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THIS STUDY IS a prosopographic approach to the analysis of 

transformations in provincial administration in a crucial period in 

Ottoman history. The book has a long history ofits own. In a sense, 

insights I gained in three graduate seminars at Princeton provided 

its foundation: In the spring of 1967 Norman Itzkowitz’s seminar 

on the nineteenth-century Ottoman reform movement concen- 

trated on prosopographic methodology and on the study of 
Namier, a master of prosopography. That same term Halil Inalcik, 
then of Ankara, was visiting Princeton and in his seminar, dis- 

tinguished by his erudition and keen sense of analysis, I had my 

initiation into the fascinating study of Ottoman documents. The 

next term David Ayalon of Hebrew University, a leading authority 

on the late medieval Mamluk state, conducted a seminar on the 

slave (mamluk) institution in Islamic history and on the Mamluk 

state, where the political-military slave institution had been ele- 
vated to its highest level of organization. Professor Ayalon’s lectures 

brought into sharper focus the Islamic background against which 

Ottoman institutions should be viewed. 
As these teachers had considerable influence on my initial 

efforts to determine the direction and shape of my later research, it 

gave me added pleasure to return to Princeton to complete the first 
stage of the project. I spent the academic year 1974—75 at the 
department of Near Eastern Studies as a visiting fellow where, 

freed from teaching duties, I was able to study, organize, and 

analyze the data I had collected in Istanbul from 1971 to 1974. 

What I worked on in Princeton was a Turkish version, which was 

submitted to the Inter-University Council in Turkey in September 

1975 and defended in April 1976 as a thesis for the dogent degree; it 
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title, Sancaktan Eyalete: 1550-1650 Arasında Osmanlı Ümerası ve Il 
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Administration, 1550-1650). The English version is not just a 
translation. It is intended for a wider audience including, in addi- 

tion to Ottoman specialists, historians whose interests lie in other 
areas or periods, and even non-historians, social scientists perhaps, 

who might be interested in the transformation of a bureaucracy in 

a given cultural context and in a certain time period. As such, some 

sections of the original version have been altered, the discussion of 
the basic sources has been relegated to appendixes, and all but one 
of the province lists appended to the Turkish version have been 

altogether excluded. To make the discussion more meaningful for 

nonspecialists an introductory chapter has been added and certain 

other sections, mainly chapters 2, 3, and 5 have been recast and 

enlarged to present a more general picture. 

The preparation of the English version has been delayed 

partly because I undertook some further research: on the relation- 

ship between a governor’s official income and his duties (see 

chapter 2), and on the phenomenon of portions of official revenues 

being granted continuously, regardless of specific post held (see 

chapter 5). Also, since the Turkish version was written, I have had 

to transport my desk no less than three times. I spent the year 

1977—78 as a Visiting Associate Professor at Columbia University, 

and after one term back at Boğaziçi University, I traveled to 

Jerusalem for an eight-month stay as Fellow of the Institute for 

Advanced Studies at Hebrew University. The manuscript, started 

in Istanbul and continued in New York, was finally completed in 
Jerusalem. 

During my years of research in Istanbul I benefited from the 

comments of Halil Inalcik, now of Chicago, and of the late Cengiz 

Orhonlu and Mehmed Geng of Istanbul. Many colleagues at 

Boğaziçi, at Columbia, and at Hebrew University have read 

and commented on portions of the book. My mentor, Norman 

Itzkowitz, read both the original version and sections of the 

English manuscript to suggest improvements in the organization 

and presentation of the central data. Discussions on the various 
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they appeared too late to be included in my discussions, should be 

mentioned here for their relevance. Karl K. Barbir’s Ottoman Rule 

in Damascus, 1708-1758 (Princeton, 1980), a case study of a par- 

ticular province at a slightly later date, corroborates my conclusion 

for the empire as a whole that governors general came to wield 
significantly increased power. Carter V. Findley’s Bureaucratic 

Reform in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton, 1980) is a much broader 

work on the central bureaucracy in the period of reform (1789— 

1922); its introductory discussion on earlier functional differen- 

tiation of administration will be complemented by the present 

book. 
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Method and Sources 

THIS STUDY DEVELOPED as a by-product of my general 

research on the importance of households in Ottoman polity. In 

Ottoman historiography there have been studies on the imperial 

palace— the sultan’s household—and on the relationship between 

the palace and the government. However, not only the sultan but 

also the leading officials of the empire supported households, made 

up of their “inner” and “outer” retinues, needed to fulfill their 

official functions. The make-up of such households, their inter- 

relations, and their relations with the imperial palace and also with 
government offices have hitherto been neglected. The political role 

of Mamluk households, on the other hand, both before and after 

the Ottoman conquest of Egypt in 1517 have been subjected to 

quite extensive study.! In Ottoman society, too, which shared with 

the Mamluk state a common theoretical basis and had developed 

similar institutions, one would expect that both within the ulema 

(the learned men) who controlled the judicial and educational 

spheres, and in those groups which participated in military- 

administrative functions, personal relationships played a major 

role. Further, one could speculate that various political views and 

attitudes developed in the context of the households of the leading 

members of the Ottoman ruling group, and that the interaction 

between various persons and groups, as well as their relations with 
the sultan at the top of the imperial order were among the funda- 

mental features of Ottoman political life. 

I then started my research for the purpose of determining the 

structure and functioning of Ottoman households and ascertaining 
the validity of the speculations mentioned above. The complexity 

of the topic forced me to impose some limitations: from the start 
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my intention was to concentrate the research on members of the 

military-administrative elite, the “men of the sword” (ehl-i seyf ) 

as the Ottomans called them. It is true that in Ottoman polity 

members of various groups such as the ulema (eAl-i ilm, “men of 
knowledge”), the “men of the pen” (eh/-i kalem) —the bureaucrats, 

and the “men of the sword” maintained close personal contacts 
with members of other groups; nevertheless, because of the variety 
and strength of relationships within each group, it seemed a more 

consistent and feasible approach, at least a less cumbersome one, to 
study intra-group dynamics. 

While thus limiting the subject in content it also seemed 
necessary to limit it in time. As the Ottoman political and social 

order developed continuously, naturally the polity presented dif- 

fering pictures in different periods. I decided to try to determine the 

dominant features of the system in two different periods and follow 

the change from one to the other in a relatively short time span, 

roughly a century, but one in which change had become so perva- 

sive and extensive as to deserve to be termed transformation. 
The century between 1550 and 1650 was the best suited for 

my purposes: Ottoman historians generally agree that the cata- 

clysmic events around 1600 and their underlying causes resulted in 

a major transformation of government and administration as well 
as of Ottoman society in general.? The classical institutions of the 

Ottoman empire, to use Halil Inalcik’s term, emerged during 

the reign of Mehmed II, the “congueror” (of Istanbul, in 1453; 

r. 1451-81), and evolved to full maturity in the mid-sixteenth 

century. At the end of the century the empire was engaged in 

long, costly, and, as it turned out, unprofitable campaigns on two 

fronts, against Iran (1578—90) and Austria (1592—1606). Simulta- 

neously, upheavals that started with rural “student” (suhte) distur- 

bances and reached a peak during the Celali revolts proved that 

internal order was endangered. Causing a massive dislocation of 

Anatolian peasantry, known in Ottoman historiography as the 

“great flight” (büyük kaggun), these revolts finally subsided only 

after a total mobilization of the forces of the state: the grand vezir 

and commander of the imperial forces that succeeded in crushing 
and exterminating the rebellious groups was nicknamed “‘the well- 
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digger” (kuyucu) after his practice of burying in mass graves the 

multitudes he executed. 
Both the various seventeenth-century Ottoman political com- 

mentators such as Ayn-i Ali, the unidentified author of Kitâb-ı 

Müstetab, Koçi Bey, and even Katib Çelebi, although his approach 

to the problems and his views differ from the earlier writers,3 and, 

on the other hand, strong-handed “reformers” such as Murad IV 

and Köprülü Mehmed Paşa, believed the solution to the problems 

the empire faced lay in attempting to revive the institutions of the 

golden age of the mid-sixteenth century.‘ It was only in the eight- 

eenth century that Ottomans came to accept the reality that 

conditions had vastly changed and that a more radical approach 

was needed. 

There are, of course, different features and aspects of this 

major transformation. Undoubtedly, in addition to the develop- 

ments within Ottoman polity itself, the far-reaching advances of 

the West, which itself underwent a multifaceted political, social, 

scientific, and cultural transformation in the previous century, 

had important effects on the Ottoman scene. The exact nature of 

the various elements contributing to the Ottoman transformation 

and their relative importance will surely remain a major area of 

research and debate. My own purpose here is to isolate one single 

strand within the complex of changes, namely the role of provincial 
governors, and study it against the background of the general 

transformation in the period 1550-1650. 
While my general research was on Ottoman households, the 

nature of the data I was able to assemble and the realization that 
the problem of households was too broad and complex to allow a 

resolution in the short term forced a third limitation. In addition to 
restricting my research to the military-administrative groups and 

to the hundred years from 1550 to 1650, I decided to study only the 

governors: sancakbeyi (district governor) and beylerbey (governor 

general), collectively the ömerâ (commanders), who constitute the 

most important stratum of the “men of the sword.” ? Again, due to 
the nature of the major archival sources of this study to be intro- 

duced presently, the emphasis was shifted from ömerâ households 

to the analysis of the objective conditions of service the governors 
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experienced. Still, the problem of households will remain an im- 
portant aspect of this analysis, both in relation to the personal 

origins of the governors and with regard to the economic effects of 
maintaining households. I hope by taking up only the ümerâ the 

purpose of the limitation will be better served; since the purpose 

was to study a single element of change in terms of its interaction 
with the other aspects of the general transformation, that is, in 
terms of how this single element might have been influenced by 
and how it might have contributed to the general change, it follows 

that the better defined the single element to be studied the more 

specific and meaningful the analysis can be. 

Prosopography in Ottoman Studies 
Not only the dimensions but also the nature of the study is 

changed with the last limitation mentioned above. Nevertheless, 

there was no need to abandon the initial methodological approach, 

that is, basing my attempt to determine the nature of developments 

in the system on data about persons making up the specific group 

I am studying. Because of the similarity in approach and method I 

hope the present study will serve as a foundation for the future 

stages of my work on households in general. 

The basic approach both for the study of households and for 

the analysis of Ottoman ümerâ has been the prosopographical 

method. This method, which can be defined briefly as group 

biography, has come into increasing use in political-social history 

in the last thirty or forty years. It is used to study, by means of 

biographical data, a specific group in terms of, for example, its 

position in society, its function, its importance, its political or 

economic power, and its role in social or political change.® It has 
recently come to be applied in Ottoman historiography, though 

not yet as extensively as in other fields of historical scholarship, 
and it has already produced some noteworthy results. In the 

first and still the most important of such new research Norman 

Itzkowitz studied the personal backgrounds of the members of the 
various branches of Ottoman administration. By demonstrating 
that Muslim-born Ottomans also participated in administration 
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and that converts were able to enter the ulema career in the 
sixteenth century, and further that converts still played an active 

and significant role in eighteenth-century Ottoman politics, 

Itzkowitz rejected the then widely accepted model of Ottoman 

political organization based on the dichotomy of a “ruling institu- 

tion” versus a “Muslim institution” in terms of function and 
religious-ethnic background, as well as the view that part of the 

explanation of Ottoman decline after the seventeenth century was 

to be found in the “revolt” of the Muslims hitherto excluded from 
the “ruling institution” to gain entry into the circles of political 

power. In this study he went on to point out that, at least in the 

eighteenth century, Ottoman administration was organized along 

more varied career lines which were primarily functional.? More 

recently Itzkowitz, this time in collaboration with one of his former 

students, studied the personal backgrounds of şeyh ül-islams, the 

heads of the ulema hierarchy, just before and during the nineteenth- 

century Ottoman reform era ( Tanzimat), to conclude that, at least 

judged from this group, reform and westernization did not neces- 

sarily mean a wholesale renewal of the Ottoman elite.8 

In other studies on the ulema of earlier periods Soraya Faroghi 
described some social conditions affecting this group in the late- 

sixteenth century, and Ali Ugur attempted a standardized 
reorganization of a biographical dictionary with a preliminary 

analysis of the learned profession in the seventeenth century.? 

One final example of prosopographic studies in recent Ottoman 

historiography, that by Rifaat Ali Abou-el-Haj on high official 

households, is in fact quite close to my work in terms of groups 

studied. It seems to me, however, that Abou-el-Haj’s attempt is 

flawed because both the time period he chose to study and the 

categories of analysis he devised are misleading.!* 

Undoubtedly we owe the accumulation of rich data emi- 

nently suitable for prosopographic analysis to certain features of 

Islamic and Ottoman learned traditions.1! From the earliest peri- 
ods of Islam there was a natural curiosity about the personalities in 

the time of the prophet, a desire to know as much as possible about 

Muhammad himself and his companions. In time this curiosity 
turned to scientific interest, both historical and legal. As the tradi- 
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tions and practices of the prophet, his sunna, emerged to become a 

main source, after the Kuran, of the evolving divine law of Islam 

(sertat), there was a growing need to establish the veracity of the 

various anecdotes (Hadith) capturing instances of the prophet’s 

actions and utterances. The method devised for this purpose was to 

check the links in the chains of transmission of these anecdotes; that 

is, to study the generations and the individuals who related the 

Hadith to determine when and where they lived, what kind of men 

they were, what their position on various issues was, in short 

whether they were trustworthy. The study of history as such and 

religious-legal studies went in hand; biographical dictionaries be- 

came a major output of historians and an indispensible tool for 
Hadith scholars. Later on, in addition to biographical dictionaries 

on the successive generations of Muslims, there were compilations 
for other purposes: the biographies of famous men of a certain city 
or region, for example, or certain officials ofa state were collected.” 

In the Ottoman cultural context, too, there appeared bio- 

graphical compilations of all kinds, including specialized collec- 

tions on various types of officials: among the most famous of such 

collections are Davhat ül- Meşayih on the şeyh ül-islams, Hamilet ül- 

Kübera on the chief black eunuchs (dar üs-saade ağası), Hadıkat ül- 

Vüzera on grand vezirs, and Sefinet ül-Rüesa for heads of the secre- 
tariat (revs ül-küttab). Finally, there appeared in the very last days of 

the empire the S7c1//-; Osmaânı, the “Ottoman Register,” a compre- 

hensive biographical dictionary aiming to include all prominent 

Ottomans of all periods. The same tradition emphasizing person- 
alities in historical scholarship seems to have been continued in 

republican Turkey, judging from the biographical notes on various 
officials appended to the general histories of I. H. Uzunçarşılı and 

I. H. Danismend.!3 

All these works, and other biographical collections on poets, 

learned men, prominent men of different regions, provide material 

of considerable wealth for prosopographic research. It is probably 

because most of this material is concerned with members of the 
learned profession that modern Ottoman specialists working on 

group biographies have largely concentrated on the ulema. For 

the other groups in the Ottoman establishment the most detailed 
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source is the Sicil/-: Osmani, which presents some problems. 

Although this work aims to be comprehensive it leaves out a large 

number of prominent Ottomans, especially of the earlier periods. 

Again, mostly for the earlier periods, the biographical notes for 

each entry are usually no more than a few lines; the scanty infor- 

mation provided is also often wrong in one way or another. In view 

of the defective character of Sicill-i Osmani, for a sound and valid 

study it should be used only after it has been corrected and supple- 

mented by information gleaned from other sources, such as chron- 

icles and, wherever possible, archival documents. 

Let us review further the general inadequacy of Ottoman 

sources for prosopographic research. Persons to be included in the 
Sicill-i Osmani, or in any other biographical dictionary for that 

matter, are obviously the most successful men in a society; studies 

based on such sources can therefore deal only with the highest 

levels of that society. The common justification for the study of 

elites, of course, is that it is the ruling groups which play the 

dominant and most important role in the development of societies; 

it can therefore be argued that the proper study ofa political order 

is its elite. But the fact that only the leading men are included in 

biographical compilations very often means that even the elite 

itself cannot be properly studied. 

As an illustration of this point assume that most Ottomans to 

be elevated to the post of beylerbeyi (governor-general) had been 

trained in the palace school (enderun). This would indicate the 

importance of a palace training for advancements in the ranks of 
the seyfiye (military-administrative) career, that it is a necessary 

condition of such advancement. But when we consider the sufh- 
cient conditions, we cannot evaluate the contribution of a palace 

education to advancement unless we know the proportion of the 

enderun graduates who reach the position of beylerbeyi to their fellow 

students who remained at lower ranks. Furthermore even if we are 
able to determine other common characteristics of the enderun 
graduates who become beylerbeyis we would still need to know 

whether other palace-trained officers shared these characteristics. 

Let us further assume that most palace-trained beylerbeyis also 

happened to be relatives or clients of highly placed Ottomans. 
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Since it is possible that other such well-connected enderun graduates 

failed to reach the rank of beylerbeyi, we still would not be able to say 

whether connection with high Ottomans, in addition to a palace 

education, is a sufficient condition of advancement to the highest 

military-administrative posts. In short, to be able to analyze the 

achievements of top-ranking officials we also need to know about 
others who started life in similar circumstances but who failed to 
achieve the same success. 

All this may be said to be self-evident. It is an age-old problem 

that one has to define failure in order to be able to define success or, 

to put it in even more general terms, to comprehend opposites in 

terms of each other. In literature the problem is resolved by the 

author, as Laertes is created, for example, as a foil to Hamlet. In 

historical research, too, the problem has significant implications. 

The success of the Ottoman emirate in creating an empire is 
better appreciated only after a consideration of other emirates of 

fourteenth-century Anatolia that did not achieve a similar de- 

velopment. But most sources of historical research, chronicles as 

well as biographical compilations, deal with successful persons or 

societies, neglecting the failures. Thus, the importance of archival 
documents is enhanced because they allow the researcher at least a 

degree of familiarity with groups below the highest ranks. 

Biographical dictionaries in general and the $7c2//-: Osmani in 
particular are inadequate for yet another reason: there is next to no 

information on the early stages of the development of an individual 

in these sources. The data given is limited to his later career; it is 

almost impossible to determine how exactly he was educated or 
trained, what steps he took, what progress he made, or even what 

age he was when he held a particular position. 

Furthermore, we cannot talk of a tradition of writing auto- 

biographies or memoirs in the Ottoman cultural world. Among the 

rare exceptions can be mentioned the verse autobiography of 

Varvar Ali Pasa, a seventeenth-century vezir which, although 

short (177 couplets), nevertheless supplies information not to be 

found in other sources.!5 The famous Travels of Evliya Çelebi, too, 

can be considered memoirs as well as travel notes: the author gives 

extensive information on his own life as well as on prominent 

Ottomans of the mid-seventeenth century.!® Evliya Celebi’s bio- 
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graphy is important for my purposes because he is a middle-level 
Ottoman, an example of the “relative failures” among Ottoman 
officials. For the same reason Katib Celebi’s autobiographical 
notes are interesting: they illuminate the development not only of 
a major scholar, but also of a middle-level bureaucrat, though 
admittedly not a very typical one.!? Such autobiographical notes, 
however, remain as exceptions in the general dearth of materials 
on early lives of prominent Ottomans. 

Further Definition of the Topic 

Because of the inadequacy of general sources for a group- 

biographical study, and specifically to be able to penetrate below 

the upper strata of Ottoman society, I concentrated my research 

on archival sources. Among the documents I was able to discover 
were four beylerbeyi and sancakbeyi (district governor) appointment 

registers which, because they fell exactly within the time limit I had 

set and also because they provided data suitable for statistical 

analysis, led me to direct my study toward Ottoman provincial 
administrators. 

These registers and the way I exploited them are described in 

detail in appendix 2; nevertheless I would like to point out their 

basic features at the outset as the data they provide form the 

backbone of this study. The last two of the four appointment 

registers are from the same period; they supplement each other and 

should be considered together: we have, thus, material on three 

different periods. The first register covers the years 1568 to 1574 

(975—982 A.H.) and the second 1578 to 1588 (986-996); the third 

and fourth, combined, extend from 1632 to 1641 (1041-1051). 

The registers are basically lists of the provinces and the districts of 

the empire with entries to show the appointments made to each 

province and district during the period covered by each register. 

In each entry in addition to the appointee’s name and date of 

appointment there usually is information on the previous position 

he held and on the income allotted to him. The various posts an 

individual held can be traced through the register; we can thus 
determine the length of his tenure at each post, any time he spent 
out of office in between appointments, the geographical extent of 



Xxil Method and Sources 

his appointments within the empire, and the position he held at 
the time he was elevated to the rank of sancakbeyi or beylerbeyi. Since 

the registers cover the periods just before and after 1600, we are 

able to trace any changes in provincial administration careers right 
through this crucial period of overall transformation. 

My original hope was to be able to integrate the data pro- 

vided in the provincial appointment registers with information 
gleaned from chronicles and the Sicil/-2 Osmani. This hope was 

dashed, however, for several reasons. For one thing, persons who 

did not rise above the rank of sancakbeyi or even of beylerbeyi were 

usually not sufficiently important to be included in the Sicil/-? 

Osmani, and they were rarely mentioned in the chronicles. When 

they were, more likely than not they were referred to as “Mehmed 

Bey” or “Ahmed Bey”; one is left completely in the dark as to 

which of the dozens of Mehmed or Ahmed Beys serving as gover- 

nors at any given time was meant. Thus, even the meager infor- 

mation that one might extract from the chronicles is utterly useless 

as it cannot be related to specific persons noted in the archival 

registers. Furthermore, even when a particular Mehmed Bey (say 

“son of Ferhad Paşa”) can be identified in both the appointment 

register and in the Sici//-i Osmanı, it is exceedingly rare that the 

information from various sources on the same person can be in- 

tegrated in any meaningful way (see appendix 4, Career Samples). 

In view of this situation, in this study I had to employ both 

major types of prosopographic approach: for some of the questions 

posed the answer is provided by the data extracted from the 

appointment registers and analyzed statistically; in the case of 

other questions, such as the economic position of the ömer and 

changing patterns of recruitment into the palace, where there is 

no large body of standardized data on which to base the answers, 
I had to rely on the limited number of examples supplied by the 

chronicles and by archival documents other than the appointment 

registers, thus shifting from a statistical to an impressionistic expla- 

nation. I might add that there are still further questions that I did 

not even attempt to answer, however impressionistically: family 

life and cultural interests of the Ottoman man of the sword are just 

two examples of such questions that remain unanswered, at least 

for now. 
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Note on Transcription and Pronunciation 

For the transcription of Ottoman terms and texts I have used modern Turkish 
spelling while trying to preserve the flavor of the original. Important texts are 
given in plates for the specialist. The pronunciation of the following Turkish 
letters may be unfamiliar to the English-speaking reader: 

j, as in jam 

ch, as in chip 

lengthens preceding vowel 

re) 10ac to: JA as the o in kingdom, or the e in heaven 

zh, as in vision 

like the German 6 or oe 

sh, as in ship 

om ©: cu. like the German ü or ue 
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CHAPTER 1 

The Emergence 
of the Ottoman State 

THE OTTOMAN STATE emerged at the close of the thirteenth 

century on the Selçuklu-Byzantine frontier in northwest Anatolia 

at a point where the plateau descends to the coastal plains sur- 

rounding the Marmara Sea. It was only one of a number of frontier 
states, all with similar ethnic and social admixtures and similar 

rudimentary political structures, that came into being at about the 

same time around the rim of the Anatolian plateau along the Black 

Sea, the Aegean, and the Mediterranean.! 

Turbulent social and political conditions on either side of the 

Selçuklu-Byzantine frontier in the second half of the thirteenth 

century facilitated the emergence of these autonomous mini-states. 

In the middle of the century the establishment of the Ilhani state, 

the middle eastern branch of Jenghiz Khan’s Mongol world empire 

with its center in northwestern Iran, had reduced the previously 

flourishing Anatolian Selçuklus of Konya to the status of a vassal, 

with little central authority. Furthermore, the Mongol onslaught 

had been preceded and accompanied by the movement of Turks, 

both sedentary and tribesmen (tiirkmen), into various parts of the 

middle east, especially into Anatolia. The Selçuklu administration, 

following age-old practice, encouraged these newcomers to settle 

in the frontier regions where they would least disrupt the society 

and economy of the interior and where their warlike quality, 
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directed against the Byzantines, would be most effective. Toward 
the end of the century, while the Selçuklu administration was 
becoming more and more an Ilhani satellite, the frontier regions 

grew more populous and less answerable to a central authority. 

On the Byzantine side of the frontier, too, resistance to the 

growing pressure of Selcuklu frontiersmen was lacking. The resto- 

ration of Byzantine rule to Constantinople after the expulsion of 
the remnants of the Crusaders (1261) resulted in a greater degree of 

Byzantine involvement in Balkan affairs while western Anatolia, so 

vital during the Nicean period, declined in relative importance. 

Stability of the Byzantine-Selcuklu frontier had been carefully 

cultivated by both states earlier. But now, with Konya reduced 

and Constantinople preoccupied, leaders of Selçuklu frontiersmen 

seized the opportunity to establish themselves as independent 

rulers while respecting the distant suzerainty of the Ilhani 
overlords. 

At first such mini-states (beylik) emerged on territories gained 

from Byzantine control, but others followed in the hinterland as 

the last vestiges of a central Selcuklu state disappeared. By the 

early fourteenth century all of Anatolia, including the central 

plateau, was divided among more than a dozen beyliks. Similar in 

social makeup and institutions, these beyliks were differentiated by 
the names of the persons or families who founded them, some of 
whom had been officials of the Selçuklu or the Ilhani states and 

some leaders of tribal groups or of bands of frontiersmen. 
Osman Bey, the eponymous leader of a relatively small group 

of frontiersmen around 1300, may have been the descendant of a 

family of tribal leaders. The fact that his community was called 

“Osmanlı,” the followers of Osman, indicates that he established a 

new group, a new “tribe,” so to speak, out of a mixture of tiirkmen 

tribesmen, peasants, and townsfolk, both Byzantines and Turks, 

when he set out to stake his own autonomous rule at the north- 
western corner of the Anatolian plateau.” Under his leadership the 
band of Osman flourished by continuous raids into Byzantine 

territory to the west and north. The year Osman Bey died, prob- 

ably 1324, also marked the capture of Bursa, the first sizable town 

“to come under Osmanlı rule. 
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For the next thirty-five years Osman’s son, Orhan Bey, ruled 

over an ever-expanding state and a society increasingly differen- 

tiated, heterogeneous, and sophisticated. Behind the frontiersmen 
pushing farther into Byzantine lands, Bursa flourished as an inter- 

regional trade and manufacturing center; schools and colleges 

(medrese) were established; more of the population, now that the 

plains had become Osmanlı territory, was engaged in agriculture. 

In addition to individuals and bands pouring in from the Anatolian 

interior to take part in frontier raids, learned men, bureaucrats and 

preachers, and other townsfolk, merchants and artisans, also came 

to become Osmanlis. 
To the west of Ottoman lands, extending to the Dardanelles, 

was another Turkish beyltk, the Karesi. Taking advantage of a 
struggle among Karesi princes for the seat of bey—throne would be 

too grand a term—Orhan Bey extended his influence and gradu- 

ally his rule over his neighbors. Around the middle of the century, 

all Karesi people, princes, officials, and commoners, had been 

assimilated into the “nation of Osman.” The way was then open 

for the next step, across the Dardanelles and onto the European 
continent. 

Once Orhan Bey came to control the passage to the Balkans, 
the influx of people, frontier fighters as well as sedentary folk, 

joining the Osmanlı enterprise grew even larger. As Osmanlı rule 

was extended in Thrace and the Ottoman beys increased their 

power, wealth, and prestige, other Turkish lands in Anatolia were 

also absorbed, mostly through peaceful means. Ottomans bought 

some lands from neighboring Turkish princes, and received ter- 

ritory as wedding gifts when marital ties were formed with other 
ruling houses. Through most of the fourteenth century the 

Ottomans used little force in extending their rule in Anatolia, but 

in the last decade of the century the fourth bey, Yildirim (the 

Thunderbolt) Bayezid, conducted a policy of forceful unification 

of Anatolia under his rule. By 1400, Ottoman domains extended 

from Serbia in the west and the Danube in the north in the Balkans 
to include western and northern Anatolia. The Osmanlı enterprise 

had grown in the course of a century from a band of frontiersmen 

into a state of considerable size and power. 
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Early Development of Ottoman Administration 

With the growth of the state in size and maturity, political, admin- 

istrative, and social institutions were introduced, modeled for the 

most part on those of the Selçuklu state.? The basic military 

character of the state, in the initial frontiersmen’s enterprise as well 

as in the extensive territorial state, predominated as in other 

middle eastern states in the post-Mongol period. At first almost all 

male Osmanlis joined the frontier raids and attacks; Osman’s band 

was a veritable miniature citizen’s army. As Osman’s followers 

moved out of the frontier zone and began to control a larger 
territory, there was a growing number of peasants and townsmen 

not involved in the fighting. Thus there came about a differenti- 

ation between the fighters, the military men, called askeri, and the 
reaya, the subjects. Some of the fighters went with the frontier as 

it moved north and west, and then across the Dardanelles into 

Thrace. Such men who were constantly on the borders, the fron- 

tiersmen, were called akıncı, the raiders; they lived on the fruits of 

their raids into infidel territory and perhaps also (definitely later 

on) on tax revenues of the frontier zones allotted to them. Some 

others of the military men remained in the Ottoman hinterland; 
they joined the bey’s campaigns whenever they were summoned, 

but the rest of the time they remained dispersed throughout the 

countryside, charged with maintaining order in towns and villages 

where they resided. In return for such services, the bey allowed 

them to collect for themselves tax revenues of their localities. Thus 
emerged the classical system of provincial administration, the 

cornerstone of Ottoman government until 1600, with its military, 

administrative, and financial aspects. 

The position of the Ottoman bey, too, changed in the course of 

the fourteenth century. Osman Bey had been a first among equals, 

the leader of a modest band of frontiersmen. His residence in the 
small town of Söğüt could not have been too opulent and was 
probably not much bigger than other households. Like others in his 
band, his wealth consisted of a herd of sheep and a few slaves.4 By 

the end of the century his great-grandson, Bayezid I, was styled not 

_ bey but sultan, a much more exalted title, symbolizing his passage 
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from mere leader to firm ruler. Bayezid had palaces in Bursa and in 

Edirne. The central institutions of the state, a chancery and a 

financial bureaucracy, had developed as extensions of his house- 

hold, in addition to his household troops, the central army of his 

state. The Ottoman sultan was as much a military commander in 

1400 (indeed remained so for centuries) as Osman Bey had been 

when he led his band of frontiersmen. 

From the earliest days there had been need for learned men 

(ulema in the plural) not only to teach in the new Ottoman colleges 

(medrese) but also to serve as judges (kad), applying the precepts of 

Islamic law (şeriat) and features of local custom and usages, and as 

supervisors of town markets. The highest judge, the kadzasker, 

remained near the sultan and was sometimes elevated to the rank 

of vezir, a counselor to the sultan. In its early development the 

Ottoman state thus conformed more closely to the earlier Islamic 

models where the vezir was a chief bureaucrat and political ad- 

visor: a man of learning best exemplified by Nizam ül-Mülk, the 

famous eleventh-century vezir of the Great Selcuklus, guiding the 

sultan who was essentially the commander-in-chief of the armies, 

the supreme military commander. 

Balancing the kadiasker, there also emerged the office of 

beylerbeyi, supreme commander of provincial forces. This office 

became essential, as the Ottoman state was increasingly engaged 

on two fronts, the Balkans and Anatolia: while the sultan as 

commander-in-chief was leading Ottoman armies to battle on one 

front the beylerbeyi guarded the other. More often, however, the 

beylerbeyi was the active commander, especially in the Balkans 

(Rumeli, in Ottoman parlance), while the sultan resided in Bursa. 
Towards the end of the fourteenth century, as a result of the sudden 

enlargement of Ottoman territories in Anatolia, a second beylerbeyi 

was created. The office, which had been a general one, for the 

whole state, became territorialized: there was now one beylerbeyi for 

Rumeli and another for Anatolia, and they in time became gover- 

nors general for their regions. Soon followed a third beylerbeyi, this 

time for the north-central Anatolia region conquered at the very 

end of the century, called the province (vilayet) of Rum, centered at 

Sivas. The other two beylerbeyi resided at Sofia in Rumeli and at 
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Ankara, and later more often at Kütahya, in western Anatolia.® 

Increasingly in the course of the fifteenth century and espe- 

cially during the reign of Mehmed II (r. 1451-81), the military 

governors general were promoted to the office of vezir almost 

exclusively, though a rare learned bureaucrat vezir is still occa- 
sionally encountered as late as the early sixteenth century. The 

political-legal vezir of 1400 had become a political-military offi- 

cial, the sultan’s absolute deputy as commander and chief adminis- 

trator, by 1500.6 Indeed, in addition to the grand vezir, there were 

other vezirs at the capital, all from the military-administrative 
career. The vezirs were members of the sultan’s council (dvân-: 

humayun) which also included the two kadıaskers, the head of the 

financial bureau (defterdar) and the head of the chancery (nişancı). 

The council, under the direction of the sultan or, in his absence, of 

the grand vezir, deliberated on all matters of state, political and 

administrative, as well as serving as the high court of appeals, to 

which all subjects had access in principle. 

The Sultan’s Household 

The elevation of the role of the bey/sultan in Ottoman polity had 

as its main component the creation of an extensive household. 

Osman Bey’s modest establishment of a herd of sheep and a hand- 

ful of slaves and servants had given way, by 1400, to palaces in 

Edirne and Bursa where hundreds of slaves attended to the sultan’s 
needs. The royal household had an inner section (enderun) where 

palace pages served the sultan’s person while being in training for 

positions in the outer section (b7run).? In the bzrun organization 

the pages became, to give a few illustrations, palace gatekeepers 

(kapıcı), pursuivants (çavuş), officers of the stables (emirahur) and 

the royal band of musicians and of the tentsetters (emiralem). Such 

birun officials, as well as performing the duties indicated by their 

titles, also served as the sultan’s messengers and envoys to the 

provinces or even abroad. The most important officers of outer 
palace organization were the commanders of the various corps of 

‘the standing army, collectively called the kapıkulu, household 
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troops. The kapıkulu consisted originally of the infantry, yeniçeri 

( janissary), and regiments of the household cavalry, to which were 

added, in the course of the fifteenth century, armourers (cebeci), 

cannoneers (topgu) and cannon-carriagemen (top arabacıları). 

Around 1450 the sultan’s household troops numbered several 

thousand and the musket-bearing yeniçeri had already gained fame 

as a formidable force both in the Balkans and in eastern Anatolia. 
The household troops, indeed almost the whole of the sultan’s 

household, was made up of slaves. In this, as in most other insti- 
tutions, the Ottomans followed Islamic near-eastern states: from 

the eighth century on specially trained slaves from beyond the 

domains of Islam had formed the backbone of central armies from 
Bagdad to Andalusia, from Cairo to Delhi. Even in the earliest 

days of Osman’s enterprise the bey’s household included some 

slaves who served as military aids. In the second half of the four- 

teenth century, as the Ottoman bey tried to elevate his position in 

society vis-a-vis other leaders, especially those directing the raids of 

the akıncı in the Balkans, he undertook to enlarge his household. He 

claimed for himself one-fifth of the booty of his troops as bey’s right, 

to be paid either as one-fifth of the value, or, in the case of prisoners 

of war and other captives, by surrendering one out of five to the 
bey. These slaves were formed into the “new troops,” yeniçeri 

in Turkish and rendered janissary by Europeans, the sultan’s 

household troops and the first standing army of the state. 

For reasons still not clear but possibly having to do with the 

syncretic mood of a frontier zone, by the end of the century the 

Ottoman sultan started the practice, called devşirme, literally 

“gathering,” of recruiting the sturdy sons of his own non-Muslim 

subjects to serve in his household. These boys became Muslims, 

learned Turkish, and were trained to become soldiers; those who 

were good-looking and seemed capable were admitted to the 

palace inner service (enderun), given a well-rounded education and 

training, and, after a number of years, were sent forth from the 

palace to join the household cavalry regiments or other outer 

palace (bzrun) corps, and sometimes directly to take up positions in 
provincial administration. The longer a page served in the enderun, 

the higher the position he achieved in the bzrun or in the provinces. 
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The sultan’s slaves sent out to serve in provincial administration 

joined there men who held positions because their fathers were 
Ottoman officials, or who had served in other households, or even 

those who had risen from reaya, subject status, by volunteering to 

serve in the sultan’s campaigns. 



CHAPTER 2 

Provincial Administration 

THE OTTOMAN TERM for provincial administration, dirlik, is 

a very telling one. Dirlik literally means livelihood, illustrating the 

essential point of the system, that is, that it provided income for 

officers, who performed duties for the state. Dirlik denotes the state 

revenues in a particular locality allocated to an official; in the 

process of collecting those revenues from the sultan’s subjects the 

official supervised cultivation and other economic activities and 

also maintained public order in his particular locality. Part of his 

revenues consisted of fines collected for various crimes and trans- 
gressions. Most dirlik holders were military men; their primary 

obligation to the state was to take part in the sultan’s campaigns, 

paying for their expenses from the proceeds of their dirlik. The dirlik 

system, then, was a system of tax collection, provided peace and 

security in the provinces, and supported the main body of the 

Ottoman army. 

Inasmuch as the officers of the dirlik system, from the lowest- 

grade imar holder to the beylerbeyi, the provincial governor, were 

military men, there also existed what may be called a parallel 

and separate system of provincial administration. This second 

system was a legal-administrative one, manned by graduates of the 

medreses, colleges of religion and religious law. Various grades 

of these magistrates (kadı) were assigned to different size com- 

munities, but not in a hierarchical arrangement. Thus there were 

kadıs in cities which were seats of provinces and districts, in towns 
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where a zam or subaşı commanded, and in larger villages, all 

appointed by the kadzaskers at the center and all directly responsible 

to Istanbul. In addition to applying the serzat, Muslim law, in civil 
and commercial cases, the kadıs administered criminal law as it 

emanated from the sultan. The kadis also received and entered in 
their local court registers all imperial fermans and administrative 
rules and regulations. The execution of at least a portion of such 
orders was left in their hands. They were also charged with en- 

suring that correct procedures were followed by other officers. The 

kadıs, as well as the dirlik officers, were notified of the arrival in 

their locality of officials from Istanbul and were asked to facilitate 

the performance of their various tasks, from tax collection to 

special investigations. In many cases, especially in the application 

of criminal law, the magistrates and the dirlik officers cooperated, 

even collaborated. Basically, however, they represented two differ- 

ent traditions, the military and the legal, and operated in different 

spheres. 

Dirliks came in different sizes, according to the rank and 

position of the officers receiving them. It is customary to classify 

dırliks according to their yield: a “mar produced revenues up to 

20,000 akçes; a zeamet from 20,000 to 100,000 akçes; a dirlik with 

revenues above 100,000 akçes was called a has. While this classifi- 

cation is used in all standard works on Ottoman history, it is 

unsatisfactory. For one thing, the limits of yield for each type of 

dırlık seem to have crystallized only in the sixteenth century; for 

earlier periods the registers report zeamets yielding less than, or 
tumars with revenues greater than, 20,000 akçes.! Indeed, in addi- 

tion to meaning the smallest dirlik grant, the term imar was also 

used in a general sense, as a synonym for dırlık.? 

Consideration of the original meanings of the terms used for 

different levels of dirlzks and establishing their functional differenti- 

ation will present a clearer picture. J¢mar means horse-grooming; 

by extension it came to denote revenues sufficient for any cavalry- 

man but especially one who was otherwise untitled and without 

rank.? As it was given to the lowest grade of provincial cavalrymen, 

a (imar was the smallest in yield and consisted of village-level 
revenues.4 <eamet, on the other hand, was granted to a zaim, a 
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commander; it was a derlik that supported a middle-level officer 

who deserved a larger grant, made up of town-level revenues, but 
also including rural revenues from areas around the towns. The 
zeamet holder, it follows, was a town commander, subaşı in Turkish.5 
Finally, has means ‘set aside for,’ ‘reserved for.’ These were the 
largest groupings of revenues granted to the highest ranking offi- 
cials, not only the beylerbeyi (province governor) and sancakbeyi 

(district governor) in provincial administration, but also to vezirs 
at the capital. Provincial revenues reserved for the sultan himself 
were termed havass-1 humayun, imperial reserves. Sources of highly 

concentrated tax revenues were included in the has, specifically all 

urban revenues not devoted to vakıfs. Customs receipts of the most 

important ports and yields of all mining operations were reserved 

for the sultan’s has. 
Functionally, aside from the type of revenue source in terms of 

settlement size, there was an even more basic distinction between 

timar and zeamet on one hand and the fas on the other. Timars and 

zeamets were self-contained units in an administrative sense; the 

authority of the tamar or zeamet holder was coextensive with the 

limits of his dirlik. There was no hierarchical relationship between 

the two; that is, the zeamet was essentially a larger tzmar and the zam 

had no authority over holders of lesser dirliks. For a zaim or a imar 

holder his dirlik and his office were the same. 
A has, however, was not an office, but merely the revenues 

allocated for a particular office, the authority of which went beyond 

the limits of the dirlik and included in its purview lesser offices and 

dirliks. At the top the sultan, for example, had his own imperial Aas, 

but he was obviously the ruler of the whole empire. The beylerbeyz 

had his Aas concentrated mostly in one district (sancak) of his 

province, the governor’s seat, but his authority extended through- 

out the province. So also the sancakbeyi, the district governor, had 

only a portion of his district’s revenues allocated to him as his has 

but was the governor of the whole district. In terms of admin- 

istration, the correspondance between dirlik, source of revenue, 

and office disappeared at the sancak level. On one hand a sancak 
(district) included lesser dirliks within its boundaries; on the other 

hand larger administrative divisions, provinces, were made up of 
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groups of sancaks; it is in this sense that the sancak was the basic unit 

of provincial administration.® 

The Sancak 

The original meaning of the term sancak is “banner” or “standard” 
and, by extension, “command.” Even when the term came to be 

applied to a particular region, it was used in the sense of command 

of that distinct. The sancakbeyi, district governor, was primarily the 

commander of the provincial cavalry, the dirltk holders of his 
district. Indeed, especially in the earlier centuries, the same officer 

was sometimes mentioned specifically as “atlu sancakbeyi,” cavalry 

commander.’ As late as the fifteenth century when the primary 
connotation of sancak had become administrative district, we find 

the term used to refer to the provincial troops in various districts.8 

As administrative districts, sancak boundaries reflected pre- 

Ottoman administrative divisions and geographical realities. 

The number of sancaks has remained remarkably stable through 

the centuries, even into republican times. The number of vlayets 
(provinces) in modern Turkey, especially in western and northern 

Anatolia, is practically the same as the number of sancaks in 
fifteenth-century Anatolia. 

An Ottoman sancak was a district encompassing, at a rough 

estimate, an area of several thousand square miles and a popu- 

lation of perhaps a hundred thousand on the average. Although 

the figures varied considerably from one sancak to another, a dis- 

trict included about a dozen zeamets and perhaps a hundred timars. 
The significance of the sancak as an administrative unit is best 

illustrated by the fact that provincial regulations (kanunnames) were 

prepared separately for each sancak, and each sancak was the subject 

of provincial cadastral surveys.® When a new sancak was estab- 

lished, a list of regulations, mainly dealing with tax rates, market 

dues, and other fees, was drawn up. Often the regulations took into 

account conditions and practices existing in that region before 

Ottoman conquest. In other cases standard Ottoman practice was 
introduced to the newly established sancak. Increasingly in the 
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sixteenth century, when a typically Ottoman set of regulations 

came to be recognized, there was a sustained effort to discourage 
varying local customs in order to achieve a greater degree of 

consistency from one region to the next. In some cases the kdnunname 
stated that the new subjects specifically asked that Ottoman rules 

and regulations by applied to them rather than maintain earlier 
usages.’ Also in the sixteenth century, when fairly extensive ter- 

ritories were conquered all at once, and possibly also with a view to 

eliminating local variations, a single kanunname was issued for a 

group of sancaks. Thus, for example, there was one kanunname for all 

the sancaks of the province of Erzurum, and at the other extreme of 

the empire one for four sancaks of Hungary." 

An economic survey (¢ahrir) of the district was next drawn up, 
listing all the human and economic resources, town by town, village 

by village. On the basis of the rates indicated in the kanunname 

and the population and production figures obtained in the eco- 

nomic survey, the tax liability of persons and communities were 

estimated and entered in the ¢ahrir registers. These detailed (mufas- 

sal) registers, which specified what the state could expect to receive 

from her subjects, then formed the basis for another type of register, 

the summary (icmal, or sometimes miicmel) register, showing how 

the state revenues were to be apportioned. The icmal registers, in 

other words, listed all the dzrliks of the sancak, from the has allocated 

to the sancakbeyi, to the zeamets and timars. If the sancak was a 

productive one, it could include imperial dirliks (havass-2 humayun) 

and revenues forming part of the governor general’s (beylerbeyi ) has, 

in addition to what he received in his own sancak, the seat of the 

province. 

It was noted above that while in the case of mars and zeamets 

the dirlik and the office were coextensive, in the case of has the 

authority of the office went beyond the boundaries of the areas 

allotted to the dirlik of the high-level officer. In the has of the 

sancakbeyi, however, were included the revenues not only of specific 

cities, towns, and rural areas, but also some revenues which orig- 

inated in all parts of his district. Thus the correlation between dirlik 

and office was preserved, although to a lesser extent than in the 
case of smaller dirlzks. A consideration of the constituent parts of a 
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sancakbeyi’s has, therefore, might shed some light on the nature of 

the authority of district governors. 

The Sancakbeyi and His Has 

At the outset we have to clear a problem concerning official 
revenues allotted to sancakbeyis. Obviously, different sancakbeyis 
deserved and were given different levels of revenue. An officer just 
promoted to sancakbeyi rank usually received 150,000 akges in 

annual revenue; around the middle of the sixteenth century this 

minimum seems to have been raised to 200,000 akges. Through the 

years the sancakbeyi received raises as he was moved to different 

sancaks. He also received merit raises, usually on the occasion of 

extraordinary effectiveness in campaigns, while he was at the same 

post. Both seniority and merit raises came to roughly 10 percent of 

the officer’s revenues. A senior sancakbeyi, after a fairly long career 

at that rank, received 500,000 or 600,000 akçes per year. 

Sancaks, too, varied in prosperity, productivity, and strategic 
importance. Certain sancaks, such as Kırkkilise in Thrace and 
Kocaeli in northwestern Anatolia, were usually granted with low- 

level has yields, about 200,000 akçes, while Bosna and Silistre, for 

example, both in the Balkans, were granted with has revenues of 

more than 500,000 akçes. Obviously junior sancakbeyis were ap- 

pointed to sancaks on the order of Kirkkilise and Kocaeli, while the 

most experienced and highly regarded officers were rewarded with 
appointments to the like of Bosna and Silistre. Between these two 

extremes, however, were most sancaks which differed little from one 

another. One sancakbeyi might hold the sancak of Vidin, for ex- 

ample, at 300,000 akçes and he might be shifted to Kayseri at 

320,000 akçes. The previous governor of Kayseri might have been 

receiving only 250,000 akçes, and, if it happened that he was then 

appointed to Vidin, he might still receive the same amount. To 

continue with our illustration, the new appointee to Vidin might 

receive a merit raise a year later and then hold the same sancak at an 

increased revenue, say 270,000 akçes. In most cases, in other words, 

the has of the sancakbeyi depended on what the person deserved and 
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less on the sancak, with the obvious exceptions of the least and the 

most important sancaks. 

The problem should by now be evident. Inasmuch as the same 

sancak was granted to different beys with varying has revenues, since 

the amount of the Aas was determined according to the appointee 

and not according to the post, how can we treat sancakbeyi revenues 

at particular posts in any systematic manner?!? How can we hope 

to establish the component parts of a sancakbeyi has if the figure is 

capable of changing from one appointee to another, indeed even 

for the same person from one year to the next? 

In theory the problem can be resolved once we ascertain that 

indeed in each sancak there were revenues set aside for the governor, 

whoever he might be. If he deserved more than this standard 

amount, such specific revenues might be augmented. It might even 

be that most appointees to a district received more than was 
reserved in that sancak for the governor. Still, there was a core 

portion in each sancak specific to the governors appointed there. 

This core portion was usually called sancak hasılı, literally the yield 

of the sancak, obviously not meaning all revenues generated in that 

district but those revenues reserved for the district governor, even 

though his total Aas might be larger. 

That there existed a “yield of the district” reserved for ap- 

pointees to a particular post needs to be documented. Mention 

must be made, because it has been published and is quoted widely, 

of Ayni Ali’s report on Ottoman provincial administration where 

the has in each sancak is listed (see appendix 1). This work, how- 

ever, dates from the early seventeenth century when the system of 

provincial administration was in flux; furthermore, the author 

consulted registers much earlier than his time to prepare his report. 

Evidence should be drawn fresh, from earlier sources. 

The expression used in the earliest surviving provincial reg- 

ister, dating from 1431, implies that there was a has reserved for 

the governor, but it may not be deemed conclusive.!? For more 

specific references let us consider several consecutive appointments 
to Kayseri sancak, entered in the late-fifteenth-century dırlık grant 

register, MAD 17893. The first appointee (p. 26) was a Kasim Bey, 
son of Hızır Paşa, whose total has was increased to 405,881 akçes 
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with additions to the standard yield (the expression used here is 
hasha-ı liva) of 250,575 akçes. Shortly thereafter a Mehmed Bey was 

appointed to Kayseri (p. 26) but the has figure was not entered. 
Again a short time later Mehmed Bey was dismissed because he 

was infirm (malul) and the sancak was granted to Sinan Bey, tutor 

(lala) of prince Sultan Ahmed (p. 46). The district’s yield (here 

hasıl-ı liva) of 250,575 was augmented to 372,335 akges for Sinan 

Bey. For the next two appointments (pp. 176 and 248) only the 

names of the appointees and the total has of 400,000 akçes are 
entered; the standard yield is not specified. 

A further example is drawn from a governor’s appointment 

register, KK 262, dating from the 1580s.14 The sancak of Prizrin was 

granted to Hızır Bey, who had previously held Vilcitrin district 

with revenues of 340,620 akçes; he took out an imperial diploma of 

office (berat) at his new post, which specified that the standard has 

of Prizrin amounting to 281,642 akges had been augmented to 
348,610 akçes in his case (liva-2 mezburun [Prizrin] 281,642 akçelik 

haslari[n] ber vech-i tekmil 348,610 akçe ile berat eyledi). These ex- 

amples establish that the standard yield of Kayseri around 1485 

was 250,575 akçes and that of Prizrin around 1580 was 281,642 

akçes, although the fas granted a specific sancakbeyi might be much 

higher, about 25 percent in the Prizrin example and as much as 60 

percent in Kayseri, to bring the standard yield to a level com- 

mensurate with what each appointee personally deserved. 

It is the standard yield of a sancak, not the has granted a 
particular holder of that post, that should ideally form the basis for 

a consideration of district governors’ revenues as an indication of 
their authority. Having said this, I have to admit it cannot be done, 

for it is practically impossible to determine the component parts of 

the standard yield in a sufficient number of cases to allow a 

meaningful statistical analysis. We can tell, from the examples 

cited above, that the sancak hasılı, the core portion of the revenues 

granted to all incumbents at a certain sancak, did exist, but its 

composition is not given. Even in zcmal defters, the summary district 

registers that enumerate all the dirlik grants in a sancak, the has 

entered for the sancakbeyi is not the standard yield but all revenues 
allocated to the particular governor in office at the time the register 
was drawn up. 
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It is true that in some zcmal registers the has is recorded in two 

sections, the first labeled hasha-1 kadım (old has) and the second 

hasha-ı cedid (new has) or simply “additions” (ilhak). A study of how 

a has changes, however, shows that hasha-1 kadim is not the same as 

the standard yield (sancak hasılı) but only the has held by the 

previous appointee, the existing has, which may be changed ac- 

cording to the figure the new appointee is to be allotted. The has 

given in appendix 3 may serve as an example in this context. 
There we note that when Murad Bey was appointed sancakbeyi 

of Alacahisar (Kruşevaç in Macedonia), he was given a raise of 

30,000 akçes over the existing has, labeled hasha-ı kadim, of 218,980 

akçes bringing the total to 252,180. About a year later Murad Bey 

deserved a merit raise of another 30,000 akçes, thus his income went 

up to 280,000 akçes. However, in the process Murad Bey also 

requested and was granted some changes in the original portion of 

his has, the hasha-ı kadim. Two villages included in the hasha-ı kadim, 

complained Murad Bey, were too far from the other areas he held 

as parts of his has, making tithing difficult. These two villages were 

taken out of the original portion of 218,980, bringing it down to 

205,335 akçes. The figure he held before the second raise, too, went 

down by the same amount; he held only 238, 835 from the hasha-1 

kadim. In other words, both the original portion of 218,980 akçes 

and the Aas, before the second raise, of 252,180, were later referred 

as hasha-ı kadim. The conclusion is that hasha-ı kadim did not refer to 

any unchanging specific figure and therefore cannot be taken as a 

substitute for the standard yield of the district. 

As the standard yield of Ottoman sancaks cannot be deter- 

mined, we have to base our observations on the nature of the 

sancakbeyi's has on evidence more readily available, that is, on the 

has entries in summary registers (2emal defters). As mentioned, such 

entries record actual grants to specific governors, including any 

raises they may have been given. Inasmuch as raises or other 

additions were usually made up of the revenues of villages in 

various parts of the sancak, the has entries in district registers show a 

higher proportion of rural revenues than would the standard yields 

of districts, had we been able to ascertain them. Nevertheless, even 

this material shows conclusively that in an overwhelming majority 

of sancaks a very high percentage of the governor’s has consisted 
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of urban revenues and certain revenues the governor collected 

throughout his sancak.1> There were two types of exception. In 
some districts, mostly in Albania and in central Greece, where 

there simply were not many cities or towns, the percentage of rural 

revenues was obviously higher. Even in such districts, however, an 
effort was made to include the revenues of bigger villages in the has. 
At the other extreme were highly urbanized sancaks like Halep 

(Aleppo), Alaiye, and Teke with important international com- 

mercial centers. In such areas the considerable customs levies 
and other urban revenues were included in the imperial reserves 
(havass-ı humayun) or in the governor general’s has or both. In such 

cases, too, to supplement the urban revenues at the sancakbeyı's 
disposal, revenues of relatively larger villages were allocated to 

him. 

Convenience partially accounts for the fact that relatively 

bigger sources of revenue were set aside for holders of important 

offices. Obviously it would have been cumbersome for the sultan to 

have to receive his income from many towns and villages scattered 

throughout the empire; similarly the sancakbeyi and his men would 

have to spend too much time and effort to collect revenues, in small 

sums, from many different and far-flung villages.!8 But this would 

be a partial explanation only. Perhaps a more important consider- 

ation was that larger sources of revenue should remain undivided 
and in the control ofa high-level official with sufficient authority to 
do this effectively. An urban source of revenue, the proceeds from 

various urban industries, for example, if divided into several tzmars, 

would have no clear line of authority over it. But if that source of 

revenue were placed in the hands of the sancakbeyi, he could super- 

vise the functioning of the economic activity that produced the tax 

revenue while collecting his revenue. Similarly, if the various 

revenues of an urban center were to be divided among several 

officials, the political authority in that town would be blurred. 
Urban revenues were allocated to governors because, in ad- 

dition to convenience in revenue collection, the highest official 

should control the biggest centers. The governor’s authority in his 

district, then, was primarily exercised in relatively large centers, 

where he received revenues from the marketplace, port activities, 
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bridge tolls, mills, and manufacturing establishments.17 The head 

tax on non-Muslims (cizye), too, was sometimes left to the san- 

cakbeyt.18 Perhaps it is not surprising in a preindustrial society 
that taxes on agricultural produce in and near the city—on vine- 

yards, orchards, vegetable patches, grain fields, and fisheries— 

constituted a significant portion of urban revenues. Another 
important category of income in urban centers consisted of various 

fines the governor collected in the process of keeping order and 
security in his district. Such revenues, called nzyabet, comprised not 

only fines on crimes and transgressions (ciirm ve cinayet), but also of 

incidental levies (bad-1 hava) such as fines for stray cattle and 

rewards for the apprehension of escaped slaves. 
Niyabet revenues in amount were by no means the most 

substantial portion of the governor’s income. It was rather the 

nature of nzyabet revenues that made them important. The term 
nuyabet literally means “deputyship,” referring to the fact that the 

governors, indeed all officials of the dirlik system, were deputies of 

the sultan in the realm, representing his political authority in 

keeping internal security, especially through the apprehension and 

punishment of criminals. In one province of the empire, Karaman, 

originally one of the frontier beyliks of post-Selçuklu Anatolia and 

the last of such states to be incorporated into the Ottoman realm, 

having been finally conquered in the 1460s, with its relatively long 

independent existence as an area having regulations and official 

terminology somewhat different than those elsewhere in the lands 

then included in the empire, niyabet revenues were termed adet-1 

emirane, governor’s dues.!® The term emirane is a much more direct 

reference to political authority than niyabet, and the identity of the 

real content of the two terms allows us to establish with certainty 

what exactly was meant by the “deputyship” expressed in nzyabet. 

The process of the collection of nzyabet revenues or governor’s 

dues is important in two other ways. The apprehension, prose- 

cution, and punishment of criminals was a process in which the 

military-administrative authorities, officials of the dirlik system, 
were required to cooperate closely with the kadis, the magistrates 

representing the sultan’s legal authority. The military authorities 
brought suspects to court, the kads tried them in accordance with 
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the sultan’s law (kanun), and punishment was administered by the 

dirlik officials. The two parallel systems thus complemented each 

other, as well as balancing each other’s authority. Furthermore, 
the governor collected niyabet revenues not only in those areas, 

urban as well as rural, directly included in his has but also else- 
where in his district, receiving half of the nzyabet revenues collected 
in timars throughout his district. All has, zeamets, and certain bigger 

tmars, those given to holders of specific military posts such as 

fortress commanders (dizdar) and troop leaders (alaybeyı), were 

termed “free” (serbest) in this respect: the holders collected and 

kept for themselves all nzyabet dues in their dırlıks. But the lesser 

timar holders, termed “non-free” (gayr ez serbest), shared equally 

their nzyabet revenues with the district governor.? It should be 

pointed out that even in “free” timars the district governor retained 

the authority to investigate and punish in cases involving relatively 
serious crimes.2! Such niyabet revenues the sancakbeyi received 

throughout the district, as opposed to those he collected within 

areas directly allocated to him, were termed niyabet-i il. 

By inclusion of nzyabet-i il within the governor’s has, an attempt 

was made to achieve some measure of correspondence between the 

office of governor and his has, a correspondence which existed more 

fully for smaller dirliks and which is the underlying logic of the dirlik 

system. In other ways as well this correspondence was established 

for the sancakbeyi: at least in the fifteenth century the governor 

received a share of the basic tax on the landholding peasants, the 
yoke tax (¢2ft resmi), again from non-free t2mars.?? Finally, in areas 

where there were nomads in addition to the stable population, the 

various taxes and dues levied on the nomads accrued to the gover- 
nor of the district rather than being apportioned among lesser 

dırlıks. Because taxes on nomads had to be levied not on individuals 
but on groups, clans, or tribes, moving together, an official of high 

standing was needed to deal with them. And because the migration 

routes of nomadic groups took them through various parts of a 

district, even into several districts; this, too, brought them under 

the direct supervision of the district governor. 

Through the revenues allocated to him, then, the governor 

came in direct contact with three groups of subjects: the urban and 

peasant population included in his has; the reaya of non-free timars, 
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through sharing nzyabet dues and the yoke tax; and the nomadic 

groups who lived within his district or who seasonally passed 

through it. The reaya on lands included in other officials’ has, in 

zeamets, or in free timars, on the other hand, were not subject to his 

authority, nor was the reaya of freehold (mülk) or pious foundation 

(vakf ) lands. It also happened sometimes that part of a governor’s 

revenues accrued to him from holdings included in a different 

district; such holdings would be “free” vis-a-vis the governor of 

that district. Fairly rare until 1500, this situation became increas- 
ingly widespread in the course of the sixteenth century. We shall 

take up this development later; here it is sufficient to note that fora 

governor to have has holdings in a different district goes directly 

against the logic of the dirlik system, which was to achieve as great a 

degree of correspondence as possible between a particular office 

and revenues allocated to the holder of that post. 

Inasmuch as there was a body of reaya not under the direct 

authority of a governor, the dirlik system cannot truly be con- 

sidered provincial administration. The parallel system, through 

magistrates (kad:), was much more comprehensive in that it 

reached all the reaya in more systematic fashion. In other words, 

while there may have been parts of a given district under the 

authority of a military official outside that district, in terms of the 

legal-administrative system the whole of the district was appor- 

tioned into subdivisions, called kaza, each under the purview of a 

particular kadı.” 
Although a sancakbeyi may not have had direct dealings with 

all the subjects in his district, he had other administrative duties as 

part of his standing as governor of the whole district. He was 

obliged, for example, to assist government officials coming to his 

district from the center on special duty and to provide any facilities 

they might reguire.2 The central government also asked gover- 

nors, as representatives of the state, to undertake special investi- 

gations or to resolve various administrative, legal, or security 

problems.2 It was the duty of governors of frontier districts to 

ensure that relations with neighboring states were conducted in 

accordance with existing agreements.?® They could also carry out 

contacts with other states on their own initiative.”’ 
As pointed out at the outset, the dirlik system was primarily a 
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military organization, allowing for a provincial army of cavalry- 
men to be maintained efficiently on revenues, in cash and in kind, 
collected at the source. The position of the governors in Otto- 
man polity is therefore best studied in their role as military 
commanders, in the original connotation as beys of sancaks, i.e., 

“commands.” 
One aspect of the military character of the dirlik system was 

that the dirlik was meant not only for the holder’s own livelihood, 

but also for support of retinues of each dirlik holder. The smallest 
standard timar was the amount sufficient for the holder to maintain 
his horse and his arms and to allow him to join campaigns paying 

all his own expenses. If a dirlik holder was granted double this 

minimum, he was required to maintain and bring to campaigns an 

additional fully-armed horseman, called a cebelii. Around 1500 this 

standard minimum seems to have been about 3,000 akges. For each 

additional 3,000 akçes of income the tzmar holder maintained one 

more cebelü in his retinue. For holders of high dirliks, the ratio was 

one cebelü per 5,000 akçes of income.2 Dirlik holders were also 

required to bring along on campaigns their own equipment in 

addition to horses, arms, and armor. The imar holder, if he had 

two or three men in his little household, brought his own tent. The 

sancakbeyi, depending on his income, might have fifty to one 

hundred men in his retinue, and his baggage would comprise 

several tents of various types and sizes, cooking utensils, and other 

eguipment.? The sancakbeyi, then, was the commander of the dirlik 

holders and all their retinues. 
Not only did the sancakbeyi lead the cavalry of his district to 

battle, but he was also a key figure in the functioning of the dirlik 

system. The position of the sancakbeyi as commander of the dirlik 

holders of his sancak is symbolized by the fact that the wedding dues 

(resm-t arusane) of the imar holder’s daughters were paid to the 

governor.*° This authority was exercised in the disciplining of the 

dirlik holders under him, either directly by the sancakbeyi or, upon 

his recommendation, by higher authorities.3! The governor’s 

recommendation was also necessary for the dismissal of a dirlik 

holder from his tzmar, as punishment for grave transgressions.32 

In appendix 3, in the course of a discussion of the granting of 
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and changes in a district governor’s has, we note that it was the 

sancakbeyi himself who reported to the beylerbeyi”s office vacant tzmars 

that could be incorporated in his own holdings. In the case of some 
tumars the previous owner had died; in other cases, however, the 

sancakbeyi cited dereliction of duty on the part of the témar holder as 

cause of dismissal. (See appendix 3, Synopsis and Comments.) On 

the same facsimiles from the dirlik-grant register there are further 

examples, instructive but not transliterated, because they did not 

constitute part of the governor’s has. On f. 627b there are three 

entries of t2mar assignments. The first entry records a timar granted 

to Mehmed bin Hacı, previously held by Celal, with the expla- 

nation that the sancakbeyı first reported that Celal was deceased, 

and second that Mehmed was indeed a son (sahih çelebi oğlu) of 

Hacı, a deceased tzmar holder, therefore deserving a timar himself. 

The sancakbeyi is here shown making recommendations both for 

dismissal and for granting. The other entries, however, indicate 
that other officials also played a role in the #mar-granting process, 

at least in special circumstances. In the second entry, again on 

f. 627b, we learn that Nasuh bin Hasan Subaşı was dismissed from 

his é¢mar, on 26 Şevval 948, on the sancakbeyi's report that he “went 

home on the pretext of replenishing his funds” (harçlık bahanesiyle 

evine gidiib . . .) five months earlier and had not attended the defense 

of Buda. The last entry on the same page, however, records that 

this Nasuh bin Hasan Subaşı was granted a tzmar with equivalent 

yield but in another district a month later, on 28 Zilkade 948, upon 

bringing a report from the kad: of his subdistrict (kadisindan arz 

getiriib .. .) attesting that Nasuh had been ill and confined to bed for 

a long time (haylt zamandan marız ve sahib-i firas olub ...), but that he 

was well again and ready for imperial service (halıya tfakat bulub girü 

hidemat-ı padişahiye geldüğin ...). Here it is a magistrate who is 

instrumental in the reinstitution of a dismissed tzmar holder. The 
crucial difference between the role of the sancakbeyi and that of the 

kadı should be noted. While a sancakbeyi, as an officer of the provin- 

cial cavalry, recommended dismissal or bestowal, the kad: merely 

reported the facts in his capacity as magistrate, as he might have 

done in any other matter, civil, commercial, or criminal. 

Finally, f. 710a contains two rather special examples. Here, 
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the persons granted mars happened to be close to the governor 

general of the province, Bali Paşa, in whose name the dirlik-grant 

register was kept and the appointment certificates (tezkere), subject 
to the sultan’s approval, were issued. The first, Mustafa bin 
Kemal, was a relative (hzys, akraba) of the beylerbeyi, and the second, 

Ayas Voyvoda, a member of his household (merdiim, adam). In these 

examples, special as they are, there is no mention of a sancakbeyt 

recommendation; the beylerbeyi made the grants directly. That the 

district governor was bypassed in these cases, however, seem to 

have been an exception due to the special circumstances of the 

persons involved. 

The sancakbeyi, then, was the immediate supervisor of the 

provincial cavalry. He was assisted in this job by an alaybeyi, troop 

leader, and by the subaşıs, commanders of the subdistricts. In times 

of campaigns, the troops of the district collected under his banner, 

his sancak in the original connotation. In battle the sultan or the 

field commander sometimes gave a sancak specific duties; a sancak, 

therefore, was a discreet unit capable of performing particular 

tasks. Nevertheless, the usual order of battle for sancaks of a pro- 

vince was to march together under the command of the beylerbeyi. 
We have, then, to consider the authority of the governor general in 

order to place the sancakbeyi in proper perspective. 

The Beylerbeyi and the Province 

In the fourteenth century the sancak was the only territorial division 

in Ottoman lands and the beylerbeyi, at the time the office first 
emerged, was the commander-in-chief of all provincial troops. By 
the end of the century two other beylerbeyi came into being and the 

office was territorialized. In the 1460s a fourth beylerbeyi was created 

and as late as the beginning of the sixteenth century only four 

beylerbeyi were in command of the provinces of Rumeli (Balkan 

districts), Anadolu (west and north-central Anatolia districts), 

Rum (northeastern Anatolia districts), and Karaman (central and 

southern Anatolia districts). Then, as a result of vast territorial 

conquests from the 1510s through the 1530s the number of pro- 
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vinces rose to about fifteen. During this time the sancak remained 

the principle administrative unit and state regulations, dealing 

both with the reaya and the provincial cavalry, underscored this 

position. Kanunnames and cadastral surveys were prepared for each 

district, in recognition of the significance of regional variations in 

geography and customs.33 More specifically, in dealing with the 

subjects, the criminal code required that a culprit be tried and 

punished in the district where the crime had been committed.*4 In 

terms of the dirlik system, too, the integrity of the district was 

emphasized, not only by requiring mar holders to reside in the 

district where their #mar was located, but also by stipulating that 

vacant (mars in a district be granted only to cavalrymen who had 
previously held tzmars there.35 

The province, then, was a collection of districts, and the 

governor general was the commander of all the district governors. 

But in effect the governor general, too, was a sancakbeyi, inasmuch 

as the chief district of the province was his own preserve. The fairly 

sharp distinctions among lower ranks did not quite obtain between 

the sancakbeyi and the beylerbeyi ranks. In terms of pay, for example, 

the lowest grade subaşı received about ten times the yield of the 

smallest t¢mar, and the most inexperienced sancakbeyi held ten times 

the revenues of the smallest zeamet. On the other hand, the dif- 

ference between the lowest sancak has, 150,000—200,000 akçes, and 

the lowest beylerbeyi has, 600,000 akçes was only about fourfold. The 

income of an experienced sancakbeyi could exceed 500,000 akges 

while the highest ranking beylerbeyi did not receive much beyond a 

million akçes. The distinction in title, too, between bey and paşa, was 

not yet clearly established in the early sixteenth century, when 

many beylerbeyi still held the rank of bey (see appendix |, section B). 

The authority of the beylerbeyi over the province manifested 

itself primarily in terms of military organization.* In battle the 

troops of a province usually marched together under the beylerbeyi's 

command. In terms of the operation of the dirlik system, some of the 
sultan’s prerogatives were delegated to the governor general. In 

addition to records and registers kept in Istanbul in the imperial 

palace, each beylerbeyi kept copies of the dirlik registers and also a 

dirlik grant register where changes in titles to dirliks were entered.*’ 
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At each provincial seat two officials, both of zaim rank, assisted the 

beylerbeyi in the supervision of dirlik grants, one a (imar defterdarı, 
intendant of timar registers, and the other imar (sometimes defter) 

kethüdası, steward of the zeamet holders. The beylerbeyi had the 

authority to effect (mar grants, usually on the recommendation of 

the sancakbeyi, and issue appointment certificates (tezkere), which 

were sent to Istanbul for approval and issuance of the imperial 

diploma of office (berat-1 humayun). Again, upon the recommenda- 

tion of the sancakbeyis, the beylerbeyi dismissed tzmar holders deserv- 
ing of punishment, subject to the sultan’s approval. Furthermore, 
the beylerbeyi could grant small timars on his own authority without 

notifying the central government.39 Higher dirlik grants, however, 

certainly all sancakbeyi appointments, were made directly by the 

sultan. 
Inasmuch as there were revenues in each province, though 

not necessarily in each district of a province, reserved for the sultan 

(havass-t humayun), there was another official, also of zazm rank, in 

each provincial capital, called hazine (sometimes mal) defterdar, in 

charge of such revenues. Although the dirlik officials mentioned 

above, as well as the hazine defterdan, were appointed by the sultan 

and were not members of the beylerbeyi's personal retinue, the hazine 

defterdarı was even more independent of the beylerbeyi since he was 

not involved in the dirlik system. All these officials, with the ad- 

dition of the kad: of the provincial capital, sat under the beylerbeyi in 

the provincial council (devan), a replica of the imperial council in 
Istanbul. 

Both in the center and in the provinces, then, the highest 

authority was entrusted to the representatives of the military- 

administrative tradition, the grand vezir and the beylerbeyi respec- 

tively. Separate departments and traditions of administration were 

represented in both the imperial and the provincial council. In the 

imperial council sat the nzsanct, head of the chancery and specialist 

in sultanic laws and regulations and the defterdar, high treasurer, 

representing the two branches of the bureaucracy, in addition to 

the two kadaskers, heads of the legal-administrative system. The 

corresponding representatives on the provincial council were the 
tımar defterdarı, the timar kethüdası, the hazine defterdarı, and the kadı. 
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All these officials rose within their own departments and traditions 

and were directly appointed by the sultan; nevertheless the military- 

administrative officers were ascendant, they “chaired” the meet- 

ings, so to speak. If the exact authority of the grand vezir and of the 

beylerbeyi over the other bureaus was somewhat ambiguous, this was 

deliberate, for ultimately all authority was in the hands of the 
sultan. 
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CHAPTER 3 

The Umera Status 

EVER SINCE MACHIAVELLI cited the Ottoman empire as the 

prime example of a government “by a prince and his servants,” in 

modern terms a bureaucratic empire, as opposed to a government 

“by a prince and by barons,” a feudal state exemplified by the 

France of his day, European political commentators have been 
intrigued by the structure of the Ottoman state, so different from 

anything known in their own political traditions.! In Machiavelli’s 
comments on the Ottoman system there is neither praise nor 

derogation: he merely wishes to distinguish between the two types 

of state to show that while the first would be difficult to conquer, 

but easy to hold once conquered, the opposite would be true in the 

case of the feudal state, easier to conquer but more difficult to 

control. The key difference, according to Machiavelli, is in the 

personnel of the state: in the Ottoman empire the officers are “all 

slaves, and dependent” on the sultan; the French king, on the other 

hand, “is surrounded by a large number of ancient nobles.” A few 

generations later Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecg, twice ambassador of 

Charles V to the court of Suleiman the Magnificient, thus a first- 

hand observer of the Ottoman state, made a similar distinction, 

but in a different context, between the European rulers, dependent 

on their nobility, and the Ottoman sultan, master of his slaves in 

public offices. Busbecq commented that the lack of a blood- 
nobility in the system allowed the sultan to pick his slaves and 
advance them according to their abilities; the system was a meritoc- 
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racy where there was no impediment to the rise of any man to the 

highest offices other than his own capacity.?2 The shepherd who 
rose to become an illustrious grand vezir was a figure that never 
ceased to fascinate European observers. 

What in the Ottoman empire surprised the Renaissance 

observers was actually a feature which had long been established in 
Islamic near-eastern states. The extensive use of specially trained 

slaves, mamluks, for military-administrative purposes had started 

during the Abbasid empire in Baghdad in the ninth century; from 
that time most, ifnot all, Islamic states had a similar institution; on 

at least two occasions, in the thirteenth century in Egypt and in 

India, the mamluks established states of their own where even the 

sultan was chosen from their ranks.3 Slaves to be trained as 
administrators had to be non-Muslims, for a Muslim could not 

become a slave (although a slave could, and was normally 
expected to, become a Muslim and remain a slave). Nor could the 

non-Muslim inhabitants of a Muslim state be taken as slaves, for 

they had a definite legal status as zimmis, certainly not equal to 

Muslim citizens, but nevertheless one which accorded them certain 

rights and guarantees, including personal freedom. The tradi- 

tional source of slaves of the state was, therefore, outside Islamic 

lands: prisoners of war from among non-Muslim enemies, slaves 

sold at the slave market, or presented by friendly or vassal rulers. 

The Ottomans, from around 1400, started to levy children from 

their own non-Muslim subjects: this practice did not agree with 

established customs of Islamic states or with Islamic law, but the 

Ottomans did it and were not challenged on legal grounds. The 

practice, called devşirme, of levying children within Ottoman lands 

had an advantage over other sources of slaves in that it afforded a 

considerable degree of selection in recruitment for the system. It 

probably explains why, even though the devşirme supplied only 

about a third of the total number of slaves introduced into the 
Ottoman system, most slaves who rose highest in the ranks were of 
devşirme origin 4 

The purpose of the mamluk institution was, of course, precisely 
to avoid the development of a blood-nobility and to maintain a 

hand-picked, well-trained group of officials absolutely loyal to the 

ruler. Their loyalty would be assured because, theoretically, the 
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mamluks, cut off from their roots, were left with no ties but to their 

master. İn reality the mamluks did develop ties among themselves, 
based upon common experiences after they became slaves, or on 

shared or similar ethnic and regional backgrounds; nor were 
they ever completely cut off from their original homelands.5 

Furthermore, contemporary European observers, in their enthu- 

slasm for the distinctive and different aspects of the Ottoman 
system, overlooked one of its major features; namely that slaves 

were by no means the only source of manpower for the Ottoman 

military-administrative establishment. 

Although it never reached the proportions of a true blood- 

nobility, the Ottoman system allowed the sons and other relatives 

of the servant-officials of the sultan, whether they themselves had 

been slaves or free-born, to enter into its ranks. This was done 

chiefly by granting the sons of officials some official status in 

provincial administration the level of which depended on the 

father’s rank, among other things. Also, more importantly, a very 

small number of sons and brothers of the highest officials were 

placed in a special corps, called the müteferrika, in the palace outside 

service (bzrun). Thus, in palace service, slaves and the sons of the 

most prominent Ottomans were brought together. As for the 

military-administrative system as a whole, there were slaves, sons 

of slaves, descendants of slaves, and descendants of families of 

Turkish origin or families which had been Turkified, working side 
by side. 

Halil İnalcık, the master of Ottoman studies, has traced the 

career lines of slaves entering the Ottoman system in a table which 

perceptively summarizes also the relationship of palace service and 

provincial administration in the “classical” period, i.e., the six- 

teenth century.® Inalcik’s purpose was to show only how the slaves 

advanced. An expanded picture is presented here in chart 3.1, 

based upon Inalcik’s table but including more points of entry into 
the system. It is, at the same time, more stream-lined, with some 

details omitted so that the essential points are highlighted. (Chart 

3.1 also incorporates the relevant findings of my present research 

for the period 1568-1574; the findings for the period 1630—1640 

will be presented in a similar chart, 4.1.) 

There were four possible ways of becoming a member of the 



CHART 3.1 MILITARY-ADMINISTRATIVE CAREER LINES 
IN THE MID-SIXTEENTH CENTURY 

Central Administration 

Grand Vezir 

Vezirs of the 
Imperial Council 

Palace Service Provincial Administration 

Enderün ; Birun Beylerbeyi 
(Inner Service) (Outer Service) | > (Governor General) 

14.3% of 85.7% of 
Ranking Pages Kapıkulu beylerbeyi beylerbeyi 

Officers 

Upper Other Birün Sancakbeyi 
Chambers Officers (District 

Governor) 

Lower . 32.2% of 67.8% of 
Chambers Müteferrika sancakbeyi sancakbeyi 

Topkapı 
Palace 

Kapıkulu troops 

Zeamet holding lesser 
ne cas 

provincial officer 

Sipahis of (possible but 
the Porte not probable?) 

Other nies 
Imperial Yeniçeri | —|——> Timar holding 

. Palaces h —|—— provincial cavalry 

Auxiliary 

troops 

Palace servants 

Sons of 
sancakbeyi 
and above 

Palace Elementary training 
education 

Slaves and Sons Members of Reaya 
devşirme levies (and relatives) officer volunteers 

of officers (ümerâ) household 
(ümerâ) 
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military-administrative establishment: as a redya volunteer, a 

descendent of those already in the system, a member of officers’ 
households, and as a slave. The relative importance of these chan- 

nels changed considerably in the course of the sixteenth and seven- 

teenth centuries. In the early days, when the state institutions were 

relatively unstructured, many volunteers who joined the frontier 

raiders (ghazi, later akıncı) were granted timars in return for their 

services. They settled down in what became interior areas as the 

frontier moved farther into enemy territory. It was recognized that 

their sons should receive priority in the granting of new timars, but 

so long as there were new conquests and therefore new areas where 

timars could be created and distributed, there does not seem to have 

been competition between the sons of tamar holders and new reaya 

volunteers. In the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, 

however, presumably because even the successful campaigns on 

the European frontiers resulted not so much in new conquests as in 

extending Ottoman power over areas which retained internal 

autonomy, new timars became scarcer and frictions did develop. In 

the early reign of Süleyman I, in the 1520s, t¢mar holders, to secure 
a place for their offspring, demanded that new candidates, volun- 
teers not related to tzmar holders, be disregarded completely, claim- 

ing they were “foreigners” (ecnebi!), i.e., presumably “foreign” to 

the system. It seems also that it was during this time that a rigid 

view of society began to develop which proclaimed that sons of 

reaya should remain reaya and not enter the military-administrative 

class. Writing his reflections on the business of government after his 

retirement in 1541, Lütfi Paşa, a grand vezir of Suleyman’s reign, 

observed that the ruler or his vezirs should be resolute in keeping 
the reayd out of timar-holder ranks.’ The fear was that if all the reaya 

joined the campaigns, aspiring to become timar holders, nobody 

would be left to till the land and pay the taxes. 

In an edict issued in 1531, Suleyman addressed himself to this 

problem: “Those living in my domains, either officers or subjects, 

all of them are my servants. How can the people of my own land 

and realm be called ‘foreigners’!”’ the sultan asked (“İmdi, benim 

memalik-i mahrusemde vaki olan eğer sipahilerdir ve eğer reayadır, cümlesi 

kullarımdır; kendü memleketim ve vilâyetim halkı nice ecnebi olur”). He 
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recognized the reaya-turned-timar-holders and restored their offices 
to those among them who had recently had their dırliks taken away 

just because they were not related to timar holders.8 But from then 
on it appears that reaya volunteers had to serve provincial officers, 

beylerbeyi and sancakbeyi especially, more directly, if they were to 

have any hope of being nominated by them for consideration in the 

granting of tzmars. In the late sixteenth century, after successful 

campaigns, provincial officers submitted lists of their candidates 

for (imar grants;9 the way for a reaya volunteer to become a tzmar 

holder was to pass through service in the household of an officer. 
There had always been retainers or slaves of ümera who were 
granted tumars, so that service in a household had traditionally been 

a point of entry into the system, but as there came to be more 

restrictions on new candidates, the importance of service to high- 
level officials increased, not only for reaya volunteers but even for 

sons of tamar holders. 

In the same edict, Suleyman also issued regulations, sum- 

marized in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 governing the granting of dirliks to 

the sons of dirlik holders.!° The major determinant of the size of the 

timar a son received on his father’s death was, as might be expected, 

the rank of his father. How the father died, i.e., whether on 

campaign or of natural causes, how many sons he left behind, and 

whether the sons were of age to take part in campaigns were other 

considerations. The manner of the father’s death was a factor only 

for the sons of minor officers, an incentive to participate in cam- 
paigns and to fight well. The ömera obviously did not need to be 

killed in battle to prove their worth. There was no question of 

passing on to sons their father’s positions; the sons were given offices 

with incomes only a fraction (roughly 5—10 percent) of what the 

father had enjoyed, nor had the dirlik given the sons any geograph- 

ical connection with the positions held by the fathers. Nevertheless, 

the principle was that sons of Ottoman officers, if they chose, 
should be given a place in the military-administrative structure 

proportionate to their father’s rank after their father died. The sons 
of higher level officials were sometimes given dirliks during their 
father’s lifetime; in such cases the dirlik-holding sons were given 

raises upon the father’s death. 
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A very small number of sons of ümerâ entered their father’s 
career, not in the provincial administration as was usual, but in 
palace service, as miiteferrikas. The miiteferrika were a special corps in 
the outside service (bzrun); the term literally means “various” and 
reflected the fact that the müteferrika included several kinds of 
officers.!! In a register of monthly payments to bzrün officers dated 

942—43 (1535-37), for example, three different groups of miitefer- 

rika are specified: those who perform special services to the sultan, 

five persons; the sons and brothers of vezirs and other officers, 

thirty-six persons; and other miiteferrika, mostly people retired from 

active service in various palace or government posts, twenty-two 

persons.'? Many of the persons cited in the second group are 

members of the Ottoman imperial family, sons of vassal rulers, e.g., 

the Crimean Han and some Kurdish beys, and sons of deposed 

rulers of conquered lands, e.g., Mamluk Egypt and the Dulkadir 

state. A majority, however, seem to be the sons of Ottoman officers. 

Lutfi Pasa, the grand vezir, comments that only persons from the 

inner service (enderun) and the sons of beylerbeyi and high financial 

officers should be allowed into the miiteferrika corps.!3 However, the 

number of sons of Ottoman officials who actually became miitefer- 

rikas of the imperial palace was relatively so small that this group 

seems to have been the exception to prove the rule that only slaves 

served in the palace. The purpose of this exception must have been 

to allow at least some ümera sons to experience the palace atmos- 

phere. How the handful of ömera sons to be admitted into palace 

service was chosen is not clear. It should be added that one 

sometimes comes across ümerâ relatives elsewhere in the dzrun. In 
the 1530s two of the highest bzrun officers were ümerâ relatives; 

whether or not they had earlier been among the miiteferrika, is not 

known." Finally, it should be emphasized that the mechanisms 

which favored iimera sons did not lead to the formation of an 
Ottoman “aristocracy.” The sons started their careers at a much 

lower level than the ranks their fathers had attained and, more 

importantly, they still owed their positions to the will of the sultan. 

Not only the sons of officers but also their retainers, whether 

free-born or of slave origin, could enter the military-administrative 

career. There were highly exceptional cases of ümera retainers 
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among the miiteferrika,!® but for members of ümerâ households the 

usual channel of entry into the military-administrative career in 
state service was through provincial administration. One of Süley- 
man’s fermans regulating timar grants specified that upon the death 
of a paşa twelve officers of his household were to be given tzmars of 

various sizes.!® But already during the lifetime of their masters 
many ümerd retainers received dirliks from the state. In a register of 

dirliks (icmal defteri) of Hersek district dated 904/1498—99 it is 

entered that in all thirty-five dirliks were held by the relatives and 

retainers of twenty-one officers of various ranks.!7 Apparently at 

least some of the officers were still alive when the register was 

drawn up. More definite examples are provided by a Rumeli dırlık- 

grant register (ruzname) from the years 948—49/1541—42: in these 

years in various parts of the general region of Rumeli (the European 

territories of the empire) Rüstem Paşa's retainers, for example, 
held three zeamets and seven timars; those of Ahmed Paşa, the 

governor of Rumeli province, held two zeamets and seventeen 
tümars; Hüsrev Paşa's men held three zeamets and seventeen timars.18 

All three paşas were alive at the time. There is even the case of 

Murad Gâzi who was appointed sancakbeyi of Klis when he was the 

kethüda (chief household officer) of Hüsrev Bey, the sancakbeyi of 

Bosna, as reward for the kethiida’s services on the Bosnian frontier.!® 

At that time, in the 1530s, it seems to have been exceptional to join 
the provincial administration directly from a private household at 

such a high level, without having held any previous state appoint- 

ment. Presumably it was owing to the exceptional circumstances of 

the frontier zone that such an appointment took place. We shall 

later see that during the period under study members of ömera 

households came to hold a much higher percentage of total dirliks 

and that they joined provincial administration at higher ranks. 

The last and, along with the sons of ümera, the most important 

avenue of entry into the military-administrative career was 

through the largest household—the sultan’s own. Since, with the 
exception of the miiteferrika, only slaves could enter the palace 

organization, and since palace training gave one a great advantage 

at the start of a career in the military-administrative system, many 

observers of the Ottoman empire presumed that only the sultan’s 
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slaves occupied the high echelons of the system. There may be 
other explanations for modern historians making the same— 
mistaken—assumption. One is that, although people of various 
origins served in most ranks of the military-administrative struc- 
ture, the highest office of all, the grand vezirate, was left almost 

exclusively to the sultan’s slaves after the mid-fifteenth century. 

Officers of other than slave origin continued to rise, even to become 
vezirs of the imperial council, but there they stopped—as if by an 

unwritten and unspoken rule that only real (and imperial) slaves 

could become grand vezir. This fact, I think, more than anything 

else, caused many students of Ottoman history to assume that the 

slaves took over all the more important offices. 

A second explanation for this assumption may be due to the 

ambiguity of the term kul, the most widely used, though not the 

only, Ottoman word for “slave” reared for an official career 
(others are: gulâm, pl. gilmân; bende; iç oğlanı). Ménage has com- 

mented on this ambiguity and established that, in addition to its 
primary and specific meaning of “slave,” “£u/” was also used in a 

more general manner to mean something like “servant.”29 To 

make the point Ménage quoted (among other things) an exchange 

between the Duke of Savoy and an Ottoman official sent to Europe 

on a special mission in the 1480s.?1 

Here is this highly instructive exchange (in Menage's trans- 

lation): “ “What is your status? Are you a kul of the sultan?’ asks the 

duke. ‘I am.’ ‘What is your descent?’ ‘I am Turkish born.’ ‘One 

who is Turkish-born cannot be the sultan’s kul.’ “Your excellency is 

right, but Iam the son of a kul; I eat the Sultan's bread and so count 
as his kul.’”’ The rest of the exchange, which Ménage omits, is also 
relevant. The duke asks further: ““How am I to know that you are 

the sultan’s kul? You don't have a document from the sultan.” The 
Ottoman officer answers that the sultan (the term he uses is hünkâr) 

is now far away, but that he could get a document (hüccet) from the 

Genoese corroborating that he is a kul of the sultan. The official, 
Barak Reis, claims he is a kul not necessarily because his father was 

a genuine kul but because he himself “cats the sultan’s bread,” 1.e., 

works for him and receives pay. In this sense any Ottoman official, 

of whatever origin, could be termed “‘kul.”’ Also, when the duke 
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asks for the sultan’s signet, he is interested not so much in determin- 

ing that Barak Reis is a slave as that he is a genuine Ottoman 

official, the sultan’s servant. There is yet a third sense of kul, ob- 

viously current in the first half of the sixteenth century, attested in 

the sultan’s own words. In his ferman regulating timar grants, Sultan 

Süleyman called both timar holders and the reaya subjects, his kul. 

This usage is even broader than the second; here “kullarım” is as 

nondescript as “my people.” Given such varied levels of meanings, 
one should beware of assuming that when an Ottoman is called a 

“kul” in the sources he is necessarily a slave. 

That officers not of slave origin continued to play an impor- 

tant role in the sixteenth century is supported by the information 

summarized in table 3.3. The table is based on lists prepared to 

show at a given time which officer held which sancak with what 
revenues.22 The officers are identified, if at all, either by im- 

mediately preceding post, invariably in the palace outside (bzrun) 

service or as relatives of other officers. The table reflects this feature 
of the lists. However, these two categories are not strictly speaking 

mutually exclusive; we have seen that ömera relatives could also 

become palace officials, as miiteferrika or in some other category. 

They may have been sancakbeyi, who could have been mentioned in 

both categories. If so, the official who drew up the list must have 

decided that one category was more important and the hypo- 

thetical ümerâ-related palace official was mentioned only in that 

more important category. We may also assume that the “unidenti- 

fied” group was made up of people excluded from both categories, 

i.e., were probably lesser provincial officers not related to ömerâ but 
who may have been palace officials shifted to provincial adminis- 
tration at a lower rank, in other words whose immediately preceding 

post was not in palace service. Based on this assumption, this group 

could also be termed “various.” (Less likely, it may have been that 

the official who prepared the list simply neglected to enter the 

palace office or the dimera connection of some of these in the 

“unidentified” group; if so this category should be disregarded 

altogether in the interpretation of the table.) 
It is remarkable that the ömera-related group comprises such a 

large portion (40.5 and 42.7 percent) of the total number of 
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sancakbeyis, what is perhaps even more remarkable is that they are 

more numerous than sancakbeyi appointed directly from bdzrun 

posts. Together both groups were the kuls of the sultan, his 

servant officers; the fact that some of them were of genuine slave 

origin (gulam) while others were freeborn of Turkish fathers or were 

of Turkish origin seems to have had scant significance, legally or 

socially. It seems unlikely that there would have been a rivalry 

between the “Turkish aristocracy” so to speak and the slaves, as 

some historians have claimed, because the sons of slaves could join 

that “aristocracy.” 

Social Standing 

In general terms we can determine who the ümera were, that is, 
from what social background they came, as a group if not individu- 

ally. Some aspects of the professional career of the ömera, too, can 
be ascertained and are discussed in part in chapters 2 and 4. It is 

much more difficult to answer questions about the various stages of 

their personal lives before they attained ümera ranks, questions 
concerning education and marriage patterns, for example. Neither 

is there sufficient information on nonprofessional activities, such as 

cultural interests or business ventures. There are even questions 
concerning the ümera's professional lives which remain un- 

answered, such as how a household is formed and how it functions. 

The evidence on which answers may be based is scanty; it 1s 

certainly not of a nature to allow the kind of systematic treatment 

that is attempted in the following chapter on the structure of the 

ümerâ career. The discussion of the social standing of the ömera is, 

therefore, bound to be impressionistic; more holes and gaps in 

information will be pointed out than solid footing can be provided. 
The four sources of manpower for the military-administrative 

career enumerated above can be reduced to two in terms of prepa- 

ration for the ümerâ ranks. The reaya volunteers are left out of the 

discussion, since it was extremely unlikely that such persons could 

cross the barrier between the timar rank and zaim status. Even when 

they succeeded in getting &mar grants, which was becoming ex- 
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tremely difficult in the sixteenth century, they could not hope to 

reach higher ranks in the dirlik system. As for persons joining ömerâ 

households as a first step in advancement, they may be considered, 
for our present purposes, together with ömerâ sons. We will take up 
the households, then, those of the sultan, the imperial palace, on 

one hand, and of the ümerâ themselves, on the other, as main 

channels of recruitment and preparation. 

Relatively more information exists on the functioning of the 

imperial household, although even here there is room for con- 

siderable revision in views generally accepted at present. It is 

known, for example, that in addition to the devsirme and to slaves 
acquired in other ways, the slaves of a deceased official were 

sometimes admitted into the imperial palace.2 But since not much 
is known about “private” households, the implications of such 

admittance have not been recognized. Lists of slaves in private 
households in the mid-sixteenth century have recently come to 

light and some have been published.? All such lists, however, 

concern the households of men who held the same office, bab iis- 

saade ağası, the chief white eunuch, who was the most powerful 

official of the imperial palace in this period and the only palace 

official who was officially allowed to maintain a household outside 

the palace.2 Although the bab üs-saade ağası was a highly excep- 

tional case and the lists cannot be used as instances of a general 

phenomenon, nevertheless some features of these households need 

to be noted. 
One puzzling fact is that some private household slaves 

appear to have volunteered for the position. In a list where not only 

the provenance but also the method of acquisition of each “slave” 

is noted, ten out of 122 are said to have “become slaves of their own 

volition” (iradesiyle bende olmuştur) 27 The indication is that not only 

the term kul but the slave status itself was highly ambiguous, at 

least by the sixteenth century. Such volunteers must have been 

subjects of the empire, for it is difficult to imagine foreigners 

coming to seek employment, so to speak, in an Ottoman house- 

hold. Attaching oneself to the household of an Ottoman official, 

even in the ambiguous status of a “slave,” must have been an 
acceptable way of social advancement. 
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A second observation concerns Cafer Aga, a bab üs-saade ağası 
himself. Two of his “slaves” are noted as having been slaves of his 
own previous master, that is, his master before Cafer Aga became a 
servant of the sultan.28 When Cafer Aga entered the imperial 
palace, presumably on his previous master’s death, these two other 
slaves of the master remained with Cafer Aga, as his “slaves,” or 

simply as members of his household. The problem, which may not 

be readily apparent, is this: supposing that Cafer Aga was taken 
into the imperial palace upon his previous master’s death, why did 

not the other two also become the sultan’s slaves? Further, pre- 

sumably Cafer Aga entered the sultan’s service not as bab üs-saade 

ağası but at a lower rank; in that case, since he was not allowed to 

maintain an outside household until he became bab iis-saade ağası, 

how and where did he keep those two as his slaves? The same list 

indicates that some of Cafer Aga’s slaves, other than the two 

discussed here, were already in the imperial palace, although they 

were serving Cafer Aga and not the sultan directly.?® Perhaps, 

then, before Cafer Aga was allowed to furnish an outside house- 
hold, before he rose to become bab üs-saade ağası, he already had his 

own retinue in the palace. Admittedly this is speculative, but the 

conclusion, given these indications, is that palace officials in the 

sixteenth century had their own little “households” in the palace, 

not composed solely of the sultan’s slaves. Judging by the lists, such 

“households” within the sultan’s household seem to have been 
recognized and were not just informal groupings. 

This finding is important for it provides a clue as to how 

officials formed their households once they left the palace to take 

up positions either in central government or in provincial ad- 

ministration. Setting out from the palace was not an individual 

affair. The transfer of pages from the inner service (enderun) to the 

outer (bzrun), or of the bzrun officers to government posts took place 

at fixed intervals, every few years, and involved most members of 

the palace organization.®® In the process, called çıkma, literally 

“setting out,” some pages were promoted to higher positions in the 

enderun while some were sent out to the bzrun or to serve as timar- 
holding cavalry in the provinces; birun officers received higher 

positions in the dirlik system (see chart 3.1). We have seen that from 
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the tumar holders up, all officials were required to maintain house- 
holds the size of which was commensurate with rank and revenues 
received. If some higher-ranking palace officials did indeed have 
their own retinues inside the palace, such a retinue would serve as 
the nucleus of the household that the official needed to set up once 

outside the palace. Also there are indications that lower-level 
“graduates” of the palace system joined households of higher- 

ranking officials sent out at the same çıkma, although this has been 

documented only for the seventeenth century.3! How it was 
decided which junior officer joined the retinue of which senior one 
when hundreds of persons left the palace all at once is not clear. 

Friendships formed in the palace may have played a role.3? 

Connections were possible, then, between private households 

and the imperial household, both in how one gained entry to the 

palace at one end and, at the other, how one left it. The imperial 

palace provided its graduates not only with the beginnings of a 

household but, sometimes, with a family as well: girls who were 

educated and trained in the harem in various arts and crafts left the 
palace as wives of “graduating” pages.33 

During his years in the enderun a page was given a well- 

rounded education and training. All pages shared a basic edu- 

cation, which included Islamic and Ottoman classics in poetry, 

history, and belles-lettres. All pages also received training in 

military skills: horsemanship and the use of various weapons. 

Beyond this common education, pages followed their individual 

bents. Some excelled in horsemanship or skills in weaponry. Others 

pursued literary and artistic studies further. Some of the latter did 

not join the dirlik system at all but became scribes in the central 

chancery and the financial bureaus. Some literary-minded pages 

became scholars, historians, or even religious-legal experts. Some 

became artists, painters, musicians, and poets. In addition to those 

who gained repute as poets while also holding administrative jobs, 

many of the dimera wrote poetry and are represented in biograph- 

ical dictionaries of poets in large numbers. 

Unfortunately we do not possess similar information on per- 

sons who were trained in other households. It would be a fairly safe 

guess, however, that the son of a bey or a pasa received a similar 
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gentleman’s education. There certainly is no indication in Otto- 

man sources that there was any distinction between those trained 
in the imperial palace and those raised in private households in 
terms of values, level of education, and refinement, although in- 

dividual differences undoubtedly obtained. 

An example of the literary taste of a sancakbeyi is provided 

in the estate left behind by a Yunus Bey who died in 1572.84 
According to the list of thirty-two books in his estate, Yunus Bey 

had catholic reading interests: books on Ottoman and Islamic 

history, on jurisprudence and religion, literary works, and a 

volume on chess were in his library. The collection was valued at 
6,358 akçes, with some collector’s items fetching 1,000 akges each. 

Yunus Bey’s collection was smaller but much more valuable than 

that of a college teacher (müderris) 35 
Another area in which satisfactory information is unavailable 

is the length of time spent on education and training for the higher 
ranks in provincial administration. We know that slaves admitted 
into the imperial palace were about fifteen years of age on the 

average and spent several years in the inner service. It may be 

surmised that dimera trained in the palace took up posts in the outer 

service or as timar and zeamet holders in their mid twenties. As for 

sons of ümera, we cannot even begin to guess how early they started 

their careers. 

There is one person, a Mehmed Bey, about whom some infor- 
mation has been recovered, but he seems to be an exception for he 

was the son of a prominent vezir, Lala Mustafa Paşa. The specific 
data on Mehmed Bey’s career, established from the appointment 

register MAD 563, are supplemented by the entry in Szcill-i Osmanı, 

a late but comprehensive biographical dictionary. See appendix 4, 

sample 5, Mehmed Bey/Paşa veled-i (son of) Mustafa Paşa. 

Admittedly, the S7c1//-2 Osmani is not a very accurate compilation; 

in this particular case Mehmed Bey is said to have served as beyler- 

beyi of Musul, but the entries in the appointment register show that 

this was not s0.38 Mehmed Bey is first mentioned in the appoint- 

ment register as sancakbeyi of Safed (in Palestine), where he had 

been transferred from Trablus (Tripoli in Lebanon). This was in 
974/1566. After serving as sancakbeyi in Ankara and Niğde (in 
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central Anatolia), he was promoted to the rank of beylerbeyi in 
979/1571 and received the title of paşa. His first post as beylerbeyi was 
at Maraş (Dulkadriye province in south-central Anatolia), a rela- 
tively unimportant province, in accordance with the fairly standard 
procedure by which a bey newly elevated to a higher rank was 
posted to a lesser district or province. A year later Mehmed Bey, 
now Paşa, was transferred to Halep (Aleppo), a much more im- 
portant province. We learn from the Sicill-i Osmani that Mehmed 
Pasa died two years later, in 982/1574, while still governor there. 
Sicill-i Osmani notes that Mehmed Paşa was only thirty years old 

when he died. If this information is correct, Mehmed Bey was 

already a sancakbeyi at the age of twenty-two and attained the rank 

of beylerbeyi by the time he was twenty-seven. The young age of 

Mehmed Bey/Paşa when he held important offices, the speed with 

which he moved through the ranks, and the relatively high income 

he was granted even while he was a sancakbeyi, all seem to have been 

features of an exceptional career. He may have been a very capable 

commander; at the same time, however, he was the son of a vezir 

who was quite prominent at the time. 
The career samples given in appendix 4 indicate different 

rates of progress for different governors. Ibrahim Bey, for example 

(sample 1), first served in at least two zeamet-level offices in 

Erzurum province. He was at such a post for three and a half years, 

and without appointment for three more years, before he was 

elevated in 978/1570 to sancakbeyi rank in a minor district with the 

minimum income for the rank (200,000 akçes). He held various 

posts for the next thirteen years, all third-rate sancaks, with scant 

increase in his revenues and for fairly lengthy periods without 

appointment. Sinan Bey (sample 2) seems to have had a more 

successful career as a northwestern frontier region specialist. He 
was consistently reappointed immediately after leaving each post 

except once when he had to wait five months. He also received a 
substantial raise in his income while he was governor of Arad 

(Timisvar province in southern Transylvania). 
The next sample (no. 3) is Mustafa Bey, also the son ofa vezir. 

Mustafa was among the rare ümera sons who held an appointment 

at the imperial palace in the special miiteferrika corps. His first post 
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in provincial administration was as steward of the Aegean Islands 

province timar holders, the province of the commander of the navy. 

After serving at this post for more than two years, Mustafa Bey was 
elevated to sancakbeyi rank with an enormous revenue (350,000 

akçes) for anew appointee. Again he might have been an exception- 
ally capable man, but we should note that at the time his father was 

second vezir (i.e., after the grand vezir) in Istanbul. His rapid rise 

may have been due to his father’s influence, but he doesn’t seem to 

have suffered from his father’s disgrace after the debacle of Lepanto 
in the following year: he was left at his post undisturbed for three 
more years. The glory of the father may have reflected on the son’s 

standing, but apparently the father’s sin was not visited upon 

the son. The last two, Mehmed Bey (sample 4) and Ahmed Bey 
(sample 6), were both sons of paşas and had fairly successful 

careers, if not as spectacular as that of Mustafa Paşa's son Mehmed 

Bey. The fact that both went on to reach beylerbeyi rank appears to 

indicate that ömera sons had an advantage over others. 

The cases mentioned here are merely illustrations of more 

general findings discussed in the following chapter. The specific 

instances should be viewed against a background of trends es- 

tablished by aggregate analysis. Before we turn to study features of 

the ümera career lines, however, there remains to discuss certain 

other aspects of the ömera status in Ottoman polity, particularly the 

economic power of the ümerâ and how it was passed on within the 

family. 

While it is difficult to estimate the total revenues of members 
of the ümera group, we can at least say that in the sixteenth century 

probably a major portion of the income of a pasa or bey accrued 

from his has, the state revenues in the form of various taxes, dues, 

and fines allotted to him. There is some evidence in the Ottoman 
archives to support this view. According to a register showing the 

annual income and expenditures of Semiz Ali Paşa for the year 
968/1560—61, while he was grand vezir, 2,577,918 akçes, or 73.1 

percent of his total annual revenue of 3,529,139 akçes, were sup- 

plied by the pasa’s has. In the case of an Erzurum beylerbeyi, 

unnamed in the register but probably to be identified as Ayas Paşa, 

in 962—63/1555—56, the share of the Aas in total revenues was much 
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higher: 2,138,183 out of 2,189,996 akçes or 97.6 percent.8 We lack 
similar documents for lower level officials such as the sancakbeyi, but 
it can be assumed that they were in a similar position. It can be 
further suggested that in their case the has revenues constituted an 
even higher share of the total, since they were not as yet well- 

established enough to have extensive private earnings. 

We have seen in our discussion of provincial administration 

(chapter 2) that the sancakbeyi has started at a minimum of about 

150,000 akçes annually, although this minimum was raised to 
200,000 akges in the second half of the sixteenth century. After some 

time at that rank, a sancakbeyi could hold an important sancak with 

revenues of up to 600,000 akges. The same level of income was 

granted to a new beylerbeyi at a minor province like Maraş, while a 

senior beylerbeyi could receive as much as two million akçes, though 

this was rare. I have come across only a single case of a sancakbeyi 

granted 800,000 akçes as annual income.3* This enormous sum was 

given because the bey was appointed to an area newly conquered 

from the Mamluks in Cilicia in 1486 and he needed to maintain a 
large household to be able to defend the newly created district.19 

Leaving aside this exception, the official income of the sancakbeyi 

was between 200,000 and 600,000 akçes, usually in the range of 

250,000—400,000 akges. 
The official has assigned to a bey was not just personal income. 

He was required to maintain a group of retainers on the revenue 

assigned to him, was responsible for providing arms, armor, horses 

for the retainers, and for paying all their expenses on campaigns. 

Nevertheless, when one considers the estates left by sancakbeyi, 

especially in comparison with that of other segments of society, it is 

evident that the ümera wielded considerable economic power. 

As a first step in the consideration of the ömera's wealth an 

attempt must be made to establish how much money was “wealth” 

in sixteenth-century Ottoman society. The question, how many 

akçes was a normal accumulation and how many akçes constituted 

substantial wealth, difficult though they may be to answer, should 

nevertheless be posed. One guideline, however imperfect, is pro- 

vided by the Ottoman method of classifying the subjects as poor, 

middle level, and well-to-do in levying some taxes and also in 
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collecting some fines. For purposes of cizye (non-Muslim poll tax) 
collection, the ratio was one for the poor (edna, fakir ül-hal ), two for 
the middle level (evsat, vasat iil-hal), and four for the well-to-do (ala, 

gani). In terms of fines for various crimes and transgressions the 

rates changed, sometimes conforming to the | : 2: 4 ratio as in the 

cizye, but sometimes closer to 1:2: 3.41 The first article of the 

criminal code, as published by Heyd, specifies what is meant by 
these categories.42 According to this definition rich means “posses- 
sing one thousand akçe or more,” middle level is having “‘property 

amounting to six hundred akçe,” while a poor man has “property 

amounting to four hundred akçe.” There is a fourth category here, 

not employed for tax purposes, that might be called the destitute, 

consisting of those in worse circumstances than the “official” poor. 

These figures are amazingly low. Even for subjects to consider 

possession of 1,000 akçes as constituting wealth seems preposterous. 

Perhaps the problem is with Heyd’s translation of the term “‘posses- 

son”: in the original it reads “akçeye kadir olsa, gücü yetse,” which 

may be translated more accurately, if in a more cumbersome way, 

as “being capable of [producing] so many akçes” or, even more 

literally, as ““affording so many akçes.” What is implied may be not 

total worth but cash holdings or liguid assets. 

İnalcık has attempted to define economic status on the basis of 

estates entered in the court records of Bursa in the second half of the 
fifteenth century, concluding that a person was poor if his holdings 

did not exceed 20 ducats, about 1,000 akçes, as in 26 percent of the 

cases he studied. Fifty-eight percent, with between 1,000 and 

10,000 akçes, he considered middle level; 16 percent, with 

10,000—100,000 akçes, rich. İnalcık finally defined a category of the 
very rich, big merchants, money-changers, jewellers, and silk 

weavers, 1.3 percent of the cases, who held more than 2,000 ducats 

or 100,000 akçes.4 Studying the same city on the basis of the same 

sources but almost two centuries later, after a severe inflation 

around 1600, Haim Gerber concluded that a person with an estate 

of less than 20,000 akges was poor. Gerber’s middle group held 

20,000—100,000 akçes and the rich held more than 100,000 akçes.14 

According to these estimates, an estate of 100,000 akçes in the 

fifteenth century is considered immense and even after the inflation 
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and devaluation of the akçe toward the end of the sixteenth century 
this amount is still in the highest category. 

Turning now to the examples of estates left behind by sancak- 

beyt published by Barkan we are in a better position to appreciate 

the magnitude of the amounts involved. One example is from the 

year 1606, in a very turbulent period, part of the seventeenth 

century when a different situation emerged. Of the other two 

sancakbeyt, one was a Sinan Bey who died in 1553 when he was 

voynuk sancakbeyi.4 This post was perhaps the lowest in the governor 

rank, and implies that either Sinan Bey died very young or that he 

spent most of his career in lower ranks before he became voynuk 

commander. Although Barkan thinks the list is not complete, 

because there was no final accounting and division of property 

among heirs, Sinan Bey’s estate as listed still amounted to about 
100,000 akges.46 This amount, in view of the official classification of 

income groups and in terms of İnalcık's findings, places Sinan Bey 

in İnalcık's very rich category. 

In the next example the amount is truly staggering: we find 

that Yunus Bey, who died in 1572 when he was sancakbeyi of 

Köstendil (in Macedonia), left eight sons, four daughters, and 

property totalling 1,142,634 akçes.*” This was the amount to be 

distributed among the legal heirs after costs had been deducted. In 
addition, Yunus Bey directly bequeathed some cash, numerous 

houses in various locations, and set free a number of his slaves. 

According to the Islamic law of inheritance which applied, he had 

the right to bequeath one-third of his estate, while two-thirds had 

to be legally distributed. Assuming that the unspecified values of 

his various bequests equaled the legally allowed one-third, Yunus 

Bey’s total estate can be computed at 1,713,951 akges. Quite clearly 

this amount is in a category of its own, out of all comparison with 

the subjects, even the wealthiest of the merchants. For this reason 

İnalcık concluded, in a study on capital accumulation in Ottoman 

society, that members of the military-administrative group con- 

trolled by far the greatest wealth and economic resources.18 
The contents of the estate lists are instructive as well. In 

Barkan’s categories of analysis, Sinan Bey’s relatively small estate 

comprised household and personal effects (40 percent), six male 
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slaves and one female (18.5 percent), and agricultural materials 

including stores and implements (41.5 percent). It seems that an 

analytical category of “professional materials” would have been in 
order. It would include arms and armor, tents, riding horses, 

which Barkan cites among household and personal effects, as well 
as pack animals, at least part of the food and grain stores and the 
livestock that Barkan considers under the rubric of agricultural 

investment but which any commander would need and consume in 

the course of duty on campaigns.*® According to Barkan’s analysis 

Yunus Bey’s estate included household and personal effects worth 

231,724 akçes (20.3 percent), ten male and two female slaves worth 

52,955 akges (4.6 percent), and agricultural investment, 101,086 

akçes (8.9 percent). The dozens of coats of armor, helmets, spears, 

the seven tents, the many camel and mule trains, horses furnished 
for the use of some slaves and household functionaries, the horse 

trimmings, some of the rolls of cloth (clothing for retainers), some 

of the livestock and grain stores would be better placed in the 

proposed category of professional investment. In any case, by far 

the largest portion of the estate, 756,000 akges (66.2 percent), was 

kept in cash, mostly in gold pieces; Barkan rightly assumes that this 

indicates that the bey engaged in money-lending. 

It should be stressed once again that it is difficult to estimate 

the average income of a bey, both because his official revenues are 

for the maintenance of a fairly extensive retinue and because he 

had unofficial income in the form of booty and from such economic 

activities as money-lending and grain and livestock speculation. It 
is clear, however, judging from their estates, that they were as a 

group the richest men in Ottoman society, that taxes in kind 

yielded enormous quantities of grain stores, beyond the needs of 
the household, and that they held farming estates and engaged in 

agricultural investment. In supplying the needs of the household 

they also handled large quantities of cloth and other manufactured 

goods and may have indulged in the trade of such goods as well. 

Finally, we should discuss the ways in which such wealth was 

passed on from generation to generation. The examples published 

by Barkan show that the legacies of the ümerâ were subject 

to Islamic rules of inheritance; in this they were no different 
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than other Muslims, whether members of the ulema (religious- 
administrative) or simple citizens. A wife—sometimes wives— 
received one-cighth, daughters half the share of the sons; and other 

relatives were included among the heirs. There was no differentia- 
tion among sons or daughters as to age: children of age and under 

age received identical shares. The property of acommander would 
be expropriated by the sultan only if he had been executed for a 

crime, not a common occurrence in the sixteenth century. If a bey 

died without heirs, his property would be taken over by the sultan; 

in this the ömera were different from other subjects of the sultan. In 

the case of a reaya dying without heirs, his property would be taken 

into the public treasury (beyt ül-mal)rather than going directly to 

the sultan. If we return to a consideration of Yunus Bey’s estate, his 

property was divided among his eight sons and four daughters, 

some of whom were under age. If any of the sons were already in 

military-administrative careers, they were not so identified, nor 

did they receive any of their father’s “professional goods,” such as 

the arms, armor, and pack animals. 
Sometimes the pious foundation (vakif) system was used to 

contravene the inheritance laws, by naming specific members of 

the family or someone else as beneficiaries with substantial allot- 

ments. But it was extremely rare among the ümera to put all 

property in a vakif with family members as the only beneficiaries, a 

common practice among ordinary citizens.59 The major portion of 

the ümera vakıfs went to support charitable institutions that they set 
up; family members, if at all favored, were usually made adminis- 

trators of the vakif and sometimes received direct benefits. It was 

as if it were not worthy of their honor and their high position in 
society to set up family vakzfs, like common people, without 

establishing charitable works. Noblesse oblige, one might say, 

being careful to remember that there was no Ottoman nobility. 

An Ottoman official hoped his name would live on through his 
charity, not necessarily through his offspring. 

Even though iimera sons had an edge over others in the 

military-administrative career, after the initial advantage, they 

were on their own and had to prove themselves to get ahead. The 

inheritance system, too, worked to disburse accumulated wealth 
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among heirs. The result was that, with the exception of some 

frontier families, there were few examples of members of the same 
family in prominence for more than two or three generations. 

From the sixteenth century and into the seventeenth the system 
experienced what Itzkowitz has called a “hardening of career 
arteries.” Even then, when family and household connections 
became much more important than before, Ottoman public life 
remained open to talent and ability. More and more, however, 

such obscure talent had to be sponsored in a well-established 
household. Changes in the structure and working of the ümera 
career, analyzed in the following chapter, favored the rise of 

households, other than the imperial palace, to even greater 

prominence. 



CHAPTER 4 

The Siructure of the 
Military-Administrative Career 

WE HAVE SEEN that the ümera had various social origins. But 
how did the relative importance of these sources change over time? 
What ranks did the candidates have to hold before attaining those 

of sancakbeyi and beylerbeyi? At what level did the palace officials join 

provincial administration? Registers where all appointments to 

ümera ranks throughout the empire were recorded provide the data 

on which to base our answers to such questions. (See appendix 2 for 

a full discussion of the appointment registers utilized in this study.) 

The earliest of these registers (MAD 563) also contains reg- 

ular entries for certain lesser provincial officers. These include, on 

one hand, the two ¢tzmar officials in each province, one responsible 

for keeping the timar registers (timar defterdarı) and the other the 

“steward” of the zeamet holders in the provincial capital (¢¢mar 

kethüdası), and on the other hand the commanders of certain auxil- 

lary troops in Anadolu province (yaya ve müsellem beyleri). The 

career backgrounds of new appointees to these offices are shown in 

table 4.1. The striking feature of the table is that in the 1560s fully 
three-quarters of the new appointees to these middle-level provin- 

cial positions were from palace administration or from other cen- 

tral government positions, almost totally occupying the posts of 

yaya and müsellem commanders. Although still a minority, officers 

from provincial administration, because their previous experience 
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TABLE 4.1. Career Backgrounds of New Appointees to Certain Lesser 

Provincial Offices in Seven Sample Provinces, 1568—1574 

Timar Kethüdâsı Yaya and Müsellem Total 

Timar Defterdarı Commanders (200) 

Central Administration 19 19 38 (74.5%) 

Kapıkulu Officers 2 14 

Müteferrika 5(4a) = 

Other Birun Officers 11 5 

Others l a= 
Provincial Administration 12 I 7325-99) 

Kam 5(3a) 1 
Others 7 — 

Total 31 20 51 (100.0%) 
Total? 7 — UL 191770) 

SOURCE: MAD 563. 
4 Ümera son or relative. 

was more valuable here, had a much greater hope of being pro- 

moted to the posts of (imar kethüdası and timar defterdarı: they made 

up 38.7 percent (12 in 31) of appointments to these posts. This is 
important for, as we shall see (table 4.2), there were no promotions 

to sancakbeyi ranks from among the yaya and müsellem commanders. 

These posts, then, must have been dead-end positions for officers 

from the palace outside service, especially lesser kapıkulu officers. 

Here were persons who had survived several selections in their 
careers, but who were now deemed not quite capable of holding 

higher offices. The (imar defterdârı and the timar kethüdâsı, on the 

other hand, could hope to be promoted further; officers reaching 

these posts from lesser ranks of provincial administration had a 

greater chance of promotion than the totals in table 4.2 at first 
indicate. Nevertheless, the fact remains that, in comparison, palace 

and central government officials were better placed for promotion 

to higher provincial administration ranks, for they still made up 
61.3 percent of the appointments to posts of tamar defterdarı and timar 
kethüdâsı. 

Another point that emerges from the table is that only 13.7 

percent of appointments involved sons or other relatives of ümera, 
and that all seven ömera relations, whether from central or provin- 
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cial administration, were appointed to posts of (imar defterdarı and 
timar kethüdası, open to further promotions. This low percentage is 
almost exactly the same for sancakbeyi appointments (table 4.2), 

down from more than 40 percent in the 1520s (table 3.3). The 
obvious conclusion is that being related to other timera became, in 
the course of the sixteenth century, much less important for pro- 

motion in the provincial administration. A different explanation of 
this sudden dip in the percentage of ömerâ relations may be that in 

the 1560s the scribes were more interested in recording the career 

backgrounds of new appointees and no longer recorded family 

connections regularly. According to this explanation, there may 

have been more ümera relations, not identified as such, appointed to 

provincial ranks. However, even if this were true, by omitting 

mention of family connections, it leads to the same conclusion: they 

were no longer significant, at least not significant enough to be 

recorded. But this relative disregard of family connections in the 

mid-sixteenth century was only a temporary phenomenon; we shall 

see that the percentage of new appointees related to other sancak- 

beyis rose steadily from the 1560s on (tables 4.3 and 4.4). 

At the sancakbeyi level the relative weight of officers from the 

central administration and from the provincial administration was 
the reverse of that in the case of lesser provincial officials. Here 

more than two-thirds of new appointees were from the lower ranks 

of provincial administration. This shows that in the 1560s transfers 

from central to provincial administration took place primarily 

below the sancakbeyi level; in other words, it was expected of most 

people promoted to the sancakbeyi rank, even if they had previously 

held positions in palace service or in the central government, that 
they have some experience in provincial government. There was a 

marked change in this general expectation in the seventeenth 

century which was already apparent in the 1580s. In barely a 

decade, from about the 1570s to the 1580s, the ratio of new 

sancakbeyi from provincial administration ranks fell from two-thirds 

to half of all new appointees, while the share of those from central 

administration rose to 44.6 percent. However, this rise does not 

equal the drop in the percentage of the first group; among the 

groups promoted to sancakbey in the period 1578—1588 there were 
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two new ones. Although these new groups were very small, they are 

both important as first instances of new trends that would develop. 
One was a single, quite exceptional case: an Austrian turncoat 
who, as reward, was given a sancak in Budin province, on the 

Austrian frontier. The second group, made up of ümerâ-related 
persons who were appointed sancakbeyi without holding any pre- 

vious state position, is more interesting in pointing to new develop- 

ments in the socio-political structure. These persons, together with 

other ümera-related officers who had held official posts previously, 

made up a full quarter of all new appointees, thus reversing the 
trend in the mid-century. There was also a change between these 

two periods in the manner in which the ömera relations attained the 

rank of sancakbeyi. In the first period only one out of eight such 

persons had been previously employed in palace service, as a 

miiteferrtka; all others had first gained experience in provincial 

administration. In the 1580s, however, of the twelve iimera-related 

officials who had had previous official (state) experience, two- 

thirds had served in central government, six as miiteferrika. The 

ümera sons, it appears, were no longer required to have experience 
in provincial administration before they could be appointed sancak- 

beyi. 

Especially in the 1570s, officers with a particular kind of 
official experience were appointed to particular regions (table 4.4). 

Almost all—twenty-eight out of thirty— sancakbeyi appointments 

in what may be considered frontier provinces, Budin, Erzurum, 

and Halep (Aleppo), were from the ranks of lesser provincial 

officials. It seems to have been a requirement of the general charac- 

ter of such areas that the sancakbeyi be well-versed in the problems of 

the region. The other side of the coin was that almost all— 

seventeen of nineteen—officials from central administration were 
sent to interior regions. The requirement that border-province 

sancakbeyi be seasoned provincial officials seems to have been re- 

laxed in the second period when central administration officers 

comprised fully a third of all appointments to sancaks in the frontier 

regions. Nevertheless, three-quarters to the officers promoted to 

sancakbeyi directly from central administration remained in interior 

regions. 
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TABLE 4.5. Career Backgrounds of New Sancakbeyi, 1570—1640 

1368—1574 1578-1588 1632-1641 

Central Administration 19 (32.2%) 25 (44.6%) 31 (49.2%) 
Kapıkulu officers 7 3 6 
Müteferrika 3(la) 7(5a, 1b) 11(1a, Ib) 

Other dzrun officers 4 9(1b) 11 (3a) 

Imperial captains 4 4(la) = 
Enderun = = 2 

Others 1 2 1 
Provincial Administration 40 (67.8%) 28 (50.0%) 16 (25.4%) 

Alaybeyi 7 2 8 
Zam 6(6a) 5(3a) 5(2a) 

Timar kethüdası 11(1a) 7(la) > 
Timar defterdarı — 2 == 
Captain 3 3 == 
Hazine defterdarı 4 2 == 

Tribal chief = = ] 
Others 9 7 2 

Umera Related — 2 (3.6%) 10 (15.9%) 
Umera son — 1 3 

Household officers ose 1 7 
Outside the Realm — 141.89) 6 (9.5%) 

TOTAL 59 (100.0%) 56 (100.0%) 63 (100.0%) 

(a) Ümerâ son or relative 8 1] 9 

(b) Umera household officer — 3 8 
Total (a) + (b) 8 (13.6%) 14 (25.0%) 17 (26.9%) 

SOURCE: KK 266 and Cev. Dah. 6095, with summaries of tables 4.2 and 4.3. 

Various trends, first discerned from the 1570s to the 1580s, 

became much more prominent by the 1630s (table 4.5). The 

decrease in the share of provincial officers among the new san- 
cakbeyi, from 67.8 percent around 1570 to 50.0 percent in the 1580s, 

quickened at the turn of the century until this share dropped to a 

mere quarter of all new appointments in the 1630s. In other words, 
while in the sixteenth century experience in lower provincial offices 

was highly desirable if not required for promotion to the sancakbeyi 

rank, in the seventeenth century it became almost irrelevant; lower 

ranks of the provincial administration became in effect a dead-end 

in terms of ümera careers since almost three-quarters of all new 

sancakbeyi came from other backgrounds. This is a dramatic illus- 
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tration of the general decline of the #mar system at the turn of the 
century, and, as well, of lower-level provincial administration 

directly related to it. 

The increase in the share of the central government officers, 

too, continued, though at a slower rate. The main increase came 

between 1570 and 1580, from 32.2 percent to 44.6 percent; until 
the 1630s the gain was only 5 percent. But the interesting new 

development from the sixteenth to the seventeenth century was 

that some pages from the palace inner service (enderun) were sent 

forth directly to become sancakbeyis, without any intervening ex- 

perience either in provincial or in central administration. In the 

ümera-related group as well the main increase came between the 
first two periods, from 13.6 percent to 25.0 percent, their share in 

the 1630s being only very slightly higher, 26.9 percent. But here, 

too, the interesting development is in the manner in which such 
persons reached the sancakbeyi rank. In the 1630s ten out of seven- 

teen were appointed sancakbeyi directly from timera households (15.9 

percent of all new appointments); furthermore almost half (eight 

out of seventeen) were not blood relatives but ömerâ-household 

officers, all except one directly promoted to sancakbeyi rank without 

having held any previous state office. This implies that in the 
seventeenth century service in private households came to be 

considered a regular alternative to service in the imperial palace— 

the sultan’s household. One other source of sancakbeyi which in- 

creased its share from the 1580s to the 1630s is made up of those 

who were not Ottomans at all. These people were high officials of 

the neighboring rival empires, Safavi in the 1630s, who joined the 

Ottoman empire and were rewarded by the grant of sancaks. They, 

and the single case in the 1580s of the turncoat Austrian, reflect the 
special wartime conditions in the 1580s and the 1630s on both the 

Austrian and Iranian fronts. 
In promotions to beylerbeyi rank, too, the trends discerned from 

the sixteenth to the seventeenth century are parallel to changes we 

have noted in sancakbeyi appointments. The numbers of new bey- 
lerbeyi on which to base our observations are admittedly small; 

nevertheless it will be seen that the directions of change are un- 

mistakably clear. It is striking, for example, that around 1570 85.7 
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TABLE 4.6. Career Backgrounds of New Beylerbeyi, 1570-1640 

1568-1574 1578-1588 1632-1641 

Central Administration 3 (14.3%) 7 (35.0%) 32 (61.5%) 

Kapıkulu officers 2 2 9 
Other Birun officers — 3 13 

Enderun pages = = 2 
Others 1 2 l 

Provincial Administration 18 (85.7%) 115595) 14 (26.9%) 

Sancakbeyi 18(4a) 8(2a, Ib) 14(la, 4b) 

Others — . 3 = 
Umera Household Officers = — 0) 

Outside the Realm — 2 (10%) 3 (5.8%) 

TOTAL 21 (100.0%) 20 (100.0%) 52 (100.0%) 

(a) Ümera son or relative 4 2 1 

(b) Umera household officers — 1 7 

Total (a) + (b) 4 (19.0%) 24(15:095) 8 (15.4%) 

SOURCE: Ümera appointment registers. 

percent of all new beylerbeyi are from among the sancakbeyi: with very 

few exceptions it seems to have been the rule in that period for 

officers to serve first in provincial administration before being 

considered worthy of promotion to the beylerbeyi rank. This require- 
ment, which incidentally points out the importance and prestige 

the sancakbeyi enjoyed in the mid-sixteenth century, was relaxed by 

the 1580s. By then the share of sancakbeyi among new beylerbeyi was 

down to 55 percent, while the share of central administrative 

officers jumped from 14.3 percent to 35.0 percent. The two persons 

in the new “outside the realm” category were again officers of rival 

empires enticed to join the Ottoman state during the eastern 

campaigns in the 1580s. 

These trends continued at the same rate from the 1580s to the 
1630s: the share of the sancakbeyi plummeted to 26.9 percent while 

that of the central administration personnel climbed to 61.5 per- 

cent. Furthermore, within this group were now some pages from 

the palace inner (enderun) service, not an insignificant group at 17.3 

percent of total new appointments, promoted directly to beylerbeyi 

rank. A second major trend was that, although the percentage of 

persons related to timera remained stable, more officers from iimera 
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households, rather than ömerâ sons, were appointed, some without 
any service in state offices. 

The changes in the ömera career lines that we have been noting 

are reflected in chart 4.1 which should be compared with chart 3.1. 

The striking thing about chart 4.1 must be its confusion: this 
confusion indicates that the measured flexibility of the system in 

the mid-sixteenth century had turned into a nonsystem with no 

regular lines because almost anybody could move to almost any 
part of the structure. But within this general confusion some 

important new elements should be underlined. One major new 

development was the rise of the ömerâ households as an important 

source of manpower for ümerâ ranks. This was not so much due to 

an increase in numbers, though certainly that was true; but to the 

fact that officers from ömera households could join administration 

even at the highest levels. A second change was in the way central 

administration officers were sent out to the provinces. In the 

sixteenth century they used to join provincial administration at the 
ranks below sancakbeyi, there were few exceptional officers who 
came out of central administration at ümera ranks. In the seven- 

teenth century, on the other hand, central administration officers, 

including persons from the enderun, joined provincial adminis- 

tration at the sancakbeyi and even beylerbeyi rank. As the central 

administration officers came to take over the timera ranks, it became 

increasingly difficult for lesser provincial officers to be promoted: 
only a quarter of the sancakbeyi were from their ranks and only a 

quarter of the beylerbeyi were chosen from among the sancakbeyi in 

the seventeenth century. What these shifts mean in terms of the 

general transformation of the empire we will be in a better position 

to understand after we review other aspects of the ümera career. 

Duration and Location of Umera Appointments 

Along with the study of changes in manpower sources and manner 

of promotion, the analysis of conditions of service provides insights 

into the nature of the change in the ümera career. Table 4.7, for 

example, shows that the sancakbeyi tended to be shifted from one 



CHART 4.1 MILITARY-ADMINISTRATIVE CAREER LINES 
IN THE MID-SEVENTEENTH CENTURY 
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Pages beylerbeyi 

Kapıkulu Officers 

Other Birün Officers 

“Sancakbeyi 

Upper 

Chambers 25.4% of 
sancakbeyi 

Müteferrika 

———> Zeaimet holding lesser 
Lower provincial officer 

Chambers 

Kapıkulu troops (possible but 

not probable?) 

Topkapi ei 
Palace ~ peni 

e a va 

is » Timar holding 
Other Auxiliary provincial cavalry 

Imperial ces 
Palaces © 

Palace servants 

Elementary training 

Slaves Sons of Sons Members of Reaya 
(some devşirme) kapıkulu (and relatives) ümerâ volunteers 
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TABLE 4.8. Intervals out of Office between Sancakbeyi Appointments 

1568-1574 1578-1588 1632-1641 

One Year 96 41 (87.2%) 82 

I month 87 32 (68.1%) 36 
1-4 months 3 3 20 

5-8 months 2 3) 14 

9-12 months 4 3 12 

Two Years 3 6 (12.8%) 185 

13—16 months 3 1 6 

17—20 months — 3 5 

21—24 months — 2 4 

Longer 1 = io 

TOTAL 100 47 (100.0%) 100 

SOURCE: Umera appointment registers. 
Note: All ascertainable intervals for the first two periods (it is a coincidence that intervals 
ascertained in the period 1568-1574 number exactly 100); first 100 intervals in alphabetical 
order from 1632 to 1641. 

sancak to another either in the same province or in a neighboring 

province. This was basically true in all three periods under study; 

more than 70 percent of all sancakbeyi appointments were con- 

sistently effected in this way. From the 1570s to the 1630s more and 

more sancakbeyi returned to the same sancak they had held earlier as 

there came to be an increasingly longer wait between appoint- 

ments (table 4.8). It was quite rare, though less so later on, for a 

sancakbeyt to be appointed to another province even in the same 

region. As for inter-regional transfers, they became even more 
exceptional by the seventeenth century. 

While the regionalism of the sancakbeyi appointments 

remained stable from the sixteenth to the seventeenth centuries, 

the duration of office was increasingly shorter (table 4.9). This 

development was a subject of complaint in the seventeenth cen- 

tury; indeed, some Ottoman political commentators cited shorter 

terms of office as a basic ill of the system.! The ratio of sancakbeyi 
dismissed from one post within one or two years rose from 28 and 

57 percent respectively in the first period to 44 and 82 percent in 

the second and reached 55 and 89 percent in the 1630s. It should be 

noted that the significant change in the percentages comes between 

the 1570s and the 1580s; the rate of increase is slower between the 
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TABLE 4.9. Duration of Office for Sancakbeyi 

1568-1574 1578-1588 1632-1641 

One Year 28 44 39 

4 months 8 15 15 

5—8 months 7 15 19 

9-12 months 13 14 21 

Two Years 29 38 34 

13—16 months 15 15 15 

17—20 months 3 13 11 

21—24 months 11 10 8 

Three Years Ail 12 7 

25-30 months 11 8 4 

31—36 months 10 4 8) 

Longer 22 6 4 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

SOURCE: Ümerâ appointment registers. 
Note: First 100 appointments in alphabetical order. 

last two periods. The major drop in the percentage of terms of office 

longer than three years, too, was between the first two periods. 

While around 1570 there were quite a few sancakbeyi (22 percent) 

who served at one post more than three years, both in the 1580s 

and in the 1630s such long terms of office were quite exceptional (6 

and 4 percent respectively) and occurred only in sancaks which were 

themselves exceptional because they were in frontier regions or 
because they had a special status. Incidentally, the fact that in all 

three periods length of office was not so much in annual intervals 

but rather that the sancakbeyi could be dismissed at any time of year 

indicates that appointments were not effected in any particular 

season. 
It can be observed in table 4.8 that while the length of office 

grew shorter, the sancakbeyi spent longer periods out of office 

between appointments. The percentage of sancakbeyi who were 

reappointed, after being dismissed from one particular post, within 

a month, usually immediately, went down from 87 percent around 

the 1570s to 68.1 percent in the 1580s and as low as 36 percent in 
the 1630s. The decrease in the percentage of those reappointed 

within a year was not nearly so drastic; even in the 1630s 82 percent 

of the sancakbeyt were given another post within a year. The fact 
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remains, however, that a majority were out of office for several 

months. It should be added that intervals can be determined so 
long as the various offices a particular sancakbey: held in succession 
can be identified. In the registers KK 262 and especially in KK 266 
and Cev. Dah. 6095, which supply the data for the two later 
periods, there are many omissions, making it sometimes impossible 
to identify all the offices one sancakbeyi held unless they were in 
immediate succession. More longer intervals went unidentified 

and thus the change from around 1570 on was even greater than 
table 4.8 indicates. 

Staying for a shorter term at a given post and having to spend 

months, even years, before another appointment, obviously hurt 

the sancakbeyi financially. Later we shall have to relate this develop- 

ment to other changes in the economic position of the dmera. 
However, reviewing the trends in the location and duration of 

sancakbeyi appointments we can observe certain features of the 

ümera career. For one thing, it seems quite definite that a basic 
principle of sancakbeyi appointments was not to allow an officer to 
remain at one post for any length of time: even around 1570, 78 

percent of the sancakbeyi were dismissed within three years. We can 

surmise that this was done to prevent an officer from establishing 

himself too securely in any one region by forming close ties with 

regional political and economic power-holders. On the other 

hand, the tendency to move a sancakbeyi within the same province 

or to a neighboring province probably reflects the considerations 
that a sancakbeyi should not spend too much time during his transfer 

so as not to leave a sancak untended for too long and, more impor- 

tantly, that the sancakbeyi should gain experience within a general 

region and should be familiar with its particular problems. Even 
if this last point was not an articulated consideration, the 

consequence of transferring a sancakbeyi within the same region 

throughout his career was precisely that he became an expert, so to 

speak, on that region. 
In the appointment of the beylerbeyi, too, there was a degree of 

regionalism; around 90 percent of beylerbeyi appointments were 

within one of the two general regions fairly consistently throughout 

_ the three periods (table 4.10). One change throughout the periods 
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is the increase in the number of beylerbeyi returning to the post he 
had vacated some time earlier, which of course is related to the 
increase in the percentage of those beylerbeyi who had to spend some 
time out of office between appointments (table 4.11). This de- 
velopment has already been noted for the sancakbeyi, but unlike the 
sancakbeyi this phenomenon had developed for the beylerbeyi only by 
the 1630s. Similarly, the decrease in the length of time spent at a 
particular post is more dramatic in the case of the beylerbeyi between 
the 1580s and the 1630s. While it is true that the percentage of 
beylerbeyi who served at one post more than two years decreased 
drastically between the 1570s and the 1580s, the majority (53.3 

percent) still served between one and two years in the 1580s 

whereas close to 60 percent were dismissed within a year in the 

1630s (table 4.12). The data on the growing intervals between 

appointments (table 4.11) is much more unequivocal on this point. 

Both in the 1570s and the 1580s it was a rare beylerbeyi who was not 

appointed to another post immediately, i.e., within a month, after 

dismissal; in the third period less than a quarter were so appointed 
and almost a third of the beylerbeyi had to wait more than one year 
before reappointment to a province. To alleviate the financial 

burden on the beylerbeyi who had to spend any length of time out of 

TABLE 4.12. Duration of Office For Beylerbeyi 

1568-1574 1578-1588 1632-1641 

One Year 9423-19) 5 (33.3%) 60 (59.4%) 

4 months 1 ] 20 

5—8 months 4 —— 18 

9—12 months 4 4 22 

Two Years TIN 207/,) 893395) 31 (30.6%) 
13—16 months 3 3 10 

17—20 months 2 2 11 

21—24 months 6 3 10 

Three Years 7 (17.9%) 1 (6.7%) 7 (7%) 

25—30 months 4 ] 4 

31—36 months 3 — 3 

Longer 12 (30%) 16:790) 3006) 

TOTAL 39 (100.0% ) 15 (100.0%) 101 (100.0%) 

SOURCE: Umera appointment registers. 
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office the state at least allowed them some official revenues by 

assigning them sancaks as “arpalık,” literally “fodder money.” In 
the 1630s, of the forty-one beylerbeyi who were not immediately 
reappointed twenty-nine (70.7 percent) were assigned sancaks in 

this manner; this ratio went up to fourteen out of sixteen (87.5 
percent) for those out of office longer than a year. 

The simultaneous decrease in the length of tenure at one post 

and increase of the interval between appointments from the six- 

teenth century to the seventeenth is a distinct indication of a 

congestion in the dimera career. On the basis of the data supplied by 

the ümerâ appointment registers we can determine that this conges- 

tion first obtained at the sancakbeyi level, quite suddenly, between 

the 1570s and the 1580s; by the 1630s at the beylerbeyi level, too, 

there was a serious problem of overcrowding. The slowing down of 

conquests from about the middle of the sixteenth century can be 
cited as a cause of this congestion, as has been done, but it is only 

part of the explanation. We have also discovered, in our analysis of 

ümera career lines, that in the second half of the sixteenth century 

manpower sources for the military-administrative elite became 
more varied. From the 1550s on not only were few new posts being 

created as a result of conquests, but there were more candidates for 
ümera positions. Furthermore, persons from new sources such as 

timera households came to join the military-administrative struc- 

ture at ever higher ranks, competing with candidates awaiting 

promotion from lower levels of provincial administration. At first 

the proliferation of manpower sources may have been due to the 

assumption of continuing growth, an assumption further en- 

couraged by the vast acquisitions in the early decades of the 

sixteenth century. But even after realities disproved this assump- 

tion at the turn of the century, persons from new channels kept 

flooding the system. Clearly, these channels, once opened, could 

not now be checked; there were new forces at work which required 
them to be kept open. One source of manpower which could 

readily be closed was the devşirme. Predictably, the devşirme method 

of recruitment was altogether abandoned in the first half of the 
seventeenth century. 



CHAPTER 5 

Transformation 
of Provincial Administration 

THE CONGESTION IN the military-administrative career diag- 

nosed in the preceding chapter placed a financial burden on the 

ümera. Because tenure at one post was shorter, the expenses in- 

volved in moving households and retinues from one post to another 
were more often incurred. More seriously, the ümera were left 

without official revenues during the increasingly longer periods 

spent out of office between appointments. Furthermore, as we shall 
see in greater detail, even when out of office the ümera were forced to 

keep large retinues, because at a time when there was greater 

competition among an increasingly greater number of candidates 

for not many more, maybe even fewer, offices, the officers who 
attended campaigns with large households had a better chance of 

earlier appointment or promotion. The paradox was that the 
candidate who could afford a large retinue while out of office could 

get a position and therefore have official revenues with which to 

increase his household. 
These developments in the dmera career took place at a time 

when the empire came to face a greater military challenge along 

the western frontiers, both on land and at sea. From the west, along 

the Mediterranean, came also several waves of inflation, flooding 

Ottoman markets with silver from the Spanish Empire in the 
Americas. In the face of the western military challenge and the 
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inflation, many aspects of the Ottoman system needed to be re- 

organized. Several strands, political, social, and economic, inter- 

acted to cause the transformation in the dmera career as well as in 
other institutions of the empire. We will first have to unravel these 
various strands to see their individual impact, though of course the 
altered situation in the seventeenth century is the consequence of 

the cumulative force of several simultaneous, and originally un- 
related, developments. 

In the previous sections we have discerned changes in the 

ümera career, other things being equal, which of course they were 

not. One of the most important new elements with considerable 

impact on the Ottoman state in the sixteenth century was the 

nature of the enemy faced in the west. During earlier centuries of 

expansion in the Balkans the Ottomans had conquered relatively 

weak states with internal discord among religious groups, between 

serfs and their masters, or between feudal nobles and rulers. After 

the Ottomans defeated the Hungarian army at Mohacz in 1526 
and conquered the land in stages in the following decades, they 

confronted the Hapsburg Empire and a very different Europe. The 

religious, social, political, economic, scientific, and technological 

changes associated with the renaissance and the reformation con- 

tributed to the development of stronger states, better organized, 

more unified under the ruler and his central government, and 

quick to apply scientific advances to military technology. The 

result was that from about the middle of the sixteenth century 

Ottoman advance in central Europe came to a standstill.! The 

previously shifting and expanding Ottoman frontier area became a 

relatively stable border line: on the Hapsburg border there were 

only minor revisions from the mid-century, with a few frontier 

outposts changing hands every now and then. Later Ottoman 

conquests in the west came at the expense of the Venetians: Cyprus 

was invaded in 1571 and Crete, after a twenty-five year struggle, 

was finally annexed in 1669. 

The Ottomans realized that the Hapsburgs were a formidable 

enemy. Among various Ottoman treatises on what was wrong with 

the system, which flourished during the “time of troubles” from the 

late sixteenth century on, one by a retired kadı, written in the 
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1590s, is especially interesting in this context.? The author, Hasan 

el-Kafi el-Akhisari, had spent time in Bosnia, and his knowledge of 

frontier conditions is evident in his comments. Although the 

author casts his argument in an Islamic setting—with the fairly 

standard opening of the relation of a dream in which the prophet 

Muhammad appeared to him—and deplores what he perceives to 

be a growing disregard of Islamic principles of law, he also com- 

ments on the military conditions of the frontier. The Austrians, he 

says, are better organized than they used to be, better disciplined, 

and as cunning as the devil, always inventing ingenious weapons 

and siege engines. He observes that the Ottomans, on the other 

hand, used to adopt such new weapons quite readily in the old 

days, but now, let alone making and using new weapons and 

techniques, they do not even train sufficiently in the use of their 

traditional weapons. 

A European observer, Busbecq, who lived in the Ottoman 

realm in the 1550s as the ambassador of the Hapsburg emperor 

Charles V, relates that the grand vezir of the time had recently 

attempted to create a new corps of musket-bearing cavalry as a 

response to the Hapsburg challenge in central Europe.‘ The at- 

tempt failed because the cavalrymen selected for the project were 

ridiculed by their peers and simply refused to carry the muskets. 

The infantry, yeniçeris, had employed firearms routinely since early 

in the fifteenth century; indeed Ottoman use of firearms and field 

artillery was a major element in their success, early in the sixteenth 

century, over such formidable Islamic rivals as the Mamluks of 

Egypt and the Safavis of Iran.* The refusal of the imperial cavalry 

(sipahis) to carry muskets may have been due to their higher status 
in the Ottoman army than the yeniçeris, and to the messy and 

unchivalrous nature of the muskets. In any case, Busbecq’s account 

indicates the Ottomans felt the need for new techniques as early as 

the mid-century. o 

The second half of the sixteenth century witnessed a con- 

siderable growth in the size of the central army, as part of the 

Ottoman response to the Hapsburg challenge. The various corps of 

the sultan’s household troops, which had numbered about 15,000 a 

century earlier, grew to 40,000 by around 1570 and to 85,000 by 
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the end of the century.* Simultaneously, the importance of the 
provincial cavalry declined, for #mar holders, dispersed over the 

countryside, could not be brought together for drills and training 

in new weapons and tactics. The rise of the central army in 
numbers and the decline of the provincial cavalry in effectiveness 
had important financial consequences. The central army troops 

were paid in cash; the state also paid for their expenses both in war 
and in peace. As their numbers grew so did the burden on the 
treasury. A major portion of the state’s revenues, however, had 

been assigned to the provincial cavalry through the dirlik system. 

What was needed, then, from around 1550 to 1650, was a massive 

operation of transfer of revenues tied up in the dirlik system to a tax- 

farming system of revenue collection. This shift away from assign- 

ing revenues in return for services and toward an arrangement 
which yielded cash to the central treasury was gradual, for it meant 

nothing less than a total revision of the classic Ottoman system 

of organizing revenue collection in conjunction with provincial 

administration and military service.? There was no wholesale 

abolishment of tzmars; they existed well into the nineteenth century. 

As tzmars fell vacant, however, they were taken over by the central 

treasury and either consolidated to form tax farms or granted in 

support of palace and central government personnel. A second 
major development that accelerated in the course of the century 

was that cash taxes, avarz, collected by the central government 

only in times of extraordinary need, came to be regularized, stan- 

dardized, and collected annually. This newly standardized tax was 

not in lieu of existing ones but in addition to them; in other words 

the subjects of the empire were to assume the burden of the 

increased spending of the central treasury. 

It has been ascertained that sixteenth-century Ottoman lands 

also experienced a rapid population growth.8 Accompanied as it 

was by a certain increase in agricultural productivity, this growth 

would not necessarily have led to population pressure; but as the 

state and, as we shall see, its representatives increased the tax 

burden on the reaya, the lot of the growing peasant population 

became quite unbearable.® The excess population, pushed off the 
land, flocked to the cities or crowded rural medreses, schools, where 
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they were supported by the college’s endowments. These phenom- 

ena, common in many developing countries of the contemporary 

world, contributed to unrest both in the cities and in the country- 

side. In the 1570s a wave of rural student disturbances started 
when bands of students descended on villages as uninvited guests. 

Soon the proportion of such incidents rose to such levels as to be 

termed uprisings by modern historians.!° Toward the end of the 

century rural disturbances took a more serious turn when many 

young peasants acquired horses and muskets and formed large 

bands of bandits. The state was willing to hire some of these village 

youth turned fighters as mercenaries, especially since it had been 

trying to develop its own musket-bearing cavalry.1! But such mer- 

cenaries were hired seasonally. When they were left without pay 

after campaigns, many of them contributed to rural unrest. 

A development parallel in time was the Mediterranean in- 

flation which reached Ottoman lands in the second half of the 
sixteenth century. The stages of its impact can be followed in price 

indexes fashioned by the late Omer Liitfi Barkan, the foremost 

Ottoman economic historian.12 Barkan worked out changes in food 

prices in Istanbul between 1490 and 1655, first measured in akges, 

the basic silver coin of the empire, and second in grams silver. The 

second step was necessitated because, while the inflation raged in 

the second half of the sixteenth century, the government reduced, 

on several occasions, the silver content of the akçe. Even if there had 

been no real inflation, therefore, prices in akges would have in- 

creased because the value of the coin itself was reduced. The real 
indicator of the change in the value of goods is the index in grams 

silver. Nevertheless, the index based on prices in akges, even if not 

an accurate measure of inflation, is not devoid of significance, for 

well into the seventeenth century when it was replaced by the £uruş, 

a much bigger silver coin, the akge remained the standard unit of 

money in which all financial quantities, whether taxes or salaries or 
prices, were measured. Admittedly these indexes are imperfect 
guides to the course of the inflation within the empire as they are 
based only on food prices and only in Istanbul. Even with such 
serious limitations, however, Barkan’s indexes serve as rough 

yardsticks. 
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On the basis of Barkan’s calculations the course of the in- 
flation can be viewed in three separate waves. The first wave 

washed Ottoman shores in the period 1556-1573, but it was the 
second wave, 1588-1597, that truly inundated the lands of the 
empire. Although the inflation subsided immediately after this, a 
third and equally violent wave struck in 1615-1625. From then on 
there were some relatively small increases. Nevertheless, especially 
after the 1630s, the inflation was by and large brought under 

control. To illustrate this point, it is interesting to note that values 

in 1655 were not too different from those in 1588. Even when 
measured in akçes the index of 462 in 1655 (1490 = 100) is not 

much greater than the 366 points in 1588. In short, it would be safe 

to say that the highest levels of the indexes reached between 1595 
and 1623 were only temporary.'* 

The Umera in Transition 

Inflation, as everybody knows, hits hardest those with fixed in- 

comes, but producers, especially of foodstuffs, may in fact benefit 
from it. In the Ottoman context this was not necessarily so. Barkan 

demonstrated that food prices went up and we know from Bruce 

McGowan’s ground-breaking research that Ottoman peasants re- 

tained, after paying taxes, a portion of their produce beyond their 

own needs which they were able to market.!4 The lot of the 

peasantry, therefore, should not have deteriorated at all. The 

important question, however, is who controlled the marketable 

agricultural surplus and who benefited from the rising prices. This 

question has not yet been posed in Ottoman historiography, much 

less answered; nevertheless it seems clear that the peasants were not 

allowed to keep enough beyond subsistence to enjoy the benefit of 

price increases. 

As for “fixed” incomes, after a while they seem to have 

become fairly meaningless. Central army troops, for example, were 

paid daily wages the levels of which do not seem to have increased 

appreciably from the sixteenth to the seventeenth century. As their 

numbers increased immensely in this period and their payments 
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were already an enormous burden on the treasury, the state was in 

no position to increase their daily wages. Indeed, their wages 

continued to be calculated in akçes and there were several serious 

riots when the state attempted to pay them in the newly devalued 

coins. The solution was to allow central army troops to augment 

their salaries through various extracurricular activities: yeniçeris, 

for example, entered the trades in Istanbul, often using their 
political muscle in unfair competition with the guilds in the city.!5 

The senior troops, the cavalrymen (sipahis), took on more lucrative 

positions: they became more involved in tax collection, retaining a 

share of the revenues; many were appointed as managers (mütevelli ) 

or in other capacities to the extensive imperial pious foundations 

(vakıf). Also, especially following the struggles for the throne 

among Suleyman’s sons and during the disturbances towards the 

end of the century, many central army troops were stationed in the 

provinces where, because of their political power, they came to be 

numbered among the provincial notables with extensive economic 
dealings. Thus, not only on the battlefield but also in the provinces, 

the central army came to play a greater role, often at the expense of 

the classical structure of provincial administration. 

The provincial administrators, too, had “fixed” incomes in 

the sense that there seems to have been no increase in the levels of 
dirliks granted to them. In seventeenth-century lists of has allowed 

to governors the figures are identical to those of the previous 

century (see appendix 1). But, as was the case of the central army 

troops, the fact that the nominal value of a dirlik remained un- 

changed did not mean that real incomes did not increase. Let us 

look into this a bit more closely. It can be easily noted that while 

sixteenth-century appointment registers took great care in record- 

ing the has a governor held at each post, in later registers the has 

figures are frequently omitted. This was not because ofa relaxation 

of bureaucratic standards or because the seventeenth-century 

bureaucrats were more careless than their earlier colleagues— 

after all, different sorts of information, missing from earlier regis- 

ters, did come to be included later because these facts were now 

deemed important and the Aas a governor held came to be con- 

sidered almost irrelevant among the earnings of the ümerâ. It 
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should be emphasized in this context that a portion of the dirlik 
holder’s revenues was collected from the subjects as a share of 

produce, in kind. The dirlik holder then marketed the part of this 

produce that remained after the needs of his household had been 

met. Thus, while food prices were rising, his income was greater 

than the nominal value of the dirlik. 
Since has figures were no longer regularly entered in 

seventeenth-century registers and since the nominal has was far 
from being a good indicator of a governor’s real revenues, we do 
not have detailed information on the ümerâ's earnings after 1600. 

There are indications, however, that there was a relative im- 

poverishment, especially among the district governors (sancakbeyt), 

and this was deplored in some sources mainly because the beys 

could not then maintain sufficient retinues. A seventeenth-century 

historian, Pecuylu Ibrahim Efendi, a native of Hungary, had first- 

hand knowledge of frontier conditions. He notes that booty from 

raids into enemy territory used to provide huge incomes to beys 

along the frontier and they used to be able to maintain grand 

households with large retinues. In our day, he writes (in the 1640s), 

nobody can afford such large households.'® 

Pecuylu was writing about the frontier ümera. It may be 
thought that this particular group was deprived of special booty 

income because the Austrians were more powerful and that there- 

fore Peçuylu's comment did not reflect general conditions. We 

have other testimony, however, that the relative impoverishment 

of the ümera was a widespread phenomenon. Yemişçi Hasan Paşa, 

grand vezir from 1601 to 1603, had this to say on the subject in a 

report to the sultan: 

Your servants the governors do not have power or riches. None of 
them, whether vezir or beylerbeyi or sancakbeyi, is able anymore to 
maintain a proper and large retinue as before. This is why the 
enemy is victorious. If one of your servants is asked to perform a 
duty he pleads poverty and asks for huge sums from my glorious 
sultan. When such of your servants are rich and powerful this is no 
waste: the benefit of that richness is bound to return to the state and 
religion.” 

In other words, what is good for the dimera is good for the state. This 

was not Hasan Paşa's personal view but a basic element in 
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Ottoman political thinking: we have seen that the official income 

assigned to the iéimera was intended to support their retinues as well. 

The state, then, had to take steps to ensure that the ümerâ 
could maintain households. One way was to assign state revenues 
directly to members of ömera households. This had been done in 

earlier times as well; examples from the first half of the sixteenth 
century were noted in chapter 3. But towards the end of the 

century the practice became widespread. Pecuylu notes resent- 

ment among the troops on both the Austrian and the Iranian fronts 

when commanders assigned large numbers of timars to their own 
men."8 Ferhad Paşa, commander of the western front, defended his 

actions against the reaction of the local troops by noting that his 

men deserved tzmars because they had already served on the eastern 

front. He promised, however, that in the future he would assign 

only one-third of vacant timars to members of his household! 

In addition to dirlik grants, it can be observed that members of 

ümerâ households were also given palace and government positions 

at the center, while they were still considered as belonging to a 

particular household.!9 Obviously, this development had political 

implications far beyond helping out the ümera with their household 

expenses: patronage was in time to become of paramount impor- 

tance in shaping the careers of such household members turned 
government official, and the political and personal clashes among 

the most prominent Ottomans were to spread to the whole 

political-administrative structure. 
The fact that many tzmar holders were members of a paşa's 

household went against the logic of the dirlik system for such (mar 

holders spent most of their time in the pasa’s service rather than at 

their &mars. But a development of a different nature went far more 

to undermine the classical system of provincial administration: this 

was the granting of certain state revenues to officials on a per- 

manent basis, regardless of where they happened to be serving at a 

given time. Such state revenues held continuously were termed 

“estate-like”’ (ber vech-i çiftlik, bi-resm-i çiftlik), implying a degree of 

proprietary rights which, however, fell short of ownership. I will 

dwell on this at some length for the phenomenon has important 

implications. 
The practice was not entirely new; examples have come from 
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early in the sixteenth century. The first instance I have come across 
is in fact dated 894/1488. An entry in the Anatolian dirlik-grant 

register states that an Uçarı Bey was granted a village as an estate 

(çiftlik tarikiyle), as a reward for his services in a recent campaign 

against the Mamluks.” It is not clear what Uçarı Bey’s rank was 

nor whether he held any other state grants. In the sixteenth 

century the examples concern theümera: in 929/1522 the beylerbeyi of 
Karaman was allotted 698,884 akçes as has within his province; an 

additional portion of 14,052 akges was supplied by seven villages 
near Edirne in Rumeli province, which were termed the governor’s 

çiftlik. 2 Around the middle of the century the practice seems to 

have become more widespread: in the Rumeli dirlzk-grant register 

for the years 948—49/1541—42 there are four instances where the 

district governor held a portion of his Aas permanently.?? In three 

other examples in the same register the portion held permanently is 

termed “estate-like” or “as an estate.” In one of these cases it 
is specified that the portion of official revenues held permanently as 

an estate used to be a ézmar.”4 

In the ümerâ appointment registers, too, we note the same 

phenomenon, by then much more prevalent. Indeed, in one ex- 

ample in MAD 563 (pp. 48-49) we can trace the career of a 

Mehmed Bey while his permanent holdings grew. When he was 

governor of Pojega he held additional revenues in Semendire and 

later, when he was transferred to Istolni Belgrad, it was entered 

that he held permanent revenues in Sirem as well. Unfortunately, 

just as the practice was spreading the appointment registers started 

omitting details of has figures and, indeed, any information on the 

has, so that it becomes impossible to gauge the true extent of has 

portions held as estates, other than to note that the practice seems 

to have become much more common by the end of the century.2 

Such permanent revenues did not amount to a large portion 

of a has, at most 10 percent of the total, and usually less.26 But the 

importance of this practice goes far beyond the figures involved. 
For one thing, it went against the rationale of the dirlik system, 

which was to achieve as high a degree of correspondence as possible 

between a sancakbeyi's office and his has. Ideally, all portions of a has 

should have been in the sancak where the bey was posted. By 
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allowing him to keep some revenues in a certain sancak perma- 

nently while he himself moved to a different sancak, the portion of 

revenues in a given district outside the control of the governor was 

increased. At the same time there were more ümerd receiving 

revenues from districts in which they were not serving. 

The exact nature of “estate-like” holdings is not clear.27 The 

holder was not an owner. The sultan sometimes did grant state 

lands in private ownership, but this was done through the process 

of temlik, granting as property, by means of a document called 

temlikname, deed of assignment in private ownership. Such lands 

were held ber vech-i mülkiyet, as private property. Property held ber 

vech-1 mülkiyet passed on to heirs or was given in support of a pious 

foundation (vakıf). How was ber vech-i çiftlik different from ber vech-i 

mülkiyet? The question is difficult to answer because, just as the 

phenomenon becomes prevalent in the late sixteenth century, the 

land and census registers (tahrirs) came to be gradually abandoned 

so that tracing such holdings through registers may be impossible. 

Even if “estate-like” holdings were not passed on to heirs, it seems 

reasonable to assume that they were held at least during an officer’s 

lifetime, otherwise these holdings would be no different than other 

portions of the Aas. It is significant that the practice became wide- 

spread at a time when ümera came to experience longer periods out 

of office while waiting for a new appointment: if a dey lost the rest of 
his has he at least had one portion, however small, as an “un- 

employment benefit” so to speak. 

This practice is similar to that of assigning sancaks to beylerbeyis 

as arpalık, literally fodder money, to keep them in funds while they 

waited for a province appointment befitting their rank. In the 

1630s certain Anatolian sancaks, most prominently Kastamonu, 

Saruhan, Corum, Kangin, and Beysehri, as well as Jerusalem, 

were almost invariably assigned as arpalıks; they had, in effect, 

ceased to become regular sancaks.8 

Allowing ümerâ household members to hold larger numbers of 
timars, granting has portions as permanent holdings to ümera, and 

giving sancaks as arpalık to governors general were all develop- 

ments, more or less simultaneous, equally against the nature of the 

classical system of provincial administration. With the decline of 
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the military status of the provincial cavalry, the central govern- 

ment was not interested in keeping up the dirlik system with all its 
ramifications. What the center wanted from the provinces was 

more cash contributions. The center also expected the ümerâ to 
maintain households and so devised ways to help them. But by and 

large the state was not interested in the plight of the é2mar holders 

who found it increasingly difficult, at a time of rising costs, to take 
part in campaigns paying their own way. There were half-hearted 
attempts to provide loans to especially hard-pressed mar holders 

so they could come to the campaigns and to eliminate the smallest 
timars which were no longer viable.?® But by the middle of the 
seventeenth century the state did not seem to care whether the 

provincial cavalry participated in campaigns. Instead, there was 

an attempt to levy a special tax, called “timar substitute”? (bedel-2 

timar), on timar holders who either did not or were not asked to 

show up for military duty. The reasoning was sound enough: a 
imar was granted so the holder would perform military duties; if he 

did not, for whatever reason, then he should pay instead. But the 

fact that such a tax was even considered indicates how obsolete the 
timar system had become. 

The Rise of the Beylerbeyi 

While the ézmar holders were neglected or even taxed, the ümera 

were supported to a certain extent. This support, however, was not 

uniform; it tended to benefit the beylerbeyi rather than the sancakbeyi. 

This, too, is connected with the weakening of the dırlık system. We 

have seen that the sancakbeyi was primarily involved with the 

supervision of dirlik holders in his district, and as the timar-holding 

cavalry lost its military effectiveness the sancakbeyi, the immediate 

commander, was also reduced in stature. 

We have noted that already in the 1580s the sancakbeyi were 

left out of office for ever longer periods. Paradoxically, just as the 

limera were experiencing financial difficulties, they came under 

political pressure to maintain larger households, as can be inferred 

from the seventeenth-century appointment registers, which, while 



Transformation of Administration 89 

omitting has figures, supplied instead information deemed more 

relevant under the new conditions. When there were more candi- 
dates than posts, why a certain official was appointed is indicated in 

many entries. Because patronage relations had become much more 

important, for example, some entries note who proposed the can- 

didate for office.39 The notation “because he has a well-fitted out 
household” (Kapısı mükemmel olduğundan) is given as the reason for 

appointment in some other cases, involving both reappointments 

after a period out of office and promotions to sancakbeyi rank.31 The 

indication is that beys who were able to maintain larger households 

were preferred for promotion and advancement, and also had 

shorter periods out of office.*? A vicious circle ensued: beys in office 

longer were in a better position to maintain retinues and were 
therefore preferred in appointments. Keeping a large household, 

originally a duty to the state, became a political necessity in the 
fierce competition for office. 

The sad story of a certain sancakbeyi deserves mention here, not 

so much because it is representative, but because it indicates the 

extent of the troubles that could afflict one who fell behind in the 
competition. We learn of Omer Bey’s case because he died leaving 

some property but more debts, and in the estate register of Edirne, 

where his home was, the circumstances of his death and the nature 

of his debts are noted in some detail.33 Ömer Bey took part in the 

Austrian campaign in 1601. Apparently he was out of office at the 

time for he was forced to borrow 89,660 akçes from his sister to pay 

his household expenses. Having served in the campaigns for three 

years he was rewarded with a sancak appointment in 1604. But, 

when he went to assume command of his sancak he was unable to do 
so for an unspecified reason: perhaps someone else was appointed 

to the same post at the same time—disputes between beys both of 

whom held valid appointment certificates were not uncommon in 

those especially chaotic times. The following year he was ap- 

pointed sancakbeyi of Teke in southern Anatolia and he went there 

with his son and his retinue to take command. The previous 

governor of Teke, however, refused to give up the sancak and the 

two beys clashed; Omer Bey’s retinue was routed and he and his son 

were killed in an ambush. By that time the unfortunate Omer Bey 
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had borrowed a total of 255,830 akçes from his sister and more from 

other sources. After his property with a value of 137,000 akges was 
sold, unpaid debts still amounted to about 150,000 akges. 

This episode took place while the Austrian war was still raging 

and the Celali revolts in Anatolia had reached a peak. Conditions 

were quite confused until peace was signed with Austria in 1606 

and the Celalis were suppressed in 1609. Omer Bey’s case, then, is 
an extreme one in unusual circumstances. But, even after a degree 

of stability returned, the competition for office remained a fact of 
life, if not as ruthless as during the “time of troubles” at the turn of 
the century. 

While the sancakbeyi were left, by and large, to their own 

devices, a further change occurred in provincial administration in 

the 1630s to augment the revenues of beylerbeyis, especially in 

frontier provinces. Governors appointed to Ozii (northwestern 

Black Sea coast), Trabzon, and Van were given, besides the usual 

revenues, sancaks as “additlons” (zamime), sometimes in their own 

province but sometimes elsewhere. In certain other frontier prov- 

inces sancaks were abolished completely to be added to the 

governor’s has: Bihke in Bosnia, Semendire in Budin, Sigetvar in 

Kanije, Filek in Egri, and Bayburd in Erzurum all lost their sancak 

status in the 1630s.34 Clearly, the sancak had lost its position as the 

primary administrative unit in the empire with the decline of the 

timar system. It was not even important to maintain a district as 
sancak; the primary consideration was to support the beylerbeyi of the 

province. Sancaks as arpalik, as zamime, or simply incorporated in 

the beylerbeyi has increased areas under the authority of an ““ab- 

sentee” governor. 

In addition to receiving the lion’s share of government sup- 

port, the beylerbeyi also resorted to increased exactions from the 

subjects. Just as the sultan regularized avariz taxes to increase his 

household, so the ümera invented extra-legal taxes to increase 

theirs. In the course of the sixteenth century the government 

attempted to put an end to such forcible collections from the 

reaya,* but, especially during the Celali revolts, officers of the state 

were allowed a free hand in order to be able to combat the rebels. 
So much so that a modern historian comments: 
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tax collection and banditry collapse into the same undifferentiated 
activity of living off the land, so that whether or not a man is a rebel 
comes to depend less on what he does than on the more or less 
fortuitous fact that he has or has not an official authorization for his 
maraudings.36 

This comment refers to the extraordinary conditions of the 

period around 1600. But later on, too, beylerbeyis continued to 

harass the reaya while the government looked away. An episode 

related by Naima, the seventeenth-century historian, is particu- 

larly instructive in this context. In the early 1630s a certain Ilyas 

Paşa was considered a rebel against the state specifically because he 

oppressed the reaya. A government force, under the command of 

Küçük Ahmed Paşa, captured him after an extended struggle and 

brought him to the sultan, Murad IV. The sultan had Ilyas Paşa 

executed immediately, then turned his wrath on Küçük Ahmed 

Paşa and accused him of illegal exactions as well. Ahmed Paşa was 

terrified that he too would lose his head. He did not deny the 

charge but defended himself by saying that he had also spent his 

own money, even borrowed some funds, to be able to perform the 

task entrusted to him. Murad IV talked at length on the impor- 

tance of avoiding oppression and treating the reaya well, but in the 
end rewarded Ahmed Paşa with a robe of honor and an important 

appointment!37 The main thing was that paşas loyal to the sultan 
should have the funds to perform their duties; if, in the meantime, 

the subjects had to pay more than the regular taxes, this was 

reprehensible but unavoidable. 

We have few documents that show the official revenues of 
beylerbeyis in the seventeenth century, but all the cases that have 

come to light indicate that beylerbeyi revenues had increased enor- 
mously compared to their sixteenth-century equivalents. A register 

on the annual accounting of Öküz Omer Paşa, governor of 

Diyarbekir, gives his official revenues as 120,000 kurus for a one- 

year period in 1670—71.38 This is six times higher than the 20,000 

kuruş (1,200,000 akçes; 60 akges per kuruş) reported as the standard 

has of a Diyarbekir beylerbeyi in the sixteenth century. In Egypt, too, 

the governor’s official income went up, in 1671, from about 5—6 

million akçes to about 24 million akçes.39 The revenues of the central 
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government also went up from the sixteenth to the seventeenth 
century but by only about 25 percent.9 Even when the inflation is 

taken into account, it is clear that some beylerbeyis, at least, not only 

preserved their income level, but increased it two- or threefold— 

much more than the central treasury was able to increase its 

revenues. The indication is that the beylerbeyi increased their power 

and wealth not only within the provincial administration, at the 
expense of lower-ranking officials, but also vis-a-vis the central 
government. 

The examples we have seen concern official revenues only. In 

addition the ömera also had incomes from their economic activities. 
A vezir famous for his entrepreneurial ability was Dervis Mehmed 

Pasa (d. 1655), who provided millions of akges to his agents to 
engage in international trade. Naima writes extensively on the 

pasa’s activities, not necessarily because he was unique but because 

he put forward ideas on the subject. The pasa argued that the only 

way an official could maintain a large household and perform his 
duties without oppressing the veaya was through economic invest- 
ments. This went against classical Ottoman political doctrine, 
which required a clear distinction among administrators, culti- 

vators, artisans, and merchants. In the context of the seventeenth 

century, Derviş Mehmed Paşa was justified by Naima.*! 
Very often the seventeenth-century beylerbeyi, in addition to 

his traditional duties, was also the ““overseer of revenues” (nazır-ı 

emval) of his province. As such he was placed above all financial 

officials (defterdar) sent from Istanbul, other revenue collectors, and 

tax farmers. How lucrative such a position was is indicated by a 

complaint of Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, a high-level bureaucrat, 

historian, and social critic. Ali wrote that governors of Bagdad 

were willing to pay the central government 40,000 gold pieces to be 

appointed as nazir while their salary would be only 30,000 gold 

pieces; Ali accused them of keeping for themselves more than twice 

what they remitted to Istanbul.42. 

The annual accounting of Öküz Omer Paşa, governor of 

Diyarbekir in 1670—71 (but not a nazır), itemized his revenues and 

expenditures, allowing a fairly detailed picture of the paga’s 

activities. For one thing, Omer Paşa's income came from all parts 
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of his province, showing that his men intervened in all sancaks. 

Furthermore, the governor received a fee from all appointments 

within the province: all sancakbeyi, all dirlik holders, all central army 

troops stationed in Diyarbekir, and all guild officials paid this fee, 

an excellent indication of the supreme power of the governor in his 

province. Among the expenditures the single largest item, more 

than a third of the total, was a remittance to Istanbul. Together 

with what the paşa spent on officials from the center, as well as 
remittances to his own agent (kapz kethüdası) in Istanbul, direct 

transfers to and expenses in his relations with the center accounted 

for almost half of the paşa's total expenditures. In return for a 

sizeable remittance (caize), then, the sultan was leaving the paşa in 

total command of all officials in the province. A governor who was 
also ““overseer of revenues” obviously wielded even greater power 

in his domain. 
The result was that by the mid-seventeenth century there had 

emerged in all corners of the empire beylerbeyi in control of vast 

economic resources, commanding huge retinues, each the size of a 

small army. The central government at first encouraged this de- 
velopment; may indeed have planned a relative shift in provincial 

administration, in conjunction with the decline of the (mar system, 

from the sancak to the province as the main unit. But by mid- 

century the enormously powerful governors challenged the central 

government itself, in what is known in Ottoman historiography as 
the Abaza Hasan Paşa revolt (1658). It took all the energies of the 

state to suppress the revolt and establish a more stable relation 

with the governors thereafter. Nevertheless, the changes that had 

occurred since the sixteenth century were irreversible. 
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Recapıtulatıon 
and Conclusion 

DURING THE CENTURY we have been studying and in the 

context of our theme three interrelated but distinct developments 

stand out: central government officials came to take over provin- 

cial administration positions at higher ranks; the province replaced 

the district as the main administrative unit; patronage relations 

and household affiliations became dominant factors in the polity. 

These developments took place against the backdrop of the 

growing obsolescence of the provincial cavalry. As the classical 

system, based on apportioning dirliks to cavalrymen and to their 

officers, became an unsatisfactory arrangement, experience in this 

career became irrelevant in terms of provincial administration. In 

the first half of the sixteenth century officers trained at the center, 
in the sultan’s household, went out to join the dirlik system at fairly 

low or middle levels. There, competing with others already in the 

provinces, they hoped to reach ümerâ ranks. Toward the end of the 

century, however, as there emerged a surplus of candidates for 

sancakbeyi posts, officers from the center were relatively more suc- 

cessful, even when they arrived without previous experience in 

lower ranks of provincial administration. Compared to a zaim in 

the provinces they were better connected; but perhaps a more 

important reason for their relative success was the downgrading of 

the provincial career. This process continued into the seventeenth 
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century when even the sancakbeyi rank fell into relative obscurity. 
By the 1630s palace and central government officials, even some 
directly out of the sultan’s personal service in the enderun, were 
appointed immediately as beylerbeyi. 

The erosion in the status of the lower ümera may appear to 

have reached even the beylerbeyi rank. Before 1550 the regular way 

to become a vezir of the imperial council and to move on to grand 

vezirate passed through the provinces. In the seventeenth century 

it became possible for a palace official to take office in central 

government, most typically as yeniçeri commander, and to go on to 

become grand vezir in one move. It would be misleading, however, 

to accept this as an indication of a diminution in beylerbeyi status. 

The governors general in the seventeenth century ruled in their 

provinces with much greater authority than in earlier times and 

with considerably increased revenues. The central government 

was now interested in direct cash contributions from the provinces, 

instead of alienating revenues at the source in support of an in- 

creasingly useless provincial army. Although this was done mainly 

through expanding tax farms at the expense of the dirlik system, the 

beylerbeyi now played an important part in the collection and 

transmission of state revenues. In some provinces he actually was 

titled “overseer of revenues” (nazır-ı emval) in addition to his 

traditional role as governor (vali). Even when he was not officially 

so named, he received contributions from all appointments in his 

province and sent on to Istanbul his own contribution. 

The shift in provincial administration from the district to the 
province is also signalled by a change in the term used for province. 

A province used to be called a beylerbeyilik or a vilayet. Both terms are 

too general to have any specific connotation: beylerbeyilik simply 
refers to the area that comes under a beylerbeyi, while vilayet, a 

general term for administration, was applied to smaller units as 
well. From the 1580s the term eyalet came to replace the earlier 

terms. It is interesting to note that until then eyalet had been used 

for semi-autonomous areas. Kurdish sancaks, for example, which 

had special status, were termed eyalets. It is not a coincidence that 

as the powers of the beylerbeyi grew, the area under his rule came to 

be called eyalet; the changing status of the province was thus 
indicated. 
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Along with the nature of provincial administration, the meth- 
ods of recruitment and preparation of officers also changed. The 
most conspicuous change was the abandonment of the devşirme 
method of recruiting non-Muslim subjects for imperial service. It 
appears, however, that the importance of the disappearance of the 
devşirme has been exaggerated in Ottoman historiography: the 
devşirme method may have been dropped, but the essential feature 

of the kul system, training administrators in the imperial palace, 

was maintained. Slaves from outside the empire continued to be 

brought into the palace. The important change was that locally 

born Muslims were now taken into the enderün, not simply as 

miiteferrika in the bırun. The best-known example is Evliya Çelebi, 

the famous traveler: the son of a palace artisan, he was allowed into 

the enderun after an encounter with the sultan. Another case, and an 

interesting one, is Silahtar Mustafa Paşa, the famous courtier of 
Murad IV: he was the son of a Bosnian merchant who came to 

Istanbul in his youth, was employed in several households, and 

finally entered the sultan’s service.! Such Muslim-born enderun 

pages were equally the sultan’s kuls, his servants, if not slaves in the 

legal sense; their relations with the sultan and their public status 

seem to have been no different from that of sixteenth-century kuls. 

The imperial household came to greater importance as its 

“graduates” left to occupy the highest positions in central and 

provincial administration. Competition for advancement now 

took place in the palace itself instead of at the lower ranks of 

administration. At the same time private households, those of 

prominent ümerâ, also rose in importance. At the lowest level reaya 

volunteers, who in the old days could take part in campaigns in the 

hope of receiving imar grants, now came to join ümera households 

to change their status, as mercenaries if not as permanent members 
of the retinue. At the other end, ümerâa household officials came to 

be appointed directly as sancakbeyi and even as beylerbeyi. Very often 

household officials served as interim governors in the name of their 

patrons, as their agents (miitesellim) taking command of a sancak or 

an eyalet until the governor himself arrived with the rest of his 

household. The fact that enderun pages and ümerâ household 

officials were directly appointed to ümera ranks does not, of course, 

imply that these were inexperienced men, simply that their train- 
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ing and experience was different from that of sixteenth-century 

provincial officers. 
Until recently it has been customary to speak in Ottoman 

historiography of the “decline” of the empire from the late- 
sixteenth century. I have been careful to avoid the term except in 

the context of a particular institution. The dırlık system certainly 

declined, but to talk of Ottoman decline from 1600 on, until the 

empire’s demise more than three centuries later in 1922, is to 

overlook new arrangements that emerged in the second half of the 
empire’s existence. Perhaps the magnitude of the crisis around 

1600 and the efforts of contemporary historians to understand its 

nature have led to the fallacious notion of a long, monotonous, and 

continuous decline. What is needed, instead, is a closer look at 

changing patterns in more specific time periods. 

I have tried to explain a particular process from 1550 to 1650, 

a passage from the dırlık system of provincial administration to one 

where the beylerbeyi supervised revenue collection in the provinces 

and made cash contributions to the central treasury. In its essence 

this was not a process of “decline”; it may even be referred to as 

“modemnization,” in the sense that it was a shift from a “feudal” 

arrangement to a monetary one. Furthermore, the shift was in- 

tended to increase the power of the central government, another 
feature of the “modern” state. 

The results, however, were not as intended. The classic dirlik 

system, very different from feudalism, had been a highly bureau- 

cratic one, controlled closely by a central government granting 

dirliks for loyal service, routinely transferring dirlik holders from 

one locality to another, and revoking grants when punishment was 

indicated. The new arrangement in the seventeenth century, in- 

volving the increasing power of central government officials in the 

provinces and greater cash resources at the disposal of the central 

government, aimed at a greater degree of centralization. However, 

the new beylerbeyi, supreme in their provinces, did sometimes chal- 

lenge central authority. Even more important, the beylerbeyi came 

to depend increasingly on the cooperation of local—and unofficial 

— elites, either as agents (mütesellim) or as aides in revenue collec- 

tion, thereby contributing to the rise of a powerful group of provin- 
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cial notables (ayan) in the eighteenth century. Such developments 

do not necessarily imply a general decline, but simply a greater 

degree of local leadership. 
A quite different feature of the process we have been studying 

had much more significant consequences for the prosperity of 

Ottoman society in general. With the rise of households, both as a 

requirement of the state and as a political necessity in competition 

for office, a large part of the economic resources of the empire was 

tied to political struggles. Capital accumulation was largely in- 

tended for political aims, rather than for economic investments. 

This, more than anything else, determined the future course of 

Ottoman rivalry with Europe at the threshhold of the industrial 
revolution and led to a decline of Ottoman fortunes relative to the 
increasing might of an industrialized and imperialistic Europe in 

the nineteenth century. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Ottoman Provinces 

and Governors in 1527 

LISTS OF OTTOMAN provinces in the sixteenth and seven- 

teenth centuries are supplied in various types of archival registers, 

in the monographs of contemporary Ottoman authors, and in the 

accounts of contemporary writers, both Ottoman and foreign, who 

very often copied the lists from earlier documents or reports. Their 

accounts are, therefore, full of anachronisms and should be used 

with extreme caution. One of the most widely quoted sources, for 

example, is Ayni Ali’s report, which contains not one but three 

separate lists of sancaks.! Ayni Ali's first list shows the sancaks in each 

eyalet; the second indicates the has income normally allowed the 

sancakbeyi in each sancak; the third gives the number of zeamet and 

timars in each sancak. As the author himself states in his introduc- 

tion, these lists were copied from registers of varying dates, and 

there are serious discrepancies among them. Although we know 

that Ayni Ali composed his report in 1609, we have no idea which 

periods his various lists refer to, except that they go back as much as 

thirty of forty years.? By comparing the lists with each other and 
also with archival registers we can infer that the oldest of his three 

lists is that which gives the zeamet and #imar figures and that the last, 
which is the listing of sancaks in each eyalet, must be quite close in 

date to 1609. 
Of the seventeenth century sancak lists, the one contained in 
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Koçi Bey’s report to İbrahim I (c.1640) appears to be copied from 

Ayni Ali’s monograph. It is curious than even though Koçi Bey 
realized that the list did not reflect the situation in his day (he cites, 
for example, Özü as a separate eyalet but does not mention its 
sancaks) , he still was content to copy it, perhaps because he did not 

have access to the registers of the time.3 
The list in Ali Çavuş's monograph on timars, also, is closer to 

Ayni Ali’s list than to the actual situation in his day (1653).4 As for 

the figures Evliya Celebi gives in the mid-seventeenth century as 

has incomes of sancak governors, they are copied from the list in 

Ayni Ali’s report, which in turn was taken from a still earlier 
register; thus Evliya Celebi’s figures are about a century off.® 

Another mid-seventeenth century author, Katip Celebi, men- 

tions, with surprising nonchalance, that he obtained his lists from 
Ayni Ali and even from the mid-sixteenth-century writer Nişancı 

Celâlzade.5 In short, after some scrutiny, only the list in Miingeat üs- 
Selâtin appears to be an authentic seventeenth-century source.’ 

Because of the inadequacy of these widely used reports, 

I would like to emphasize the need to refer to archival registers 
whenever possible; they form the source for the contemporary 

authors as well.8 These registers are primarily of three types. Four 

lists at the Topkapi Palace Archives, undated but obviously all 
from the early years of the reign of Süleyman I (r. 1520-66), 

comprise the first type: they list all sancaks in existence at a par- 

ticular date, with the names of the governors and incomes allotted 

to them. Sancak lists can also be extracted from the ruzname registers 

in which are recorded, usually for a period of a few years, new 

appointments to and changes in dirliks of all levels, from the has of 

the beylerbeyi and the sancakbeyi to the smallest tumar.® However, 

since only changes or new appointments are noted in the ruzname, 

one cannot hope to end up with a complete list with any degree of 

certainty. 
The appointment registers, which form the backbone of the 

present study, are the third type of archival registers that provide 

sancak lists. These registers are described in some detail in appendix 

2; I will therefore refrain from discussing them here except to 
observe that they seem to be a fusion of the first two types, listing all 
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the sancaks and recording the appointments to each sancak over a 
period of eight or nine years. 

In view of the importance of relying on archival registers as 

much as possible, I have included here the facsimile, transcription, 

and translation of one of the Topkapı lists.!9 Before going on to this 

list itself, however, I would like to discuss all the lists in the Topkapi 

group and attempt to date them. 

The earliest of the four Topkapi lists (TPA, D. 9772) has 
already been published in transcription by O. L. Barkan, who 

dates it September 1520— June 1522 (Şevval 927 — Receb 928).11 

The portion of the second list on the Rumeli province, TPA, D. 

10057, was cited by Gökbilgin when he published a register of all 

cities and towns in Rumeli (TPA, D. 9578).!2 The approximate 

date of this list can be established as follows: The Grand Vezir 
İbrahim Paşa appears in the list as beylerbeyi of Rumeli. We know 

that the governorship of Rumeli was bestowed on İbrahim Paşa 
when he was grand vezir in April 1526/Recep 932 on the occasion 

of the Mohacs campaign;!* we also know that İbrahim Paşa re- 

linguished this additional office sometime in the winter of 1526— 

27. I would guess that this list was prepared in late 1526, after the 

Mohacs campaign. 

The third list (TPA, D. 5246), which is almost identical to the 

second in script, in composition, and in content, names a Kasim 

Paşa as the successor of İbrahim Paşa as Rumeli beylerbeyi.14 Was 

the grand vezir also governor only for the duration of the campaign 

of 1526 or did he give up this post in the spring of 1527 when he 

crossed to Anatolia to suppress an uprising there? In any case, the 

last possible date for D. 10057, the spring of 1527, is also the earliest 
possible date for D. 5246. The last possible date for D. 5246 can be 

established with greater certainty: Sinan Bey, Koçi Bey, and 

Mustafa Bey, who appear in the list as governors of Alaiye, 
Amasya, and Karaman respectively, were killed during the 

Kalender uprising which was suppressed in June 1527/Ramazan 

933.15 The date of D. 5246 can thus be narrowed down to the 
spring of 1527. 

The last list in the Topkapı series, D. 8303, is the most difficult 

to date primarily because it is the only list in the group where the 



104 Appendix 1: Provinces and Governors 

chief sancak of each province, and consequently the beylerbeyi, is not 

mentioned; beylerbeys, of course, are easier to identify than sancak- 

beys. The best we can do is to say that the list dates from the late 
1520s. The earliest possible date is 934/1527—28: Bali Bey, who 

appears in earlier lists as the governor of Iskenderiye (Iskodra), 

was executed in 93416 and he is not mentioned in D. 8303. The last 
possible date can be established as 937/1530—31 since the list shows 
a Hüseyin Bey as governor of Alacahisar (Kruşevaç), whereas 

during the siege of Budin in 937 that post was held by an Ahmed 

Bey.!” 

It has been argued that the Topkapı lists should not be 
considered sufficient evidence for the administrative divisions of 
the empire because they do not exactly coincide with the land 

registers (tahrir) of roughly the same period, that these lists should 

not be accepted as official documents but as private reports pre- 

pared for the reference of the imperial council or of the sultan 
himself.!8 It seems to me that the fact that the lists differ from the 
land registers is not sufficient reason to question their reliability. It 

is fairly obvious from a comparison of these lists with each other, as 

well as with other archival documents, that the Ottoman provin- 
cial organization was in a state of flux, especially in the first half of 
the sixteenth century when immense expanses of land were 
brought under Ottoman administration; the discrepancies merely 

reflect these changes. 

Ottoman Provinces, Provincial Administrators, 
Incomes Allotted to Administrators in 1527 

(TSA D. 5246) * 

[On cover] Detailed list of the districts 
in the flourishing domains 

He is the Clement Lord 

The following is a detailed list of the names of the governors 

* Province and district numbers added. First three entries translated in full, the rest in 

summary. 
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general and of the district governors in the [divinely] protected 

imperial domains in Rumeli, Anatolia, in the provinces of 

Karaman and Rin, in the lands of Syria and Egypt, in Diyarbekir 

and Kurdistan, and in the province of Dulkadriyye, the livelihood 

granted to each by the exalted royal kindness, including the yaya 

and miisellem (auxiliary provincial troops) commands. 

[The Province of Rumeli| 
1 District of Paşa, in the name of the Governor General of Rumeli, 

the exalted Kasım Paşa. 
District of Semendire, in the name of Hüsrev Bey, son of Ferhad 

Aga, yield [of revenues] 500,000. 
. District of Bosnia, in the name of Mehmet Bey, son of Yahya 
Paşa, yield [of revenues] 605,000. 

. Gelibolu, Pulak Mehmet Bey, 605,000. 

. Nigbolu, Mehmet Bey of the Mihal family, 603,000. 
Mora, the exalted Zeynel Paşa, 606,000. 

. Hersek, Ahmet Bey, brother of Mustafa Bey, 375,000. 

. Ohri, Hasan Bey, 300,000. 
. İskenderiye, Bali Bey, 605,000. 
. Silistre, Mehmet Bey, head palace gatekeeper, 540,000. 
. Avlonya, Süleyman Bey, 473,000. 

Vilcitrin, Piri Bey, son of Balta, 406,300. 
. Alacahisar, Huseyin Bey of the Evrenos family, 220,000. 
. Vidin, Yahşi Bey of the Mihal family, 400,000. 
> Yanya, Mehmet Bey, 600,000. 
. Tırhala, Hasan Bey, son of Omer Bey, 512,000. 
. Prizrin, Bali Bey the Younger, 200,000. 
: Ağriboz, Ahmet Bey, son of Kasım Paşa, 320,000. 
. İlbasan, Hasan Bey, Sekbanbaşı (janissary officer), 200,000. 
- Vize, became a has (imperial demesne). 
4 Kl Mehmet Bey, son of Ahmed Aga, 314,000. 
. İzvornik, Sinan Bey, Kethiida-1 Rumeli (Superintendent of the 
Rumeli fief register), 256,000. 

. Karheli, Kayıtbay, cavalier (cundı), 200,000. 

. Çirman, Ali Bey, ağa-yı gurebâ-yı yemin (commander of one of the 

household cavalry regiments), 152,000. 

. Kızılca müsellem, Mehmed Bey, son of Todor Mujak, 140,000. 

. Voynuk, Nebi Bey, superintendent of the royal stables, 80 ,000. 

. Çingâne, Ali Bey, son of İskender Paşa, 170,000. 

. Karadağ, İskender Bey, son of Çerni, 101 ,000. 

. Kefe, Mehmed Bey, nişani (master of the imperial seal), 

400,000. 
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Rodos and the [other] islands, Abdülcelil Bey of the İsfendiyar 
family, 300,000. 
Selânik, [given out] as retirement pension. 

Districts of the Province of Anatolia 

re 

17 

Kütahya, the governor general of Anatolia, Behram Bey, 

1,000,000. 
. Teke, İhtiyar Bey, 400,000. 
. Aydin, Lütfi Bey emir-i alem (palace official), 503,000. 
. Menteşa, Ferhad Bey, head wine steward, 450,000. 
. Saruhan, Mehmed Bey, 325,000. 
. Karesi, Mehmed Bey, son-in-law of Ayas Paşa, 200,000. 
. Biga, İbrahim Bey, son of Kurd Aydın Bey, 150,000. 
. Hamid, Sinan Bey, head tailor, 210,000. 
. Karahisar-ı Sahib, Okçu Sinan Bey, 300,000. 
. Ankara, Mehmed Bey, son of Piri Paşa, 364,300. 
. Kangırı, Mustafa Bey, 215,000. 
. Bolu, Musa Bey, son of Kızıl Ahmed, 405,000. 
. Kastamonu, Zagarcı Ahmed Bey, 250,000. 
. Sultanönü, in the hand of Kasım Bey, son of Şehsuvar 
Dülkadiri, as zeamet (fief). 

. Hüdaverdigâr, has (imperial demense). 

. Alaiye and Manavgat, Sinan Bey, brother of Yakub Aga, 
330,000. - 2 
Kocaeli, Ibrahim Bey, son of Omer Bey, 162,000. 

Districts of the Province of Karaman 

MOP ON R— 

ik 

. Konya, governor general Mahmud Bey, 700,000. 

. Kayseri [blank] 

. İçel, Sinan Bey, second equerry, 300,000. 

. Nigde, Mahzar Bali Bey, 230,000. 
. Beyşehir, Hasan Bey e/-çavuş (herald), 150,000. 
. Aksaray, Huseyin Bey, ser silahdârân (commander of one of the 
household cavalry regiments), 200,000. 
Maraş, Üveys Bey, head equerry, 400,000. 

Districts of the Province of Rüm 

Op onr 

D 

. Sivas, governor general Yakub Bey, 700,000. 

. Amasya, Kocu Bey, 450,000. 

. Çorum, Sinan Bey, 153,000. 

. Canik, Sarrac Ali Bey, 150,000. 

. Karahisar-ı Şarki, Mustafa Bey, son of Bıyıklı Mehmed Bey, 
250,000. 

. Bayburd, İdris Bey, son of Omer Bey, 305,000. 
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Kemah, Sinan Bey, 471,000. 

Malatya, İskender Bey, son of Yularkısdı, 450,000. 
Divrigi and Darende, Mehmed Bey, son il Sinan Paşa, 188,000. 
Gerger and Kâhta, Ba bül ük Mehmed Bey, 470,000. 
Bozok, Mehmed Bey, son of Şükrullah Bey, 230, 000. 
Trabzon, İskender Bey, 500,000. 

of the Province of Şâm 
. Şâm, governor general Lütfi Bey, 1,000,000. 
. Adana, Piri Bey of the Ramazan fal; 1,870,000. 
. Haleb, İsa Bey, son of İbrahim Paşa, 550 ,000. 
; Trablus, Haydar Bey, head taster Geleak): 400,000. 
Kuds-i Soe and Gazze, Uveys Bey, brother of Mehmed Bey, 
550,000. 

: Hana and Hums, Mehmed Bey, son of Korkmas, 400,000. 
. Anteb, Mehmedsah Bey, 322,000. 
. Sis, Mahmud Bey, son of Davud Paşa, 180,000. 
. Tarsus, Htiseyin Bey, 150,000. 
. Nablus and Safed, Haci Bey, 500,000. 
. Birecik, Mustafa Bey, son of Cerrah, 140,000. 
. Deyr and [sic] Rahba, Hüseyin Bey, 170, 000. 
. Ekrad, İzzeddin Bey, 170 ,000. 
. Dzeyrili, Ahmed Bey of the Uzeyr family, 146,000. 
. Salt [and] Aclun, Iskender Bey, 200,000. 

of the Province of Egypt 
. Misr (Cairo), governor general, Süleyman Bey, 4,000,000. 
. Commander of Misr (Cairo), İskender Bey Horasani, 300,000. 
. Suyüt, Isa Bey Késtendili, 250,000. 
. Cidde, as emânet (by a state controller). 
. Superintendent of revenues, Canim (?), 400,000. 

of the Province of Diyarbekir 
. Amid and Mardin, governor general Hüsrev Bey, 2,500,000. 
. Harput, Gazi Kiran Bey, 400,000. 
. Arabkir, Levend Bey, 200,000. 
Ruha, Mustafa Bey, 200,000. 
Kigi, Mustafa Bey, 205,000. 

. Ergani, Mehmed Bey Menteşalu, 168,000. 

. Musul, Iskender Bey of the Aranid family, 338,000. 

. Ana and Hit, Abdurrahman Bey, son of Öğünür Hacı Bey, 

225,000. 
. Bire, imperial demense at the present. 
. Aşâir-i Ulus (Ulus tribes), imperial demense at the present. 
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Province of Kürdistan 

. Territory (eyâlet) * of Cezire, Mir Bedir Bahti. 
. Bitlis, Şeref Bey. 
. Hisnkeyf, Süleyman Bey, son of Melek Halil, holds [as] a 

district. 

. Siverek, Mir Seyyid Bey. 

. Mir Zahid, son of İzzeddin Şir. 

. Çemişkezek, Mir Hüseyin Bey. 

. İmadiye, Mir Hasan Bey. 
These [i.e., the above] are the great lords of Kürdistan. 

. Hizan, Davud Bey Hizâni. 

. Sason, Mehmed Bey Sasoni. 
. Palu, Çemşid Bey. 
. Çapakçur, Sultan Ahmed Bey. 
. Egil, Murad Bey. 
. Sincar, Seydi Ahmed Bey. 
. Atak, Ahmed Bey. 
. Çermik, Şah Ali Bey. 
. Hayze, Mir Mehmed Bey. 
. Zerrik, Şahkulu Bey son of Mehmed Zerriki. 

Müsellem Commands of Anatolia 

L; 

2 
Bi 
4 

Aydın, Saruhan, Menteşa, Sultanönü, Hüdavendigâr, Kocaeli, 
Karesi and Biga, elliciyân of Saruhan; Mehmedşah Bey, son of 
Şemsi Bey el-Fenâri, 58,000. 

. Bolu, Kastamonu, Ankara, Kangırı; Çadırcı Kasim, 66,000. 
Kütahya, Karahisar-ı Sahib, Hamid; Hüseyin Bey, 65,000. 

. Teke and Manavgat, Çadırcı Ali, 45,000. 

Yaya (provincial infantry) Commands 

OeN AF REN 
10. 
lie 
12. 

. Kütahya, Kasim, ser zağarcıyan (janissary officer), 45,900. 
. Karahisar-ı Sahib, Hüseyin head carriageman, 50,000. 
. Karesi, Mustafa, ser sasoncıyan (janissary officer), 45,000. 
. Saruhan, Mustafa, aga-1 Istanbul (janissary officer). 
. Biga, Kasim, ser piyadegân (janissary officer), 35,000. 
Menteşâ, Ali ser turnacıyan (janissary officer), 45,000. 

. Hamid, Süleyman, 50,000. 

. Bolu, İlyas, ser #urnacıyan (janissary officer), 40,000. 
Aydin, Huseyin, ser solak (palace official), 85,000. 
Hüdavendigâr, Yusuf, 40,000. 
Ankara, Yusuf, ser piyade (janissary officer), 45,000. 
Sultanönü, Mehmed, 35,000. 

* All subdivisions of Kürdistan are termed eyâlet as opposed to /iva/district elsewhere. I 

use the term “territory” to convey the sense of being not quite part of the general system and 

of a degree of automony. 



Figures 1-8. Ottoman Provinces, Administrators, and Incomes in 1527 

(TSA D. 5246) 
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Figure 1. Opening statement and province of Rumeli. 
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Figure 2. Province of Rumeli (cont.) and districts of province of Anatolia. 
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Figure 3. Districts of province of Anatolia (cont.) and districts of province of 
Karaman. 
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Figure 4. Districts of province of Karaman (cont.) and districts of province of 

Rim. 
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Figure 5. Districts of province of $4m and districts of province of Egypt. 
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Figure 6. Districts of province of Diyarbekir and province of Kiirdistan. 
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Figure 7. Province of Kürdistan (cont.) and Müsellem commands of Anatolia. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Provincial Appointment Registers 

THE PROVINCIAL APPOINTMENT registers, which form the 
major source of this study, are all to be found in the various 

classifications of the Başbakanlık Arşivi in Istanbul under the 

numbers MAD 563 (Maliye Defterleri-Financial Registers), KK 

262 and 266 (Kamil Kepeci Collection), and Cev. Dah. 6095 

(Cevdet Classification, Internal Affairs). Each register shows ap- 
pointments to all provinces (eyalet) and districts (sancak) of the 

empire during a period of eight to ten years. Of the four registers 

used in this study the last two are complementary (they cover the 

same period), so that we have data on three separate periods only. 

The periods covered are not significant in any particular way: they 

do not correspond to the reign of a sultan, for instance, or to the 

administration of a particular grand vezir. If either the beginning 

or the end of any register seems to correspond to any event this fact 

is noted in the descriptions below, but usually it is difficult to 
surmise why a particular register was started or abandoned at a 

particular time. 

As I have indicated in appendix 1, the appointment registers 

can be viewed as a blend of lists showing sancaks and their in- 

cumbents at a particular date (the Topkapı group) and the ruzname 

in which were recorded all changes of dirliks of all sizes. One 

observation that supports this surmise is that the Topkapi lists and 

the ruzname seem to have been abandoned after the appointment 

registers began to be kept; in other words, there are no surviving 
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appointment registers which predate the other two types of docu- 

ments. However, any attempt at determining the evolution of 
Ottoman bureaucratic practices on the basis of available docu- 
ments must of necessity be tentative. MAD 563, which covers the 
period 1568—74, is the earliest appointment register I have been 
able to discover, but there may have been earlier ones. Further- 
more, MAD 563 itself is miscatalogued (see below); there may be 

other such mislabeled registers in the Ottoman archives. Finally, 
it must be admitted that since these three types of documents were 

kept for different purposes there is no reason why they should not 
have been prepared simultaneously. 

It is surprising that we have only four appointment registers 

extant from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. One would 
think that they would have been kept on a regular basis after they 

had emerged as a new type of register, presumably in the mid- 

sixteenth century; there should have been at least a dozen appoint- 

ment registers from the period covered in this study. Their pre- 

sumed loss may be explained by the fact that it is in precisely this 

period, from about 1570 on, that the sultan was less involved in the 

business of government. The appointment registers may have re- 
mained with the grand vezirs and perished with the vezirs’ private 

papers. It is significant in this context that the only seventeenth- 

century registers we have are from the later reign of Murad IV, 

during the time this forceful sultan actively took matters in hand. 
(Since I have not combed the catalogues for later periods, I cannot 

tell whether the practice of keeping provincial appointment regis- 

ters was continued after the seventeenth century). 

To give a better idea of the information usually contained in 

these registers and how they differ from one another I have pro- 

vided below sample entries from each register. It will be noted 
readily that the first register (MAD 563) contains much fuller 

information, while in the last two (KK 266 and Cev. Dah. 6095) 

the Aas alloted to the sancakbeyi is completely left out and even such 

a standard item as the post an appointee held previously is fre- 

quently omitted. On the other hand, in the last period new items 

of information, such as the sponsor of certain appointees, begin to 

appear. One major difference between the registers is in the record- 
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ing of appointments to lesser provincial officers. In the earliest 
register such appointments, i.e., to the posts of müsellem and yaya beyi 

in Anadolu province, as well as hazine defterdarı, timar kethüdası, and 

timar defterdarı in each province, are recorded regularly. In the 

second register (KK 262) the müsellem and yaya beyi posts are 

omitted altogether, and although the titles have been entered for 

offices, indeed for many offices not in MAD 563, such as 

“Kapudanlık-ı Farisan der Bosna” (p. 10), “Kapudanlık-ı 

Mohaç” (p. 26), and “Ağalık-ı Azeban” in many frontier pro- 

vinces, actual appointments are seldom recorded. Even the titles of 

the three main lesser provincial offices (i.e., hazine-or, in this period 

maliye- defterdarı, timar kethüdası, timar defterdar) are not entered with 

any regularity in the last two registers; no appointments to these 
offices are recorded. This growing indifference to the lesser provin- 

cial offices no doubt parallels, and is further evidence of, their 

decline in status. 

Sample Pages (with entry numbers added) 

MAD 563 (s. 72) 

Liva-i Kocaili 
1. Der Tasarruf-u Bali Bey, mir-i sabik-1 Rodos. Fi 9 Recep sene 

974. Hasil 236,526 [figures in siyakat script]. Berat sud maa 

terakki ve ziyade fi sene-i m [ezbur]. 

[Undated note:] Mezkur sancak Cezayir Beylerbeyligine ilhak 

olunmak buyuruldu. 
[Later entries above the line] 

9. Der dest-i Kaya Bey, mir-i sabik-1 Sakız. Fi 27 Zilhicce sene 975. 

Hasıl 250,000. 
3. Der dest-i Ahmed Bey, mir-i sabik-1 Rodos. Fi 29 Cemazi ül-ahir 

sene 979. Hasil maa terakki 260,000. Berat şüd fi sene-i m [ezbur, ] 

ba noksan. 
4. Der dest-i Haydar Bey, mir-i sâbık-ı Azak, Fi 19 Ramazan el- 

mübârek sene 979. Hasıl 275,590. Hâsıl maa terakki 400,000. 

Berat şüd fi sene 980, ba noksan. 

5. Der dest-i Mehmed Bey, an rüesâ-ı kadirgaha-1 hassa. Fi gurre-i 

Muharrem el-harâm sene 981. Hasıl 260,000. Berat şüd fi sene-i 

m [ezbur]. 
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MAD 563 (p. 72) 
District of Kocaili (Izmit/Nicomedia) 

l. In the possession of Bali Bey, former governor of Rodos (Rhodes). 
Appointed on the 9th Receb, 974. Revenues 236,562 [figures in 
siyakat script; akçes|. Berat (diploma of office) issued, with raise 
and surplus, in the same year. 
[Undated note:] This district has been ordered to be appended to 
Cezâir province [i.e., Cezair-i Bahr-i sefid/ Aegean islands]. 
[Later entries above the line] 

. In the hand of Kaya Bey, former governor of Sakız [Chios]. On 
27th Zilhice, 975. Revenues 250,000. 

. In the hand of Ahmed Bey, former governor of Rhodes. On 29th 
Cemazi ül-ahir, 979. Revenues, with raise, 260,000. Berat issued 
in the same year; with deficit. 

. In the hand of Haydar Bey, former governor of Azak [Azov]. On 
the 19th Ramazan the blessed, 979. Revenues 275,590. Reve- 
nues, with raise, 400,000. Berat issued in the year 980; with deficit. 

. In the hand of Mehmed Bey, of the captains of imperial vessels. 
On the first of Muharrem the sacred, 981. Revenues 260,000. 
Berat issued in the same year. 

KK 262 (s. 25) 
Liva-ı Peçuy 

Sabıka ikiyüz ondokuzbin akçe haslar ile Dukagin sancakbeyi 
olan İsa Bey'e sene 982 Rebi ül-evvelinin dokuzuncu gününde 
hasları bedeliyle tevcih olunup badehu otuzbirbin akçe 
ziyadesiyle cümle ikiyüz elli bin akçe ile berat eyledi. Fi 29 
Cemazi el-Ahir sene 984. 
Sabıka 200,000 akçe haslar ile Kabur beyi olan Gazanfer Bey'e 
989 Muharreminin 29. gününden liva-ı mezbur inayet buyurulup 
berat eyledi, 240,000 akçe ile, fi 4 şaban el-muazzam sene 989. 

. Sabıka Yanova beyi olan Mahmud Bey'e liva-1 Peçuy 210,000 
akçe ile inayet buyurulup 990 Rebi ül-evvelinin 15. gününden 
sadaka olunup berat eyledi, terakkisiyle 237,700 akçe ile, fi gurre- 
i Cemazi el-ahir sene 990. 
Yanova beyi Gazanfer Bey'e verilmişdir. Fi 27 Cemazi ül-ahir 
sene [9]92. 
Zikr olunan Peçuy sancağı Piyale Bey'den alınıp hatt-ı humayun 
ile sabıka İzvornik beyi olan Ömer Bey'e verildi. Fi 13 Şevvâl 
sene 993. 

. Simontorna beyi [blank] Bey'e verildi. Ba hatt. fi 12 M[uharrem] 
sene (9195. 
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KK 262 (p. 25) 
District of Peçuy 

it Conferred on Isa Bey, formerly governor of Dukagin with 
revenues of 219,000 akçe, on the 9th Rebi ül-evvel, 982 with 
equivalent revenues. Later received a berat totaling 250,000 akçe 
with a surplus of 31,000 akçe; on 29 Cemazi ül-ahir, 984. 

. Graciously granted to Gazanfer Bey, formerly governor of Kabur 
with revenues of 200,000 akçe; from the 29th Muharrem, 989; for 
which he received a berat on 4 Şaban the great, 989, with 240,000 
akçe. 

. The district of Peçuy was graciously granted to Mahmud Bey 
formerly governor of Yanova, with 210,000 akçe; bestowed on him 
from 15th Rebi ül-evvel, 990; received berat, with raise, for 
237,700 akçe on Ist Cemazi ül-ahir 990. 

. Given to Gazanfer Bey, governor of Yanova; on 27th Cemazi ül- 
ahir (9192. 

. Said district of Peçuy was taken from Piyale Bey and given to 
Omer Bey, formerly governor of İzvornik; by imperial rescript; 
on 13th Şevval, 993. 

. Given to [blank] Bey, governor of Şimontorna; by imperial re- 
ceipt; on 12 M[uharrem] [9]95. 

Cev. Dah. 6095 (s. 27, bottom) 
Liva-ı Prizrin 

ig Der Tasarruf-u Hüseyin Bey. Fi 22 Rebi ül-evvel, sene 1041. 
2. Delvine sancagibeyi olan Divitdarzade Mustafa Bey’e istibdal 

3: 

itmekle virilmişdir. Fi gurre-i Muharrem sene 1042. 
[Later entries above the line] 
Sabika [blank] Sancagibeyi olan Cafer’e virilmisdir. Ba rica-1 ser 
bostancıyan-ı hassa. Fi 15 Saban sene 1042. Ba hatt-ı humayun. 

4. Liva-1 mezbur alaybeyisi olan Osman’s canib-i humayundan 
virilmişdir. Fi gurre-i Muharrem sene 1045. Ba hatt. 

Cev. Dah. 6095 (p. 27, bottom) 
District of Prizrin 

b 

2 

In the possession of Hüseyin Bey. Appointed on 22 Rebi ül-evvel 

1041. 
Given, by exchange, to Divitdarzade Mustafa Bey, governor of 
Delvine. on Ist Muharrem 1042. 
[Later entries above the line] 
Given to Cafer, former governor of [blank]. By intercession of the 
commander of the imperial guards (lit., gardeners). On 15th 

Saban 1042. By imperial rescript. 
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Given to Osman, alaybeyi (cavalry commander) of this district, 
by the imperial government (lit., from the side of the emperor). 
On the first of Muharrem 1045. By [imperial] rescript. 

KK 266 (s. 26, top) 
Liva-ı Prizrin 

l. 
ae 

o 

Bilfiil Mustafa Bey üzerinde. Fi gurre-i Muharrem, sene 1042. 
Sabika [blank] sancağıbeyi olan Cafer'e verilmişdir. Ba rica-i ser 
bostancıyan-ı hassa. Fi 15 Şaban sene 1042. 
Prizrin alaybeyisi Osman Bey'e ordu-u humayun tarafından 
verilmeğin mucibince [?] zabtina der-i devletten dahi hukm-u 

şerif verilmişdir. Fi 14 Cemazi ül-ahir sene 1045. 
. Sabıka Hersek Sancakbeyi olan Deli Piri'ye verilmişdir, Fi 6 
Şaban sene 1046. Ba hatt. Ali [? name of scribe]. 

. Bi-hasil olmağla mezkur Deli Piri'ye Ohri sancagı verilüb liva-i 
mezbur mahlül olmagin sabika bu sancakdan mazul Cafer Bey'e 
verilmişdir. Fi 8 Şevval sene 1047. Ba hatt-ı şerif. 
(Last entry above the line| 

. Sabıka Delvine sancagibeyi olan Osman dame mecduhuya veril- 
mişdir. Fi gurre-i Cemazi ül-ahir sene [10]51. Ba hatt-ı 
humayun. 

KK 266 (p. 26, top) 
District of Prizrin 

b 
2 

At present on Mustafa Bey. Appointed on Ist Muharrem 1042. 
Given to Cafer, former governor of [blank]. By intercession of the 
commander of the imperial guards (lit., gardeners). On 15th 
Saban 1042. 

. Since it was given to Osman Bey the alaybey (cavalry com- 
mander) of Prizrin, by the imperial army [1.e., by the commander 
of the army, in this case the grand vezir]; an imperial order has 
been issued that he may accordingly take command [of the 
district]. On the 14th Cemazi ül-ahir 1045. 
Given to Deli Piri, former governor of Hersek. On 6th Şaban 
1046. By [imperial] rescript. Ali [? name of scribe]. 
[This district] being unproductive [of revenues] the aforemen- 
tioned Deli Piri was given Ohri district; this district thus being 
vacant it was given to Cafer Bey, formerly governor of (lit., 
dismissed from) this district, on 8th Sevval 1047, by imperial 
rescript. 
(Last entry above the line] 

. Given to Osman, may his glory endure, former governor of 
Delvine. On Ist Cemazi ül-ahir [10]51. By imperial rescript. 
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Figure 9. MAD 563 (p. 72), district of Kocaili. 
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Figure 10. KK 262 (p. 25), district of Peçuy. 
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Descriptions 

MAD 563 (1568-1574) 
This register is described in the Maliye Defterleri catalogue as a 

zeamet register. Indeed, the first thirty-six pages contain only zeamet 

records, but the rest of the volume is comprised of provincial 

appointments. Evidently the register was at one point bound 

together with a zeamet register of the same size and from the same 

period. In this hasty and careless binding many pages were out of 

order, some even placed upside down. The register was paginated 

after the material was thus bound incorrectly; the correct order 

should be as follows: 214—220, 37—76, 115-154, 174-155 (pages 

upside down), 77—114, 175-213. The bottom half of the last few 

pages of the register, from p. 206 on, is completely decayed and has 

been torn away. One or more sheets, which should have come 

between pages 220 and 37, have been lost. 

Dating. The first appointment entry under each sancak indicates the 

incumbent at the time the register was first prepared. To deter- 

mine the exact beginning of the register, therefore, I looked at the 

dates of the latest first appointment entries and the earliest second 

appointments. The latest first appointment dates are from mid 

Zilkade 975 (May 1568): 15 Zilkade for Gelibolu (p. 40) and 
Cezair imar kethüdası (p. 44); 6 Zilkade for Agriboz (p. 41) and 

Vidin (p. 61); there are several other late first appointments from 

Ramazan 975 (March 1568). The earliest second entries are dated 

26 Zilkâde 975: Ankara (p. 70) and Karahisar-ı Şarki (p. 147). 

There are, however, two second entries which are earlier than 

the latest first entries: Erzurum &mar kethüdası, 22 Ramazan 

(p. 170), and Karek and Savbek, 5 Zilkade (p. 157). One possible 

explanation is that while the register was prepared before Zilkade 

975, the Gelibolu, Cezair timar kethiidas, Agriboz, and Vidin posts 

were vacant then and the appointments were recorded when they 

were made a short time later. A less likely explanation is that 

although the register was prepared in Zilkade 975, the appoint- 

ments to Erzurum timar kethüdası and to Karek-Savbek were so 



128 Appendix 2: Appointment and Registers 

recent that the previous appointments were also recorded. The 
earliest possible data for the commencement of the register would 

be Ramazan 975 (March 1568) according to the first explanation, 
and Zilkade 975 (May 1568) a according to the second; definitely 
the spring of 1568 in either case. 

Of course, there are much earlier first entries, such as Tercil 

(p. 83) in Diyarbekir province, 28 Rebi ül-ahir 959; and under 

Sogman (p. 150) and Mazgird (p. 151), both in Erzurum province, 
2 Ramazan 960 and 13 Saban 958 respectively. These dates are of 

no importance for our purpose here since they merely indicate that 

some incumbents at the time the register was first prepared had 

been at their posts for a long time. 

The end date of MAD 563 is easier to determine. All last 
entries date from early 982 (late summer 1574): 20 Rebi ül-ahir for 

Sirem (p. 51) and Fülek (p. 53), 1 Cemazi ül-evvel for liva- 

piyadegan-ı Karasi (p. 126), 28 Cemazi ül-evvel for Akkirman 

(p. 218). Sultan Selim II died on 1 Ramazan 982/15 December 

1574, just two months after this last date; we can guess that there 

were no new appointments during those two months and that the 

register was abandoned at the end of his reign. 

KK 262 (1578-1599) 
This register is in generally good condition, though some sec- 

tions are misbound: pp. 266—69 should come between pages 8 and 9; 

pp. 122—25 form a later addition which should have come after 

p. 129. A list, numbered pp. 90-91, is also a later addition; it 

should have been placed following p. 86. The later sections of the 
register, from p. 217 to the end (p. 285), are later additions, mostly 

as a result of conquests in the 1580s from the Safavis in the southern 

Caucasus and in Azerbeycan. These later additions were made ina 

quite haphazard fashion, with some repetitions. Indeed, the re- 

cordings in all portions, the original as well as the additional, are 

incomplete, not only in that some of the standard information, e.g., 

the dates of appointments and the income figures, is missing, but 

also because, more importantly, some appointments are altogether 

omitted. 

The fact that some appointments were never entered can be 
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established through a scrutiny of the existing entries. For one thing, 
under many sancaks there are long intervals between successive 
appointments, as shown in the examples below: 

a. 

b. 

Under Vize (p. 6) the first appointment is dated | Zilhice 984, the 
second, 27 Safer 993 with an interval of 9 years. 
Köstendil (p. 7): first appointment on 7 Cemâzi ül-evvel 985, 
second on 26 Cemazi ül-evvel 993; interval of 8 years. 
Çirmen (p. 7): second appointment on 4 Ramazan 986, third on 
18 Rebi ül-ahir 994; interval of 8 years. 
Sakız (p. 15): first appointment on | Zilkade 984, second on 27 
Cemazi ül-evvel 992; interval of 8 years. 
Kocaeli (p. 15): first appointment on 12 Muharrem 985, second 
on 5 Muharrem 995; interval of 10 years. 
İstolni Belgrad (p. 19): second appointment in 984, third in 992; 
interval of 8 years. 

Sultanönü (p. 42): first appointment in Muharrem 982, second in 
993; interval of 11 years. 

A sancakbeyi was never left at one post for such long periods, 

aside from sancaks with special status (ocaklık, hükümet). In some 

other cases we can tell with certainty that some entries are missing. 

Consider the following cases: 

a. Hızır Bey was appointed to Silistre (p. 4) on 24 Zilkade 986. In 
the following entry we read that Silistre was given on 13 Rebi ül- 
evvel 989 to Yakup Bey when Mehmed Bey was dismissed. Clearly 
Mehmed Bey’s appointment should have been entered (similar 
cases under Prizrin, p. 6, İlbasan, p. 6; Semendire, p. 18). 
The first entry under Suğla (p. 14) j is dated Il Kebi ül-evvel 991. 
However, it is mentioned that Mustafa Bey, who was appointed 
to İnebahtı (p. 13) 4 in 986, and Ibrahim Bey, who was appointed 
to Agrıboz (p. 12) in 988, had previously been sancakbeyi in Suğla; 
they should have been entered under Sugla (similar cases under 
Pojega/Klis, pp. 19 and 34; Sakiz/Teke, pp. 15 and 39; Dukagin/ 
Prizrin, pp. 266 and 6). 
Hiiseyin Bey was transferred from Hamid (p. 40) to Safed (p. 66) 
on 6 Rebi ul evvel 992, but the subsequent appointment to 
Hamid is on 13 Safer 994. Since it is very unlikely that Hamid was 
vacant for almost two years, there should have been one or more 
entries under Hamid between 992 and 994. 
Sancakbeyis in Corum (p. 53) and Arabkir (p. 53) were confirmed 
(mukarrer) at these posts in 992 but the original appointments 

were not entered. 



130 Appendix 2: Appointment and Registers 

While we can thus establish that there were omissions, it is 

quite difficult to determine if these omissions occurred at particular 

times. In general, one can say that omissions are more common 
from 986-87 to 991—92. 

Dating. Because of the omissions it is impossible to determine, using 

the method we employed for MAD 563, when exactly his register 
was started. There are some second appointments, as under Prizrin 
(p. 6) and İskenderiye (p. 4), dating from 985-86, but many more 

first appointments as under Nakşa (p. 16), Izvornik (p. 18), Üsküb 

(p. 8), from a later date. As for the end date in many sancaks (e.g., 

Nigbolu, p. 3, Kastamonu, p. 42; Ankara, p. 38, Estergon, p. 20; 
Sakiz, p. 15), appointments were entered as late as 996. But in 

many other cases the last entry is dated 992 (e.g., Avlonya, p. 4; 

Budin, p. 18), 991 (Zaçesne, p. 267; Rodos, p. 13; Midilli, p. 13), 

or even earlier (989 in Karahisar-ı Sahib, p. 41; and Yanya, p. 5). 

Again, since it is unlikely that there were no appointments to these 

posts after these dates and before 996, there must have been 

omissions during the last years the register was in use. 

There are some indications that this register was used concur- 

rently with another which was taken on the eastern campaigns. 

Were such a register to be found, it is probable that the two would 

complement each other (as in the case of the last two registers, 

KK 266 and Cev. Dah, 6095, below). 

Expressions used in the recording of certain entries support 

this speculation: 

a. Ohri, 19 Muharrem 995 (p. 3): “Girü Serdar tarafından İdris 
Bey'e verilmeğin kayıd olundu.” (Entered since it was returned 
to Idris Bey by the field commander.) 

b. Silistre (p. 4): “Ali Bey'e verilmiştir. 28 Saban 994. Serdar tara- 
findan ahire verilmiş, yine Ali Bey'e buyuruldu. 5 Zilhicce 994.” 

(Given to Ali Bey, 28 Şaban 994. Was given by the field com- 
mander to somebody else; bestowed again on Ali Bey, 5 Zilhicce 
994.) 

c. Hamid, 17 Zilhicce 994 (p. 40): “Serdar tarafından ahire veril- 
miş, yine Mehmed Bey'e buyuruldu.” (Given by the field com- 
mander to somebody else; bestowed again on Mehmed Bey.) 

d. Safed, 3 Zilhicce 992 (p. 66): “Vezir Zal Paşa oğlu Mehmed 
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Bey’e mukarrer, Serdar Ferhad Pasa mektubu mucibince.” 
(Given again to Mehmed Bay, son of Vezir Zal Pasa, in accor- 
dance with the letter of Field Commander Ferhad Pasa.) 

e. Karesi, 22 Cemazi ül-evvel 988 (p. 40): Hüseyin Bey appointed 
“Serdar Sinan Paşa canibinden” (by the Field Commander 
Sinan Paşa). 

What these notes definitely indicate is that this register was kept in 
Istanbul while the field commanders of the eastern campaigns also 
effected some appointments, some subsequently accepted and some 

rejected by the sultan. We can therefore surmise that the register 

was first prepared on the occasion of the eastern campaigns, which 

started in early 986/1578, that it was used intermittently until 
996/1588 when it was completely abandoned, and that the more 

complete records of appointments were entered in a register now 

missing, which was kept at the field headquarters. 

KK 266 and Cev. Dah. 6095 (1632-1641) 
While KK 266 is in good condition, Cev. Dah. 6095 is mis- 

bound, mispaginated, and missing some pages. The correct order 

of pages should be 27—34, 25—26, 35-54, 17-18, 3—4, 5-8, 15-16, 

12=2;9=1449=24)! 
In trying to ascertain the beginning date for Cev. Dah. 6095, 

we note that the first entries with the latest dates occur under 

Kastamonu (p. 37) and under Divrigi (p. 44) in early April 1632 

(18 Ramazan and evasit-1 Ramazan 1041, respectively). There are 

two exceptions: the second entries under Amasya (p. 43) and Köy 

(p. 15) antedate these first entries. It can be argued that these 

exceptions are due to certain special circumstances attending the 

recording of appointments under these two sancaks: the person 

appointed to Amasya in the third entry was the same person 

named in the first entry. It seems the first appointment to Amasya 

after the register was started is recorded in the third entry, but the 

previous two appointments were also entered with the purpose of 

showing that this person had previously been sancakbeyi at Amasya. 

As for the second exception, the second entry under Koy is dated 6 

Ramazan 1041, that is, just at the time the register was started; the 
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previous incumbent may have been entered in addition to the new 
appointee because the change was so recent. Since the carliest 
second entry is dated 21 Ramazan 1041/12 April 1632 (under 

Karahisar-ı Sahib, p. 51), the beginning date can be established as 
the first half of April 1632. 

Notes of place names accompanying several entries indicate 

that this register was taken on the eastern campaign the following 

year: Uskiidar is specified with third entry under Izvornik (p. 30), 

dated 15 Rebiül-ahir 1043/20 October 1633 as the place of record- 

ing; Iznikmid under Ohri (p. 29), dated 22 Rebiiil-ahir 1043/27 

October 1633; Diyarbekir under Tekman (p. 15), dated 22 Zilhice 

1043/19 June 1634. These places and dates correspond to Grand 

Vezir Tabanıyassı Mehmed Paşa's march toward the east in the 

winter of 1633-34. The latest last entries are all dated Receb 
1046/December 1636 (under Kayseri, p. 41; Safed-Sayda-Beyrut, 

p. 46; Maarra, p. 49), a short time before the dismissal of 

Tabanıyassı (from the grand vezirate) on 7 Ramazan 1046/2 

February 1637. It seems, therefore, that this register was used by 

Tabanıyassı during his tenure as grand vezir and was abandoned 

when Tabanıyassı was dismissed. 

A note on the title page of KK 266 reads “‘Sefer-i humayuna 

götürülen sancak kaydından ihrac olunan sahih suret-ı kayıttır; 

bununla amel olunmak buyuruldu” (Valid copy of the sancak 

register taken on the imperial campaign; ordered to be used [to 

record appointments] henceforth). ‘Thus we can tell that KK 266 

was a copy made from Cev. Dah. 6095, prepared to be kept in 

Istanbul when the other was taken on campaign. Its date of 

preparation can be established as between 15 Muharrem and 1 
Safer 1042/2-18 August 1632, since the sancakbeys of İlbasan 

(p. 27), Saruhan (p. 50), Karahisar-1 Sarki (p. 88) and the 

beylerbeyis of Karaman (p. 54) and Maraş (p. 60), all incumbents at 

the time the register was prepared, were appointed on 15 Muhar- 

rem, whereas the earliest second appointment, under Selanik 

(p. 29), is dated | Safer. 
It is surprising that this copy was made in early August 1632, 

more than a year before the grand vezir actually set out on cam- 

‘paign in October 1633. It may be that in the summer of 1632 the 
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campaign was expected to start much earlier, perhaps as early as 

the fall of 1632. If this is so, one can surmise that Murad IV and the 

grand vezir Tabanıyassı Mehmed Paşa decided to postpone the 

campaign for a year to be able to restore order at the capital first. 

Alternatively, it may be that a copy of the standard sancak register 

was made so that both the sultan and the grand vezir could have a 

copy at his disposal, not necessarily when one of them was away 

from Istanbul, and that the note, cited above on the title page of 

KK 266 was added later when the grand vezir left on campaign. 

Appointments as late as in 1051/b. 12 April 1641 were re- 

corded in KK 266. It appears, however, especially when checked 

against the grand vezir’s copy, that at various times appointments 
were not entered at all. Different stages that can be discerned in the 

use of this register are listed as follows: 

a. During the fourteen months between its preparation (August 
1632) and the departure of the grand vezir (October 1633) some 

appointments were not recorded, perhaps because the campaign 
had been postponed and all appointments were entered in the 
original register. 

b. During the period the grand vezir went on campaign until he was 
dismissed (February 1637), especially after the sultan joined him 
in Erzurum in June 1635, the entries in the two registers cor- 
respond fairly closely. Still some entries to be found in one are 
missing in the other. 

c. KK 266 is abandoned after the sultan and the vezir parted in 
Diyarbekir in Cemazi ül-evvel 1045 (fall 1635). Since Cev. Dah. 
6095 is also abandoned in the winter of 1636-37, we have no 
trace of any appointments made after his date. Perhaps a new 
register was prepared in February 1637 for use under the new 
grand vezir Bayram Paşa but such a register, ifit ever existed, has 

not survived. 
d. After the sultan set out on the Bagdad campaign in late 1047 

(spring 1638), KK 266 was in use again, still with some omissions, 
until mid 1051, the latest entries being on 5 Ramazan 1051 
(8 December 1641) under Malatya and Antep (both on p. 60), 
18 Ramazan 1051 (21 December 1641) under Pojega (p. 40). 
This date is nearly two years after the death of Murad IV and the 
accession of Ibrahim I. We cannot say why the register was 
abandoned then or whether a new register was prepared after 

that. 
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Method of Exploitation—Sampling 

Seven provinces, namely Rumeli, Cezair-i Bahr-i Sefid, Budin, 

Anadolu, Rum, Haleb, and Erzurum, were chosen as the sample 

providing the basis for my analysis. They were chosen because they 
are all provinces where “standard” Ottoman provincial adminis- 

tration was more or less in effect; in other words, provinces where 

the ““saliyane” system was applied or where local autonomy was 

greater were deliberately excluded. On the other hand, the sample 
includes provinces in the two general regions of “standard” ad- 

ministration, the Balkans and Anatolia. To be able to contrast 

conditions in the interior regions with the frontier areas, the border 
provinces of Budin, Erzurum, and Haleb were specifically 

included. 

This sample was utilized for the first two period only. Because 
the registers of the third period are riddled with so many omissions, 

it was impossible to gather a significantly large sancakbeyi popu- 

lation on the basis of only seven provinces. Moreover, the sancakbeyi 

population available in these provinces was further reduced be- 

cause some sancaks, which were part of the eyalets included in the 

sample in the earlier periods, had by 1630 been detached to some 

newly created provinces, such as Özü, composed of former sancaks 

of Rumeli province, and Egri and Kanije, composed of former 

sancaks of Budin province. To be able to retain a large pool of 

sancakbeyi, therefore, it became necessary to include all “standard” 

provinces of the empire. I believe this change in the basis of 

comparison between the periods is not major enough to invalidate 

the analysis. 

As the next step, the information on the appointments found 

in the registers under different sancaks was reorganized according to 

individuals. This was done by taking the last person under each 

sancak and tracing his career through his previous posts, which are 

mentioned in each entry. Having the information on appointments 

sorted out for persons rather than for sancaks was especially helpful 

in two ways: sometimes an item of information for a particular 

person, such as his father’s name, is mentioned in only one of the 
entries involving him; by bringing together all entries on one 
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person’s career his identity is more accurately and completely 

established. The person cards allow greater accuracy, also, in 

determining length of tenure at a particular post and make it 

possible to discover whether any time was spent between appoint- 

ments. For example, let us assume that an Ahmed Bey was ap- 

pointed to sancak A on 5 Muharrem 976 and that the next appoint- 

ment to the same sancak was on 10 Ramazan 978. By following 

Ahmed Bey’s later career we may discover that he was appointed 

to sancak B on 10 Saban 978, in which case sancak A turns out to 

have been vacant for a month, or on 10 Sevval 978, in which case it 

can be established that Ahmed Bey was out of office (ma‘zul) for one 

month. Obviously, the person cards were most helpful in the case of 

the last three registers where many appointments were not entered. 

The person cards for each period were then alphabetized in 

two groups corresponding to the two general regions of Rumeli and 

Anatolia. (A sancakbeyi who was transferred from one region to 

another at any point in his career, a rare occurance, was included 

in the region where most of his appointments occurred.) Samples 

needed were draw from these alphabetized groups. 



APPENDIX 3 

Appointment of a Governor 

Synopsis and Comments 

THE REGISTER WHICH is the source for this appendix was the 

record of dirlik assignments kept by the scribes in the retinue of the 

governor general of the Rumeli province. It records action taken 

by the governor general’s office, certificates issued, reports sent to 

Istanbul, and the gist of whatever decrees came from Istanbul. 

F. 628a records that Murad Bey was initially appointed gov- 

ernor of Alacahisar district (Kruşevaç in Macedonia) probably 

sometime in Ramazan 948. The exact date of his appointment 

cannot be determined; the dates mentioned in the text refer to 

various steps in the process of granting his revenues. 

Murad Bey must have been governor of another district with 

total revenues of 220,000 akges, for he was granted a 30,000 akges 

raise, bringing his total has in Alacahisar to 250,000 akges. The 
previous governor of Alacahisar, Ahmed Bey, must have held the 

district with revenues of 220,000 akges, for this is the amount 

(218,980 akçes, actually) entered as the hasha-ı kadim, literally “old 

has,” which should be taken to mean the existing has. The revenues 

from four towns, including of course the seat of the district, con- 

stituted 62.4 percent of the existing has, the remainder supplied by 

sixteen villages in various subdistricts, governor’s dues, and in- 

“SOURCE: MAD 34, register of dirlik grants in the Balkan provinces (Rumeli ruznamgesi), for 

the years 948—49/1541—42. 
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cidental levies the governor received from the #mar holders of two 
subdistricts. It is not clear why he did not receive the same dues and 
levies (niyabet and bâd-ı hava) in other subdistricts as well. 

Murad Bey held an appointment certificate (tezkere), and the 

fact that he received, for an unspecified reason, a raise of 30,000 

akçes was entered in Istanbul on the back of this certificate (see 

second note in top margin, f. 628a). He brought his certificate, with 

the notation on the back, to the office of the governor general. To 

make up the raise three tzmars, the holders of which had recently 

died, and the revenues of a town held previously by Bali Pasa 

(the governor general of Rumeli province) were added together, 

making a total of 33,200 akçes. This figure was, of course, greater 

than the 30,000 akçes increase to which he was entitled. But the 

existing has of 218,980 akçes was less than 220,000 akçes, so the 

total of 252,180 exceeded what should have been his total income 

by 2,180 akges only. This surplus (ziyade) of 2,180 represented an 

amount which could not have been taken out of the vacant (mars 

added to the existing has. Such a slight surplus over the formal 

rounded figure was noted by the expression maa ziyade (with 

surplus) in the diploma of office. If the revenues amounted to 

slightly less than the formal figure of the has, the expression ba 

noksan (with deficit) was entered. (See examples in Appendix 4, 

Career Samples). 

The governor general’s office had to write to Istanbul for 

approval of this surplus (see first note in top margin, f. 628a). The 

surplus was approved on 30 Ramazan 948, and the additional 

revenues were entered in Murad Bey’s name two weeks later, on 16 

Sevval 948. The governor general reported the final situation to 

Istanbul on 26 Sevval. As the next and final step an imperial 

diploma of office (berat-1 humayun) would be issued in Istanbul. If 

there had been no changes in the existing fas, the diploma of office 

could be issued very quickly, even on the same day the appoint- 

ment was made. But sometimes the preparation of the berat took 
longer, as in Murad Bey’s case, where new revenues were added to 

the has; in such cases it appears that appointment took effect 

immediately, before the berat was issued (see appointment dates 
and berat dates in Appendix 4, Career Samples). 
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A year passed. During the winter Hapsburg armies besieged 

Buda. Ottoman forces in the Balkan provinces were ordered to 
relieve the besieged city and they were able to repulse the 
Hapsburg forces after a battle just outside the city, across the 

Danube, near the suburb of Pest. We learn in the next section 

(ff. 708b—710a) that Murad Bey took part in the battle of Pest, 

served with distinction, and was rewarded with another raise of 

30,000 akges. Murad Bey took the opportunity of this change in the 

level of his revenues to request a change in the composition of his 

existing has. He submitted to the governor general that two villages 

included in his existing has, with revenues of 11,704 and 1,641 akges 

respectively, were too far from the rest of his holdings and that this 

created problems in the collection of taxes in kind. The villagers 

had to keep their produce, waiting for the governor’s men to come 

in order to ascertain total production and to take the governor’s 
share. Transporting the produce levied by the governor to his own 

depots was also difficult. 

The governor general found Murad Bey’s request reasonable. 

The two villages were dropped and, in compensation Murad Bey 

received two timars amounting to 12,050 akçes. On the other hand, 

the four other ézmars he received amounted to 32,337 akçes, more 

than the 30,000 he was to receive. In the end his new Aas amounted 

to 283,222 akçes. Evidently the previous surplus of 2,180 akçes was 

now deemed a legitimate part of his holdings, for the new surplus 

was computed to be 283,222 minus 282,180, not 280,000 akçes. The 

scribe made an arithmetical error and came up with a 942 akçes 

surplus instead of 1,042. On 28 Saban 949 this was reported to 

Istanbul; the undated note in the top margin of f. 708b records that 

the surplus was approved. The new berat was presumably issued 

soon thereafter. 
It should be noted that the governor himself reported to the 

governor general’s office the newly vacant t2mars which could be 

added to his has. In some cases the previous holders had died; in 

three cases, however, the governor reported that the holders should 

be denied their #mars for they had shirked their military duties. 

The governor general had to approve such dismissals and pre- 

sumably submit them for Istanbul’s approval as well. 
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Initial Appointment (f. 628a) 

[Notes in top margin] 
Paye-t serir-i a’laya arz olundu; 2,180 akçe ziyadesi buyuruldu, Fi selh-i Ramazan 
sene 948 (Submitted to the sublime threshhold; the 2,180 akçe surplus was 
approved. 30 Ramazan 948) 
30,000 akçe terakkiye hükm virilmişdir; tezkeresinin zehrinde musadderdir 
(Ordered a 30,000 akçe raise; entered on the back of his appointment 
certificate) 

[Main has entry] 
Hasha-ı Murad Bey, mirliva-ı Alacahisar; an tahvil-i Ahmed Bey (The has of 
Murad Bey, governor of Alacahisar |Kruşevaç in Macedonia, Rumeli 
province]; from Ahmed Bey Ji.e., the previous governor of Alacahisar]) 

1. Hasha-ı kadim (existing has) 
Nefs-i (town of) Alacahisar, maa niyabet (including 

governor’s dues) 60,000 

Nefs-i (town of) 6,5 ,,!, maa niyabet (including 
governor’s dues) 25,000 

Nefs-i (town of) «> ,âö, maa niyabet (including 
governor’s dues) 33,000 

Niyabet [ve] bad-ı hava-ı timarha-t sıpahiyan-ı kaza-ı wr 
(governor’s dues and incidental levies from the 
timar holders of the subdistrict of ) 2,500 

Niyabet ve bad-ı hava-ı timarha-ı sipahiyan-ı nahiye-i ol) », 
fi sene (governor’s dues and incidental levies from 
the tzmar holders of the subdistrict of ..., yearly) 800 

Karye-i (village of) sis 4595, tabi-i (in) 295! 5,434 

Karye-i (village of) «#5553, tabi-i mlezbur)| (in the same 
[subdistrict] ) 11,704 

Karye-i (village of ) GY»), tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict] ) 9,067 

Karye-i (village of) g2», nam-ı diğer (also known as) 
e tabi-i mlezbur)| (in the same [subdistrict]) 7 

Karye-i (village of ) «5,5, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict] ) 6,133 

Karye-i (village of) ama lus, tabi-2 (in) ane 333 4,673 

Karye-i (village of) las #, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict] ) 7,749 

Voynugân-ı karye-i (voynuks of the village of «#5, 4335, 

tabi-i (in) ano »J> 1,000 

Nefs-i (town of) Kurşunlu 18,000 

Karye-i (village of) v6 sU, tabi-i (in) > 33) 4,472 
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Karye-i (village of) Jie,5, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict]) 5,273 

Karye-i (village of) a£Yoy, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict]) voynugan (voynuks) 6,581 

Karye-i (village of) a5 yasla pu , tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 
same [subdistrict]) voynugan (voynuks) 5,500 

Karye-i (village of) golevl aul, tabi-i (in) 4 35, 
voynugan (voynuks) 2,000 

Karye-i (village of) 455 $ 5,5 adyo, tabi-2 (in) G55), 
voynugan (voynuks) 2 O 

Karye-i (village of) Ls 4, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict]) 1,969 

Hisse-t ahir-i karye-i (other share of the village of ) 
OL able 1,641 

YEKÜN (TOTAL) 218,980 

2. İlhak ila zalik ki bedel-i terakki-i miisarileyh. Fi 16 Sevval 948 
(Additions equal to [Murad Bey’s] raise. On 16 Şevval 948) 
Nefs-i (town of) &S1,, dabi-i (in) 2; an tahvil-1 

(from) Hazret-i Bali Paşa 5,000 

Nahiye-i (subdistrict of ) ano 535, tabi-i liva-i (in the 
district of ) Alacahisar: An tahvil-t (from) Solak 
Mustafa ki miiteveffa siide (deceased) 

Karye-i (village of) ,,Sx, tabi-i (in) ane »J> 8,500 
Karye-i (village of) «3,45, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 

[subdistrict]) 5,000 
Karye-i (village of) a3 5 05 ön, tabi-1 m[ezbur] (in the 

same [subdistrict]) 1,500 

YEKÜN (ToTAL) 15,000 

Nahiye-i (subdistrict of ) «o 35, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 
same [district]): 

An tahvil-t (from) Hızır Voyvoda ki müteveffa şüde 
(deceased) 

Karye-i (village of) Je esl, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict ]) 3,200 

Karye-i (village of) ss, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 
same [subdistrict ]) 2,500 

YEKÜN (TOTAL) 5,700 

Nahiye-t (subdistrict of ) 55 yl, dabi-i liva-ı m[ezbur] 
(in the same district) 
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An tahvil-i (from) Hızır bin İskender ki miiteveffa slide 
(deceased) 

Karye-i (village of) 4x, 3, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the same 
[subdistrict]) 5,000 

Karye-i (village of) a jlin aio 0, nam-ı diğer (also 
known as) , $u 2,500 

YEKÜN (ToTAL) 7,500 
EL-YEKUN-U MULHAKAT (Total of 

Additions) 33,200 
HASHA MAA MULHAKAT (Has including 

Additions) 252,180 

Liva-1 mezbur müşarileyh bendelerine 30,000 akçe terakki ile sadaka 
olunmağın zikr olan timarlar müşarileyh bendelerinin terakkisinden bedel 
hak olunup kabil-i ifraz olmayan 2,180 akçe ziyadesiyle tevcih olunup 
berat-ı humayun sadaka buyurulmak ricâsına südde-i saadete arz olund. 
Tahriren fi i-yevm el-sadis ve'l-aşrin şehr-i Şevval el-miikerrem sene seman 
ve erbain ve tis‘amia. (The said district being bestowed on the 

[sultan’s] aforementioned slave with a 30,000 akçe raise, the t2mars 
cited above, equal to the raise, were added [to the existing has]. 
This was submitted to the threshhold of felicity with the petition 
that the imperial diploma of office be granted with a surplus of 
2,180 akçes which cannot be separated. Written on 26 Şevval 
948.) 

A Raise in the Governor’s Revenues 

(ff. 708b—7 10a) 

f. 708b [Note in top margin] 
Ziyade 900 buyuruldu (Surplus of 900 approved) 
[The main has entry] 
Hasha-ı Murad Bey, mirliva-ı Alacahisar; an tahvil-i hod (The has of Murad 
Bey, governor of Alacahisar; from himself [i.e., not a new appointment, 
merely a change in the amount of revenues]) 

1. An hasha-ı kadim (from the existing has) 

Nefs-i (town of) Alacahisar, maa niyâbet (includ- 
ing governor’s dues) 60,000 

Nefs-i (town of) 6555), maa niyabet (including 
governor’s dues) 25,000 

Nefs-i (town of) «4%, maa niyabet (including 
governor’s dues) 33,000 
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Niyabet [ve] bad-ı hava-i timarha-ı sipahiyan-ı kaza-t 
ws (governor’s dues and incidental levies 
from the timar holders of the subdistrict of) 

Niyabet [ve] bad-ı hava-ı timarha-ı sipahiyan-ı nahiye- 
2 old» (governor’s dues and incidental levies 

from the &mar holders of the subdistrict of ) 
Karye-i (village of) ams Şu 4555, tabi-i (in) 2555! 
Karye-i (village of) ga V gl, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 

the same [subdistrict]) 
Karye-i (village of) «si 5, nam-ı diğer (also 

known as) gs, tabi-i mlezbur) (in the same 
[subdistrict] ) 

Karye-t (village of) a S.S, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 
the same [subdistrict]) 

Karye-i (village of) «i. jlys, tabi-i (in) amo 535 
Karye-i (village of) los, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 

same [subdistrict]) 
Voynugâan-ı karye-i (voynuks of the village of ) 
AF gin pw dedyo, tabi-2 (in) aero gJo 

Nefs-i (town of) Kurşunlu 
Karye-i (village of) ©U lu, tabi-i (in) 25555! 
Karye-i (village of ) Je 5, #abi-i m[ezbur] (in the 

same [subdistrict] 
Karye-i (village of ) a#¥s29, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 

same [subdistrict]) voynugan (voynuks) 
Karye-i (village of) «ss ys uyu, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 

the same [subdistrict]) voynugan (voynuks) 
Karye-i (village of) os4eu! aut, tâbi-i (in) 

amo 535, voynugan (voynuks) 
Karye-i (village of) and $ 0555 4335, tabi-i (in) 

~ 5553, voynugan (voynuks) 
Karye-i (village of) eks,b, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 

same [subdistrict]) 

YEKÜN (ToTAL) 

Nahiye-i (subdistrict of ) ano ,J3, tabii liva-ı 
(in the district of ) Alacahisar: 

An tahvil-i (from) Solak Mustafa ki müteveffa şüd 
(deceased) 

Karye-i (village of) , Sx, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 
same [subdistrict]) 

Karye-i (village of ) sist, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 
the same |subdistrict)) 

2.500 

800 
5,434 

9,067 

4,107 

6,132 [sic] 
4,272 [sic] 

7,749 

1,000 
18,000 
4,472 

5,273 

6,581 

5,500 

2,000 

2,377 

1,969 

205,335 

8,500 

5,000 
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Karye-i (village of) az ö 55 on, tabi-t mlezbür) 

(in the same [subdistrict]) 1,500 

YEKÜN (Totat) 15,000 

An tahvil-t (from) Hazret-i Bali Paşa Nefs-i (town 
of) wS\,, tabi-i (in) 35 5,000 

An-tahvil- (from) Hızır Voyvoda ki müteveffa şüd 
(deceased) Der nahiye-i (in the subdistrict of) 

ame g3 
Karye-i (village of) Je xx), tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 

the same [subdistrict]) 3,200 
Karye-i (village of) 3, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 

the same [subdistrict]) 2,500 

YEKÜN (Totat) 5,700 

An tahvil-i (from) Hızır bin İskender ki müteveffa şüd 
(deceased) 
Karye-i (village of) sa, 3, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 

same [subdistrict]) 5,000 
Karye-i (village of ) as lâ. öy, Nam-ı diğer 

(also known as) «SU, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in the 
[same subdistrict)) 2,500 

YEKÜN (ToTAL) _ 7,500 
CEM‘AN DER İFRAZ AN HASHA-I 
KADIM 
(Total from the existing has) 238,835 

f. 709a 
2. An tahvil-t mezkureyn an bedel-i ifraz-t karye-t £5395 ve ok alls an 

hass-ı kadım. An 20 Saban el-muazzam sene 949 (From the two 
[persons] cited [below], equal to the [yield] of the villages of 

.. and ..., taken out from the existing Aas. From 20 Saban 
949.) 

Nahiye-i (subdistrict of ) Alacahisar tabi-i hva-ı 
mezbure (in the same district) 

Timar-ı (of) Hüseyin kı müteveffa şüd (deceased). 
Fi 20 Şaban el-muazzam sene 949. 
Karye-i (village of) asi Ji, tabi-i 

mlezbur)| (in the same [subdistrict]) 3,520 

Karye-t (village of) agile, tabi-i (in) ano Jo 2,218 

Karye-i (village of) a3 55529, tabi-i mlezbur) 
(in the same [subdistrict]) 812 
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Hisse an karye-i share in the village of) 
doy gf) oy, tabi-1 (in) e yala 3,000 

YEKÜN (Torat) 9,550 

Nahiye-t (subdistrict of) ane 535, tabi-1 hva-1 
mezbure (in the same district) 

Timar-ı (of) Vuk zimmi (non-Muslim) 
Karye-i (village of) «x3 yö |)», tabi-i m[ezbur] 

(in the same [subdistrict]) 2,500 

YEKUNAN BEDEL-I IFRAZ-I MIRLIVA 
(Total [of Additions] Equal to [the 
Portion] Given Up by the Governor) 12,050 

Mezkur içün sancağıbeyi Budun muhafazasında ve Peste muharebesinde 
bulunmayup müstahak-ı azl oldı deyu “lam itmegin müşarileyhin [1] 
frazından bedel haslarına ilhak olundı. Fi 20 Şaban el-muazzam sene 
949. (The governor has reported that the aforementioned |i.e., 
Vuk zimmi] did not attend the defense of Buda and the battle of 
Pest and is therefore deserving of dismissal. 

[His t2mar] has been added to the has [of the governor], as com- 
pensation for what he [the governor] has given up. On 20 
Saban 949.) 

. İlhak ila zalik berâ-ı terakki-i muharebe-i Peşte ber muceb-i hükm-ü serif. 
Fi 24 Saban el-muazzam sene 949. (Additions as raise for [atten- 
dance at] the battle of Pest, in accordance with the imperial 
order. On 24 Saban 949.) 

Nahiye-i (subdistrict of) G55 5! der liva-2 (in the 
district of ) Alacahisar: 

Timar-ı (of) Mustafa ser-asker-i nahtye- (troop 
commander of the district of) ano Js ki 
müteveffa şüd (deceased). Fi‘t-tarth el-mezbur (on 
the same date). 
Karye-i (village of) 4. xl, babi-i m[ezbur] (in 

the same [subdistrict]) 4,060 
Karye-i (village of) çelâk>, tabi-i m[ezbur| (in 

the same [subdistrict]) 2119 
Voynugan-1 karye-i (voynuks of the village of ) 

azl yl 1.150 

Hisse an karye-i (share in the village of) lx. b, 
tabi-1 (in) ano Jo 999 

Karye-i (village of) sö pas |,s, tabi-i (in) G55 54) 800 

YEKÜN (ToraL) 11,358 
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f. 709b 
Hasha-1 Murad Bey mirliva-ı Alacahisar (The has of 

Murad Bey, governor of Alacahisar [con’d]) 
Nahiye-i (subdistrict of) saxo ,J3, tabi-i liva-a 

mezbure (in the same district) 
Tımar-ı (of) Mustafa ki miiteveffa şüd (deceased). 

Fi (on) 24 Saban el-muazzam sene 949. 
Karye-i (village of) 25, ys a>, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 

the same [subdistrict]) 6,700 
Manastır (monastery of) sue), nezd-i karye-i 

(near the village of) WY, 200 

YEKÜN (ToTAL) 6,900 

Nahiye-i (subdistrict of) 5,41, tabi-i liva-a 
mezbure (in the same district) 

Timar-ı (of) Uğurlu merdüm-ü Hüsrev Bey (of 
Hüsrev Bey’s household) ve (and) Alz bin 
Hasan. 

Karye-i (village of) ar », tabi-i mlezbur)| (in the 
same [subdistrict]) 8,579 

Hisse-i (the share of ) Uğurlu 6,579 
Hisse-i (the share of ) Alı 2,000 

Mezkuran içün sancağıbeyı Budun muhafazasında ve Peşte muharebesinde 
bulunmayub müstahak-ı azl oldılar deyu ilam itmeğin müşarileyhe ilhak 
olundı. Fi 18 Şaban sene 949. (The governor has reported that the 
[two] aforementioned [persons] did not attend the defense of 
Buda and the battle of Pest and are therefore deserving of dis- 
missal. (Their ¢zmar] has been added [to the Aas of the governor]. 
On 18 Saban 949.) 

Nahiye-i (subdistrict of) «e ,)>, tabi-1 liva-t 
mezbure (in the same district): 

Tımar-ı (of) Cafer 
Karye-i (village of) «J 2552 455, tabi-i (in) 

sre > 2,425 
Karye-i (village of) xu, 5, tabi-i m[ezbur] (in 

the same [subdistrict]) yar 

YEKÜN (TOTAL) 5,500 

Mezkür içün sancağıbeyi kara davar ecr içün gönderilüb ol zamandan beridir 
gelmeyüb ve Peşte muharebesinde bulunmayub müstahak-ı azl oldı deyu ilam 
ilmeğin müşarileyhe ilhak olundı. Fi 18 Şaban el-muazzam sene 949. (The 
governor has reported that the aforementioned was sent for rent- 
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ing oxen, that he has not returned since then, that he did not 

attend the battle of Pest and is therefore deserving of dismissal. 
His tamar has been added [to the has of the governor]. On 18 
Saban 949.) 

CEM‘AN AN ERBAB-I TIMAR (Total 
from Timar-Holders) 72097 

EL-MECMÜ” MAA MÜLHAK (Grand 
Total with Additions) 283,222 

Miisarileyh Murad Bey Peşte muharebesinde yoldaşlıkda bulunmağın 
252,180 ilhak hasları üzerine 30,000 akçe terakki idesiz deyu hükm-ü 

şerif varid olub ve mumaileyhin kadimi haslarından » 5 55) nahiyesinde 
11,704 akçe yazar karye-i a öp ve nahiye-i mezburede 1,641 akçe 
yazar ou akl>, haslarından baid olub ta'şır mahallinde vakti ile taşır 
olunmayub ve ta'şır oldukda dahi mahsul sair haslarının mahsuli ile bir 
yere gelmekle asır olmağın zikr olan karyelerden feragat idüb andan bedel 
f. 710a /iwa-ı mezburede Alacahisar nahiyesinde| /müteveffa Hüseyin 
tahvilinden mahlul olan 9,550 akçe yazar karyeler ve «5-2 532 nahiye- 
sinde kendü mektub[u] mucebince Budun muhafazasında ve Peşte muha- 
rebesinde bulunmayub müstahak-ı azl olunan (sic for olan) Vuk nam 
zimmı tahvilinden mahlul olan 2,500 akçe yazar ams yö |)» nam karye ve 
Peşte muharebesi terakkisinden bedel kendü mektub[u] mucebince bazı 
müteveffa ve bazı dahı Budun muhafazasında bulunmayub müstahak-ı 
azl olanların timarlarindan 32,337 akçe yazar karyeler mahlul olmağın 
birikdirilüb cümle hasları 283,222 akçelik olmak üzere defter-i hakaniye 
kayd olunub kabıl-i fraz olmayan 942 akçe ziyadesiyle tevcih olunub 
berat-ı humayun sadaka buyurulmak ricasina tezkere-i bendegi birle ol 
asılane-1 murad-bahşa arz olundı. Tahriren fi‘l-yeum el-samin aşrin 
Şaban sene 949. (The aforementioned Murad Bey having served 
[with distinction] in the battle of Pest, an imperial order has 
arrived saying give him a raise of 30,000 akçe on top of his 
consolidated has of 252,180. Also the aforementioned has given 
up two villages of his existing fas, the village of a 5 5, with a 
registered yield of 11,704, in the subdistrict of 5,5 ,,,1, and the 
village of oL allo, with a registered yield of 1,641, in the same 

subdistrict, for [these two villages] are far away from the rest of 
his has, and therefore the tithing, at the tithing place, is de- 
layed, and furthermore, even after tithing it is difficult to bring 
the tithe [tof these villages] together with the tithe of the rest of 
his has. As compensation [for the two villages he has given up he 
has received] villages with a [total] registered yield of 9,550, in 
the aforementioned district in the subdistrict of Alacahisar, 
vacant from the deceased Hüseyin, and the village of a3 çil 59, 
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with a registered yield of 2,500, in the subdistrict of aw ,J5, 
vacant from Vuk, non-Muslim, who was deserving of dismissal 
for, as per his [Murad Bey’s] own letter, he [Vuk] did not 
attend the defense of Buda and the battle of Pest. To make up 
[Murad Bey’s] raise for the battle of Pest, vacant villages from 
the (mars of some who are deceased and some who were 
deserving of dismissal for not attending the defense of Buda, as 
per his [Murad Bey’s] own letter, with a [total] registered yield 
of 32,337 akçes, were brought together, and his total has in the 
amount of 283,222 akçes, with a surplus of 942 akges which 
cannot be separated, 1s submitted to that wish-granting abode 
[i.e., the imperial palace] with the appointment certificate 
[given by] this slave [i.e., the governor general] petitioning 
that the Aas be entered in the imperial register and the diploma 
of office be granted in this amount. Written on the 28 Saban 
949.) 



Figures 13-15. Appointment of a Governor (MAD 34) 
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Figure 13. Initial appointment (f. 628a). 
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Figure 14. Raise in Revenues (ff. 708b—709a). 
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Figure 15. Raise in revenues (cont.) (ff. 709b—710b). 
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Career Samples 

1. IBRAHIM BEY 
MAD 563; Erzurum, p. 170: The zeamet of İbrahim Bey, steward of the 

Erzurum province &mar holders, former treasurer of the said prov- 
ince. (Zeamet-i Ibrahim Bey, kethiida- 2 timarha-t vilayet-1 Erzurum, nazır-ı 
sabık-ı vilayet-i mezbure.) On 21 Rebi ül-ahır 972. 
Revenues (hasil) 65,460. Berat (diploma of office) issued on the same 
date. (Berat şüd fi tarihth.) 
(Next appointment on 22 Ramazan 975.) 
Length of office about 34 years. Out of office for 3 years. 

MAD 563; Erzurum, p. 169: The region of Tekman in the hand of 
I brahim Bey, former steward of the Erzurum province tzmar holders. 
(Nevahi-i Tekman der dest-i Ibrahim Bey, kethiida-1 sabık-ı timarhâ-ı 
vilayet-1 Erzurum.) On 25 Ramazan 978. 
Revenues 200,000. Berat issued on the same date, with deficit. (Berat 
sud ba noksan fi tarthih.) 
New berat issued, with surplus, in the year 980 (def'a berat şüd maa 
ziyade fi sene 980): 204,280. 
(Next appointment on 25 Muharrem 981.) 
Length of office 28 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Erzurum, p. 152: Oltu in the hand of İbrahim Bey, former 
governor of Tekman. (Oltu der dest-i İbrahim Bey, mir-i sabık-ı Tek- 
man.) On 28 Muharrem 981. 
Revenues 214,280. Berat issued in the same year (berat şüd fi sene-i m 
[ezbur]). 
(Last entry; next appointment not entered.) 

KK 262; Sehrizul, p. 150: Karadag an ülka-ı Kara Kitmas (»25 öö). 
Ibrahim Bey, governor of said district, was issued a berat for a total of 
218,200 akçes,-8,000 akçes of his surplus has having been ordered to 
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Hasan Paşa in Zilkade 981. (Liva-ı mezbür beyi Ibrahim Bey icmallu 
haslarından sekiz bin akçesi Hasan Paşa'ya sene 981 Zılkadesinde emr virilub 
cümle 218,200 akçe ile berat itdi.) On 1 Gemazi ül-ahır 982. 
(Next appointment on 28 Şaban 982.) 
Length of office 9 months. Out of office for 22 months. 

KK 262; Karaman, p. 48: Akşehir. The governor of Karadağ ap- 
pointed; with same revenue, 218,201 akçes. (218,201 akçe ile Karadağ 
beyi buyuruldu; bedeliyle.) On 28 Cemazi ül-ahır 984. 
Berat issued for 219,844 akçes; on 16 Safer 985. 
(Next appointment on 1] Cemazi ül-ahır 985.) 
Length of office 1 year. Out of office for 9 months. 

KK 262; Rumeli, p. 266: Kırkkilisa. Given to İbrahim Bey, former 
governor of Akşehir with 219,844 akçe revenues, with same revenue. 
(Sabıka 219,844 akçe ile Akşehir beyi olan İbrahim Bey'e bedeliyle 
buyuruldu.) On 7 Rebi ül-evvel 986. 
Berat issued for 239,844 akçes on 4 Rebi ül-evvel 988. 
(Next appointment in 991.) 
Length of office about 5 years. 
Cannot be identified in Sicil/-: Osmani. 

. SİNAN BEY 
MAD 653; Budin, p. 49: Peçuy in the possession of Sinan Bey, former 

governor of Kopan. (Der tasarruf-u Sinan Bey, mir-i sabık-ı Kopan.) 
On 12 Rebi ül-ahır 974. Revenues 275,000. 
Berat issued, with deficit, in 974. 
(Next appointment on 22 Cemazi ül-evvel 975.) 
Length of office 14 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Budin, p. 55: Novigrad in the possession of Sinan Bey, 
former governor of Peçuy. On 22 Cemazi ül-ula 975. Revenues 
275,000. 
Berat issued, with deficit, 13 Rebi ül-evvel 976. 
(Next appointment on 18 Sevval 977.) 
Length of office 29 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Budin, p. 54: Sigetvar in the hand of Sinan Bey, former 
governor of Novigrad. On 18 Sevval 977. Revenues 275,000. 
Berat issued, with surplus, for 330,000 in 979 [sic]. 
(Next appointment on 19 Saban 978.) 
Length of office 10 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Timisvar, p. 63: Arad maa Güle in the hand of Sinan Bey 
former governor of Sigetvar. On 19 Saban 978. Revenues 275,000 
[szc]. 
Berat issued, with surplus, for 335,000. 
(Next appointment on 23 Rebi ül-ahır 980.) 
Length of office 20 months. Out of office for 5 months. 



Appendix 4: Career Samples 153 

MAD 563; Budin, p. 50: Segedin in the hand of Sinan Bey, former 
governer of Güle. On 21 Ramazan 980. Revenues 335,000. 
(Next appointment on 6 Rebi ül-evvel 981.) 
Length of office 6 months. 
Cannot be identified in Sici//-i Osmani. 

. MUSTAFA BEY VELED-İ PERTEV PAŞA 
e MAD 563; Kaptan Paşa, p. 44: Zeamet in the name of Mustafa Bey, son 

of Pertev Paşa, of the miiteferrikas of the imperial palace; steward of 
the Cezair [Aegean islands] province timar holders. (Zeamet benam-ı 
Mustafa Bey veled-i hazret-i Pertev Paşa, an müteferrikayan-ı dergâh-ı ali; 
kethüda-ı timarha-t vilayet-i Cezair |-i Bahr-i Sefid].) On 15 Zilkâde 975. 
Revenues 93,000. 
Berat issued on the same date. 
(Next appointment on 7 Rebi ül-ahır 978.) 
Length of office 28 months. Reappointed immediately. District was 
without governor for two weeks. 

MAD 563; Anadolu, p. 74: Alaiye in the hand of Mustafa Bey, son of 
Pertev Paşa, former steward of Cezair. On 20 Rebi ül-evvel 978. 
Revenues 350,000. 
(Next appointment on 30 Rebi ül-ahır 978.) 
Length of office 40 days. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Anadolu, p. 75: Karesi in the hand of Mustafa Bey, son of 
Pertev Paşa, former governor of Alaiye. On 30 Rebi ül-ahır 978. 
(Next appointment on Il Ramazan 978.) 
Length of office 45 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Rum, p. 141: Amasya in the hand of Mustafa Bey, son of 
Pertev Paşa, former governor of Karesi. On Il Ramazan 978. 

Revenues 350,000. 
(Next appointment on 9 Safer 982.) 
Length of office 3$ years. 
Cannot be identified in Szczll-1 Osmanı. Father Pertev Mehmed Paşa 
(SO, 2:37—38) became vezir in 962, promoted to third vezir in 968 
and second vezir in 972. Was the commander of Ottoman forces at 
the Lepanto defeat in 1571/979, upon which he was dismissed from 
office, and died in 982 still out of favor. 

. [SAH] MEHMED BEY VELED-I FERHAD PASA 
MAD 563; Erzurum, p. 149: Hınıs in the possession of Şah Mehmed 

Bey, former governor of Kars. On 29 Ramazan 973. Revenues 
290,000. | 
Berat issued in the year 974. 
(Next appointment of 10 Cemazi ül-evvel 977.) 
Length of office 3$ years. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Diyarbekir, p. 80: Kabur in the hand of Mehmed Bey, 
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former governor of Hinis. Given with same revenue. On 10 Cemazi 
ül-ula 977. Revenues 300,626. Berat issued in 983. 
(Next appointment on 18 Zilhicce 978.) 
Length of office 14 years. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Bagdad, p. 107: Erbil in the hand of Mehmed Bey [Sah 
before Mehmed crossed out], son of Ferhad Pasa, former governor 
of Kabur. On 18 Zilhicce 978. Revenues 300,626. 
(Next appointment on 28 Safer 979.) 
Length of office 25 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Şam, p. 159: Safed in the hand of Mehmed Bey, son of 
Ferhad Paşa, former governor of Erbil. On 28 Safer 979. Revenues 
300,626. Correct (sahh), 
(Next appointment on 9 Sevval 979.) 
Length of office 8 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Haleb, p. 167: Hama in the hand of Mehmed Bey, former 
governor of Safed. On 7 Sevval 979. Revenues 300,626. Correct. 
Berat issued in 983 [sic]. 
(Next appointment on 20 Cemazi ül-ahir 980.) 
Length of office 7 months. 
Sicill-? Osmani, 4:124. Mehmed Paşa, Solak Ferhad Paşa oglu. 
Served as district governor, holding Kastamonu, before being 
promoted to governor general in 985, as beylerbeyi of Kars [a newly 
created province; Kars was a district of Erzurum previously; Meh- 
med Bey himself served there as sancakbeyi before 973]. Beylerbeyi of 
Diyarbekir in 990. Killed in action during the Iranian campaigns, 
in Saban 992. 

5. MEHMED BEY/PASA VELED-İ MUSTAFA PAŞA 
MAD 563; Şam, p. 159: Safed in the possession of Mehmed Bey, son of 

Mustafa Paşa the governor general of Şam, former governor of 
Trablus. On | Zilkade 974. Revenues 394,575. 
Berat issued, with raise for accession [of the new sultan] and other 
[purposes], on 15 Şevval 975 (Berat şüd maa terakki-i ciilus ve gayrihi). 
(Next appointment on 20 Safer 976.) 
Length of office 15 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Anadolu, p. 70: Ankara in the hand of Mehmed Bey, 
former governor of Safed. On 20 Safer 976. Revenues 394,575. 
(Next appointment on 18 Ramazan 976.) 
Length of office 7 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Karaman, p. 130: Nigde in the hand of Mehmed Bey, 
former governor of Ankara. On 18 Ramazan 976. Revenues 
S945 79: 
(Next appointment on 4 Rebi ül-ahir 979.) 
Length of office 31 months. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Dulkadriye, p. 134: Maraş [the seat of Dulkadriye prov- 



Appendix 4: Career Samples 155 

ince; promoted to beylerbeyi| in the hand of Mehmed Paşa, son of 
Mustafa Paşa, former governor of Niğde. On 28 Rebi ül-evvel 979. 
Revenues 600,000. 
Berat issued, with surplus, in 980; 623,449. 
(Next appointment on 27 Ramazan 980.) 

_MAD 563; Haleb, p. 168: Haleb in the hand of Mehmed Paşa, son of 
Mustafa Pasa, former governor general of Maras. On 27 Ramazan 
980. Revenues 900,000. 
His father, Me Paşa, was governor general of Şam from 971 
until 20 Safer 976, when he became a vezir of the imperial council; 
note that father and son moved to new offices on the same date 
(MAD 563, p. 161). 
Sicill-i Osmani, 4: 121. Governor general of Musul [sic], Dulkadriye, 
and Haleb. Died in Sevval 982, at the age of thirty. The people of 
Haleb mourned his death for he had been a very good governor 
general. 

6. AHMED BEY VELED-İ İSKENDER PAŞA 
MAD 563; Haleb, p. 165: Maarra in the possession of Ahmed Bey, son 

of kii Paşa, former governor of Çirmen. On 27 Cemazi ul- 
evvel 978. Revenues 264,088. Raise 30,000 on the same date (fi‘t- 
tarth el-mezbur). 
(Next appointment on 1] Cemazi ül-ahir 978.) 
Length of office 3 years. Reappointed immediately. 

MAD 563; Anadolu, p. 74: Hamid in the hand of Ahmed Bey, son of 
iskender Paşa, former governor of Maarra. On 14 Cemazi ul-evvel 
978. Revenues, with raises, 324,088. 
Berat issued, with deficit, S 979. 
(Last entry; next appointment not entered.) 

KK 262; Rum, p. 54: Divrigi. Conferred on (tevcth olundu) Ahmed Bey, 
governor of Hamid, from 11 Cemazi ül-evvel 974, with same 
revenue. 
Took out berat (Berat eyledi), for 334,088 akçes, on 29 Receb 985. 
(Next appointment not entered.) 
Length of office 15 months? Reappointed immediately? 

KK 262; Karaman, p. 47: Nigde. Granted to (buyuruldu) Ahmed Bey, 
former governor of Divrigi. On 1 Şaban 985. 
Took out berat, for 344,088, on 9 Cemazi ul-ahir [98] 6. 
(Next appointment on 23 Muharrem 986.) 
Length of office 5 months. Out of office for six months. 

KK 262; Erzurum, p. 197: Trabzon. Granted to Ahmed Bey, governor 
of Nigde with 344,088 akges, with same revenue. On 25 Receb 986. 
Took out berat, for 374,378 akçes, on 29 Saban 986. 
(Next appointment on 11 Şevval 988.) 
Length of office 27 months. Reappointed immediately (next entry 
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reads: Ahmed Bey, the governor of Trabzon, being granted another 
district/ Trabzon beyi Ahmed Bey'e gayri sancak virilüb ...). Sicill-i 
Osmani, | :202. Ahmed Paşa, son of Çerkes İskender Paşa. Served as 
district governor. Appointed beylerbeyi of Lahsa. Took part in the 
Iranian campaigns. Appointed beylerbeyi of Rakka. Died in 987 [svc]. 
Selâniki, p. 238. News reached İstanbul in late Rebi ül-evvel 996 that 
Iskender Paşazade, the governor general of Rakka died. 
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Vaka'i'ül-Fuzala of Mehmed Şeyhi Efendi.” 
10. Abou-el-Haj, “The Ottoman Vezir and Paşa Households, 1683-1703: A Pre- 

liminary Report.” I maintain that by the late seventeenth century that the author studies, 
the crucial changes had already taken place; also his categorization of the military fails to 
make the basic distinction between provincial and central groups. 

11. For the development of history in Islamic civilization see H. A. R. Gibb, “Tarikh”; 

Franz Rosenthal, A History of Muslim Historiography. 
12. For an interesting recent study see Richard W. Bulliet, “A Quantitative Approach 
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13. I. H. Uzunçarşılı, Osmanh Tarihi (Ottoman History); İ. H. Danişmend, İzahlı 

Osmanlı Tarihi Kronolojisi (Annotated Chronology of Ottoman History). 

14. Marija Dukanoviç, ed., Rimovana Autobiografya Varvari Alı-Paşe. 

15. Evliya Çelebi, Seyahatname (Travels). 

16. Katib Çelebi, The Balance of Truth. 

1. The Emergence of the Ottoman State 

1. The classic works on the emergence of the Ottoman state are Paul Wittek, The Rise of 
the Ottoman Empire and M. Fuad Köprülü, Les Origines de |’ Empire Ottoman. 

2. A new analysis of early Ottoman society is in Rudi Paul Lindner, “Ottoman 
Government and Nomad Society,” especially ch. 2: “Ottoman Success and Ottoman 

Settlements,” pp. 15—61. 
3. For the early development of the Ottoman state, see, in addition to works cited 

above, Paul Wittek, “De la défaite d’Ankara â la prise de Constantinople”; Halil İnalcık, 

“Ottoman Methods of Conquest.” For a recent article outlining pitfalls of generalizations 

about sources and character of early Ottoman institutions see Joel Shinder, “Early Ottoman 

Administration in the Wilderness: Some Limits on Comparison.” 
4. Halil İnalcık, “Balaban,” E/ (2). 

5. V.L. Menage, “Beylerbey,” and H. İnalcık, “Eyalet,” both in EJ (2). The öeylerbeyi 

continued to proliferate as the state grew in territory: a fourth one was created after the 
conquest of Karaman lands in central Anatolia in the 1460s; others appeared in the first 
decades of the sixteenth century in eastern Anatolia (Diyarbekir) and in Arab lands (at first 

a single one, called Arab province, which was soon divided into the provinces of Egypt and 
Damascus). By the middle of the century there were about twenty provinces and close to 

forty in the early 1600s. In the fifteenth century the kadıasker, too, was territorialized, one for 

European territories and one for the east, but unlike the beylerbeyi, there was no further 

proliferation and both kadiaskers resided in the capital. 

6. This shift in the nature of the vezirate lends itself to an alternate interpretation. 

İnalcık, for example, sees the change primarily as a shift away from native Muslims in favor 

of slaves and only secondarily, because native Muslims tended to be learned bureaucrats 

and slaves mainly military men, as a change in the nature of the office: The Ottoman Empire: 
The Classical Age, 1300-1600, p. 77; for İnalcık's comments on the—later—vezir as military 
commander, see p. 95. 

7. For full annotation on palace organization and the slave system, see chapter 3. 

2. Provincial Administration 

1. BA, MAD 17893, a register of dirlik grants (ruznamge) in the Anatolian provinces for 
the years 892—94/1486—88: p. 200, a imar of 21,000 akçes; p. 305, a timar of 14,746 akges 

granted ber vech-ı zeamet/as a zeamet. BA, KK 697, dirlik register (icmal defter) for Hersek 
(Herzegovina) district, originally prepared in 904/1498: f. 15b, a zeamet which was increased 

to 20,000 akçes in 908. Akçe was the small silver coin of the Ottomans, the main monetary unit 



2. Provincial Administration 159 

in the classical period. One gold piece was worth about 50 akçes around 1500. See H. Bowen, 
“Akçe 14(9): 

2. BA, MAD 34, ruznamçe for the Balkan provinces for the years 948—49/1541—49: 
f. 320b, timar of 130,000 akges granted to a retired beylerbeyi. Such duplication of terms occurs 
frequently in Ottoman usage. Perhaps the most vexing term is sipahi, cavalry or cavalry- 
man: it is used to mean timar-holding provincial cavalry as well as to refer to the household 
(kapıkulu) cavalry; to further complicate the situation, one of the six regiments of the 
household cavalry is itself called sipahi. 

3. The use of terms of horsemanship in military-administrative contexts is of old 
standing. Another Ottoman example is arpalık, literally “for barley,” i.e., to feed horses; the 

term was used to refer to large dirliks granted to officials of high rank who were retired or 
were temporarily out of office (i.e., without appointment to a particular post). So also ulüfe, 
literally “fodder, forage,” was the term for the quarterly payments to central army (kapıkulu) 
troops. 

4. Only in the mid-sixteenth century do we find timars made up of some urban revenues 
(an example is in MAD 34, f. 137a), but by then the term was devoid of functional 

significance, referring only to dirliks below 20,000 akçes. 

5. H. İnalcık, in his standard discussion of provincial administration, The Ottoman 

Empire: The Classical Age, 1300— 1600 pp. 104—18, has pointed this out (p. 108). For the dirlik 
system see also O. L. Barkan, “Timar,” JA. 

6. İnalcık also refers to the sancak as the principal administrative unit. The Ottoman 
Empire, pp. 72 and 117. 

7. Atleast one modern scholar has treated the terms sancakbeyi and atlu sancakbeyi as 

separate offices, Mustafa Akdağ, Türkiye'nin İktisadi ve İçtimai Tarihi (The Economic and 

Social History of Turkey), (Istanbul, 1974), 1:407, 415; (Ankara, 1971), 2:29. But their 

interchangeable use in district regulations (sancak kanunnames) proves beyond doubt that 

they designated the same person. See the texts published by Omer Liitfi Barkan, XV ve 

XVlincı Asırlarda Osmanlı İmparatorluğunda Zirâi Ekonominin Hukuki ve Mali Esasları, I: Kanunlar 

(The Legal and Fiscal Bases of Agricultural Economy in the Ottoman Empire in the 15th 
and 16th Centuries, I: Regulations), p. 5, Hüdavendigar, article 29; p. 27, Kütahya, art. 21; 

p. 70, Erzurum, art. 44; p. 180, Musul, art. 28; p. 268, Nigbolu, art. 8; p. 396, Bosna, art. 4. 

8. Examples can be found in Aşıkpaşazade's fifteenth-century chronicle: Aşıkpaşazade 

Tarihi, Ali Bey, ed., pp. 172 and 174: “Anadolu askerinden bir nice sancak...” (many district 
commands from among Anatolian troops). 

9. The standard discussion of these terms and processes is in H. İnalcık, “Ottoman 

Methods of Conquest.” 

10. An example is to be found in the preamble of the kanunname of Erzurum, dated 
1540: Barkan, Kanunlar, p. 63. 

11. Barkan, Kanunlar, Erzurum: p. 181, dated 1516 and p. 62, dated 1540; Budin- 

Estergon-Hatvan-Novigrad: p. 303, dated 1545. While there were separate kanunnames for 

certain other Hungarian sancaks they varied little in content. 

12. For examples of different appointees holding the same post with varying levels of 

has, see the sample pages from the ümera appointment registers provided in appendix 2. 

13. Süret-i Defter-i Sancak-ı Arvanid (Copy of the Register of the District of Albania), 
Halil İnalcık, ed., p. 1: “Hashâ-ı Sancakbeyi der tasarruf-u Ali Beg” (The has of the sancakbeyi in 

the possession of Ali Beg). For similar expressions see Tayyib Gökbilgin, “XVI. Asır 

Başlarında Kayseri ve Livası,” (Kayseri and its District in the Early 16th Century), 

especially pp. 97—98 and 100-5. 
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14. See appendix 2 for this register. 
15. This section is based on a paper presented at the First International Congress on 

the Economic and Social History of Turkey (Ankara, 1977), where I analyzed the has entries 
for about 40 sancakbeyi appointments to various districts in the Balkan and Anatolian areas of 

the empire in the period 1480-1540, and computed for each fas the percentage of revenues 

from towns, sancak-wide revenues (niyabet, see below), villages with revenues above 20,000 
akçes, those yielding above 10,000 akces, revenues from smaller villages, and revenues from 

nomads. The findings confirm impressions of earlier researchers: Tayyib Gökbilgin, 

XV.—XVI. Asırlarda Edirne ve Paşa Livası (Edirne and the Paşa District in the 16th—17th 
Centuries), p. 83, and H. İnalcık, Suret-i Defler-i..., p. xxvii. 

16. See, for example, appendix 3 for a sancakbeyi reguesting a change in villages 

included in his Aas on this basis. 

17. Some registers record urban revenues as a lump sum, under the rubric nefs-2 sehr or 
nefs-i x. In the following examples the composition of urban revenues is detailed and in some 
cases the amount of revenue from each source is also specified: Vılçitrin, dated 892/1498, BA 

TD, 22; Semendire, 932/1526, BA TD, 135; Alaiye, 927/1521, BA TD, 107; Karaman, 

929/1523, BA TD, 119. 
18. For example, Alaiye, 927/1521, BA TD, 107; Hamid, 927/1521, BA TD, 107; 

Beyşehri, 929/1523, BA TD, 119. İnalcık notes that as a rule the cizye was collected directly 
by the sultan: ““Djzzya—The Ottoman Empire,” EJ (2). 

19. Various fines and taxes included under the heading adet-i emirane in the registers of 

Karaman province (e.g., BA TD, 11; TD, 118, both from the 15208s) are the same as those 

included under niyabet elsewhere. 
20. For a general discussion see H. İnalcık, “Adaletnâmeler” (Fermans of Justice), 

7:(3—4) 80-82. 
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stpahi, on the other hand, was no different than the Mamluk cavalry. 

6. Halil İnalcık, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300-1600, p. 83. 

7. The process is best described in a forthcoming article in Archivum Ottomanicum by 
H. İnalcık on military and fiscal reorganization. 

8. H. İnalcık, “The Heyday and Decline of the Ottoman Empire.” 
9. M.A. Cook, Population Pressure in Rural Anatolia, 1450-1600. 
10. Mustafa Akdağ, Celali İsyanları (Celali Revolts). 
11. Halil İnalcık, “Sekbanlar” (Mercenaries). 

12. Barkan, “The Price Revolution of the Sixteenth Century: A Turning Point in the 



5. Transformation of Administration 165 

Economic History of the Near East.” This article is the somewhat streamlined and general- 
ized version of an earlier work of the author, “XVI. Yüzyılın İkinci Yarısında Türkiye'de 
Fiat Hareketleri” (Price Movements in Turkey in the Second Half of the Sixteenth 
Century). 

13. Haim Gerber, too, cautions against exaggerating the impact of the inflation in a 
forthcoming article: “The Monetary System of the Ottoman Empire.” 

, 14. Bruce McGowan, “Food Supply and Taxation on the Middle Danube (1568— 
1579) 

15. Robert Mantran, /stanbul dans la seconde moitié du 17e siğcle. 

16. Peçuylu İbrahim, Tarih-i Peguyi (Istanbul, 1281-83), 1: 8ff. 

17. Cengiz Orhonlu, Telhisler (Reports of Grand Vezirs), p. 18, report no. 18: Hakim 
namında olan kullarınızda kuvvet ve kudret ve mal ü minal olmamağla gerek vüzera, gerekse beylerbeyiler ve 

beyler evvelki gibi yarar ve müstevfa adamlar saklamağa kimesnede istilâ? at kalmamışdır, anon içün 
düşmen dahi galebe eder olmuşdur. Bir kulunuza hidmet buyurulsa izhar-ı fakr edüp saadetli padişahımdan 
yükler ile akçe ister oldular. Ve bi’l-ctimle bu maküle kullarunuzda mal ve kuvvet ve kudret olıcak asla 
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23 : 23-34. Göyünç guesses the date of the list to be around 1526 (p. 29, n. 38). 
15. Tarih-i Peçüyi, 1:121 and İ. H. Uzunçarşılı, Osmanlı Tarihi, 2:334—36. 

16. Tarih-i Peçuyi, 1: 128; also see Sicill-i Osmâni, 2:4. 

17. Tarih-i Peçuyi, 1:157. 

18. Nejat Göyünç, “Diyarbekir Beylerbeyiliği,” p. 34. 

Appendix 2 

1. Cev Dah 6095 has been utilized by Şerafettin Turan, “XVII. Yüzyılda Osmanlı 

Imparatorluğunun İdari Teşkilatı.” 
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Ehl-i ilm (men of knowledge), xiv; see also 
Ulema 

Ehl-i kalem (men of the pen), xiv 

Ehl-i seyf (men of the sword), xiv 
Emirahur (head of imperial stables), 6 

Emiralem (chief of imperial band and 
tentsetters), 6 

Emirate, xx; see also Beylik (principality) 

Enderun (palace school, inner service), 

xix—xx, 6—7, 39, 46, 65-67, 96-97; see 

also Pages in palace; Palace 
Erzurum province, 15, 49-50, 63, 90, 134 

Estates, see Umera 

Estate of Yunus Bey, 48 

Europe, 3, 41, 78, 99; see also Western 

transformation; Western military 
challenge 

Europeans, 7, 31—33 

Evliya Celebi, official and traveller, xx, 

96-97, 102 

Faroghi, S., xvii 

Ferman, 12, 40 

Ferhad Pasa, a vezir, 85 

Filek sancak, abolished, 90 

Financial bureaucracy, 5 

Fines, 9, 52; see also Cürm ve cinayet 

Firearms, 16475 

France, 31 

Frontier: conditions, 79, 84; families, 56; 

region, 4, 40, 163740; sancaks, 23, 49, 63, 

71; Selçuklu-Byzantine, 1—2 

Frontiersmen, 2—5, 35; see also Akıncı; Ghazi 

Genoese, 41 

Gerber, H., 52 

Ghazi, 35; see also Akıncı; Frontiersmen 

Gökbilgin, T., 103 

Golden age, xv 
Göyünç, N., 167n14 
Grand vezir, xiv, xviii, 6, 32, 35, 41, 50, 

96, 117-8 

Granting of dirliks regulated, 38 
Great Selçuklus, 5 

Greece, 20 

Group biography, xvi, xxi; see also 

Prosopography 

Gulam (slave), 41, 44, 16323; see also Kul; 

Slaves 

Hadikat ül-Vüzera, xviii 

Hadith (sayings of Muhammad), xviii 
Halep (Aleppo), sancak 20; province 49, 

63, 134 
Hamilet ül- Kübera, xviii 

Hapsburg Empire, 78—79, 138; see also 
Austrian campaign; Austrian front; 
Austrians; Austrian turncoat 

Harem, 47 

Has: defined, 12—13; levels, 27, 50-51, 

83-84 
Hasan el-Kafi el-Akhisari, a kadi and 

author, 79 

Hasan Paşa, Abaza, 93 

Hasan Paşa, Yemişçi, a grand vezir, 84 

Havass-1 humayun (imperial reserves), 13, 

20; see also Sultan’s income 

Hazine defterdarı, defined, 28; 119; see also 

Defterdar-ı mal (provincial financial 

officer) 
Hersek sancak, 40, 158n1 

Herzegovina, see Hersek sancak 

Heyd,U.,52 
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Hinterland, 2—4; see also Interior regions 
Hızır Bey, a sancakbeyi, 18 

Household, xiii; study by Abou-el-Haj, 
xvii; Osman Bey’s, 4; connections, 56; 

sultan’s, 6—8, 40, 46, 95; training in, 48; 

of timera, 24, 35, 38, 40, 44, 46-48, 53, 

97, 99; see also Palace; Retainers; 

Retinue; Umera, households 

Hüccet (certificate), 41 
Hiinkar (sultan), 41 

Hungary, 15, 78, 84; sancaks in, 159n11 

Hiiseyin Bey, a sancakbeyi, 104 

Hüsrev Bey, a sancakbeyi, 40 

Hüsrev Paşa, a beylerbeyi, 40 

Ibrahim Bey, a sancakbeyi, 49, 151 

Ibrahim I, sultan, 102 

Ibrahim Paşa, a grand vezir, 103 

Icmal (summary) registers of dirliks, 15, 
18-19, 40, 15871, 161229 

Iç oğlanı (page), 41 
Ilhani state, 12 

Ilyas Paşa, a beylerbeyi, 91 
Imperial council, 28, 41, 96, 104; see also 

Divan-ı humayun 

Inalcik, H., xiv, 33, 52—53 
India, 32 

Inflation, 52, 76, 81—82, 92 

Inner household, xiii; see also Enderun 

Interior regions, 35, 63; see also Hinterland 

Iran, xiv, 1, 79; see also Safavi Empire 

Iranian front, 65, 85 

Iskenderiye (Işkodra) sancak, 104 

Islamic classics, 47 

Islamic law, 32, 53-54, 79; see also Şeriat 

Islamic states, 7, 32, 79 

Islamic tradition, xvii 

Istanbul, xiv, 12, 27—28, 50, 81, 93, 97, 
132-33, 136-38, 164n1 

Istolni Belgrad sancak, 86 
Itzkowitz, N., xvi, xvii, 56 

Janissary, see Yeniçeri 

Jenghiz Khan, | 
Jerusalem sancak, 87 

Kadı (judge, magistrate), 5, 9, 21, 23, 25, 

28, 78 

Kadıasker (high judge), 5—6, 12, 28 

Kalender, rebel leader, 103 

Kangırı (Çankırı) sancak, 87 

Kanije province, 90, 134 
Kanun (sultan's law), 22 
Kanunname, 14—15, 27, 159n7; see also 

Regulations 
Kanunname of Erzurum, 159710 

Kapıcı (palace gatekeeper), 6 
Kapı kethüdası (agent in Istanbul), 93 

Kapıkulu (household troops), 6—7, 58, 
15972; see also Central army; Sipahi 

(household cavalry); Yeniçeri (janissary, 
infantry) 

Karaman province, 21, 26, 86, 103, 15875, 

160n19 
Karesi beylik, 3 
Kasım Bey, son of Hızır Paşa, a sancakbeyi, 

17 

Kasım Paş, Güzelce, a beylerbeyi, 103, 

167n14 
Kastamonu sancak, 87 

Katip Çelebi, bureaucrat and author, xv, 

xxi, 102 

Kayseri sancak, 16—18 

kaza (kadı's sub-district), 23, 160n23 
Kethüda (chief household officer), 40 
Kırkkilise sancak, 16 

Kitab-ı Müstetab, xv 

Klis sancak, 40 

Kocaeli sancak, 16 

Koçi Bey, author, xv, 102 

Kogi Bey, a sancakbeyi, 103 
Konya, 1—2 
Köstendil sancak, 53 

Kruşevaç, see Alacahisar (Kruşevaç) 
Kul, defined 41—42; 44, 97; see also Gulam 

(slave) 
Kuran, xviii 

Kurdish beys, 39 

Kurdish sancaks, 96 

Kuruş (silver coin), 81 

Kütahya sancak, 6 

Learned men, 3, 5; see also ulema 

Lepanto, 50 

Lesser provincial officers, 42, 49, 57, 

64—65, 95, 119 



Index 

Lists of provinces, xxi, 17, 42, 101—4, 117, 

167710 

Lütfi Paşa, a grand vezir, 35, 39 

Macedonia, 19, 53, 136 

Machiavelli, N., 31 

Mamluk (military slaves), xii, 32—33, 161n3 
Mamluk state, 51, 79, 86, 164n5 

Maraş province, 49, 51 
Markets, 5 

McGowan, B., 82 

Mediterranean Sea, 1, 77, 81, 1645 

Medrese (college), 3, 5, 9, 80 

Mehmed II, sultan, xiv, 6, 16323 

Mehmed Bey, a sancakbeyi, 18 

Mehmed Bey, a sancakbeyi, 86 
Mehmed Bey, son of Ferhad Paşa, a 

sancakbeyi, 50, 153—4 

Mehmed Bey/Paşa, son of Mustafa Paşa, a 

sancakbeyi promoted to beylerbeyi, 48—50, 
154—5 

Mehmed bin Hacı, a timar holder, 25 

Mehmed Paşa, Derviş, a grand vezir, 92 

Mehmed Paşa, Köprülü, a grand vezir, xv 

Mehmed Paşa, Tabanıyassı, a grand vezir, 

18233 
Menage, V. L., 41 
Men of the sword, xv, xxii 

Merchants, 3, 52-53 

Meritocracy, 31 

Merit raise for ümera, 16, 19 

Mining, 13 

Mohacz, 78, 103 

Mongols, 1, 4 

Miiderris (college teacher), 48 

Mufassal (detailed) survey registers, 15 

Muhammad, prophet of Islam, xvii, 79 

Miilk (freehold property), 23; see also 
Temlik 

Münşeat tis-Selatin, 102 
Murad IV, sultan, xv, 91, 97, 118, 133 

Murad Bey, a sancakbeyi, 19, 136—8 

Murad Gazi, a sancakbeyi, 40 

Murad Paşa, Kuyucu, a grand vezir, 

XİV—XV 

Müsellem beyleri (auxiliary troop com- 

manders), 57—58, 119 

Muskets: by yeniçeri, 7; by cavalry, 79; by 

179 

mercenaries, 81 

Muslim Institution, xvii 

Muslims, 97 

Mustafa Bey, a beylerbeyi, 103 

Mustafa Bey, son of Pertev Paşa, 49-50, 

153 

Mustafa bin Kemal, a timar holder, 

relative of Bali Paşa, 26 

Mustafa Paşa, Silahtar, 97 
Musul province, 48 

Müteferrika, defined, 33; 39—40, 42, 49, 63, 
97, 162n12 

Mütesellim (agent of governor in province) 

97—98 
Mütevelli (vakıf manager), 83 

Nahiye (sancak subdivision), 160723 

Naima, historian, 91—92 

Nasuh bin Hasan Subaşı, a timar holder, 

25 
Nazır-ı emval (beylerbeyi as overseer of 

province revenues), 92—93, 96, 98 

Nigde sancak, 48 
Nişancı (head of chancery), 6, 28 
Niyabet (governor’s dues), defined, 21—22; 

137, 160n15, 160719; see also Adet-i 

emirane 

Nizam ül-Mülk, 5 

Noksan (deficit in has), 137 

Nomads, taxation, 22—23; see also Tribal 

groups; Türkmen 
Non-Muslims: slaves, 32; subjects, 97; see 

also Zimmi 

Omer Bey, a sancakbeyi, 89-90 

Omer Paşa, Öküz, 91-92 

Orhan Bey, 3 
Osman Bey, 2, 4—7 
Osmanlı (Ottoman nation), 2-3 
Outer household, xiii; see also Bırun (palace 

outside service) 

Ozii province, 90, 102, 134 

Pages in palace, 6—7, 47, 66, 97; see also 

Enderun (palace school, inner service) 

Palace, xiii; emergence, 6; officials, 42, 46, 

57-58, 62-63, 65, 80, 85, 96—97; ser- 

vice, 33, 39 
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Palace training, 40, 48 

Patronage, 85, 89, 95; see also Household 

Peasants, xiv, 2 

Peçuylu Ibrahim, a historian, 84—85 

Personal contacts, xiii, xiv 

Pest, suburb of Buda, 138 

Population growth, 80 
Ports, 13 

Prizrin sancak, 18 

Prosopography, xvi—xviii; see also Group 
biography 

Province, defined, 27 

Public order, 9, 21 

Reaya (subjects), 4, 22—23, 27, 42, 55, 80, 

90, 92, 16130; volunteers for cam- 

paigns, 8, 35, 38, 44, 97; volunteers for 

slave status, 45; see also Citizens; 

Subjects 

Registers: of dirlik grants, 25—27, 86, 136; 
of kadı courts, 12, 52; ümera appoint- 

ments, xxi—xxil, 57, 86, 88, 102, ap- 

pendix 2; see also Ruzname 

Regulations, 15, 21, 27; see also Kanunname 

Reis ül-küttab (head of the secretariat), xviii 

Renaissance, 32 

Resm-i arusane, 24; see also Wedding dues 

Retainers, 24, 38—40, 47, 51, 54; see also 

Cebelü (retainers of the dirlik holder); 

Household; Retinues; Umera (com- 

manders, governors) 

Retinues; in the palace, 46; of ümera, 28, 

84, 93; see also Retainers; Household; 

Umera (commanders, governors) 

Ruling Institution, xvii 

Rumeli (territories in Europe), 5, 13-15 

Rumeli province, 26, 40, 86, 103, 134, 137 

Rum province, 5, 26, 134 

Rüstem Paşa, a grand vezir, 40 

Ruzname (daily dirlik grant register), 40, 

102, 117, 158n1, 167n9; see also Register, 

of dirlik grants 

Safavi Empire, 65, 79, 128; see also Iran 

Safed sancak, 48 

Sancak (district): defined, 14; as banner or 

command, 14, 24, 26 

“Sancakbeyi, defined, 14; see also timera (com- 

manders, governors) 

Sancak hasılı (standard yield of has), de- 

fined: 17—23 
Saliyane (annual remittance), 134 

Saruhan sancak, 87 

Scribes in central chancery, 47 

Sefinet ür-Rüesa, xviii 

Selçuklu (Saljukid), 12, 21 

Selim II, sultan, 128 

Semendire sancak, 86; abolished, 90 

Seniority, 16 

Serbest (free) timars, defined: 22 
Serbia, 3 

Şertat (Islamic law), xviii, 5, 12; see also 

Islamic law 

Seyfiye (military-administrative career), xix 

Şeyh ül-islam (head of ulema hierarchy), 
XVii—Xxvili 

Sicill-t Osmani, xvili—xx, xxii, 48—49 

Sigetvar sancak, abolished, 90 
Silistre sancak, 16 

Sinan Bey, /ala of prince Sultan Ahmed, a 
sancakbeyi, 18 

Sinan Bey, a sancakbeyi, 53 
Sinan Bey, a sancakbeyi, 103 

Sinan Bey, a sancakbeyi, 49, 152-3 

Sipahi (household cavalry), 7, 79, 83; 

defined, 15972 

Sirem sancak, 86 

Sivas, 5; see also Rum province 

Slaves, 4, 6—8, 31, 42, 53—54; see also 

Mamluk (military slaves) 
Sofia, 5 

Sögüt, 4 
Spanish Empire, 76 

Student disturbances, 81; see also Suhte 

Subaşı, 13, 26—27; see also Zam 

Subjects, 6, 9, 15, 45, 53, 80, 91, 138; 
categories by wealth, 51—52; see also 

Citizens; Reaya 

Suhte, xiv; see also Student disturbances 

Suleiman (Süleyman) I, sultan, 31, 35, 42, 
83, 102 

Sultan, xiii, 4—7, 12, 26-27, 29, 41, 46, 
104, 117 

Sultan's income, 13, 20, 28; see also Havass-1 

humayun (imperial reserves) 

Sunna (tradition of Muhammad), xviii 
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Tahrır (land and economic survey), 15, 87, 

104, 16137; see also Cadastral survey 

Tax farm, 80, 96 

Tanzimat (reform era), xvii 
Teke sancak, 20, 89 

Temlik (granting as property), 87; see also 
. Mülk (freehold property) 
Tezkere (appointment certificate), 28, 137 

Tezkeresiz timar, 161n38 

Thrace, 3—4, 16 

Timar, defined, 12 

Tımar kethüdası, defined, 28; 50, 57—58, 62, 

198127 
Tımar defterdar, defined, 28; 57—58, 62, 

119 

Timar holders: sons, 35; financial straits, 

88 

Timişvar province, 49 
Tithing, 19 
Top arabacıları (cannon-carriagemen), 7 

Topçu (cannoneers), 7; see also Artillery 
Topkapı Palace Archives, 102-3, 117 

Townsfolk, 2 

Trablus (Tripoli) sancak, 48 

Trabzon province, 90 
Transylvania, 49 

Tribal groups, 2; see also Nomads; Türkmen 

Turkey, xvii, 14 

Turkish families, 41, 44 

Tiirkmen, 1; see also Nomads; Tribal groups 

Uçarı Bey, 86 
Uğur, A., xvii 

Ulema, xiii, xvii—xviii, 55; see also Learned 

men 
Ulufe (central army pay), 15973 
Urban revenues, 20, 160717; see also 

Markets 

Uzunçarşılı, I. H., xviii 

Umera (commanders, governors): cultural 
interests, xxii, 47—48; defined, xv; 

duration of office, 70—72, 75—76, 87—88; 

economic activities, 54; economic po- 

sition, xxii, 50-51, 53, 72, 75, 91-93; 

estates, 51, 53; family life, xxii; financial 

straits, 77, 84—88; households, xix, 45, 

65, 67, 76-77, 85, 87-88, 92; region- 

alism, 70—72; relatives, xix, 33, 42, 58, 

62-63, 65—66; social origins, xvi, 42; 

sons, 33, 38—40, 45, 47—48, 55, 58, 67; 

see also Household; Registers, of appoint- 
ment; Retinues 

Vakıf (pious foundation), 23, 55, 83, 87 

Vali (governor), 96 

Van province, 90 

Vassal rulers, 39 

Venice, 78 

Vezir, 5—6, 13, 49—50, 15876 
Vidin sancak, 16 

vilayet (province), 96 

Vılçitrin sancak, 18 
Voynuk sancakbeyi (auxiliary troop com- 

mander), 53 

Wedding dues, 161730; see also Resm-i 

arusane 

Western military challenge, 77; see also 

Europe 
Western transformation, xv 

Yaya beyleri (auxiliary troop commanders), 

57-58, 119 
Yeniçeri (janissary, infantry), 7, 79, 83, 96, 

164n5; see also Central army; Kapıkulu 

(household troops) 
Yoke tax, see Çift resmi (yoke tax) 
Yunus Bey, a sancakbeyi, 48, 53-54 

Kam rank and status, 12, 44, 95; see also 

Subaşı 
Zamıme (sancaks added to beylerbeyi has), 90 

Zeamet, defined, 12—13 
Zimmi, 32; see also Non-Muslims 

Ziyade (surplus in has), 137 



e 

J nü lak nil dr çün 

2% A EE eli Mi 
PPO CaN ğe ir ity ' 

sak as e eae 
N taş i 

eile 

et aby meme 
eğ İk 

Çan seçi ey ei 
‘pd ii an & la ¥ 

I, ye e 

M4 “whl: 
ete athe vi alt SPR Ryan wks 

Scag vd ve 
ii, es sr eren 
ele a Don nis © 

Rapa ited (emit O79 apseancaar Sa 

emip della “İ i a SİMLİ 
bei iii 
e e we 

e Se oe 
(had Van, Spee cues, e e 
BNN e aw? 

Gb b seke 
Se 2 eee rie a aie 

dre li RM tea ns i ut idi 
Her e e Şe 
Mi | eer Mi ün ee ion, ie, vi 

b A 27, ee oe 
DU ru yal Ez 

ğa ay Blm 

“i et Pr eyer 2 

(lish tombe, a Pie Ba 
ta een, MR 

i aa a REN 

dede İk er ei 

i 





_DATE DUE _ 
) A 40 DA 

GAYLORD 

i i 
3 1510 00048 



6? 
17 



KN 
bul nat We 
Di 

Hale 
ç Wi 


