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n his analysis of the patrimonial state, Max
Weber often refers to the special character of
the Ottoman state #riam extremescaie “of “pat:
simonizlisi.' In general, he says, the patrimonial
state makes administrative and military organiza-
tion “a.purely personal instrument of the master
to-broaden his arbitrary power:”? Patrimonial au-
thority, “where it indeed operates primarily on
the basis of discretion will be called sultanism,
which is distinct from every form of rational au-
thority.? “It is also totally different from estate-type
domination (stindische Herrschaft)” such as existed
in the medieval west.* Patrimonialism, and in the
extreme case sultanism, tends to arise whenever
traditional domination develops an administration
and a military force that are purely personal instru-
ments of the master. “Appropriation by the master
personally is a phenomenon of patrimonialism.™
Then the pre-eminency “turns into personal
right.” Patrimoniat power is something of personal
possession:-“Where domination is primarily trad-
itional . . . . It will be called patrimonial authority;
where it indeed operates primarily on the basis of
discretion; it will be called sultanism.”®
“The classic location of sultanism,” Weber
underlines, “is the Near East.”” .Sulranism..is
characterized by complete.reliance on.military force-
and arbitrary powersor despotissr: There occurs a

“complete “differentiation between military and

civil subjects,” and increasing professionalization
of the army. The Janissary and Mamluk armies,
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consisting of slaves, were typical examples of such professional armies. They
were made part and parcel of the ruler’s household and served him with
absolute loyalty. Their later transformation is explained by Weber in terms
of their having become a “traditional status group” enjoying selative-indepen-
dence” from™ the sultan’s patrimonial ‘control. Let us add that in their new
function they sided with other traditional groups, such as the ulema and
religious orders. The Janissary corps identified itself with Bektashism, one
of the independent religious-traditional groups in the empire. It is to be
noted that the abolition of the corps and Bektashism occurred at the same
time, when Mahmud II embarked upon the restoration of his central patrimo-
nial power in the period from 1812 to 1826.

As one of the most fundamental principles of patrimonial power, the
Orttoman ruler in all situations jealously reserved for himself the judicial
authority, which was administered personally in the central imperial council
or, by delegation; qgadis whom he appointed.® In the sultan’s law codes it is
repeatedly stated that no subject (ra‘zyyer), in particular peasants, shall incur
any obligation, taxes, services, or fines without a decision rendered in due
process of law by his qadi. In striking contrast to the feudal lord’s judicial
right in the West, no local authority, even in the age of #’yans in the eight-
eenth century, was allowed to exercise judical power—a charactenstlc of the
Ottoman centralist and absolutist regime.

What made the Ottoman imperial system a “sultanism” in Weber’s
sense may also be the Ottoman sultan’s arrogating political as well as spiritual
power in his person. “Domination,” Weber stresses, may be based on either
physical force or “psychic coercion by distributing or denying religious ben-
efits.”™ The former type, represented by a military monarchy, is the “typical
aatural {6fmi " of domination= The latter type, called by Weber “hierocratic:
oeganization;” is represented by the church But the Ottoman sultan’s simul-
taneous menopoly.of political-and~spitituilpowers produced a perfect type
of ebsolute -patrimonial rilershipy™ In fact, his dual ritulature, sultan-caliph
and padishah-khan, signifying the divine and temporal origins of his power,
was an expression of his two capacities; however, there was never any real
“unity between the two.' In the classical period, when the patrimonial state
(with its dual monopoly) seemed paramount, the ulema were actually pre-
vented from exercising power, and the padishah enacted ‘wrf7 (state) laws
independently from the shari‘a (Islamic religious law). ' Yet, when the sultan’s
power began to decline at the turn of the seventeenth century, the ulema,
in alliance with other traditional forces, assumed an increasingly dominant
place in statc affairs. It can be said that this dichotomy actually constituted
the underlying conflict in all Islamic states. It was particularly true in the
sultanates founded by Turkish dynasties, which were jealous of their absolute
patrimonial domination. Still following Weber’s course of interpretation, we
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can suggest that the Ottoman sultans, particularly in the period of “decline,”
by emphasizing their spiritual domination as caliphs and integrating the
ulema into their bureaucratic apparatus, were attempting to compensate for
their loss of power.

That state -power-was indeed regarded as the collective.properey-of-the
ruler’s household is §uite-apparent.in early.Ottoman history.-In line with a
Central Asiatic tradition that survived with the Ottomans, the realm was
divided among the sons of the reigning ruler.'? Despite the disastrous civil
wars that tradition begot, it remained strong until the time when the notion
of state power came to be conceived as an impersonal authority, absolute and
indivisible, embodied in the ruler to serve “Islam and (the Islamic) state”
(Din-uDawla). This development coincided with the transformation of the
bureaucracy into a relatively autonomous group and the ulema’s assertion of
its paramount position within the polity. These groups, supported by public
opinion, actually became responsible for the establishment of a new protocol
for succession to the throne based on the principle of seniority. Thus, new
traditions emerged and became prevalent in the Ottoman polity and modified
the “Sultanism” of the Ottoman ruler as the political and social structure
evolved (see “Sultanism, Status Groups” p. 3—11).

Finally, recognizing no legal limits or traditional checks, sultanism can
be interpreted as “the pure form of patriarchal domination,” or pat-
rimonialism. ' Realized in its near perfect form in Ottoman sultanism, as the
logic of the system required, Ottoman absolutism was taken as the typical
form of absolutism by the theoreticians of the sixteenth century. Obviously
Weber, living in an age of liberal idealism, could not see the Ottoman regime
with the eyes of a Jean Bodin.™

SULTANISM, STATUS GROUPS,
AND ESTATE-TYPE PATRIMONIALISM

Through regulatory power, Weber affirms," patrimonial domination,
whether of the head of the family, a feudal lord, or a patrimonial ruler, is a
decisive-determinant of social and economic relationships:*¢ “Social positions
may be established by an autocratic ruler which, in relation to other free
strata, are privileged through freedom from taxation and special land rights.”"
The patrimonial state may also appropriate direct control over the economy
through “managerial powers.”

Weber defines status order as follows:

The way in which social honor is distributed in a community between typical
groups participating in this distribution we call the status order.'® The markert
and its processes knows no personal distinctions: “functional” interests dominate
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it. It knows nothing of honor. The status order means precisely the reverse:
stratification in terms of honor and styles of life peculiar to status groups as such.

In status order status groups are stratified according to the principles of their
consumption of goods as represented by special styles of life.'” In a patrimonial
system it is not the legal order but the ruler’s favor that conditions honor,
and social honor sometimes becomes the basis of domination within a group,
as seen with the notables.?' Honor as social estimation depends on the ruler’s
distribution of power. Stratification by status is based on honorific and material
monopolies. Burt status honor need not be linked with economic conditions.
Status order is the opposite to class order. Whereas class is determined exclusively
by economic interests conditioned by the commodity of labor markets, status
groups are created by power or domination. While property and lack of
property are the basic categories of market conditions, property i is not always
recognized as a status qualification in status order.?

It is possible, however, that status groups can evolve into a closed caste,?
and that status can be bound to a class group. But both status and estate-type
societies can be viewed in essence as politically stratified. The ruler’s will in
creating status groups is seen.specifically in establishing social positions for
a military group which, “in relation to other ‘free’ strata, are privileged
through freedom from taxation and special land rights (Bodenrech?). In return,
the incumbents are obliged to undergo military training and to be at the
lord’s arbitrary or limited disposal for military or administrative purposes.”?
As will be seen, “the.military” is the main or exclusive status-group in the
‘Middle Eastern-patrimonial state.- :

Although sometimes in current literature no distinction is made between
estates and status groups, in Weber these two are clearly distinct concepts.
“Feudalism is estate-type patrimonialism,”? or estate-type domination involv-
ing hereditary fiefs and established siegneurial powers that put limitations
on the lord’s discretion. In estate-type domination, an individual or an or-
ganized group appropriates positions and also the economic advantages as-
sociated with them. The contractual allegiance of the feudatory relations, the

~established rights limiting the lord’s discretion, makes an essential difference
in estate-type patrimonialism. There the estate is under the guarantee of a
bilateral contract involving the appropriated rights, whereas in pure pat-
rimonialism the ruler’s arbitrariness and discretion is the norm.2¢

In the case of pure patrimonialism, there is complete separation of the functionary
from the means of carrying out his function. But exactly the opposite is true of
the estate-type of patrimonialism. The person exercising governing powers has
personal control of the means of administration.?’

The difference between the two is best seen in comparing the western fief
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with the Ottoman t7mir and the western landed military aristocracy with the
sultan’s /s, which included the timar-holding sipahis. A status group can
evolve into an estate-type under certain conditions. Also, estate-type pat-
rimonialism may prove to be an evolution toward a bureaucratic state or an
obstacle to it.

In the Ottoman Empire, status groups were organized and legitimized
exclusively through the sultan’s favor. Such favor was rendered in an elaborate
ritcual that included the grant of a magnificently decorated imperial bergt
(diploma). No exercise of power, no rank, and no title deed was legitimate
without the possesson of a berat, which, with the ruler’s seal, showed his
favor. The sultan’s taking back the berart, or his death, annulled all kinds of
authority and disposition in the society. The ritual was often coupled with
the grant of royal symbols, a standard, a robe of honor (£hi/'at) prepared in
the ruler’s palace by imperial tailors, and a richly harnessed horse; the grantee
recognized the favor by a present (pishkesh) symbolizing his loyalty.? The
carrying of the sultan’s emblems as the external marks of authority and rank
had an awe-inspiring, almost sacred, character, overshadowing all other social
and economic distinctions. The status of social groups, immunities, and
privileges existed only through the regulations or fermans accorded directly
by the ruler.?

Theoretically, the whole social organization was based on estates, groups
created or formalized by an act from the patrimonial ruler. Such status groups
were stratified in the social pyramid so often described in the mirror-for-princes.
literature of the Middle Easc. What Weber meant by sultanism was originally
derived not from Islamic precepts but from the caliphal state organization,
which owed its basic philosophy-and structure tothe Byzantine and Sassanian
heritage. This Iranian state tradition was transmitted to the Ottomans through
native Iranian bureaucrats and the literary activity of the Iranian converts
who translated Sassanian advice literature into Arabic. "'

According to the letter of Tansar, a royal advice letter from Sassanian
times,

men are divided into four estates . . . and at their head is the king. The firsc
estate is that of the clergy . . . the second estate is that of the milicary, . . . the
third estate is that of the scribes . . . the fourth estate is known as that of the
artisans, and comprises tillers of land and herders of cattle and merchants and
others who earn their living by trade. . . . Assuredly there shall be no passing
from one to another unless in the characrer of one of us outstanding capacity is
found. . . . The King of kings . . . kept each man in his own stacion and forbade
any to meddle with a calling other than that for which it had pleased God . . .
to create him. He laid commands moreover on the heads of the four estates. . . .
All were concerned with their means of livelihood and their own affairs, and did
not constrain kings to this by evil devices and acts of rebellion. . . . The commands
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given by the King of kings for occupying people with their own tasks and restraining
them from those of others are for the stability of the world and the order of the
affairs of men. . . . He has set a chief over each {estate] and after him a trusty
inspector to investigate their revenues.” The King of kings has issued a decree to
exalt and ennoble their (noble families) rank. . . . By it he has established a visible
and general distinction between men of noble birth and common people with
regard to horses and clothes, houses and gardens, women and servancs. . . .*

In the advice-to-king literature, the clergy (the ulema in the Islamic
system) is sometimes placed after that of the men of the sword, who represented
the sultan’s authority. But in any case the ruler is the head and source of
legitimacy for all ranks and status groups. From the foundation of the Arab
empire under the Umayyads, and particularly under the Abbasids, this Iranian
estate system appears to have determined the whole social structure of the
Islamic state. '

The use of the titles shahanshih, king of kings, and padishah, great king,
originally the titles of the Sassanian emperors, was banned in Islam until the
tenth century, when they were assumed by the newly rising non-Arab rulers
in order to assert their image of omnipotent rulers within caliphal univer-
salism.*® The favorite title of the Ottoman sultans was padishab-i ‘alempenah,
“the universal ruler in whom the whole world finds protection.”® While
designating the ruler’s supreme power for the purpose of protection, the title
emphasized in particular the Iranian notion of omnipotent ruler.

A complete description of the ranks and hierarchy of the ruling elite is
to be found in the formulary manuals designed for the education of the state
bureaucrats.” The elite (mu‘tabaran), says al-Khoyi,* consists of two groups
(td'ifa); the first includes the ruler and high dignitaries and the second the
leading ulema (4'yan-i Din). Among the members of each group there is a
hierarchical subdivision (tabaka) for which specific titles and styles of address
must be used. The members of the central government are ranked over
provincial dignitaries. The second #Z’ifz consists of two layers (tabaka): the
first of which includes qadis, mufris, and mudarrises, legal experts, teachers,
and others; and the second, physicians, astronomers, and men of letters. In
the introductory part to his compilation of state papers, the Ottoman chancery
chief Feridan gives the same ranking system, placing men of the sword and
men of the pen above the ulema.* During public gatherings, the rank and
seat of dignitaries was predetermined by the marshal of ceremonies (teshrifatsr),
and occasionally serious disputes arose over ranking, particularly among religi-
ous officials.

Whereas the Iranian notion of omnipotent ruler and estate society pre-
vailed in the Islamic state, a parallel theory, apparently of Greek origin,
emphasizing division of labor and social solidarity, could be found in the
Islamic literature on ethics. According to the anthropomorphic interpretation
of society found in this literature,™ there are four groups (¢2'ifa), like the
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four elements in the human body: first, men of the pen (ah/-# kalem); second,
men of the sword («hl/-i shimshir); third, traders and artisans (#éfjar and arbib-i
hiraf iva sanayi‘); and fourth, the agriculturalists (#2’¢fa-i zirz'at): Separation
and equilibrium berween these groups is seen as essential for the health and
good functioning of the body politic. If traders or agriculturalists become
soldiers or soldiers become traders or artisans, society begins to fail and
deteriorate.”' Whereas the Iranian tradition maintained that the whole society
was organized by, and geared to, the ruler’s demands, the anthropomorphic
theory emphasized solidarity. Expounded in detail in al-Farabi's Idea/ State,*
the anthropomorphic theory was popularized in Nasir al-Din Tast's Ethics.

As formulated by Nasir al-Din Tasi or by Dawani,* the prevailing
theory of society and “social classes” regarded society purely as a political
entity, focusing mainly on the ruling elite, which was composed of 27'ifas,
“communities,” or status groups.*> In this system the productive classes were
considered necessary merely for the support of the state, and the state, in
essence, consisted of the ruler and those who represented royal authority. We
have purposely avoided the discussion of the place or claims of the shari‘a
(Islamic law) and the ulema in order to focus on the definition of sultanism
as a Weberian type of patrimonial state.

In any event, in the Islamic state extra economic criteria are taken as
the basis for material life and for stratifying men in society. The economy is
a communal economy.? Society is conceived essentially as a political and
moral entity and the social classes as #Z’ifas, status groups. In this society
the social relations are based, in Weber’s terms, on patriarchal domination,
dependency, rank, and loyalty. It is the ruler’s duty, “for the good order of
the world” (nizam-i ‘Glem) or for the good of “Islam and {the Islamic] state”
(Din u Dawla), to ensure that this order is preserved and each man is kept
in his own 74 zfa. The same Nasir al-Din Tisi reportedly*” advised the Mongol
khan Hulagu that, since the wandering Kalandari dervishes could not be
placed in any of these t4’ifas, they should be eliminated.

The Ottoman patrimonial system, particularly in its classical age (1300—
1600), can be viewed as resting on an emphatically regulated polity. The &u/
1d'ifesi, the palace and the army, constituting the ever-expanding household
of the ruler, can be traced back to the initial warband of nikers-os-yoldash,
comrades, who assembled around Osman Ghazi, the founder of the Ottoman
state.*® Weber's theory of charismatic leadership and patron-client solidarity
furnishes an illuminating concept for the emergence of the typical Turco-
-Mongol -state.* In the Eurasian steppe, every conqueror started his career
with a warband of ndkers, usually personally bound to him by andz, an oath
of loyalty unto death. The core group maintained itself through solidarity of
interest in booty and conquest. Recruited from among the allies or captured
enemies, nokers or yoldash, to whom the early Ottoman traditions make
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frequent reference, formed the original household of Osman Ghazi, and their
descendants monopolized for more than a century all the key positions in the
Osmanli state—Osmanli signifying those who were atfiliated with the person
of Osman and represented the leader’'s power or the “Ottoman” state, which
meant the same ching. As organizers of the conquests and of the central
bureaucracy, the ulema maintained a parallel position of control within the
power group. Later on, when the state became increasingly dependent on
their bureaucratic skills, the ulema families, in particular the Gandaslss; as-
sumed -both-military -and--bureaucratic-control -and became supreme at the
center of government, whereas several old families of #iker origin maintained
their original status in the distant frontier zones in the Balkans. The radical
change came under Mehmed II the Conqueror, who dismissed the Candarlis
from power and made the slaves from his seraglio, with no hereditary rights,
the only group entrusted with authority. The change signified the replacement
of the personal nikers by an impersonal body of servants whose ranks were
determined by a set of rules (kanin) and whose loyalty to the ruler was the
exclusive criterion for being entrusted with authority. The ruler’s household
was reorganized to maintain the ruler’s omnipotence in a state now transformed
into an empire in which the direct personal control of the ruler was no longer
possible. Or in Weber’s terms, personal household patriarchalism simply
evolved into a centralist and formalized patrimonialism—a change only in
degree in the dependency relationship of the household.

Mehmed the Conqueror, the ultimate founder of the Ottoman centralist
cmpire, empharically upheld the Iranian tradition, as reflected in his law
code™ and government as well as in the “palace” culture, including its architec-
ture and literature. It was not a coincidence that his favorite son, jJem, bore
the name of a legendary king of ancient Iran. Mehmed's law code governing
state organization reserved to the highest dignitaries the privilege of eating
at his table and is symbolic of the change; as Weber indicates “Originally
the patrimonial officials are typically maintained at the ruler’s table and from
his supplies, as is every other household member. . . .*! Patrimonial officials,
especially their highest ranks, retained for a long time the right to be fed at
the lord’s table when they were present at court. . . .” “In a relatively larger
apparatus,” Weber adds, “a further evolution was the maintenance . . . by
the granting of benefices or fiefs to patrimonial officials.”? Whereas in the
orient patrimonial officialdom, Weber asserts, never transcended its basically
household character, in the West it evolved into a bureaucratic officialdom
whose jurisdictions derived from impersonal interests.*’ '

The traditional status order did not remain mere theory; state papers
and regulations show that it was applied by a bureaucracy that was imbued
with it and considered it the foundation of the state and society. The candid
narrator of Ottoman life and society, Evliya Celebi,* describes urban popu-
lations in the second half of the seventeenth century in terms of traditional
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status ranking. Groups representing the ruler’s authority always came first.
These were followed by the men of religion, who were stratified among
themselves as descendants of the Prophet and ulema, including muftis and
qadis. Last were the civil notables of the town. Separated from these groups,
which together comprised the elite (a'yan ve eshraf), ordinary subjects (1e'dya)
were also differentiated according to their status as members of mercantile
Or artisan associations.

We have seen that the only status groups created by the Ottoman ruler
consisted of the “military” groups, which constituted part of his household,
primarily the palace—the troops of his “Porte” (kapi-kutlars), the timar-hold-
ing cavalry in the provinces, and the bureaucratic apparatus that managed
the sources of revenues in his land.*® As for the rest of society, consisting of
the re'ay2, the tax-paying productive groups, the ruler’s role was limited to
reorganizing or formalizing under state regulations, to serve his patrimonial
system, the social classes of the preconquest period.’® In the sultan’s orders
or state papers, the re'gy4, or any group of re'2ya, were addressed only indirectly
through state officials in the provinces, primarily through gadis, who at the
same time represented the local community. The conquered productive mas-
ses, the Ottoman re'ZydZ, were systematically excluded from the “military
household” (kx/s). Instead, they were, in Weber's terminology, “extra-pat-
rimonial subjects” or “political subjects” whose function was to supply the
ruler’s needs.” Forced into compulsory associations to serve the ruler’s de-
mands, they were subordinated to the political machine that he had created.
In Weber’s analysis of the patrimonial state, the ruler’s use of “non-privileged
masses and especially the rural masses” in military service is emphasized.*
These were elevated to a privileged position relative to the majority of ordinary
subjects, but were never given ‘askeri (elite) status. This group of subjects,
well known in the Ottoman case under the stratus designation of “exempt”
(mu'af ve miisellem) re @ya,” was integrated into the “military” class only under
exceptional conditions. Although these re'@y2 soldiers lost their privileged
status in the second half of che sixteenth century, the Ottoman state continued
to use r¢'Zya as mercenaries. They, too, however, were denied the full privileges
of the sultan’s “military” £u/s. Fierce struggles between the éx/s and the
mercenaries (sekban and saridja companies)—called je/a/7s when they turned
rebellious—hll the annals of seventeenth-century Ottoman historians.® In
the eighreenth century, as professional soldiers costing less than regular &u/s,
they came to form the main body of the sultan’s army and of the “private”
armies of provincial notables. The poorest rural elements thus obrained em-
ployment in the imperial army without ever acquiring the privileges of the
household £x«/s. In the Balkans such local organizations of Christian soldiery,
created by the Porte, became in the nineteenth century the nucleus for troops
supporting the cause of nationalistic rebellious minorities like the Serbs,
Greeks, Bulgarians, and Albanians.
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In Weber’s scheme such changes can be interpreted as clues to the
weakening of central patrimonial control.®' In fact, the Janissaries and other
divisions at the Porte were transformed into semi-autonomous traditional
status groups possessing their own special regulations with consolidated
privileges. Increasingly conscious of their own corporate interests, they became
an important force in the struggle for power. As for the mercenaries, they,
too, being organized into permanent companies in the provinces, challenged
the sultan’s centralist authority. The seventeenth century witnessed a violent
struggle, with temporary compromises, between these “autonomous” groups. *
The Kopruli revival of centralist patrimonial-bureaucratic power in the second
half of the century collapsed under the disastrous impact of the long war in
the period between 1683 and 1699.

An imporrtant feature of the Ottoman patrimonial system, often confused
in the literature, has to do with the fundamental difference in the ruler’s
attitude toward his £«/s and toward the re'aya. If confiscation of property- or
capital punishment was carried out against the xe:Zy2-without due process of
law in the religious court, the act was regarded as religiously wrong and a
flagrant injustice (zu/m), injurious to the reputation of the ruler. In the
classical mirror-for-princes literature, the ruler was admonished to avoid such
acts and to prevent them in his subordinates. The ruler’s discretionary punish-
ment (siydset) was legitimate in principle only against his ku/s.®

As Weber notes, the ruler’s exercise of power in the interest of maintain-
ing a balance of power between rival status groups was a fundamental principle
of the Ottoman political system.® The Sultan’s éx/s versus the re'dyz, ulema
versus ku/s and bureaucrats, Janissaries versus sipahis, or salaried army versus
timariot army, low rank gadis against high ulema—all were status groups
traditionally in conflict. The ruler was conscious of the necessity of employing
his regulative power to keep them in equilibrium, since this guaranteed his
“domination” of the polity. However, there were times in Ottoman history
when this equilibrium was lost. Threatened by his £#/s in the capital, Siileyman
I is reported to have said that he might use against the £x/s the large group
of unskilled workers from the ranneries that was available in the capiral city.
The sultans of the troubled seventeenth century organized peasants into mili-
tary companies to fight against rebellious mercenaries in the countryside.

A final note on patrimonial status order and socio-economic structure.
We know that through innumerable regulations, moncpolies, immunities,
and market inspections, characteristics for which the Byzantine and Ottoman
empires are known, the patrimonial power shaped the economy exclusively
for the ruler’s demands and thereby influenced to a great extent the formation
of social classes.” However, specific developments in demographic and socio-
economic conditions—for example, the emergence of the metropolis of Istan-
bul—brought about situations with which the regulatory power and wisdom
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of the patrimonial state was not capable of coping. So there existed a constant
conflict between the imperial regulations and the realities of the market or
of rural developments occurring under the pressure of changing demographic
and economic conditions.

Extensive bureaucratic documentation witnesses this constant struggle
between the state and the marker. For example, in the guild system, which
was always vigorously supported by the state, the state had sometimes to
yield to the pressure of increased demand for goods; this yielding caused the
neglect of certain strict provisions of the antiquared regulations. The state
agreed to the formation of new guilds and tolerated the activities of extra
guild arcisans. Perhaps more spectacular escapes from patrimonial control are
found in the agrarian sector under changing economic and demographic
conditions. Weber discusses these phenomena while dealing with the dissol-
ution processes of patrimonial empires.® Economic and social forces would
be fully released to bypass the regulations and shape the social classes when
the centralist power was weakened and lost control of market forces. In fact,
the conflict was always present in patrimonial states, and thus it can be argued
that in reality a ruler could never succeed in creating a pure patrimonialism
and a perfect status society.

“SULTANISM,” TRADITION, AND TRADITIONAL GROUPS

It can be argued that the concept of “tradition™ in Weber's sociology
approaches what Emile Durkheim and the structuralists in general mean by
collective representations, institutions, and structures. Tradition in Weber’s
sense is both the origin and validating prmc:ple of patrimonial domination.

“What {5 “¢ustomary and has always been so” had a sacred character and
demanded obedience to the particular person who represented it. The “ruler’s
powers are legitimate insofar as they are traditional.” Upon succession to
the throne; the Ottoman sultan, after mentioning all his royal ancestors,
“asserted that he became ruler “by inheritance and by being entitled to it
(bi'l-irs wa'l-istihkak).” In Weber, tradition and custom are dealt with as
closely related concepts. In fact, custom, “a collective way of acting” (Mas-
senbandeln), a uniform activity, which is a matter of custom and persists by
unreflective imirtation,® appears to be a factor modifying the patrimonial
ruler’s discretionary power. Mere habituation, Weber points out, is the first
factor that stereotypes the patrimonial relationship. From there the sanctifying
power of tradition evolves: “the master is restrained from introducing inno-
vations.”® He is also restrained from using his discretionary power by the
possibility that his economic interests would be hurt by innovations™ (the
Otroman policy of preserving the preconquest practices in taxation may be
remembered here). The sultan’s agents are ordered to follow in their decisions,
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first, sultanic law and the sultan’s written orders; and then, if there is no
clear reference to the matter in either of these, to do “what had long been
practiced.” Thus, a stable order diminishes the area of the master’s discretion
in favor of traditional prescription. The master may formalize this traditional
order by regulations. In fact, most of the-Ottoman.sultanie-taws were for-
alized verstons "of indigénous customs, ‘urf » ‘adatr. But the enactment,
Weber believes, ™ never committed the ruler legally:

Sometimes it appears that sultanism is completely unrestrained by tradition, but
this i1s never in fact the case. The nontraditional element is not, however,
rationalized in impersonal terms, but consists only in an extreme development of
the ruler’s discretion.

~Eaw-in the Ottoman Empire was theoretically, if we use Weber's ter=
-minotogy; “che-ruter's-personal witt*-or “ultimately nothing but purely sub-
jective rights and privileges of individuals deriving from the ruler’s grant of
favor.””? However, the.kan#in codes of the founding sultans, .Mehmed- the
Leaqueros-and Stileyman-the Lawgiver, which were actually formulated by
the bureaucrats themselves, were claimed to be unalterable fundamental rules,
or “restrictive traditions” in Weber’s terms.

As for the traditional groups, we have discussed above how the Janissary
corps was transformed from a purely patrimonial army in the personal service
of the sultan into a traditional group through a typification process similar
10 what took place in western patrimonial states.” But from the beginning
this process was most visible with the ulema.™ As far as the Ottoman imperial
system is concerned, the Islamic tradition was in fact the most effective check -
on the 1imitless arbitrary ‘power of the-sultan. As the custodians of Islamic
tradition, the ulema, though stratified and often in conflict within its own
ranks, played a major role throughout Ottoman history as a traditional and
legitimate center of resistance. Other groups often took sanctuary with the
ulema to protect their traditionally established rights against the discretionary
power of the sultan. ;

When it comes to productive groups, a different concern and motivation
on the part of the ruler can be discerned. The preconquest “classes” made up
traditional groups, differing from the ruler’s personal retainers “by virtue of

the right of mobility . . . by owing traditional and therefore fixed services
and taxes and by freely disposing of property and land. The disposition of
property and land are arranged -under-customs- or customary laws.””" The

obligations of this class are bound by tradition. This description of traditional
or “political subjects” perfectly fits that of Ottoman re'dya.

In addition to the restrictive power of tradition, Weber stresses that it
was the ruler's concern to maintain the subjects’ compliance and economic
capacity to support him.™ That concern limited the arbitrary acts and “personal
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sanctions” of the ruler and his officials.” Patrimonialism has an inherent
tendency to regulate economic activity in terms of utilitarian welfare or
absolute values. This tendency stems from the character of the claim to
legitimacy and interest in the contentment of the subjects.™

It is a commonplace that the Ottoman ruler regulated the economy in
general as part of his patrimonial goals, but in some sectors, such as rice
cultivation and mining, his bureaucracy directly managed the production
process itself because of the immediate need for the products.” The ruler’s
regulatory power manifested itself most strikingly in the agrarian economy.
We shall see that in the conquered lands the Ottoman government restored
and systemically controlled a specific agrarian system based on peasant family
farm units, or the ¢ifr-kbane system.

As an incisive agrarian historian, Weber was able to see that patrimonial
empires had a systematic policy of protecting and maintaining small peasant
farms from exploitations. “The prince,” he says,®

had primarily a fiscal and military interest in the “mediatized” subjects: an interest
in maintaining their number, thac is, the number of small holdings suffficient to
support one peasant family; in preventing their exploitation by the local patrimonial
authorities beyond a point at which their capacity to satisfy his own demands
would suffer; in retaining the power to tax them and call them up for military
service directly without any mediation.

Weber clearly defined the basic economic principle underlying the regime of
peasant family farms.*

The appropriation of the means of production and personal control, however
formal, of the process of work constitutes one of the strongest incentives to
unlimited willingness to work. This is the fundamental basis of the extraordinary
importance of small units in agriculture, whether in the form of small-scale
proprietorship or small tenants who hope to rise to the status of owner. . . . It
is very important in all parts of Asia and also in Europe in the Middle Ages. . . .
The existence of the small peasant in a sense depends directly on the absence of
capital accounting and on retaining the units of household and enterprise.

In Weber’s time, protection of the small farmer and the small-scale farm in
agriculture had become a hotly debated political issue, and the economic
advantages of both were frequently stressed.

As for the traditional groups in towns and citics, guilds with well-estab-
lished traditions constituted the backbone of urban socicty. The patrimenial
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system, according to Weber,* evolved into sultanism when the ruler was
able to turn his “extra-patrimonial subjects” (tax-paying producers) and “col-
lective responsibility associations” (guilds and village communitics) into pat-
rimonial groups completely dependent upon the ruler. Under different con-
ditions, such associations in the west had evolved more into self-governing
municipal associations. In the Ottoman case, the key question is to what
extent the Ottoman ruler really controlled the guilds. Although Gabriel Baer
held that, under the Ottomans, guilds came under the direct control of the
state, documentary evidence does not confirm this.®* A-erend toward depen-
‘dency can. be detected; but in general the guilds preserved their autonomy.
His control was confined to formally legitimizing guild officers after cheir
election by the members of the guild from among their fellow guildsmen.
As a rule, it was the local gadi who performed the validation. The real
character of the Ottoman guild system and its position vis-a-vis the state has
only recently begun to come to light through the examination of qadi court
records.®

We believe that it is necessary to revise the view made popular by
Orientalists influenced by Weber that the Islamic city in general was unor-
ganized, unstructured, and completely dependent upon the state. Every Ot-
toman guild possessed its own warden (ketkhudi), and all guilds in a city
formed a group under the town kerkbuda. It is true that all guilds achieved
and maintained a formal and legitimate existence through the ruler’s grant
of a diploma. The guilds were also validated spiritually through the system
of professional ethics and brotherhood called zkhi-ism and through their
affiliation with one or another religious order. The ruler’s efforts to incorporate
the akhis and the religious orders into the system of status groups through
grants of wzkf and donations were not always successful. The maldmati and
widespread kalander-abdal orders in the Ottoman Empire constantly fought
against such attempts. Sometimes, in alliance with discontented segmentary
social groups. such as nomads, their resistance took the form of mass insur-
rections, such as those of Shaykh Badr al-Din (Bedreddin) in 1416, Shah-Kala
in 1511, and Kalender-oghlu in 1527.

In brief, although the Ottoman state was known as one of the most
accomplished status societies in Islamic history, it still appears to have fallen
short of achieving pure patrimonialism in this respect. Incidentially, che
institution of ketkhudia had a broad significance in the Otroman social setting.
In fact, the ketkhuda or kabyi (from Persian kadkhuda, household steward)
was a basic element in the establishment of a “solidarity group” in general.
In Ottoman society virtually every group, from the guilds to the Janissary
- corps, was organized around the ezkbuda-ship. Elected by his peers, a ketkbuda
was supposed to represent the interests of the group before the outside world,
particularly the state. Although the kerkbuda acquired his legitimacy and
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authority vis-a-vis the group only upon receipt of a diploma or certificate
from the ruler’s local agent, the qadi, the procedure was no more than a
formality. The real decision always rested with the group and a kerkhuda was
removed from office usually upon the demand of the group. Through the
ketkhuda-ship a variety of social groups possessed a considerable degree of
autonomy with respect to their internal affairs.

“SULTANISM” AND THE OTTOMAN BUREAUCRACY

Patrimonial domination, according to Weber, “establishes itself through
an administrative apparatus.”® Either by virtue of a constellation of interests
or by virtue of authority, domination expresses itself and functions through
law and administration.”* The creation of an administrative apparatus marks
development from patriarchal to patrimonial domination (Herrschaft).®

JLnder.a-pacrimoniat-ruler;: the™2fMy and the bureaticrats are-selected-
and orgafiized-as in a paerimorriat-household; “to respond exclusively to the
ruler’s demands. Government offices are organized and maintained along
purely personal lines. In the choice of officials, teyatty to-the tiiler stpérsedes-
all other concerns. Officials are therefore selected from among the ruler’s
personal attendants, and professional training and specialization are not always
considered necessary prerequisites.® Promotions depend not on objective rules
but on the ruler’s favor and arbitrary choice. The ruler makes his officials’
economic compensation completély subject to his discretion with no provision
for hereditary service. Officials never constitute a corporate group or a
monopolistic legally autonomous sodality.® In brief, the basic features of
patrimonial bureaucracy stem from its personal patrimonial character. Accord-
ing to Weber,” the household characteristics of the patrimonial state were
maintained “in a grotesque degree . . . at the Turkish court” up to the
nineteenth century.

In its developed form in the sixteenth -century; however, the@tmman‘
bureaucraticrapparatus displayed a number of features that do not permit us
to subscribe completely to Weber's.deseription.-Under Silleyman the Lawgiver
(1520—66) the Ottoman bureaucracy cannot be viewed purely as part of the
ruler’s household, nor were its offices based purely upon personal relations
and absolute subordination to the ruler. Empirical research suggests that the
Ottoman bureaucracy evolved from a pure “patrimonial” structure to an
increasingly self-conscious and autonomous organization that functioned in
‘a relatively “rational” system of fixed rules and ‘training. Weber himself
observes that, in the course of financial rationalization, the patrimonial state
meves imperceptibly toward a sational-bureaueratic -administratiom®* Al-
though their autonomy was not consdlidated with hereditary rights as in the
West, Otroman bureaucrats could scarcely be immune to group solidarity as
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they acquired specialized training through long years in guild-like bureaus.”
The rationale and legitimation of their activities were based not so much on
the ruler’s pleasure and tradition as on their expertise and, ultimately. on
the-interests of the-Istamic "religion-and stare”™ (Din w-Détetry. They became
critical of the arbitrary acts of the later sultans who behaved, in their judgment,
contrary to the established Ottoman state tradition instituted by Mehmed
the Conqueror and Siileyman 1.* Despite the patrimonial rule which made
all the legal dispositions of a dead sultan null and void, the bureaucracy was
concerned about maintaining.established-tradizian. As the custodians of in-
stitutions, which they believed formed the underpinning of “Religion and
State,” they came into conflict with palace favorites and other powerful trad-
itional groups such as the ulema.

Traditional group solidarity and autonomy were particularly apparent
in the finance department, which had always recruited specialized experts.
No sultan, not even.Sebtm-I~the most aurocratic of the Ottoman sultans,
could dispense with their services. As inherited from the old Middle Eastern
bureaucratic tradition, state revenues and expenditures were under the strict
control of the finance department, which operated according to extremely
complex bureaucratic and bookkeeping techniques.®* Every state undertaking
was entrusted to a finance agent fem#) who delivered a report on completion
of the job to the head of the finance department. Though formally dependent
on the grand vizier, the absolute deputy of the sultan, the head-of thé finance
deparement was acurally tidependent-in his decisions; conflicts between these
two often called for the personal intervention of the sultan himself. Arbitrary
demands on public funds by the sultan’s favorites met with bitter criticism
from auchors with financial experience.”” The transformation of military pre-
bends (s7mars) into sinecures, for example, was denounced as ruinous to “the
Religion and the State.” In the classical period, bureaucrats were recruited
not from among the ulema but from a professional group of experts who tried
to maintain their monopoly through nepotism and clientship. Even bureauc-
rats who owed their origin to the ruler’s household or the ulema adopted the
professional ethics and rules of the career group.

In the classical period, the central bureaucracy consistently worked to
eliminate or restrict arbitrary exactions and practices through regulations and
the rulers’ edicts or rescripts of justice (‘adaletname),” which were acrually
formulated and issued by the bureaucrats themselves. They constantly endea-
vored to define and keep close control over the acts and jurisdictions of
provincial agents. laspectors-tmufettrsh)-with. extraordinasy-powers were sent
to the.provinces wherever there was a need. The declared motive was always
to promote the interests of “the Religion and the State” and-to protect “the
* poor,- powerless ##'aya” against injustices. When they believed the interests
of “the Religion and the State” were at stake, the same bureaucrats tried hard
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to convince the sultan to take radical measures regardless of the resistance,
and became responsible for genuine reforms. It is not by chance that nearly
all of the great Ottoman reformer-statesmen emerged from among the bureau-
crats (#1tab). 1t was through their actions that such innovations as Western
technology in methods of warfare, the printing press, and even Western legal
and administrative institutions found their way into the Ottoman Empire in
the later centuries. However, it must be admitted that since all political
actions had to have the sultan’s approval in order to be valid, the success of
the bureaucrats depended on their power position. Once in office, they them-
selves insisted on the absolute and indivisible character of the sultan’s power,
using it then to introduce necessary reforms that aimed ultimately at con-
solidating the bureaucracy’s own centralized control.

Having identified themselves with the state and its interests, the bureau-
crats tried to consolidate the basis of their power and legitimacy. No wonder
that during the sweeping reforms known under the name of Tanzimar (1839—
76) the bureaucrats were denounced as despots by the newly emerging wes-
ternized intelligentsia. But in the end, military and civil bureaucrats, in
alliance with the intelligentsia, would seek to base legitimacy on the national
will through new bureaucratic instruments and notions borrowed from the
West. Throughout this long history it was largely the development of a de
facto autonomous bureaucracy that appears to have been responsible for the
change in the patrimonial Middle Eastern state. In some of the more traditional
Islamic countries, it was not the bureaucrats but other traditionally autono-
mous groups, such as the ulema who were mainly responsible for the change.
Briefly speaking, in the Islamic patrimonial empire it was these two groups,
the civil and military bureaucrats and the #/ema, evolving .into increasingly
autonomous groups that finally replaced the sultans’ patrimonial state.

ORIENTAL FEUDALISM: PREBENDALISM

In general, Weber believes, the manner by which military service was
remunerated determined the type of feudalism.”” Allowances in kind from
the ruler’s storehouse, the mark of a primitive state in the remuneration of
officials, depended on the specific economic conditions in the original patrimo-
nial state.” In fact, in the Ottoman Empire the allowances in kind @aiyinat),
which favored groups directly attached to the sultan’s household, persisted
for a long time. From the benefice system, which was the next stage in
remuneration, “fee benefices” (sportelpfriinde) first developed. In this system
the ruler assigned the collection of certain fees to the direct remuneration of the
official. This system, too, was widely used in the Ottoman system from the
earliest times; for example, the service charge of the sultan’s agent (ghulamiyye)
in the collection of the poll tax, or the gadi’s receiving fees-for judicial court
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services. Finally, Weber observes, “the remuneration could take the form of
a landed benefice or service land (Amts- oder Dienstland) for the incumbent’s
own use.™ The prebend is a particular form of nonhereditary benefice patrimo-
nially granted by the ruler to his retainers. “When an administrative staff is
supported in this form, we shall speak of prebendalism. In such a situation
there may be a system of promotion on a basis of seniority.”'* Weber
categorized the Ottoman sipahi (timar) system as a typical example of preben-
dalism:

The +ncome- sources of the Turkish-sipahis, of the Japanese samurai, and various
similar types of oriental retainers are benefices, not fiefs. In some cases, they have
been derived from the rents-of certain-lands; in others, from the tax income of
cerrain districes. In the latter case, they have generally been combined with the

appropriation of governmental powers in the same districc.'”!
prop P

Weber finds one of the most developed-forms of prebendalism in the arbitrary
patrimonial power enjoyed by the ruler and benefice-holder in the Ottoman
Empire. Because of the patrimonial nature of the benefice, powers and
economic rights generally included “privately appropriated economic advan-
tages.” In Ottoman documents these are called rekal/if-i shakka, exactions.
Under sultanism arbitrariness “in determining fees, newly imposed obligations
and monopolies” is claimed as a right. Bribery and corruption are logical
consequences of the system. In all of this, Weber has in mind the Ottoman
Empire. But “typification” also took other directions, as in Western Europe,
where “estate type hereditary division of powers” developed. There,

patrimonial rights are checked under the obligation of the ruler to compromise
with'the ruling elite. Benefices are called fief if they are appropriated as hereditary
and granted by contract. Thus, legal and restrictive characters distinguish western
fief feudalism (Leben Feudalismus) from Asiatic types.'”

The central bureaucracy systematically attempted to prevent the spread of
hereditary benefices (malikane and miilk timars) and to maintain a kind of
check and balance system in the provincial administration; these efforts were
all designed to preserve the ruler’s absolute control and monopoly over the
“benefices.” In the Ottoman Empire, it is true, the appropriation of benefices,
which occurred to some extent in all periods but particularly in the period
when the classical system began to disintegrate, never developed into a west-
ern-style hereditary aristocracy. For Weber, while prebendalism such as that
of the Ottoman Empire developed into an extreme type of patrimonialism,
its evolution in Western Europe led to the rise of a rational bureaucracy.
One can easily recognize in Weber’s theory the well-known hypothesis
of a contrary evolution of the western and the Asiatic empires. In this too
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schematic reductionism, the specific characteristics of the Ottoman system
are overlooked, or rather obscured in favor of a popularized theory of the
despotic Asiatic empire. Perhaps one can also detect the impact of the intense
anti-Ottoman propaganda during the nineteenth century.

At the same time, Weber asserts that there were certain fundamental
features common to the eastern and western benefice systems. First, preben-
dalism,- like- western feudalism, is the -outcome. of certain secio-economic
conditions. “It originates in the reversion from monetary financing to financing
-in-kind.”** The patrimonial retainer receives his support either in the form
of allowances from the lord’s magazine or treasury or “by rights of land use
in return for services.”'* It is important to stress that while an ordinary cash
salary (‘#/iife) concerns the ruler’s treasury and thus makes the soldiery directly
dependent, the prebend affords the recipient greater independence through
indirect, albeit limited and reversible, control over land and peasants. As a
further development, the appropriation of land and peasant labor by a group
of hereditary landowners means, in Weber's terms, “an extreme marginal
case of patrimonialism,” which is shaped purely by patrimenial-loyalty.'®
The last case in the Ottoman Empire can perhaps be seen in the #'yan regime.
But this came about rather as an outgrowth of the tax farming system and
decentralization, and the hereditary principle was never complete.

Following the observation made by western thinkers since Machiavelli,
Weber underlines the lack of a “homogeneous manorial aristocracy” in Islamic
countries due to the absence of a common interest in safeguarding “the
ownership of serfs.” ' Instead, he says, there was constant competition among
benefice holders for peasant labor. In the gift-khane system, both-land and
tabor came under the strict.control of the state in order to maintain a definite
agrarian organization whose aim was to eliminate consolidated, hereditary
estates. Even during the eighteenth century the #‘ygn control over land and
labor was precarious, because any legitimation of such control depended on
the sultan’s favor, as manifested by a diploma and an official title. The artempt
in 1808 to give a kind of constitutional foundation to the a'yan’s actual
control failed totally in the face of the sultan’s patrimonial power and of
resistance by traditional forces.'” :

In the West, as well as in the Ottoman state, the candidate for remun-
eration had first to prove his qualifications for providing the service assigned.
In the Ottoman case the immediate superior (usually the a/ay-beys) had to
testify to the candidate’s fitness, which was the crucial factor in acquiring a
timar. The recommendation process, at the same time, established a kind of
clientship between the candidate and his superior. This patrimonial relation-
ship can be seen at every level of the Ottoman ruling elite. In the classical
period a new sultan coming from his provincial seat to the capital felt obliged
to promote his retainers to imperial posts. Thus, every succession brought
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with it a power struggle and political crisis of greater or lesser intensity
depending upon the prevailing issues and circumstances. It was against law
and tradition to deptive a ipzh7 of his timar without cause. Although t7mar-
holders could not transfer their actual t7mars to their sons through inheritance,
the lacter nevertheless had the right under the law to obtain other rimars
whose size, albeir smaller, was determined by the size of their father's 77mdrs.
Also, in the #7mar systém, under the bureaucracy’s supervision, there was a
tendency to isolate the service obligations from personal household loyalties,
and thus to reduce the ruler’s discretionary control over t7mar holders.
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