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Max \$7eber's

Typification of the
Ottoman Polity

Halil Inalcik J n his analysis of the patrimonial state' Max

I \Weber often refers to the special character of
the Ottoman statei&{i:ut:r":,extrsr?et7*iV:'t$f .fitt
*i*nniatifft In general, he says, the patrimonial
state makes administrative and miliary organiza-
tion "a,purely.personal instrument of the maste,r.

so..broaden his' arbitrar,)t Pow€r';"" Patri monial 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.r "ft is also totally different frorn estate-type

domination (stiindische Hurscbaft)" such as existed

in the medieval west.a 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 mast€r. r'Appropriadon by the master

personally is a phenomenon of patrimonialism."s
Then the pre-eminency "turns into personal

right. " Patrimuniat'power is something of personal

possession:'11:$0'here domination is primarily trad-
itional . . It will be called patrintonial aatboritl':
where it indeed operates primarily on the basis of
discretion, it will be called sultanism."6

"The classic location of sultanism," S(/eber

underlines, "is the Near East. "t S$!.t"rtt5fl1,.A
cha rac t eri zed by cornpl e te- rel i a nce on.?ni li 7 a71t foree'
a,nd arbitrary pQuter,,fir dcspotism" 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 parc and parcel of the ruler's household and served him wirh
absolute loyalty. Their later transformation is explained by \S/eber in rerms
of their having become a "traditional sratus group" enjoying lelariveindepen-
dence-froin'the siifceiri"s pa'rriitronial"fonrol. Let us add rhar in their new
function they sided with other tradirional 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
nored thac the abolition of the corps and Bektashism occurred at the sarne
time, when Mahmud II embarked upon the restoration of his central patrimo-
nial pov'er in the period frorn 1812 to 1826.

As one of rhe most fundamental principles of patrimonial power, the
Ottornan ruler in all situarions jealously reserved for himself the judicial
authority, u'hich was administered personally in the central imperial council
or, by delegacion; qadis whom he appointed.s In the sultan's law codes ir is
repeatedly stated rhat no subject (ra'ryyit), in particular peasanrs, shall incur
any obligacion, taxes, services, or fines without a decision rendered in due
process of larn, by his qadi. In striki"g contrast to the feudal lord's judicial
right in the \X/esr, no iocal authoritlr, €ven in the age of a'ydns in the eight-
eenth century, n,as allowed ro exercise judical power-a characteristic of the
Otroman cenrralist and absolutist regime.

rVhar made the Ottoman imperial system a "sultanism" in Weber's
sense may also be the Otroman sultan's arrogating political as well as spiritual
pos'er in his person. "Domination," Sfeber stresses, fr"y be based on either
physical force or "psychic coercion by distriburing or denying religious ben-
efics. "e The former rype, represented by a military monarchy, is the iltl'pical
"eatural''fotfn-af'domiiia'tion:'nr- The latcer rype, called by tl7eber '*rierocracic

*ganizationl." is represented by the church. But the Ortoman sultan's simul-
raneous gp,*epoly""ofpeliae'a*"{trd*sffi prod uced a perfec r rype
of Ssolute, p*rc"ir,nonial-ntlerSkipl' In fact, his dual ritulature, sultan-caliph
and padishah-khan, signifying the divine and temporal origins of his po$'er,
was an expression of his two capacities; however, chere was never any real
unity between the two.'o In rhe classical period, when the patrimonial srate
(with its dual monopoly) seemed paramount, the ulema were actually pre-
vented from exercising power, and the padishah enacted 'urfi (srate) laws
independently from the sbarl'a (Islamic religious law). I'Yet, when the sulran's
power began to decline at the turn of the sevenreenrh century, rhe ulema,
in alliance with other traditional forces, assumed an increasingly dominanr
place in statc affairs. It can be said that rhis dichoromy actually constituted
the underlying conflict in all Islamic stares. Ir was particularly true in the
sultanates founded by Turkish dynasties, which were jealous of rheir absolure
patrimonial domination. Still following \ilfeber's course of interpretarion, we
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can suggesr rhar the Otrornan sultans, particularly in the period of "decline,"

by emphasi zing their spirirual domination as caliphs and integrating the

ulema into their bureaucraric apparatus, q'ere attempring to compensate for
their loss of po\\'er.

Thar $Ga€€,.poq,z@f:,.:s'ns indeed regarded as rhe'eollectiv€-property.of-the
rulerls -househsld is -qui.rc"-appaf€nr-in,early.,,Olc.olnaJ],,,hiqrory.-In line n'irh a

Central Asiatic tradition that survived q'ith the Ottomans, rhe realm q'as

divided among the sons of the reigning ruler.'? Despite the disasrrous civil
wars that tradition begot, it remained strong until the time s'hen rhe norion
of state pol*'er came to be conceived as an impersonal aurhority, absolute and
indivisible, embodied in the ruler to serve "Islam and (the Islamic) stare"
(Din"'u'Deutla). This development coincided q'ith the transformacion of the
bureaucracy into a relatively autonomous group and the ulema's asserrion of
its paramount position within the polity. These groups, supported by public
opinion, actually became responsible for the establishment of a neu' prorocol
for succession to the throne based on the principle of seniority. Thus, ne'tn'

traditions emerged and became prevalent in the Ottoman poliry and modified
the "sultanism" of the Ottoman ruler as the political and social structure
evolved (see "Sultanism, Sracus Groups" p. 3-11).

Finally, recognizing no legal limits or traditional checks, sulranism can
be interpreted as "rhe pure form of patriarchal domination," or par-
rimonialism.'i Realized in its near perfecr form in Otcoman sultanism, as the
logic of the system required, Ottoman absolutism was taken as the typical
form of absolutism by the theoreticians of the sixteenth cenrury. Obviously
STeber, living in an age of liberal idealism, could not see the Ottoman regime
wirh the eyes of a Jean Bodin.'a

SULTANISM, STATUS GROUPS,
AND ESTATE-TYPE PATRIMONIALISM

Through regulatory pos'er, \feber affirms, " patrimonial domination,
u'herher of che head of the family, a feudal lord, or a Fatrirnonial ruler, is a
deci'sive-dercrminant of social and economic relationships,"6 "social posirions
may be escablished by an autocratic ruler which, in relation to other free
strata, are privileged through freedom from taxation and special land righrs. "''
The patrimonial state may also appropriate direct contrc,l over the economy
through " managerial powers. "

\Weber defines srarus order as follows:

The way in n'hich social honor is distributed in a communiry berween rypical
groups participating in this distriburion we call rhe status order.'8 The rnarker
and its processes knows no personal distinctions: "functional" inrerests dominate
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it. It knoq's nothing oF honor. The scatus order means precisely the reverse:

stratification in terms of honor and styles of life peculiar ro status groups as such.

ln status order status groups are stratified according ro the principles of rheir
consnnption of goods as represented by special'sc1'lg5 of life. re In a patrimonial
system it is not the legal order but the ruler's favor that condirions honor,2"
and social honor sometimes becomes rhe basis of domination within a group,
as seen q'ith the notables.:'Honor as social estimation depends on the ruler's
disrribution ofpoq'er. Stratificarion by srarus is based on honorific and material
monopolies. But status honor need not be linked with economic condirions.

"StattrJ''ordcris'tbe,oppositc to class 6t'deVt'."Vhereas class is determined exclusively
by economic interests conditioned by rhe commodiry of labor markets, srarus
groups are creared by power or domination. While property and lack of
property are the basic categories of marker conditions, property is not al*'ays
recognized as a sratus qualification in srarus order.22

It is possible, however, that status groups can evolve into a closed casre,2l
and that status can be bound to a class group. Bur both status and estare-type
societies can be viewed in essence as politically stratified. The ruler's will in
creating status groups is seen. specifically in escablishing social positions for

^ military group which, "i. relation ro other 'free' strata, are privileged
through freedom from taxation and special land rights (Bodenrechr). In rerurn,
the incumbents are obliged to undergo military training and to be at the
lord's arbitrary or limited disposal for military or administrative purposes."'a
As will be seen, "the.,.nailtta$l is the 'main-or'exclusive stattxr-group in rhe
Middle Easrern'patrimo nlrJ srdr€;

Although sometimes in current Iiterature no distinction is made between
estates and status groups, in \Weber these rwo are clearly distinct conceprs.
"Feudalism is estate-type patrimonialism ,"" or esrare-rype dominarion involv-
ing hereditary fiefs and established siegneurial powers that put limitations
on the lord's discretion. In estate-rype dornination, an individual or an or-
ganized group appropriates positions and also the economic advantages as-
sociated u"ith them. The contracrual allegiance of the feudatory relations, rhe
established rights limiting the lord's discretion, makes an essential difference
in estace-type pacrimonialism. There the estare is under rhe guarantee of a

bilateral contract involving the appropriated righrs, whereas in pure pat-
rimonialism the ruler's arbitrariness and discretion is the norm.26

In the case of pure patrimonialism, rhere is complere separarion of rhe functionary
from the means of carrying out his function. But exactly the opposite is true of
the estace-type of patrimonialism. The person exercising governing powers has

personal conrrol of the means of adminisrration.r'

The difference between the two is best seen in comparing the western 6ef
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with the Ottoman t4nfir and the western landed milirary aristocracy with the
sultan's kuls, rn'hich included the trmar-holding sipahrs. A starus group can
evolve into an estate-type under certain condicions. Also, esrare-rype par-
rimonialism may prove to be an evolution toward a bureaucratic srate or an
obstacle to it.rs

In the Ottoman Empire, status groups s'ere organized and legirimized
exclusively chrough che sultan's favor. Such favor was rendered in an elaborate
ritual that included the grant of a magnificently decorared imperial berit
(diploma). No exercise of power, no rank, and no tirle deed u'as legitimare
n'ithout the possesson of a berat, q'hich, with rhe ruler's seal, shon'ed his
favor. The sultan's taking back the berat, or his dearh, annulled all kinds of
authoritl' and disposition in the sociery. The ritual q'as ofren coupled wirh
the grant of ro1'al symbols, a standard, a robe of honor (kbil'at) prepared in
the ruler's palace by imperial cailors, and a richly harnessed horse; rhe granree
recognized the favor by a present (plshkes,E) symbolizing his loyalry.'e The
carrying of the sultan's emblems as the external marks of authoriry and rank
had an av'e-inspiring, almost sacred, characrer, overshadou'ing all other social
and economic distinctions. The starus of social groups, immunities, and
privileges existed only through the regularions or fermans accorded directly
by the ruler. ro

Theoretically, the q'hole social organization n'as based on esrares, groups
created or formalized by an act from the patrimonial ruler. Such srarus groups
were stratified in the social pyramid so often described in rhe mirror-for-princes,
literature of the Middle East. lilflhat Weber meanr by sultanisnt w,as originally
derived not from Islamic precepts but from the caliphal state organization,
which ort'ed its basic philosophy *d srrucrure ro'-rhe Byzantine and Sassaniah
heritage. This lranian state tradition s'as rransmirted to the Ottomans through
native Iranian bureaucrats and the literary activity of the Iranian converrs
who transla'red Sassanian advice lirerature into Arabic.i'

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

men are divided into four esrates and at rheir head is rhc king. The 6rsr
estate is that of the clergy . the second esrare is thar of rhe milicarl,, rhe
third estate is that of the scribes the fourrh esrare is knos'n as rhar of rhe
arrisans, and comprises rillers of land and herders of catrle and merchanrs and
others s'ho earn their living by trade. Assuredly there shall be no passing
from one to another unless in the characrer of one of us oursranding capacicl, is
found The King of kings . . kepr each man in his own starion and forbade
any to meddle n,ith a calling orher rhan that for v,,hich ir had pleased God . . .

to create hirn. He laid commands moreover on rhe heads of the four escates.
All s'ere concerned with their means of livelihood and rheir own affairs, and did
not constrain kings to chis by evil devices and acrs of rebellion. . The commands
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given by the King of kings for occupying people n'ith their or,r'n tasks and resrraining
them from rhose of orhers are for rhe srabilitl' of rhe g'orld and the order of che

affairs of men. He has set a chief over each [escate] and afrer him a rrusry
inspeccor co invescigate cheir revenues.ii The King of kings has issued a decree co

exalc and ennoble cheir(noble families) rank. .B)'ic he hasesrablished avisible
and general distinccion betu'een men of noble birrh and common people s.irh
regard to horses and clothes, houses and gardens, \\'omen and servanrs. . ."

In the advice-to-king literarure, the clerg)' (rhe ulema in the Islamic
system) is somerimes placed after that of rhe men of rhe ss,ord, u'ho represenred
the sultan's authority. But in any case rhe ruler is rhe head and source of
legitimac)' for all ranks and status groups. From rhe foundarion of the Arab
empire under the Umal'yads, and particularll',rtr6.r the Abbasids, rhis lranian
estate system appears to have determined the q'hole social srrucrure of che
Islamic srare.

The use of the titles shahanshdb,king of kings, and padishah, gr€"t king,
originally rhe titles of che Sassanian emperors, was banned in Islam until the

renrh cenrur)/, n'hen they were assumed by the newly rising non-Arab rulers
in order ro asserr their image of omnipotent rulers within caliphal univer-
salism.'" The favorire title of the Ortoman sultans was phdishab-i 'd/ernpenih,
"rhe universal ruier in whom the whole *'orld finds protection. "16 \7hile
designacing rhe ruler's supreme power for rhe purpose of protection, the titie
emphasized in parricuiar the Iranian notion of omnipotent ruler.

A complere 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.r' The elite (rnu'tabardn), says al-Khoyr,it consists of two groups
(ln't_fo); the first includes the ruler and high dignitaries and the second the
leading ulema (a'1,an-i Din). Among the members of each group there is a
hierarchical subdivision (.tabaka) for which specific tirles and styles of address

must be used. The members of the central government are ranked over
provincial dignitaries. The second P'ifn consists of tq'o layers (tabaka): the
first of r.r'hich includes qadis, muftis, and ntudarrises, Iegal experts, teachers,

and orhers; and che second, physicians, asrronomers, and men of letters. In
the introducrory parr ro his compilation of state papers, the Ottoman chancery
chief FerrdDn gives the same ranking S)'Stem, placing men of the sq'ord and
men of rhe pen above the ulema. ie During public gatherings, the rank and

seat of digniraries n'as predetermined by rhe marshal of ceremonies (teshrlfatjt),

and occasionally serious disputes arose over ranking, particularll' among religi-
ous officials.

\Whereas the Iranian notion of omnipotent ruler and estate society pre-
vailed in the Islamic state, a parallel rheory, apparently of Greek origin,
emphasizing division of labor and social solidarity, could be found in rhe
Islamic literacure on echics. According to rhe anthropomorphic interpretation
of sociery found in this literature,i" rhere are four groups Qa',fn),, like the
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four elements in the human body: first, men of the pen (abl-i.katnt); second,
men of the sword (ahl-i shirnsbl); third, traders and artisans (tiljjarand'arbd'b-i
hiraf-a)'!arzdlii''); and fourth, the agriculturalisrs Qa!{a-i zir7taf,l:'Separation
and equilibrium betq'een rhese groups is seen as essential for the healrh and
good functioning of the body politic. trf traders or agriculturalists become
soldiers or soldiers become traders or artisans, societl, begins to fail and
deteriorate.i' \Whereas the Iranian tradition maintained that the whole society
q'as organized by, and geared ro, the ruler's demands, the anthropomorphic
theory emphasized solidarity. Expounded in decail in al-Farabr's ldeal State,a2

che anthropomorphic theory r\zas popularized in Nasir al-Drn TDsI's Etbics.a)

As formulated by Nasir al-Drn Trlsr or by Dawdnl,a{ the prevailing
rheory of society and "social classes" regarded society purely as a policical
entity, focusing mainly on the ruling elite, which was composed of ta'ifas,
"communities," or srarus groups.tt In this system the productive classes were
considered necessar)/ merely for the support of the scate, and the srate, in
essence, consisted of the ruler and those rvho represented royal authoriry. \,J7e

have purposely avoided the discussion of the place or claims of the sharl'a
(Islamic law) and the ulerna in order to focus on the definition of sultanism
as a \fleberian rype of patrimonial state.

In any evenr, in the Islamic state extra economic criteria are taken as

rhe basis for marerial life and for stratifying men in society. The economy is
a communal economy.a6 Society is conceived essentialll' as a polirical and
moral entity and the social classes as td'ifas, status groups. In this sociecy

rhe social relations are based, in $7eber's terms, on patriarchal domination,
dependency, rank, and loyalty. It is the ruler's duty, "for the good order of
the world" (nizan-i 'ilem) or for the good of "Islam and [the Islamic] state"
(Din u Dau,la), ro ensure that rhis order is preserved and each man is kept
in his own ta'ifa. The same Nasrr al-Din Tusi reportedlya'advised the Mongol
khan Hulagu that, since che s'andering Kalandari dervishes could not be

placed in any of these to'tfas, they should be eliminated.
The Ottoman parrimonial system, particularly in its classical age ( 1300-

1600), can be vierved as resting on an empharically regulated policy, Tlte kul
1a'ifesi, the palace and rhe army, constitucing the ever-expanding household
of tlre ruJer, can be traced back to the initiai warband of niikers'ot-tyoldashi

comrades, who assembled around Osman Ghazr, the founder of the Ortornan
srare.{' Sfeber's theory of charisrnaric leadership and patron-client solidarity
furnishes an illuminating concept for the emergence of the typical Turco-
Mongol-stdt€::le In the Eurasian steppe, every conqu€ror started his career
with a warband of niikers, usually personally bound to him by anda, an oath
of loyalty unto death. The core group maincained irself through solidarity of
interest in booty and conguest. Recruited from among the allies or caprured
enemies, niikers or y'o/dash, to s'hom the early Ottoman tradirions make
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frequenr refe"rence, formed rhe original household of Osman Ghazr, and rheir
descendanrs monopolized for more than a century all the key positions in tl're
Osmanlr srare-Osmanlr signifying those n'ho \r,ere affiliated x'ith the person

of Osman and represented the leader's po\\'er or the "Ottontan" state. s'hich
meanr rhe same rhing. As organizers of the conquests and of the central
bureaucracl', rhe ulema maintained a parallel position of control n'ithin che

po\\'er group. Later on, .'x'hen the state became increasingl)'dependenr on
their bureaucraric skilis, the ulema families, in particular the Qandarhs; zS-

sumed4yoth--military'.and,-bureaucratic-eortrol...and became supreme at the
cenrer of government, n'hereas several old families of niiker origin maintained
cheir original srarus in the distanr fronrier zones in the Baikans. The radicai
change came under Mehmed II the Conqueror, v'ho dismissed the Qandarhs
from power and made the slaves from his seraglio, with no hereditary rights,
the only group enrrusted x'ith authority. The change signified the repiacement
of rlre personal nb:kers by an impersonal body of servants n'hose ranks \\'ere
determined by a sec of rules (kantTn) and whose loyalty ro che ruler n'as rhe
exclusive criterion for being entrusted s'ith aurhority. The ruler's houseirold
was reor ganized ro maintain the ruler's omnipotence in a state no\\' transformed
into an empire in q'hich che direct personal control of the rulcr $'as no longer
possible. Or in $7eber's terms, personal household patriarchalism simpll'
evolved into a centralist and formalized patrimonialism-a change onlf in
degree in the dependency relarionship of the household.

Ivlehmed the Conqueror, rhe ultimate founder of the Ottoman centralist
crnpire. empharically upheld che Iranian tradition, as reflected in his lau'
codet" and government as well as in the "paiace" culture, including its archicec-

ture and literarure. Ir svas not a coincidence that his favorite son, J"ttt, bore

rhe name of a legendarv king of ancient Iran. Mehmed's laq'code governing
srate organizarion resen'ed to rhe highest dignitaries the pri'n'ilege of eating
at his rable and is s1'mbolic of the change; as Sfeber indicates "Originalll'
che parrimonial officials are t1'pically maintained at the ruler's table and fiom
his supp''lies, as is everl' other household member. .5' Patrimonial of6cials,
especiailr: cheir higl-rest ranks, rerained for a long rime the right to be ieci at

the lord's rable n'hen thel' \;\'ere presenr at court. . ." "In a relarively'larger
apparatus,," V/eber adds, "a further evolution \\'as che maintenance . b1'

the granring of benefices or fiefs to pacrimonial officials."5: Whereas in the
orienr parrimonial officialdom. $7eber asserrs, never transcended its basicalll'
household character, in the S7est it evolved into a bureaucratic officialdom
s'hose jurisdicrions derived f,rom impersonal inrerests."

The traditional status order did not remain mere theory; state papers

and regulations shoq' that it n:as applied by . bureaucrac\/ that u'as imbued
rvith it and considered it tl-re foundation of rhe state and societl'. The candici

narrator of Ottoman life and society, Eviiya Qelebi,t'' describes urban popu-
Iations in rhe seconcl half of the seventeenth centurv in terms of traditional
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srarus ranking. Groups representing the ruler's authority always came first.
These rl,ere folloq'ed by the men of religion, rvho sfere stratified among
themselves as descendants of the Prophet and ulema, including muftis and

qadis. Last \\'ere tl're civil notables of rhe to\\'n. Separated from these groups,
n'hich together comprised the elite (a')'an t'e eshraf), ordinar)' subjecrc (rday)
were also differentiated according to their ffarus as members of mercanrile
or artisan associations.

\X/e have seen that the only status groups created by the Ottoman ruler
consisted of the "military" groups, u'hich constirured part of his household,
primarily the palace-the troops of his "Porre" (kaBrka'llar), the ttuctr-hold-
ing cal'alrf it the provinces, and rhe bureaucratic apparatus chat managed
the sources of revenues in his land.tt As for the rest of sociery, consisring of
the re'dy,a, the tax-paying productive groups, the ruler's role q'as limited ro
reorganizing or formalizing under stare regulations, ro serve his patrimonial
system, the social ciasses of the preconquesr period.t" In the sultan's orders

or state papers, the re'df i, or any group of re'a1'6, s'ere addressed onlf indirectly
through state officials in the provinces, primarily through qadis, s'ho at the
same time represented the local communiry. The conquered producrive mas-
ses, the Ottoman re'd.7tfi, q'ere systematically excluded from the "military
household" (ku/s). Instead, thel' $'ere, in V/eber's terminologl', "extra-pat-

rimonial subjects" or "political subjects" q'hose function $ras ro supply the
ruler's needs.t'Forced into compulsory associations ro serve rhe ruler's de-
mands, they were subordinated to the political machine that he had created.
In Weber's anall'sis of the patrimonial state, the ruler's use of "non-privileged
masses and especialll'the rural masses" in milirary sen'ice is emphasized.tt
These were elevated to a privileged position relarive to che majority of ordinary
subjecrs, but */ere never given 'askerl (elite) srarus. This group of sr-rbjects,

u'ell knoq'n in the Octoman case under rhe srarus designation of "exempr"
(mu'af t,e niisellent) re'a\a,5t \tu,as integrared into the "miiitar1," class oniy under
exceprional condirions. Although these re'a1a soldiers lost rheir privileged
status in rhe second half of rhe sixteenth cenrur)/, the Ortoman srare continued
to use re'a1a as mercenaries. Thel', too, hosvever, \f,,ere denied the fuli privileges
of the sultan's "military" (u/s. Fierce struggles betn,een rhe krl: and rhe
mercenaries (sekban and sardja companiesFcalled jetAtlr n,hen rhel' turned
rebellious-fill che annals of seventeenth-cenrury Ottoman hisrorians.t' fn
the eighteenth century, as professional soldiers cosring iess than regular $rrls,
they came ro form the main body of the sulran's army and of the "privare"

armies of provincial nocables. The poorest rural elements tlrus clbrained em-
ployment in the imperial army withouc ever acquiring the privileges of the
household kul.r.In rhe Balkans such local organizarions of Christian soldierl',
crcaced b1' the Porte, became in tlre ninetcenrh cenrury rhe nuclcus for troops
supporting tlre cause of nationalistic rcbellious minorities likc the Serbs,

Greeks, Bulgarians, and Albanians
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In Sfeber's scheme such changes can be interpreted as clues to the
u'eakening of cenrral patrimonial conrrol.(" In fact, the Janissaries and other
divisions ar the Porre \\,ere transformed into semi-autonomous tradirional
status groups 1>ossessing rheir o\\'n special regularions u'ith consulidared

privileges. Increasingiy'conscious clf tl-reir o\\'n corporare interesrs., rhel'became
an important fbrce in the struggle for pos'er. As for the mercenaries, rhel',
too, being organized into permanent companies in the provinces, challenged
the sultan's centralisr aurhority. The sevenreenth century n'itnessed a violent
struggle, u'ith temporary compromises, betv'een rhese "autonomous" groups.t"
The Kopriilii revival of centralist parrimonial-bureaucratic pos'er in the second
half of rhe centurl' collapsed under the disastrous impact of che long war in
tlre period betn'een i683 and 1599.

An imporranr feature of the Ottoman patrimonial s1'stem, often confused
in rhe lirerature, has ro do svith rhe fundamental difference in the ruler's
arrirude toq'ard his kuls and ton'ard the re'ay'd. If confiscation ,of ,property, or
capitai punishment was carried out against che re:a-ye.*'ithout due process of
larv in the religious court, the act \\/as regarded as reiigiously wrong and a
flagranr injustice (1ulu), injurious ro the reputation of the ruler. In the
classical mirror-for-princes literature, the ruler was admonished to avoid such

acrs and ro prevent rhem in his subordinates. The ruler's discretionary punish-
ment (siyaset) s'as iegirimate in principie only against his luls.6j

As V/eber nores, the ruler's exercise of pou'er in the interest of maintain-
ing a balance of pos'er becv'een rival scatus groups s'as a fundamental principle
of the Orroman policical system.6'The Suican's kuls versus the re'd1'a, ulema
versus ku/s and bureaucrats, Janissaries versus sipah*, or salaried army versus

cirnarior arm)', ioq' rank qadis against high ulema-all were status groups
rradirionailf ill conflicr. The ruler s'as conscious of the necessity of empioying
his regulative po\\'er to keep rhem in equilibrium, since this guaranteed his
"dominarion" of che poiir-1,. Hon'ever, there s'ere times in Ortoman history'
rvhen rhis equilibrium r,r'as lost. Threarened by his kuls in the capital, Siileyman
I is reported to have said chat he mighr trse against the kuls the large group
of unskilled q'orkers from rhe ranneries rhac u'as avaiiable in the capital city.
The sultans of rhe rroubled seventeenth centur)' organized peasants into mili-
rar)' cornpanies ro fight against rebellious mercenaries in the countryside.

A final note on pacrimonial status order and socio-economic structure.
$7e knol' thar rhrough innumerable regulacions, monopolies, immunities,
and market inspections, characterisrics for n'hich the Bvzantine and Ottoman
empires are knon'n, the patrimonial po\\'er shaped the econom), exclusively
for rhe ruler's demands and rhereby influenced to a Breat extcnt the formation
of social classes."'Ho$'ever, specific developments in demographic and socio-
economic conditions-for example, rl-re emergence of the metropolis of Isran-
bul-brought abour situations rn'ith u'lrich the regulatory po*er and u'isdom
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of the patrimonial state was nor capable of coping. So there existed aconstant

conflict bers,een the imperial regulations and che realities of the market or

of rural developmenrs occurring under the pressure of changing demographic

and economic conditions.
Exrensive bureaucratic documenration s'itnesses this constant struggle

betrveen the stare and rhe marker. For exampie, in the guild s)'stem, q'hich

\\,as als'ays vigorousll' supported by che state, the state had sometimes ro

yield to the pressure of increased demand for goods; this yielding caused the

neglecc of cercain scrict provisions of the antiquated regulations. The srate

agreed to rhe formation of nesv guilds and toleraced the activities of extra

guild arcisans. Perhaps more specracular escapes from patrimonial control are

found in the agrarian secror under changing economic and demographic
condirions. \X/eber discusses these phenomena n'hiie dealing q'ith the dissol-

ution processes of patrimonial empires.t'6 Economic and social forces n'ould

be fulli, released to bl,pass the regularions and shape the social classes when

the cencralisr poq,er \1,as \r,eakened and lost control of market forces. In facr,

the conflicr svas alq'a)'s presenr in patrimonial states, and thus it can be argued

rhat in reality a ruler could never succeed in creari ng a pure patrimonialism
and a perfect sratus sociecy.

..SULTANISIU,'' TRADITION, AND TRADITIONAL GROUPS

It can be argued that rhe concept of rtrrdi-rion'r in Veber's sociologl'

,approaches v,'har Emile Durkheim and the structuralists in general mean by

.collective repres€ntations, insritutions, and structures. Tradition in $7eber's

sense is borh the origin and validaring principle of parrimonial domination.
-ljVu'hat 'iS "cuStomarli ind has- Clg;Il's been io" had a sacred character and

demanded obedience ro the parricuiar person svho represented it. Thc "ruler's

poq'ers are legirimate insofar as thev are rraditional."''- Upon succession to

che rhrone, che Orroman sulran, after mentioning ali his ro]-al ancestors,

asserred chat he became ruler "bf inheritance and b1' being entitled to it
(bi'l-irs u,ct'/-istilt&a&t." In Weber, rradition and custom are dealt svith as

closely related conceprs. In fact, custom, "a collective svay of acting" (LIas-

senbandeln), a uniform activity, which is a matter of custom and persists b1'

unreflecrive imitation,"' appears to be a factor modifying rhe patrimonial

ruler's discretionar), power. Mere habituation, \feber pcints out, is the first

facror that stereorypes the patrimonial relarionship. From there rhe sanctifying

power of tradition evolves: "rhe master is restrained from introducing inno-

varions."6e He is also restrained from using his discretionary Po'\^'er by the

possibiliry that his economic inrerests would be hurt by innovationsTo (the

Ottoman policy of preserving the prcconquest practices in taxation may be

remembered here). The sultan's agenrs are ordered to follou' in their decisions,
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firsc, sulcanic laq' and the sultan's written orders; and then, if there is no
clear reference ro rhe matter in either of these, to do "$'hat had long been

pracriced. " Thus, a stable order diminishes the area of the master's discretion
in favor of tradirional prescription. The master ma)/ formalize this traditional
order by' regularions. ln fact, most of the'Ottorrran'sukanie=la"c\'s'-\^'ere'for-
rrielized'rersirons"bf-inaiqtiidus-rusto-ms, 'utf 1 'ddAt. Buc rhe enacrmenr,
\Weber believes,-r never committed the ruler legally:

Sometimes ir appears that sultanism is completell'unresrrained b1'cradition. but
this is never in facr the case. The nontraditional element is nor, hosrever,
rationalized in impersonal cerms, buc consists only in an exrreme developmenr of
che ruler's discretion.

.&ac* "in rhe Ottoman Empire q/as theoreticaill', if q'e use -Weber's-tgrr
-rninologr''r "t-he'ruter'rpers'onal'wili''t--or "ultimateil' nothing but purely' sub-
jective rights and privileges of individuals deriving from the ruier's grant of
favot."" Hon'ever, the^&annn'codes of che founding sultans,-}dehrned rhe
€oagueror*and Stile-yrnan'the'-Lawgi+er,..which were actually formulared by
the bureaucrats themselves, were claimed to be unalterable fundamental rules,
or "resrrictive rraditions" in \)Zeber's terms.

As for the craditional groups, s'e have discussed above hon'theJanissarl'
corps q,.as rransformed from a purely patrimoniai army in the personal service
of che sultan into a traditional group through a rypification process similar
to q'hat took piace in q'estern parrimonial srates.-'t But from rhe beginning
this process .q'as most visible .r'ith the ulema. " As far as the Otcoman irnperial
s)'stem is concerned, the klamic traditicin s'as in fact the most effecrive check
on rhe limitiess arbitrarl' p-owei-of 'rhelsulfan. As the custodians of Islamic
tradicion, rhe ulema, though stratified and ofren in conflict n'irhin irs o\\'n
ranks, pial'ed a major role chroughout Ottoman historl'as a tradirional and
legicimate center of resiitance. Other groups often took sanctuary' r,r'ith rhe
uiema co protect cheir traditionalll' g5,^blished rights against the discretionarl'
porver of the sulran.

\X/hen ir comes ro productive groups , a differenr concern and motivarion
on the part of the ruler can be discerned. The preconquest "classes" made up
traditional groups, differing from the ruler's personal retainers "by virrue of
the right of mobility b)' o.,ing traditional and therefore fixed sen'ices
and taxes and by freely disposin g of properry and land. The dispoSition of
prop€rty and Jand are &Ftaeged +rnder-€ustorps or cust.omar)/ la$,s. "-' The
obligations of chis class are bound by tradirion. This description of tradirional
or "policical subjecrs" perfectly fits that of Otroman re'dj,fi.

In addicion to rhe resrrictive power of rradition, \7eber stresses that it
u'as the ruler's concern to mainrain che subjects' compliance and economic
capaciry to supporr him.'n That concern limited the arbitrary acts and "persr:nal



COMMENTS ON SULTANISM 6I

sancrions" of the ruler and his of6cials." Patrimonialism has an inherent
tendency to regulate economic activity in terms of utilitarian'tn'elfare or
absolure values. This tendency srems from the character of the claim to
legitimaC)' :tnd interest in the contentment of the subjects."

It is a commonplace rhat che Ortoman ruler regulated rhe 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 rhe immediate need for the products.'e The ruler's
regulatory po\\'er manifested itself most strikingly in the agrarian economy.
\We shall see that in the conquered lands the Octoman governmenc restored
and systemically controlled a specific agrarian system based on peasanr family
farm units, or thc gift-khane sysrem.

As an incisive agrarian hisrorian, 'il7eber was able to see that patrimonial
empires had a sysremacic policy of prorecting and maintaining small peasant
farms from exploitarions. "The prince," he says,so

had primarill'a fiscal and military incerest in the "mediatized" subjects: an interest
in maintaining their number, rhat is, the number of small holdings suffficient to
support one peasant famill'; in preventing their exploitation by the local patrimonial
authoricies bevond a point at s'hich rheir capacirl' to satisfl' his osvn demands
q'ould suffer; in retaining the po$'er to tax them and call them up for milicarl'
service direcrll' s'irhout any mediation.

\Weber clearly defined the basic economic principle underlying rhe regime of
peasant family farms.6'

The appropriarion of rhe means of production and personal control, however
formal, of rhe process of svork consritutes one of rlre srrongesr incenrives to
unlimited u'illingness ro svork. This is the fundamental basis of rhe exrraordinarl-
importance of small units in agriculrure, svhether in the form of small-scale
proprietorship or smaii renants n'ho hope to rise to the status of osvner. Ic

is verf importanr in all parrs of Asia and also in Europe in the lr{iddle Ages.
The existence oi rhe small peasar)t in a sense depends directli' on the absencc oi
capital accounting and on rerain.ing the units of household and enterprise.

In Veber's time, prorecrion of rhe small farmer and the small-scale farm in
agriculture had become a horll' debated political issue, and the economic
advanrages of borh \\,erc- frequently srressed.

As for the tradirional groups in torn'ns and citics, guilds n'ith u'ell-estab-
lished craditions consrituted the backbone of urban socict),. Tlic parrimt'nial
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s)'srem, according to Veber,tr evolved into sultanism q'hen the ruler u/as

able ro rurn his "exrra-patrimonial subjecrs" (cax-paying producers) and "col-

Iecrive responsibility associations" (guilds and village communirics) inro par-
rimonial groups complerell' dependent upon rhe ruler. Under differenr con-

dirions, such associarions in rhe n'esr had evolved more into self-governing
municipai associations. In the Octoman case, the key question is co s'hat
exrenr the Ottornan ruler realll'controlled the guilds. Although Gabriel Baer

held rhat, under the Ortomans, guilds came under the direct control of che

srare, documenrary evidence does not confirm this.tl 
^.trend 

toqard'depen-
'dency can, be detected;'but in general the guilds preserved their autonomy.
His conrrol s'as confined ro formaliy legitimizing guild officers after cheir

elecrion by rhe members of rhe guild from among their feiloq'guildsmen.
As a rule, ir \\'as the local qadi svho performed the validation. The real

characrer of che Octoman guild Slzstem and its position vis-)-r'is the state has

only recenrll' begun ro come to light through the examination of qadi court
records. su

\X/e believe thar it is necessary ro revise the vien' made popular by

Orientalists influenced by Weber rhat the Islamic city in general was unor-
ganized, Lrnsrrucrured, and completely dependent upon ttre state. Ever)'Ot-
roman guild possessed its os'n warden (ketkhada), and all guilds in a city
formed a group under the ton'n ketkhuda. It is true that all guilds achieved

and mainrained a formal and legirimate exiscence through the ruler's grant
of a diploma. The guilds q'ere also validated spiritually through the s)'stem

of professional erhics and brotherhood called akhT-ism and through their
affiliarion r,r'ich one or another religious order. The ruler's efforts to incorporate

the akhls and rhe religious orders into rhe system of starus groups through
granrs of u'akf and donations \r'ere not alsvavs successful. The maldnati and

svidespread Lalander-abdal orders in rhe Ottoman Empire constantlf iought
againsr such arremprs. Sometimes. in alliance n'ith discontented segmentary

social groups. such as nomads, their resistance took rhe form of mass insur-

recrions, such as rhose of Shal,kh Badr al-Din (Bedreddin) in L416, Sirah-Kulu
in 1511. and Kalender-oghlu in 1527.

In brief, although rhe Ottoman stare \\'as knos'n as one of the most

accomplished srarus socieries in Islamic history, it still appears to have fallen

short of achieving pure patrimonialism in this respect. Incidentially, the

instirution oi ketkhuda had a broad significance in the Ottoman social setting.

lrr fact, che ketkbada or kahya (from Persian kadkhtda, household steq'ard)

was a basic element in the establishrnent of a "solidarity grouP" in general.

In Ortornan society virtually every group, from the guilds to the Janissary
corps, \ 'as organized around rhe ketkhudA-ship. Elected by his peers , a ketkhuda

r*,as supposed ro represent the interests of the group before the outside s'orld,

particularly rhe srate. Although the ketkhada acquired his legitimacy and
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authority vis-i-vis the group only upon receipt of a diploma or certificate
frorn the ruler's local agent, the qadi, the procedure v,'as no more rhan a

formality. The real decision always rested q'irh the group and a ketkhnc/a w,as

removed from of6ce usualll' Lrpon the deinand of rhe group. Through the
ketkbuda-ship a variety of social groups possessed a considerable degree of
autonomy n'irh respecr ro their inrernal affairs.

..SULTANISM'' AND THE OTTOMAN BUREAUCRACY

Patrimonial domination, according to \)7eber, "esrablishes itself rhrough
an administrative apparatus. "tt Either by virtue of a consrellation of interests
or by virrue of authority, domination expresses itself and funcrions through
lau' and administration."t6 The crearion of an administrarive appararus marks
development from patriarchal to patrimonial dominarion (Herrscbo-ft).t'

"fJndcr..a.parr,irnonia$,.'ruler;. the*ffffi- and rhe $rrrgaucra"rs are--selee te&'-
and o4;1an'ized""asin a patrirnorri'al'household,'to respond exclusively to rhe
ruler's demands. Government offices are organized and maintained along
purely personal lines. In the choice of officials,*oyahy"tolt6'ffi1'tdF'sUpdisddes'
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.ss Promotions depend not on objective rules
but on,the ruler's favor and arbitrary choice. The ruler makes his officials'
economic compensation completely subject to his discretion with no provision
for hereditary service. Officials never constitute a corporate group or a

monopolistic legally autonomous sodality.se In brief, the basic features of
patrimoniai bureaucracy stem from its personal patrimonial character. Accord-
ing to S7eber,e" the household characteristics of rhe patrimonial state s'ere
maintained "in a grotesq're degree at the Turkish court" up to the
nineteenth centurl'.

In ics developed form in the +ixrcerrrh'centtrry; however, the'@eroman'
h*reaueraric*apprtrattis"displayed a number of f-eatures thar do nor permir us

co subscribe conrpletely to \Wcbe.rlsdeseription,-lJnder Siileyman the Lawgiver
(1520-66) rhe Ottoman bureaucr2cy 6unttot be vieu'ed purell' as part of the
ruler's household, nor s/ere its offices based purely upon personal relacions
and absolute subordination to the ruler. Empirical research suggests rhat the
Ottoman bureaucracl' evolved from a pure "patrimonial" structure to an
increasingly self-conscious and autonomous organization that functioned in
a relatively "rational" systern of fixed rules and training. \Weber himself
observes that, in the course of financial rationalization, the patrimonial state

moves irnperceptibly toward a +ariona.l^.bureauerar'ic'adrni"n istration:'r' Al-
though their autonomy was not consdlidated with heredirary rights as in the
S7est, Ottoman bureaucrats could scarcel;,' be immune ro group solidarity as
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the1, acquired specialized rraining through long years in guild-like bureaus.!)l

The rarionale rrnd legitimation of their activities \\'ere based not so nruch on

rfte n-rler's 1>leasure and tradition as on their expertise and, ulrinratelr'. on

*Jre.in.rere-sqs- of +ire.Islanr.ic*relig.ieo,,4od st$te"r-(Dht'tl,Datt'ttrl. TlteY bccame

crirical o[rhe arbirrart'acrs of rhe lrrtersultans u'ho bchaved, irr their iudgntent,
conrmrv ro rhe established Otroman state tradition insriruted by N{ehmed

rl're ConqLrcror and Siile):man I.'" Despite thc pittrimonial rtrle u'hich nrirde

all the legal disposirions of a dead sultan nuli and void, the bureaucrae\' \\'as

concerned abour nrainrainiag-.exablished tradirion. As rhe cusrodians of in-
stirr-rtions, n,l-rich they believed formed the underpinning of "Religion and

Srare," rhev came inro conllicr u'irh palace favorites and orher posverful trad-
itionai groups such as the ulema.

Tradirional group solidaritl' and auronom)' \\'ere particularly apparent
in the finance ciepartment, rrhich had aln'a)'s recruited specialized experts.

No sulran, nor even.-Sclim*I,'*'rhe most aurocratic of the Ortoman sultans,
coulci dispense n'ith their sen'ices. As inherited from the old N{iddle Eastern

bureaucratic rradition, state revenues and expenditures \\'ere under che srricr
conrrol of rhe iinance departmenr, q'hich operated according co extremely
compiex bureaucratic and bookkeeping techniques.et Every state underraking
\\'as enrrusted ro a finance agentknw) r;r'ho delivered a report on complecion
of the job ro the head of the finance deparrment. Though formally' dependent
on rhe grand vizier, rhe absolute deputy of che sultan, the head'rrf'the'financb
departmerrr \\'as acutally ittlependenr-in his decisions; confiicts betq'een these

tsvo often called for the personal intervention of the sultan himself. Arbitrarl'
demands on public funds by' rhe suican's favorites met n'irh bitter criticism
from aurhors n'ith financiai experience.et The transformation oi militarv pre-
bends QTtnars) inro sinecures, for example, vn/as denounced as ruinous co "che

Religion and rhe Srarc'." In the classicai period, bureaucrats \;\'ere recruited
not from ilmonoq rlre ulema but from a professional group of experts n'ho tried
to mainrain their monopoly through nepotism and clienrship. Even bureauc-

rars n'ho os'ed rheir origin to the ruler's household or the ulema adopted the
professional crhics and rules of the career group.

In rl're classical period, the central bureaucrac)' consistentll' n'orked to
eliminare or resrrict arbitrarl' exacrions and pracrices through regulations and
rhe rulers'edicts or rescripts of justice ('adaletnante),e6 u'hich \\'ere acrually
formulared and issued by the bureaucrars rhemselves. They constantly endea-

vored ro define and keep close conrrol over thc acts and jurisdictions of
provincial agenrs. lnspectors{**fertis-h)-u'Lrh-eNtr-aordin*ry-'po$'ers were senr

ro the-prorrnces n'herever there was a need. The declared motive rvas alu'ays

ro promote thc incerests of "the Religion and rhe State" and'to'protec "the
'pmr"--pclu,erless' fe'd)id" againsr injusrices. \When rhey believed the interests
of "the Religion and the State" $,ere at stake, the same bureaucrats tried hard
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to convince rhe sulran to take radical measures regardless of the resistance,
and became responsible for genuine reforms. It is not by chance that nearly
all of rhe great Orroman reformer-statesmen emerged from among the bureau-
crars (kiifiAD. Ir n'as through rheir actions that such innovations as \Testern
technology in merhods of warfare, the printing press, and even \Testern legal
and administrarive insrirurions found their n'ay into the Ottoman Empire in
the later cencuries. However, it must be admitted that since all political
actions had to have the sulran's approval in order to be valid, the success of
che bureaucrats depended on rheir power position. Once in office, they them-
selves insisted on the absolute and indivisible character of the sulcan's pos'er,
using it then ro inrroduce necessary reforms that aimed ultimately at con-
solidating the hureaucracy's os'n centralized control.

Having idenrified themselves with the state and its interests, the bureau-
crars tried to consolidare rhe basis of their power and legicimacy. No wonder
that during rhe sn'eeping reforms knoq'n under the name of Tattzinat (L839-
76) rhe bureaucrars s'ere denounced as despots by the nen'ly emerging wes-

ternized intelligentsia. But in che end, military and civil bureaucrats, in
alliance wirh rhe intelligentsia, would seek to base legitimacy on the national
will through nes' bureaucratic instruments and notions borrox'ed from the
\fest. Throughout rhis long history it q'as largely the developrnent of a de

facto auronomous bureaucracy that appears to have been responsible for the
change in the patrimonial Middle Eastern srate. In some of the more traditional
Islamic countries, it was not the bureaucrats but other traditionally autono-
mous groups, such as the ulema q'ho s'ere mainly responsible for the change.

Briefly speaking, in the Islamic patrimonial empire it *'as these two groups,
the civil and military bureaucrats and the ulenta, evolving into increasingly
auronomous groups that finally replaced the sultans' patrimonial state.

ORIENTAL FEUDALISM: PREBENDALISM

In general, \X/eber believes, the manner by rn,hich military service was

remunerated determined the rype of feudalism.e- Allowances in kind from
the rulerls srorqhouse, the mark of a primirive state in the remuneration of
officials, depended on the specific economic conditions in the original patrimo-
nial state.es In fact, in the Ottoman Empire the allowances in kind 6*yinat),
which favored groups directly actached to the sultan's household, persisted
for a long time. From the benefice system, which was the next stage in
remuneration, "fee benefices" (sportelpft'iinde) 6rst developed. In rhis system
the ruler assigned the collection of certain fees to rhe direcr remunerarion of rhe
official. This system, too, was widely used in the Ottoman system from the
earliest tirnes; for example, the service charge of the sultan's agent @hala*iW)
in the collection of the poll tax, or the qadi.rs'receiving'fees-for judicial court
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services. Finally, Weber observes, "the remuneration could take rhe form of
a landed benelice or service land (Ants- oder Dienstland) for the incuntbent's
os'n use."ee The prebend is a particular form of nonhereditary beneficc patrimo-
nialli'granted b1'che ruler to his rerainers. "\X/hen an adminisrrarive sraff is

suppofted in this form, \\'e shall speak of prebendalism. In such a situation
rhere may be a System of promotion on a basis of seniofitl'."to'' \Weber

categorized che Orroman :ipahr (finir)sysrem as a typical example of preben-
dalism:

The-incorte sources of the Turkish'sipahis, of the Japanese samurai, and various

similar cl,pes of oriental retainers are benefices, not fiefs. In some cases, rhey have

been derived from the .rents-of eerrain- lands; in others, from the rax income of
cereain discricrs. In the latter case, they have generalli' been combined svith the
appropriarion of governmencal powers in the same districr.'u'

\07eber finds one of the mosr develeped-f,orms of-prebendalisrn in the arbitrary
patrimonial pou'er 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-

rages." In Ottoman documenrs these are calied rckalrf-i shakka, exactions.

Under sultanism arbirrariness "in determining fees, neu'iy imposed obligations
and monopolies" is claimed as a righr. Bribery and corruption are logical
consequences of rhe syscem. In all of this, \7eber has in mind che Ottoman
Empire. But "t1'pificacion" also took ocher directions, as in NTescern Europe,
where "estate type hereditary division of powers" developed. There,

patrimonial righrs are checked under rhe obligarion of the ruler to compromise
n'irh'the ruling elite. Bene6ces are called fief if thel'are appropriaced as heredicarl'

and granred bi'conr;acr. Thus, legal and resrrictive characters disringuish s'esrern

fief feudalism (Leben Feudalisntus) from Asiatic rypes. "''

The central bureaucrac)' s)/srematicalll' attempred to prevent rhe spread of
heredirary benefices (nalikane and nillk t|nfits) and to maintain a kind of
check and balance s)'srem in the provincial adminisrration; these efforts q'ere

all designed to preserve the ruler's absolute control and monopoly over the
"benefices." In rhe Orroman Empire, ic is true, rhe appropriarion of benefices,

which occurred ro some extenr in ali periods but particularly in the period
q,hen the classical sl,srem began to disintegrate, never developed into a \\'est-

ern-style hereditary aristocracy. For \Weber, svhiie prebendalisnr suclr as that
of rhe Ottoman Empire developed into an extreme type of patrimonialism,
its evolution in \Testern Europe led co the rise of a rational bureaucracy.

One can easily recognize in !7eber's rheory the rvell-knoq'n 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 sysrem

are overlooked, or rather obscured in favor of a popularized theory of the

despotic Asiaric empire. Perhaps one can also detect the impact of the intense

anti-Ottoman propaganda during the nineteenth centurl'.
At the same time, tWeber asserts that there \ /ere certain fundamental

features common to the eastern and g'estern benefice s)'stems. 'Firsr,' preben-

dalism' like-\\'esrern feudalis'm, is the-outesme.of certain sse'io-economic
.conditioils. "Ir originares in rhe reversion from moneraryfinancing to financing
in kind."r()i The parrimonial retainer receives his support either in the form
of allorvances from the lord's magazine or treasury or "by rights of land use

in rerurn for sen'ices."roi It is important to stress that n'hile an ordinary cash

salary ('alfife)concerns the ruler's treasurl'and thus makes the soldiery direccly

dependent, rhe prebend affords the recipient greater independence through
indirect, albeir limiced and reversible, control over land and peasants. As a

further development, the appropriation of land and peasanc labor by a grouP

of hereditary landowners means, in \X/eber's terms, "an extreme marginal
case of patrimonialism," n'hich is shr:ped purely by patrirnsniatr.'.loyalty'1o5

The last case in the Ortoman Empire can perhaps be seen in the a'yin regime.

Bur this came about rarher as an outgros'th of the tax farming system and

decenrraiization, and che heredicary principle u'as never complete.
Follorn'ing rhe observarion made by s,estern thinkers since Machiavelli,

tVeber underlines the lack of a "homogeneous manorial aristocracy" in Islamic

countries due co rhe absence of a common interest in safeguarding "the

oq'nership of serfs."106 Instead, he says, there s/as constant competition among
benefice holders for peasant labor. In the .Sift=khane system, both'land and
.labor came under rhe slricn coarrol'of the state in order to maintain a definite
agrarian organization n'hose aim wa! to eliminate consolidated, hereditary
esrares. Even during rhe eighteenth century the a'1in control over land and

labor \\'as precarious, because any legitimation of such conrrol depended on

the sultan's far.or, as manifested by a diploma and an official ticle. The artempt
in 1808 ro give a kind of constiturional foundarion to the a'1'dti's actual

control failed rotallf in rhe face of rhe suitan's patrimonial pon'er and of
resistance b)' traditional forces.'"

In rhe \y'est, as n'ell as in the Ottoman state, the candidate for remun-

eration had first ro prove his qualifications for provi,Jing the service assigned.

In the Ortoman case rhe immediare superior (usuall)'the a/a1'-befi) had to
cesrifl' ro rhe candidate's firness, r*'hich rr'as the crucial factor in acquiring a

ttmar. The recommendation process, at the same time, established a kind of
clientship between rhe candidate and his superior. This patrimonial relation-
ship can be seen ar ever)' level of the Ottoman ruling elite. In the classical

period a nes, sulcan goming from his provincial seat to the capital felt obliged
ro promote his retainers to imperial posts. Thus, everlr succession brought
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rr.iclr it a po\\'er srn-rggie and poiitical crisis of greater or lesser intensity
depending upon rhe prevailing issues and circumstances. It was against las'
and traditicn ro'deprir€'a"iiftilu of his tnnar n'irhour cauSe."'Altirough ttuar-
lroiders cor-rid not transfer their actual tlntirs to rireir sons through inheritance,
the laccer neverrireless had rhe righc under the lau, to obtain other tfunirs
s'lrose size, albeit smailer, q'as determined b)'the size of their father's tlniirs.
Also, in tire timar s)'Ste-m;'' under the bureaucrac)"s suPen'ision, there \\tas a

tendencl' to isolate the sen'ice obiigacions from personal'household loyalties,
and chus to reduce the ruler's discretionary control over timir holders.
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