver, Istanbul Universitesi
Tarihine Bagslangig, 248.
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