Halil INALCIK

THE STATUS OF THE GREEK
ORTHODOX PATRIARCH UNDER THE OTTOMANS

It has been assumed that the document issued originally for Genna-
dius in 1454 was a kind of pact, similar to capitulations given to non-
Muslim foreigners-in Islamic territory, granting to them certain privi-
leges and guarantees under oath?®. The same document was also inter-
preted as a charter, organizing the Orthodox Christian community
under Ottoman rule intn an autonomous body under the Patriarch.

N.J. Pentazopculos, the distinguished Greek legal historian?, said
that Mehmet II «recognized not only the ancient religious privileges of
the Patriarch, but, beyond these, he granted them considerable political
authority as well». The grant of such privileges, he added, carried with
it jus singulare and extraterritoriality, as hac existed in all the empires
founded in the Mediterranean world since ancient times. Under the
Ottomans, Péntazopoulos continued, the Patriarch’s authority «was not
only extended over all the Orthodox Christians of the empire, but this

1 For S. Sidarouss, Les patriarchats dans L'Empire Ottoman et spécialement en Egypte,
Paris, 1906, p. 5, berdts given to the patriarchs were simply «bilateral contracts
concluded between Christian nations and Islamic governments». According to Theodore
H. Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents Relating to the History of the Greek Church and
Peaple under Turkish Domination, Bibliotheca Graeca Aevi Posterioris-1, Brussels, 1952,
pp. 7-10, the berdt given to Gennadius was a «constitutive chart and made the Patriarch
millet-bashi or ’national chief». It invested in him, Papadopoullos adds, «beside his
spiritual jurisdiction with a civil jurisdiction extending over the whole nation of the
Christians». This interpretation is basically shared by Byzantinists, most recently by G.
Hering, «Das islamische recht und die Investitur des Gennadios Scholarios (1454)»,

Balkan Studies (Salonica), 11, 1961, pp. 249-251; also see S. Runciman, The Great Church
in Captivity, Cambridge, 1968, pp. 167, 170, 181. J. Kabrda, Le Systéme Fiscal de L'Eglise

Orthodoxe dans I'Empire Ottoman, Brno, 1969, pp. 14-15, notes «la position prééminente
des métropolites dans les éparchies au point de vue politique» which resulted from
extensive jurisdic:' 1 of the ecclesiastical courts over civil matters as well as spiritual.

2 Church and Law in the Balkan Peninsula during the Ottoman Rule, Thessaloniki:
Institute for Balkan Studies, 1967, pp. 7-10, 19, 23, 86.
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authority was further expanded by newly acquired «politico-religious
jurisdiction» over all the orthodox reaya. Pentazopoulos agreed, how-
ever, that such power and «status of authority» was achieved only over
time by the «tolerance or concession of the Turkish authorities»3, or by
encroachment upon the privileges granted them. Pentazopoulos empha-
sized the point that, by styling himself in the ecclesiastical documents as
«the leader of the eminent race of the Romans» with the titles of the
Byzantine rulers, Afentis, and Despotis, and by using the imperial
emblem of the two-headed eagle, the Patriarch appeared as the embodi-
ment of the « Byzantine political ideal» under the Ottomans.

It should be made clear at the outset that the Ottoman system by
which the state’s relations with the religious communities were governed
followed closely the pertinent stipulations of Islamic law and tradition,
both in its basic structure and in its details. As far as the ahl al-dhimma
is concerned, in dealing with organization and practical matters, one
has first to look at the authorities of the Hanafi school of law, a
method which M. d’Ohsson wisely pursued in his Tableau Général de
!"Empire Ottoman. On the other hand, during the formative period of
the empire, the Ottomans introduced an independent body of practical
rules and regulations based on the ruler’s judgement of what the
situation actually required. These were usually interpreted as temporary
measures, based on Shari‘a principles as applied to particular situa-
tions. Sometimes, it is true, these practical regulations were hard to
accomodate with the principles of the Shari‘a; for example, the main-
tenance of an organized Christian community in Istanbul was against
the Shari‘a in principle since the city had been taken by force (kahran)
as was the taking of pishkesh, actually a disguised tax upon the clergy.
In dealing with the so-called millet system in the Ottoman Empire, a
primary task is to uncover and to find a historical explanation for those

Ottoman practices and institutions which were actual innovations vis-a-
vis the Shari‘a*. Furthermore, those institutions introduced by the
Ottomans changed, even though their original names were retained,
through the transformation of the empire itself and its policies.

Four principal periods are to be distinguished in the study of the
conditions under which the non-Muslim communities and their institu-
tions survived in the Ottoman Empire.

3 Ibid. p. 10.
4 See «Kaniin», Encyclopaedia of Islam, second edition, IV, pp. 558-562.
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It is now a commonplace that in the early period of their expansion,
the Ottomans pursued, primarily in order to facilitate conquest, or to
make the indigenous population favorably disposed, a policy called
istimalet. It was intended to win over the population, peasants and
townspeople, as well as military and clerics, by generous promises and
concessions, sometimes going beyond the limits of the well-known,

tolerant stipulations of Islamic Law concerning non-Muslims who had
submitted without resistance. Within this policy of istimalet, the Otto-
mans, especially during the first transition period, maintained intact the
laws and customs, the status and privileges, that had existed in the pre-
co'nq'uest times, and what is more unusual, they incorporated the
existing military and clerical groups into their own administrative
system without discrimination, so that in many cases former pronoia-
holders and seigneurs in the Balkans were left on their fiefs as Ottoman
timdr-holders*. But the most fundamental and perhaps the ‘most effective
component of the istimalet policy was, from the beginning, the recogni-
tion of the Orthodox church as part of the Ottoman state. The
Ottomans did not merely extend the protection stipulated by Islamic
Law and practice to the Church, but they integrated it into their
administrative system. The leaders of the Orthodox Church, the Metro-
politans, were assigned timdrs in the frontier provinces, a practice which
meant their inclusion in the ruling class. We have records of this from
as early as the timar register of Albania dated 14329, well before the
conquest of Istanbul, the seat of the Patriarchate. There is every reason
to believe that through such a policy towards the Orthodox clergy and
monasteries the Ottomans established close ties with the Patriarchate in
Istanbul before 1453. The fact that the Ottomans favored openly the
Orthodox Church, restoring it everywhere they went to its former
position of superiority vis-d-vis the Latin church, is a clear indication of

the political intent of their attitude.

In a recent article, Nicolas Oikonomides has shown’, on the basis of
Byzantine sources, that, upon the Ottoman conquest in 1383, the
monasteries of Mount Athos were left in possession of their properties,

to which were even added new ones. What is more interesting, a

§ See H. Inalcik, «Ottoman Methods of Conquesty, in Studia Islamica, 111 (1954)
pp. 103-129. ’
¢ H. Inalcik (ed.), Sirer-i Defter-i Sancak-i Arvanid, Ankara: T.T.K, 1954.

; L . <
“976()(,%?:15_113'-(:5 et moines lors de la conquéte ottomane», Siidost-Forschungen, XXXV
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tradition survived on the mountain claiming that the monasteries hzli]d
recognized the suzerainty of the Ottqman Sultans even befofreS t ti
conquest of the area®. A similar situation for the monastery of Sain

John Prodrome near Serres is attested to by a document dated soxr}e-
where between 27 December, 1372 and 5 January, }373, when the city
was still under Byzantine rule®. Before the Sultan’s Fonguest, asserts
Oikonomides (p. 6), «ils lui offraient une grande vxctom? rgoralet .c?
s’assuraient en échange la sécurité de leurs monasteres et l’1nv1olab1!1te
de leurs priviléges». Evidently, the Ottoman government w'as.takm.g
advantage of the presence of Greek Metropolitans already .w1_thm thfelr
domain to establish relations, within the policy of is.umalet, with
churches and monasteries beyond Ottoman state boundaries. ‘

The second period of the so-called millet sy.stem‘began with the
conquest of Istanbul in 1453. In accordance with his concept of an
universal empire, the Conqueror re-organized th.e Ottoman state,
published Sultanic codes of laws, and made his capltal‘ Fhe seat of the
heads of the three recognized non-Muslim communities, Orthodo.x
Greek, Armenian and Jewish, who represented a large m_lmber of his
dhimmi subjects. Considering the fact that no other Muslim state had
had non-Muslim subjects in so large a number, and that the Copqut?-
ror’s concept of Sultanic law and authority was so comprehensive, hn
may be appropriate to regard his reign as .ushermg in a new age for the
non-Muslim communities in Ottoman history, perhaps even for the
whole of Islamic history. The imperial structure as csgablxshed by' t'he
Congueror, and the historical position of the non-Muslim communities

8 Ibid., p. 5. o .
9 The cgmroversy about whether or not the document or its date is authentic and

correct (see P. Lemerle, Philippe et la Macédoine Orientale, Pa)r(i)s(,xl34(51,9§§). 215-:;(;;;
i i r les Turcs», Byzantion, , pp. 302-

G. Ostrogorskij, «La Prise de Serres pa 2 PP

i i i t le firman de 1372 en fave
; ldiceanu-Steinherr, «La prise de Serre§ e ’ . :
fxmlc?lla!té?: d]ec Saint-Jean-Prodrome», Acta Hismnca,ESoTletgsnAcadenSiiulr)nﬁ’cgo(r’r}artl:e
i F man
IV, Munich, 1965, pp. 15-24; E.A. Zachariadou, « ;x(rxyvnl (zMuniCh roder o 1)
s Monastery (Serres)», Sl'idosl-Forschungen,. ) 9,

Z;z;jsmf:’r:r); a r(;xisundcrstanding‘ After the Ottoman victory at Chc(manon in 1}713 lhlc;
frontier ghazis under Evrenos (Evrenuz) Beg invaded the Serres plain, but the city gsci
continued to resist. Evrenos placed there for the continuous blockade of. the city, ) <]au
Balaban (Idris Bidlisi, Hesht Behisht, MS Topkapt Sarayr Museum, SCC[]OI"I Ml."al:”';'
The monastery, apparently in the area fallen under Quoman contrql already in 372,
obtained from the Sultan Murad I the document granting tax exemption and protection.
E. Zachariadou (ibid., p. 9) showed that the document is authentic and 1. Beldiceanu-

Steinherr’s arguments are not acceptable.
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within it, developed in what we call the classical age of the Ottoman
Empire, until the seventeenth century when the first signs of decentrali-
zation appeared. When, with the rise of the a’yans in the eighteenth
century, decentralization!® became a general feature of the Ottoman
administration, the church organizations also partook in this trend. The
Greek Orthodox Church in particular, consciously taking advantage of

the new conditions, moved toward autonomous organizations in the
capital and in the Metropolitanates in the provinces. In fact, the
movement in the non-Muslim communities during this century was the
rise of a new bourgeois class, which tried to dominate the Church and
which led to, alongside the Church, the development of certain civil
organizations with a certain degree of actual autonomy !, While these
developments prepared the way for the emergence of the Christian
states in the Balkans in the nineteenth century, within the Empire the
Tanzimat and especially the Khart-i Humayin of 1856 brought in
absolutely new legal concepts for the reé-organization of the non-Mus-
lim communities. Special nizdmndmes, regulations, were drawn up for
the non-Muslim communities during this period, which came to a close
with the treaty of Lausanne in 192312,

Periodizations of this type are not only convenient for the study of
the non-Muslim communities in the Ottoman Empire but are also
historically necessary in order to avoid controversy about generaliza-
tions made through the studies of conditions in a particular period. In
each of the periods defined above, the circumstances of the individual
member of the non-Muslim communities differed, in actuality and
sometimes also in jure.

In arranging their relations with non-Muslims who had submitted
without resistance the Ottomans were careful to follow the prescrip-
tions of Islamic Law, in which these matters were governed by long

tradition and precise rules going back to the time of the Prophet. The

10 H. Inalcik, «Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Administration»,
Archivum Ottomanicum, V1, pp. 311-337.

** N. lorga, Byzance aprés Byzance, ed. Association | nternationale des Etudes du Sud-
Est Européen, Comité National Roumain, Bucarest, 1971, pp. 226-247; Th. Papadopoullos,
iid., pp. 122-158; Runciman, ibid., pp. 306-406; for changes in a provincial context see J.
Hackett, 4 History of the Orthodox Church in Cyprus, London, 1901,

12 For the Nizdmname (constitutive regulation) of 1862 see R. Davison, Reform in the
Ottoman Empire, Princeton, 1963; the Turkish text in Distar, 11, 902-938; cf. also Vartan

H. Artinian, 4 study of Historical Development of the Armenian Constitutional System in
the Ottoman Empire, unnubhisned PhD Dissertation, Brandeis University, 1968.
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earliest contracts of this type were of such a nature as could only be
classified as ‘whud, compacts, concluded between the non-Muslim
communities and the Prophet or the first Caliphs'3. During the Pro-
phet’s time the term aman was used as a synonym of ‘ahd, dhimma and
the pre-Islamic term djiwar**. In the early period security pacts were
generally called ‘ahd, agreement under oath. Later, when large numbers
of non-Muslims came under Islamic rule, a special status as ahl al-
dhimma was recognized for them, and the concept of aman was
differenciated from that of dhimma. Eventually, it was established in
Islamic Law that aman was the temporary pledge of security and safe-
conduct to non-Muslims of the Dar al-Harb, Abode of War, the
conditions of which were usually defined in an ‘ahd, while dhimma was
a permanent pledge of security to non-Muslims who had submitted and
become the subjects of Islamic state. The conditions of this pledge were
pre-determined by Islamic Law. Some Muslim jurists also accepted an
intermediate territory between the Dar al-Islam and the Dar al-Harb.
This was called the Dar al-Ahd and included those non-Muslim states
which had submitted by treaty to an Islamic state but had not been
incorporated into it**. Upon submission and pledge of a yearly tribute,
such countries were granted ‘ahd wa aman, under which the Caliph or
Sultan pledged peace, protection from internal and external enemies, no
colonization by Muslim peoples, and no interference by Muslim of-
ficials in internal affairs. Thus, both the earliest Muslim pacts con-
cluded with the non-Muslim communities as well as the aman docu-
ments given to people from the Dar al-Harb and to autonomous princes
accepted into the Dar al-Islam are called ‘ahd, ‘whid or sometimes,
shuriit, or in Ottoman usage ‘ahdname. The distinctive character of an
‘shdndme is that it is guaranteed by oath, ‘ahd, which binds the Muslims
before God to respect the provisions specified in the document. Obser-
vance of such a covenant is ordered by God as revealed in the Koran
(XVI, 93 and 94).

An ‘ahd is out of the question for the ahl al-ghimma, subjects of an
Islamic state. When certain special privileges were to be granted to the

13 M. Hamidullah, Documents sur la Diplomatie Musulmane a I'époque du Prophéte el
des Khalifes orthodoxes, Paris, 1935; idem, Medjmu'a al-Wasa'ik al-Siyasiyya, Beyrouth,
1969, N; Khadduri, War and Peace in the Law of Islam, 2nd edition, 1969; A. Fattal, Le
statui légal des non-musulmans en pays d’Islam, Beyrouth, 1958.

1+ J. Schacht, «Aman», Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd edition, pp. 429-430.

15 see «Imtiydzit», EP?, « Dimma», ibid., and «Dar al ‘Ahd», ibid.
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ahl al-ghimma, individually or collectively, the document by which this
was done was called an amr or hukm, an imperial order from the ruler
to the ruled. Special terms for such an order establishing privileges were

lr?a.riihﬁr, mithal and berar. Ottoman usage also included nishan and
itite,

The document given by the Abbasid Caliph Muktafi IT (1136-1160)
to the Nestorian Patriarch, Abdisho III (1138-1147), in 113817, is
worthy of note for purposes of comparison with the Ott,oman diplor’nas
to tbe Patriarchs. It is called a mithal, or diploma. It first ratifies the
elcctxor} of the Catholicos by the community, and established his
apthont.y' over all the Nestorians as their Catholicos, and also establishes
his p(?Sl[lOl‘l as head (za‘im) of the tawa’if, communities of Greeks
Jacobites and Melchi‘tcs living in the lands of the Caliphate. It ther;
enumerates the rights granted (en‘am) to him and to the members of his
milla, promising protection of their lives and property, of their churches
and‘ monasteries, all in conformity with ‘the conduct of the orthodox
Caliphs and their successors. The Caliph also guarantees to ensure by
threat of punishment respect for the authority of the Catholicos on the
part of his subordinate clerics, and promises to intervene for the
enforcement of judicial decisions. In return the Caliph demands obei-
sa.nce and full payment of the djizya, and, again at the end, compliance
with what had been ordered therein. This document and the ones given
by the Muslim rulers in Egypt to the heads of the religious communities
before the arrival of the Ottomans can be classified simply as diplomas
granted by the sovereign.

The diplomas given to the monks of Sinai by A/-Malik al-Adil, the
Ayy}lbid ruler of Egypt, in 11958, and by Selim I in 1517 hoyld a
special interest for us. In Al“Adil's diploma, which in the document
itself is entitled a manshiir, mithal, and amr, the monks are considered

to be among the Sultan’s re dya. It is stated that «the Sultan appointed
as their superior those whom they (the monks) preferred». It is further

16 See below note 44.
17 inoan: P H
A. Mingana, «A charter of Protection granted to the Nestorian Church in A.H. 113

by Muktafi I, Caliph of Baghdad», Bulletin of John Rylands Library, Manchester, X
(1926), 126-133: E. Tlssergnl, «Nestorienne (Eglise)», Dictionnaire de théologie catholique,
?II;;]S;: see E. Khedoori, Charters of Privileges granted by the Fatimids and Mamluks 10
1. Catherine’s Monastery of Tur Sinai (ca. 500 to 900), Di 1 iversi
o S 0 ), Dissertation, University of
18 S.M. Stern, « Two Ayyubid Decrees from Sinai», Docum 1
. s N ent Isl -
ceries, ed. S.M. Stern, Cambridge, Mass., 1965, pp. 10-25. * Jrom Islamic Chan
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ordered that the monks continue to live in their monastery according to
their old established customs and rules, and, .that they be perected
against all harm and damage, all changes in their dues and taxation, a:il
interference by the Bedouins, and finally, that free passage be grante
their visitors from Syria. As is the case witl? all such dl;?lomas, erre too
the privileges being established were specified and third parties were
ordered to respect them. The ruler’s will alone was the source of and
the support for the privileges granted. o
In the hukm, or nishan, given to the monks of the Monastery of Sinai
in 1517 by Selim I*°, reference is made to the ‘ghdmime {compact) of
the Prophet, to the marsams and murabba'd{s (diplomas) and femessu-
kat (certificates) of the Orthodox Caliphs; in contx:ast SL.tlta_nu': docu-
ments are simply called amr, nishan, or berat?°. Selim’s nishan is more
detailed than that of Al-Adil. It specified what kinds of damages were
wrought by the Bedouins and what tax examptions t‘he monas}ery was
to enjoy. More details on these matters were Fo be.mcluded in subse-
quent diplomas. As also occurred with the capl}ulatlons granted to the
musta’min, when specific points became the subject of controyersy, new
Sultanic orders were issued and their contents were finally introduced
ly into new diplomas??. .
for’;];atzgnclude, the gocuments given to the heads of the non-Muslim
communities following the formative period of .early I.slam cannot be
classified as compacts or covenants?2. They were simply dlp?om'as, granted
by the ruler, to his subjects, dbimmz‘. re'{iyé: The Seldjukid state o?
Anatolia (1071-1308) maintained these institutions at tl'wj fullest stage of
development. Metropolitans had existed in. the la.rge cities a1‘1d most of
the time normal relations had been maintained with the Patriarchate o
Constantinople. In Konya, the capital city of the Sultanate,f tf;);
example, the Metropolitan heard disputes among the mcmb}c;rs g
Greek community. The early thirteenth century, on the other hand, saw

1o K laus Schwarz, Osmanische Sultansurkunden des Sinai-Klosters in tirkische Sprache,
i 1 isge - 45.
Freiburg-im-Breisgau, 1970, pp. 24 3AO,‘no.' o o )
20 Schwarz, ibid.; in later times distinction between ‘ahdndme, nighdh or berdt for such
privileges was not made clear cut, see, ibid., p. 63, no 125; pp. 78-79, no. 133.5. 07100
21 See Schwarz, pp. 74-75, no. 131; pp. 78-80, no. 138; pp. 89-92, no. 211; pp. 97-100,

. 138.
no. | C. Cahen. Pre-Ottoman Turkey, 1071-1330, London, 1968, pp. 206-215. Cahen,

p. 191, asserts that Muslim Law does not recognize corporate bodies, collective organiza-
tions intermediate between the individual and state.
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an Armenian bishop, Ananias of Sivas, supported by Sultan Kaykhus-
raw, raise his bishopric into a rival Catholicate 23,

Mehmed the Conqueror did not have to innovate in establishing a
system to handle relations with his non-Muslim subjects. There is
documentary evidence from the Ottoman archives of the appointment
of Metropolitans in Ottoman territories before 1453. The earliest
known reference to the appointment of a Metropolitan is one concer-
ning Antalya (Satalia) in the time of Ba
center, which had a sizeable Greek population, was seized by Bayezid
from the Teke Beg in 139924, After the conquest, appa'rently, the
Sultan appointed a Metropolitan, or perhaps re-affirmed the previous
one, to head the Greek community2$. In an Ottoman official register26
we find records concerning the Metropolitans of the city in the times of
Mehmed I and Murad II. There remained a sizeable Greek community
in the area of Antalya down through at least the middle of the
seventeenth century, as is attested to by the relatively large pishkesh, 20
gold ducats, paid by the Metropolitan at that time2”. Also, an Ottoman
register of timdrs dated 143228 contains documents concerning the
appointment of a Metropolitan at Berat (Belgrad), Albania, under
Mehmed [ (1413-1421) and by his successor. It is evident from the
records that a Sultanic berdr was necessary for such an appointment.

These historical facts, corroborating contemporary observations by
Kritovoulos demonstrate that Mehmed the Conqueror did indeed give
a berat to Gennadius at the time of his appointment. It is inconceivable
that while the Sultans had appointed Metropolitans by berar before

yezid 1. This international trade

> Cahen, op. cit,, p. 212. For the attitude of the Seljukid Sultans towards non-
Muslims in general, see O. Turan, «Les souverains seldjoukides et leurs sujets non-
musulmans», Studia Islamica, X (1953), pp. 65-100.

24 Ibn Battuta, The Travels, trans. HAR. Gibb, vol. II, Cambridge, 1962, pp. 417-
424; S. Vryonis, The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of
Islamization from the Eleventh Through the Fifteenth Century, Berkeley, Los Angeles and
London, 1971, pp. 294-296, 316; W. Heyd, Histoire du Commerce du Levant, ed.
F. Raynaud, vol. II, Leipzig, 1936, p. 355; B. Flemming, Landschafisgeschichte von
Pamphylien, Pisidien und Lykien im Spatmittelafter, Wiesbaden, 1964, p. 105.

5 Vryonis, op. cit., pp. 295-296,

¢ Flemming, op. cit., pp. 107-108; the register is published by A. Refik, «Fatih
Zamaninda Teke-Eli», Tirk Tarihi Tedkik Enciimeni Medjmu‘asi, X1V-2 (fasc. 79), 66-72.

27 B. Braude and B. Lewis (ed.), Christians and Jews in the Ouoman Empire, 1,
New York, 1982, p. 442.

8 Sirer-i Defter-i Sancak-i Arvanid. ed. H. Inalcik, Ankara, 1954, see Index: Medre-
polid and Peskopos (Peskopo:).
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1453, the Conqueror should abstain from doing so when appointing .thc
Patriarch. Gennadius himself said that he was elevated to the Patriar-
chate following election by the Synqd”, aqd we kn<->w that the sclllltafis
always ratified the elections of the Synod with a be'rat. True, the‘ ital 2
about the «ceremony of investiture» and the allusions to the pgvn egl;:
granted are all contained only in a late sixteenth century text wntten. y
Macarius Melissenus. It has been observed, however, that Mac:trlus
used reliable sources for his history, long attributed to Sphrantzes3°. In
the original «diary» of Sphrantzes, there is not even a word about the
appointment of Gennadius3?. It must be true, as hafi.already _been
claimed early in the sixteenth century, that the original berat of
Mehmed the Conqueror was lost, perhaps in one of Istanbul’s frequent
fires32. . . ‘
Historians of the Greek Patriarchate are unanimous in asser.tmg that
not only the Patriarch but also the Greek Orthodox population were
given extensive «privileges» under this <‘<charter». Reccr.)tly, Gunn:r
Hering33, claimed to have come up with an explan?tlon for why
Mechmed the Conqueror had revived the Greek. Patriarchate as an
autonomous institution with extensive powers going well beyond the
limits set by Islamic Law for dhimmi subjec?s. Mehmed the Conq}lerlor,
he argued, acted under special historical cxr‘cums.tances. I'n particular,
when his attempt to repopulate the ruined city with Turkish deportees
failed, in urgent need he turned to the Greeks for res'gttlement. I agrge
with Hering that the re-population of Istgnbul was mdef:d among t.e
major motivations of the Conqueror’s revival of the Patriarchate, as In

29 See G. Hering, « Das islamische Recht und die lnvcstitu‘r des Genadiqs ScholariF:.s>>e,
Bulkan Studies, 11-2 (Thessalonoki, 1961), p. 248.{'1’(h}e thc;!s th;lt tlaeer; n::dn(;l p;?: hlva
istori ide i intment of Gennadius by
historical evidence supporting the appoin . r :
special diploma is discussed in B. Braude’s paper, in B. Braude and B. Lewis (ed.), op. cit.,
. 69-88. . .
pp” See V. Grecu, «Georgios Sphrantzes, Leben und Werk, die Ausgabe», Byzantino-

VI (1965), pp. 62-73. ;
310‘3,1( aé:.z.():{)i(era;((, Thr)en?;}.: ou histoire de 'empire des Turcs, compose Vers 1597, trans.

A. Dethier, Mon. Hungarica Hist. vol. XXI-2, p. 420; the latter asserts that Mehr;n.ed 1I's
mbtivation‘ for the appointment of a Patriarch was his concern to repopulate his new

capital, for the same see especially Critovoulos, History of Mehmed the Congqueror, trar;ls.
C.T. Riggs, Princeton, 1954, pp. 93-95: H. Inalcik, «The Policy of Mehmed II toward the
G.re;zk Pop,ulation of Istanbul and the Byzantine Buildings of the City», Dumbarton Oaks

XXHI-XX1V, pp. 231-249. ' .
p“p’e’rS‘See H. Mordtmann, «Die Kapitulation von Konstantinopel im Jahre 1453»,

Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXI (1912), pp. 129-135.
33 Hering, art. cit., p. 249.
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fact all the contemporary Byzantine and Turkish sources confirm 3+
But this situation would not necessarily have led to the creation of an
organization with such extensive powers and to the renunciation by the
Conqueror of his rights over his ghimmi subjects, all in defiance of the
explicit provision of Islamic Law as well as the Conqueror’s well known
concern about his own absolute sovereign rights35. The whole argu-

ment is without foundation since it is based upon the supposition that

the Conqueror’s «charter», which is lost, just might have contained
extensive concessions. None of the documents given to the Patriarchs
before or after the Conqueror’s time which are available for exami-
nation, excepting perhaps the ‘ahds of the Prophét and the first Caliphs,
contain anything like the concessions mentioned above. Some writers,
rationalizing the situation of the ahl al-dhimma under the law of Islam
or under the later Ottoman system of communal autonomy, have even
gone so far as to say that «the right to life, property, religion and
extraterritoriality were granted in exchange for economic returns»3S.
Extraterritoriality could never have been considered for the dhimmi
subjects of an Islamic state. It is a right recognized only for people from
Dar al-Harb, foreign non-Muslims, who were settled temporarily in
Islamic territory under guarantees of aman3”. Perhaps the expression in
the berats which allowed such a loose interpretation was that «the
Patriarch elect was to hold the office in complete freedom the way his
predecessors had». In similar Ottoman diplomas this expression meant
that the recipient shall be free from the interference of local authori-
ties38. Kritovoulos3?, a contemporary and reliable source, informs us
that Mehmed the Conqueror, in appointing Gennadius to the Patriar-
chate, had made it clear that he was to enjoy «all its power and

3* See Inalcik, «... Mehmed IT’s Policy ...», art. cit., pp. 238-249, where Critovoulos’
observation is compared with the evidence from Turkish sources.

3% See «Padisah, Islim Ansiklopedisi IX-2, p. 493.

3¢ Pentazopoulos, op. cit., p. 19; for a more cautious interpretation see Papadopoullos,
op. cit.,, 24. Against this persistent misinterpretation, a German orientalist, Fr. Giese,
«Die geschichtlichen Grundlagen fiir die Stellung der christlichen Untertanen im osmani-
schen Reich», Der Islam, XIX (1930), p. 276, said: «Jedenfalls ist die Behauptung bei
Sidarouss, S. 273, S.v.u. von einem ‘contrat bilatéral des peuples chrétiens avec le

gouvernement musulman’ eine Verdrehung schlimmster Art».

37 See «Imtiyazatn, EP. Pentazopoulos, op. cit., pp. 13-15, is in a totally wrong
direction when he compares the privileges granted in berars for Patriarchs with those
given by non-Muslim rulers with extraterritorial rights.

3% See Papadopoullos interpretation, op. cir., p. 6 («absolute freedom»), and p. 32
(«exercise of authority»).

3% Critovoulos, op. cit., p. 94.
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authority, no less than that enjoyed previously .under the Emperors»“l:.
The question remains to what extent the Patqarchs were able to t;l‘e
advantage of this license for their continued existence a.nd. to ex;;aln in
later periods their authority within or !)eyond thc' limits of Islamic
tradition. What is certain is that Greek influence with the Conquferﬁr
and his successors had its ups and downs, and, thaF thc' strength o .t e
position of the Patriarchate depended on the situation at a given
time*!. In the sixteenth century, when under the pressure of an
increasing Muslim population, a need was felt for mosques in fiistricts
of Istanbul that had previously had a Greek majority, the question was
raised of the legality of the Greeks keeping their churches in a c1‘ty
which had been captured by force. The question was resolved leg:%lly in
favor of the Greeks, and the whole affair recorded for reference in the

Turkish documents*2. . ‘
Below is the translation of a berar of appointment given to a

metropolitan written under Mehmed II or Bayezid II which can give*?
an impression of the berat of Gennadius:

er of the imperial diploma (nishan), may God keep it iq force
g:::f t(;xred final day, isp this: Since the holder of tbis impqnal diploma
(mithal), the monk by the name of (name not copied), .dcllver.ed Itohmy
imperial treasury the pishkesh in the amount o}” (blan.k)‘ in florin, avel
conferred upon him the Metropolitan See (mzdrepohd{zk) of (namednos
copied). My order is that from now on he be I\jletropohtan thert?, and, a
God ordered: ‘Leave him in what they profess , he perform their nte]? as
they have been performed, and that he exercise authority as a Metropolitan

20 For politico-religious jurisdiction of the Orthodox Eh:rchﬁ;n;er ;h;i?,if;m&e
1 8-19: The Cambridge Medieva , 1V,
emperors see Pentazopoulos, op. cit., pp. ; - Medi )
Th: Byzantine Empire, Part II; Government, Church and Civilization, pp. 105-133
E. Herman). )
( +1 From 1456 to 1473, the Conqueror appears to have b.e'm pamcularly. favgr:(a}bleelt((;
Greeks. Mehmed 11 favored and brought to important positions 5312@1;9 an"anze k
ing thi iod; F. Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror an is lzme, t . R.
%;;nhgei::‘segéwé}liziman, Prinfeton, 1978. Index: Khass Murad‘: #le.uér. C"m[:)‘:u::;
‘ " Mehmed's Policy», art. cit. Gennadius lost 'the favor o e Conquero:
\S.veaes ‘;l:;’l;(‘:‘gd«by cl;’zlu‘ia\rchs more submissive to the Sultan’s government: see S. Runciman,

The Great Church..., op. cit., pp. 194-196.

42 ] H. Mordtmann, art. cit.; F. Giese, art. cit., pp. 273-276; Ahmet Refik, On Altinci

rda Istanbul Hayau, Istanbul, 1935, p. 45, document no. 4. .
ASI‘?’ Kantnndme-i Sultant ber Miceb-i "Orf-i 'Orsmdm'. eds. R. Anhcgge.r and HL:nalc;k,
Ankarzi, 1956, pp. 65-66, no. 46, its translation into French by N.. Beld!ceanu, .s alc e.‘v
des premiers Sultans conservés dans les manuscril:c turcs def la Btbho'theque Nauona] e ka
Pari‘s I, Paris and The Hague, 1960; for corrections of his translation see H. Inalcik,
«Nol‘cs on Beldiceanu's Translation», Der Islam, XLIII/1-2 (1967), p. 151.
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over the priests, monks (kalyoros), and other orthodox Christians of that
district and place as his predecessors did, and that he enter into possession
of the churches, vineyards, orchards and plots of land which were in the
possession of his predecessors, and that he be exempt from the diizya and
all extraordinary impositions such as the u/ak and the djere-hor as his
predecessors were, and that the priests, monks and Orthodox Christians of

that place acknowledge him as their Metropolitan and bring to him all the
litigations under the jurisdiction of the metropolitanate.

This berat, is the same as the earlier Caliphal or later Ottoman
diplomas in its basic structure.

Diplomas from Islamic chanceries were of various types with respect
to the authority or privileges they conferred**. In the Ottoman Empire,
a berar*$ given to a serdar-i ekrem, a commander-in-chief, was different
in scope from that given to a simple timar holder. Furthermore, such
berats appointing officials differed in substance from those granting tax
exemptions to individuals or groups of re‘aya status and from those
establishing particular social privileges or functions. Berdrs of the last
category, which includes those given to the heads of the guilds, are of
special interest for the topic under examination. The Sultan, as the
highest and the sole source of authority in the Empire, issued such a
berat to the ketkhuda upon his election by the members of his particular
guild, to ratify that election and to empower him with authority over
the members of the guild. The Sultan ordered third parties, guild
members and local authorities to recognize the ketkhudd as the head of
that guild and to recognize his authority in matters governed by
internal guild regulations or customs, and he promised to use the
coercive powers of the state to enforce the orders of the ketkhuda if
necessary. In light of this we can examine the situation in 1695 when

the Patriarch of Pe¢ complained of not being able to collect alms from

the re'dya because his berar had not been renewed by the new Sultan.
From the point of view of public law, there is a great deal of validity to

** For berat or diplomas of investiture and appointment in pre-Ottoman Islamic
states, sec H.R. Roemer, Staatsschreiben der Timuridenzeit, Wiesbaden, 1952, Einleitung,

pp. 1-20; S.M. Stern, Fatimid Decrees, London, 1964,

** For Ottoman berat, see L. Fekete, Einfiihrung in die osmanisch-tiirkische Diplomatik
der Tiirkischen Botmdssigkeit in Ungarn, Budapest, 1926: P. Wittek, «Zu einigen frih-
osmanischen Urkunden», WZKM, XLIII (1957), pp. 300-313; XLIV (1957), pp. 240-256;
LV (1959), pp. 124-141; LVI (1960), pp. 267-284; H. Inalcik, «Notes on Beldiceanu's
Translation», art. cit., pp. 140-141; «Berit», EP, 1, pp. 1170-1171; but there is no
detailed study on berdr with definitions of each type.
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the comparison, as suggested by Pentazopoulos, of the organization of
the Patriarchate with that of a guild*.

The question of why the Ottoman Empire maintained the Churches,
each to represent its own community, in a manner similar to that of
other organized bodies, must be examined within the context of the
peculiar social system of the islamic empires, in which socio-economic
and religious organizations were the units through which the authority
of the state was often mediated to the individual. The use by some
scholars of the word «corporate» to describe this system has led to
sharp controversy among Islamicists. But it is an undeniable fact that
in these vast empires the central government had to operate, for
practical reasons, through such already established social organizations,
religious or professional, in which communal identity was essential.
That is, in these medieval empires, individuals were not considered
citizens in the modern sense of the word; rather they were perceived as
members of a community, which was the only type of entity officially
recognized within the larger political framework of the Empire. This
system was based on the Sultan’s recognition, through a diploma, of
the existence and limited authority of such communities. The organiza-
tion of such communities, at least officially, followed a given pattern.
The re‘dyd, however, always rémained as ghimmis, subjects of the
Islamic state, enjoying the privilege of looking after their communal
affairs in certain defined spheres of activity, in this case within the
Church organization. Such a diploma did not confer total autonomy to
a community. An autonomy established by diploma was to be found in
the real sense of the word only in the Dar al-Ahd, the Abode of the
Covenant*®. On the other hand, it is also an exaggeration to say that
the Ottomans regarded the Patriarch as a «state official» during the

classical period, that is, up until the turn of the sixteenth century. The

Patriarch was elected by a Synod as a representative of the Church, and

as such his position was legally very similar to that of a ketkhuda ina
craft guild. The state always exhibited a concern to prevent local

46 H. Inalcik, «The Appointment Procedure of a Guild Warden (Ketkhuda)», Wiener
Zeitschrift fur die Kunde des Morgenlandes, Vol. 76, Festschrift Andreas Tietze, Vienna

1986, pp. 135-142.

47 See EI*, 11, p. 116. ‘
48 Gtate officials held authority and title through a sultanic berds, but unlike the

Patriarch, they received a salary (‘ulife) or a benefice (timar) for services to the state. All
of the state officials belonged to the so-called «military» (‘asker?) class.
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authorities from interfering in the elections for ketkhuda or for
Patriarch and Metropolitans.

It must be emphasized that the basic legal status of the Patriarch
apd the Church did not change in the Ottoman state, not even in the
eighteenth century when the decentralization policies of the government
furnished them with new responsibilities towards their flocks in certain

civil matters and especially in taxation. As, upon the request of the

central government, the muslim communities, under ayan councils
headed by cadis, undertook this type of responsibilities*®, so too did’
the Christian communities under their religious leadership. in the berats
gran.ted in this period, for example, it was indicated that the newly
nominated Patriarch, for whom the Sultan’s approval had been sought
was not only favored by the community but had also been prover;
«fully able to collect the taxes due to the Imperial Treasury (mal-i
mirt)»*°, The term dhimmi, used for the Greeks in all berars, clearly
define their status under Ottoman rule. Empbhasis upon the autonomy
otj the Greek «nation» under the Ottoman Sultans or upon the sove-
reign rights of the Patriarchs allegedly agreed to by Mehmed 11, merely
shows a distorted interpretation of Islamic and Ottoman legal concepts
as well as of historical reality.

Notes on the Fiscal Status of the Greek Orthodox Church

In principle, men of religion — whether Muslim, Christian and Jew —
who were not engaged in profit-making activities, were exempt from
taxation including dhizya. However, with time non-Muslim clergy were
required to pay various kinds of «gifts» and taxes to the Ottoman

treasury, the earliest being pishkesh (in vernacular peshkesh).
The imperial bureau created under the name Peskopos Mukata'asi in

the finance department dealt with such revenues. According to the
reg:ster covering the years 1641-1651, the Greek Orthodox Patriarch
paid as pishkesh 20,000 groush and provided 105 okka of meat per day

‘°A Sc'e H.} Inalcik, «Centralization and Decentralization in Ottoman Administration»
Sluzgf;sst; Eighteenth Century Islamic History, eds. T. Nafl and R. Owen, London l977‘
pp- 27-52. ‘ ‘

*¢ See for instance the berars published by Kabrda, op. cit., pp. 36-58.
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or its equivalent for the imperial gardeners (bostandjis) for the latter see
infra)si. '

Originally, pishkesh was not a tax but simply «an offering» or a
«gift» 32, Since the time of the ancient Iranian empires, such customary
offerings symbolized an expression of allegiance and deper}dence by a
vassal or inferior to the ruler. The ruler responded by granting symbols
of authority such as an imperial diploma or caftans bearing the ruler’s
emblem. Al state dignitaries customarily offered a pishkesh to the ruler.
Pishkesh was established over time as a cash payment to be delivered in
a fixed amount upon receiving the diploma of appointment. The
governor generals, for instance, paid the treasury 10,000 akcha on the
occasion. The pishkesh paid by the high clergy was called pishkesh of
diploma (berar). Over time, the rates of such pishkeshes were elabora-
tely fixed in a regulation for the Patriarch, Metropolitans, Archbishops
and Bishops*3. In order to pay the pishkesh, these church dignitaries
had to impose taxes on the faithful and the subaltern priests in the
provinces (see infra: miri rusim). ‘
As enumerated in the berdts3*, the principal ecclesiastical taxes paid
by the orthodox clergy or by the re‘aya in the seventeenth century were

as follows:
Miri rusam or mal-i miri
Parriklik and Metrepolidlik tax
Zitiye
Zarar-i kassabiye
Tasadduk (alms)
Ayazma and Ayasmoz
Manasiir resmi
Panayir
Marriage taxe

The origin and coverage of the miri rusim, literally «taxes belonging

to the fisc» is controversial. Joseph Kabrda$$ argues that 1t. means Fhe
total of the ecclesiastical taxes and dues which the metropolitans levied

$1 H. Inalcik, «Ottoman Archival Materials on Millets», in B. Lewis and B. Braude,

eds., op. cit, p. 441.
$2 [bid., pp. 447-448.

53 Jbid., pp. 440-444.
54 Berdts quoted by Kabrda, op. cit., pp. 36-58, pl. XXVIII, XXXII, XXXIV,

XXXVIL
s Kabrda. op. cit., p. 62.
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in their dioceses to meet the annual payment to the patriarchate and for
their own expenditures.

We know that the Patriarch was required to pay a certain amount of
money to the fisc annually in addition to the pishkesh paid at the time
of investiture. When and how pishkesh was converted to an annual

payment is not known. But it is well known Ottoman practice to

convert the customary payments and fees into regular taxes’®. It was
also an Ottoman practice to incorporate pre-Ottoman taxes into their
own tax system as long as they did not conflict with the Ottoman
principles of taxation. On the other hand, at every accession to the
throne, all berats throughout the empire had to be renewed in the name
of the new Sultan. So, the Patriarch had to pay pishkesh for the renewel
of his berdt. In any case, each Patriarch had to pay pishkesh at the time
of his investiture as well as an annual mirf tax. The annual mirf tax
existed already by the mid-sixteenth century. On the other hand, the
Ottoman government demanded contributions from the members of the
tax exempt «military» class in times of financial crisis as an «emergency
tax» 37, The 105 meat contribution required from the Patriarch was that
kind of contribution used to satisfy the «military» divisions attached to
the palace. There were various ways in the Ottoman system to intro-
duce new regular taxes. Most probably the occasional pishkesh was the
origin of the annual regular «state taxes» (mirf rusim).

The Sultanic berar was the official document authorizing Metropoli-
tans to collect the state tax (mal-i miri) as well as the canonical dues
from their respective sees*®. It was also through a berar that the
possession rights of the church properties and administration of the
metropolitan or Patriarch were legally established 5°. The taxes and the
income from such properties provided the metropolitans the means to
meet their financial obligations to the state, personal and ecclesiastical

expenditures. Thus, from a legal standpoint, the Ottoman government
considered all of the taxes collected by the clergy as belonging to the
state (miri) and the clergy as tax-farmers. The word iltizam, tax farm,
was used for the metropolitan’s authority over his diocese. Actually, the

Patriarch depended for his revenue on the metropolitans. Through their

%6 H. Inalcik, «Mi¥tary and Fiscal Transformation...», art. cir., pp. 317-322.
57 Ibid.

8 Kabrda, op. cit., p. 61.

%9 See also Kabrda, op. cit., pp. 36-37; cf. below, Appendix I.
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es owed by the subaltern priests and the

agents the latter collected tax ‘
lysis it was the village or neighborhood

faithful. Thus, in the last ana
priest who actually levied taxes or fees from the faithful.

Delays and arrears in payments to the Patriarch resulted in the

government action including sending the Patriarch every four of five
years to recover the arrears and punishing the recalcitrants (see Appen-
dix D). . .
While Kabrda asserts¢® that all taxes and dues levied in a diocese,
even such purely canonical taxes as the marriage tax, were included in
the miri-rusim or mdl-i miri, we believe that the Patriklik tax, also
called miri Patriklik, was a specific tax to cover the contribution to the
Patriarch’s annual payment to the fisc. Each re‘@ya household had to
pay 12 akcha and subaltern priests one gold piece annually to the
Patriarch. Metrepolidlik tax, again 12 akcha for each re‘aya household
and one gold piece for the priests must have been designed to make up
the personal income of the Metropolitan®?.

Zarar-i kassibive or Z. lahm constituted part of the miri taxes for
the Ottoman fisc. It was a tax introduced in the late sixteenth century
to meet the enormous state expenditures covering the difference of the
fixed state and market prices of meat supplied for the divisions of the
standing army in the capital. The Patriarch alone had to contribute 105
okka of meat per day for the imperial gardeners (bostandji)®*. Miri and
7 kassabiye were the main taxes reserved for the imperial treasury.

One of the principal ecclesiastical taxes was the zitiye. It was a
sh or in kind paid by the faithfull to the Patriarch and

contribution in ca
res of the church. It is

local Metropolitan to meet the expenditu
identified as the Byzantine kanonikon®3. An important source of
revenue for the church tasadduk (alms), in Slavic milostinja, consisted of
voluntary contributions in cash or in kind. But expressions in the

Ottoman documents give the impression that it was converted, like

pishkesh, into a regular annual tax. Miri rusam, zitiye and zarar-l
kassabiye were considered the most important taxes by the Ottoman

government.

Apparently, being a local tax the manastir resmi was occasionally

60 Jbid. pp. 62-63.

61 Ibid., pp. 39-40, facsimile 34, pl. 45.

o2 A Greenwood, «Istanbul's Meat Provisionin
Chicago, NELC, 1988, pp. 8-61.

63 Kabrda, op. cit., p. 68.

g», Ph. D. Dissertation, University of
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included among the miri taxes in the berats of the metropolitans. It was
an ann}lal tax paid to the metropolitan. The Metropolitan also took
possc?ssxon of the property left by deceased monks and nuns. Ayazma
(hagiasma) appears to be another important source of revenue for the
church. When the faithful visited a sacred spring (hagiasma) near a
church or monasery looking for a cure, they gave alms or paid a fixed

fee from which the metropolitan claimed a share5*, Panayir or «fairy
tax lwas also (?on§idered a religious tax since fairs were usually held near
?es‘t)' aie (;f gnlgnmage Or a hagiasma on the occasion of a religious
vity. An 1'mportant part of the revenue realized at such fairs went t
Fhe Metropolitan who maintained his agent at the church or monast X
in order to collect the revenue. It was a privilege granted by the : Slf o
through a special berar that a rural market or fair was organized “Tiﬂ
tax' revenue which accrued belonged to the holder of the rivil y
whngh was not infrequently a church or monastery. The la‘:ter s
considered a kind of tax farmer who paid the government a lum um
for the privilegc of collecting the tax and a portion of the tax wgnstutm
metropolitan who had the church or monastery within his diocese IO
general, the revenue connected with a certain monastery or church ;va‘;
farmed out at a sum agreed upon by the clergy associated with the
place.' T:hus, religious function and tax collection for the government
were intimately associated under the Ottomans.
. Established during the Byzantine time, the marriage tax, nikah resmi
in Turkish, was fixed at 80 akcha at the first marriage, 160 ;t the second
and 240 at the third in the seventeenth century Ottoman documents. It
was paid by the faithful and priests to the Metropolitan. Its r;lte
mcregsed as Ottoman silver coin, akcha, underwent a sharp inflation
reaching 400, 800 and 1200 akcha respectively by 1776°5. ,
Another source of revenue enumerated among those belonging to the

Metropolitan was banka, the sale of candles in the churches on a bank

called pangar in Greek, banka or panka in Turkish documents. The
Meu.-opohtan took a share from this revenue realized in the churches
within his diocese °S.

Other kinds of revenues exclusively reserved for the church included
the taxes called parasiye, from Greek parrésiai and portesi/protesi, from

o4 Ibid., p. 78.
S Ibid., p. 6.
5 Jbid., p. 38.
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i fees
Greek prothésis, alms for the dead or testamentary ,donat_lons oorrd:rS
taken at the ceremonies for the dead®’. In the Sultan’s berac;sdornations
the local Muslim judge is required to secure such alms and do

i i f the dead.
the church from the inheritance o . .
fozn addition to the taxes reserved for the Church mentioned in

Ottoman documents, there were others whi'ct} were rcfe.m‘:d todex;hilrs;-
vely in the ecclesiastical sources, namely filotima, embatikia and che
168
wr;‘r]ileﬁ.y speaking, various taxes paiq by Fhe re‘dya as well‘as' b])',a;l;:
local priests and monks can be classified into three categorcnlesé Taxes
going directly into the Ottoman treasury., those reserve | ol he
Patriarch and Metropolitans, and those }thch were exclusively et
for the local clergy and never mentioned in the Ottoman docgmen ; .
The taxes and pishkesh, which the Patriarch an'c_i Ifdetropohta(xi'n;itizn
to pay to the Ottoman fisc, constituted for the re‘'aya a hcav:1 a:j iion
to their tax burden as a whole since all ot: }he pa'ymentsd ab (S)UCh
eventually met by the faithful. Armu.al miri tax. mcreise tuyr ueh
additional Ottoman taxes as kassabiye in the late sixteent cenma)( nd
by imdadiyye in the late seventeenth century. It appears e
Orthodox ‘Church became another instn.xment for the O(toma:jr?tures
expand its tax basis to meet the r;;pidly mc;ea:rgas;:rtlct: e()i;;zrl-ll)x u t.he
ral, the Patriarch used to sen '
pr::/ingc:eto collect taxes from the Metropolntans“.’. The ag:lr:)tn t&sxd v::z
power to punish or dismiss from his post the priests or].tan s
fused to meet their tax obligations. When tl}e Metropoli N
re‘ca did not pay the mal-i mirl to the Patriarch for two_ years the
o i ce.
Sultan, upon his request, sent a chaw:sﬁ [:1 :zirtcizshgrc?;:p:;; e
ultan provided protection and im ;
Pafr?irfh and I:;vletropolitans in their tours; there was to be no harrass

i in kind
ment and no imposition of commercial dues on the taxes in ki

ollected for the Church. ’ i
) Metropolitans were fully empowered by the Sultan’s berar to deal

independently with the clergy in the churches and monaztcries.l;ln?;r
i ismiss and punish the
ir jurisdicti also authorized to dismi
their jurisdiction. They were horiz
priesth and monks, to place the Patriarch’s agents at the churches and

©7 Ibid.. pp. 80-84.
o Ipid.. p. 89, pl. LIL dated 1755.

o9 kit pl 32,
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monasteries to levy taxes due and to see to it that marriages, divorces
or inheritances were executed in accordance with the canonical laws.
Since many Greeks preferred the cadi’s court to evade ecclesiastical
taxes or enjoy extra security’°, Sultan gave orders in favor of the
Metropolitans to prevent such interferences. The Metropolitan’s berdr
also promised that he would receive aid from the local cadj against the

recalcitrant Greek re'dya. A Metropolitan had the authority to punish
the priests and monks who did not fulfill their tax obligations. Canonical
penalties included shaving the head or being dismissed from the post 71,

The cadi helped the metropolitan to use his powers over the priests
and re‘dyd. The cadi could also bar, upon the Sultan’s order, a
Metropolitan from taking possession of his office 72,

The imperial berar of a Metropolitan stipulated that the local cadi
should help the Metropolitan to levy the arrear taxes from the bishops,
monks and priests or re‘aya. When necessary, he was given a specific
sultanic order to this effect ’3, ’

The will of a Greek subject in favor of the Orthodox Church or
clergy was executed by the local cadi under the testimony of the Greek
witness 74,

In general, the Ottoman government considered it to be a public duty
to protect the churches and monasteries against the abuses of local
authorities. One frequent subject of complaint was that governor’s men,
equipped with a special order to investigate crimes and recover run-
away slaves exacted food and money in the course of their tour?s.

Another abuse often mentioned in the documents was that timar-hol-
ders’or wakf trustees did not permit the agents of the Metropolitans to
levy taxes on the Christian peasants and workers in their territory.
It was not easy for the poor to find money enough to pay ecclésiastical
taxes which were added to djizya and other governmental taxes. As

Ottoman documents’S make clear, not infrequently the ghimmi re aya
rendered their tax obligations in grain or fabrics. Alms in particular
were given in goods — wine, butter, olive oil or honey.

" Pantozopoulos, op. cit, p. 80.

"t Kabrda, op. cit., pl. XLVI.

2 Ibid., pl. XXXI, dated 1715.

3 Ibid., pl. XXXVI, dated 1715,

4 Ibid., pl. LII, dated 1755,

$ Ibid., pl. 43; F. Bayraktarevic, Turski Dikumenti, Sarajevo, 1935, doc. 24.
76 Kabrda, op. cit., p. 38, and facsimile XXX1V; pl. XLI1V, dated 1755.

[~ R
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i i d parochial
i igni of the Church, the village an .
Under e v sharec the hardships of the poor in meeting the

i e shared i
P e axatio lained earlier the priests were obliged to

clesiastical taxation. As expl: ¢ to
:Cay one gold piece to the Patriarch and one gold for the Metropo
et i ment that came
i the Ottoman govern
Interestingly enough, it was e demants

‘aya against the illegal an
d to protect the re‘'dya against { g
{c‘)c}r\t);,irhigh I2lergy. The Ottoman government pursued those Metropoli

tans who overtaxed the faithful and took action when a complaint was

recg(v:n(::r:i'ng ecclesiastical taxes and ﬁs;:a(li a::z\irtxl’:st:att;(;n Colf :r:h(i;e;l;
h, Josef Kabrda conclude a : ) cal

g:fssnsigzegggrir: ;reserr‘l/ing and developing the national cultural

traditions and Christian spiritual values.
H.L

APPENDIX 1

Sultan Suleyman's Order to Governors and quis of Rlumeh
about the Patriarch Joasaph II's Inspection Tour

i i: when the imperial

] kadis of the province of Rumt;ll‘ w
é;es li::gwr‘: tilat the Patriarch over the mﬁdels of Istanpulhby
my exalted Porte a letter which says that it has

riarchs of a long standing practige to m:ake an
¢ five years of all the Metropolitans, bishops,

he aforementioned province, and accqrdmglz
e letter he also said tha.t he is owe

f the past years including the
eir religious law

To the sandjak l?e
order arrives may 1t
the name of Yuvasif has sent to
been a requirement for the Pat
inspection (yoklama) every four o

‘goumenos’ and other priests qfl foren
asked for permission to carry it out. r; he Jener,
back payments from these priests out o t' e of the past ¥&
present year which were to be collected in accor

7 Ihid., pl. XXXV, dated [715.
78 Jpid., pp. 101-103. It is argue

i t th
Orthodox Church might be one o
of the Bosnian Church; «Bosna», EPR,1, p. 1265.

d that in Bosnia the Church dues imposed by the
e causes of the conversion to Islam of the followers

i i ed in
1 This document comes from a collection of state Rapers]m a manuscript preserv
the Atif Efendi library, no. 1734, ff 121*-123", see facsimile 1.
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by the Patriarch as laid down in his diploma of appointment (berdr) and he
requested permission to go and to collect them in person. Upon the receipt of
this letter I order that you, the kadis, will summon in your presence the
metropolitans, bishops, priests, ‘goumenos’ and monks within your jurisdiction
when the Patriarch arrives with my imperial order and bring them to face with
him and make your investigations in accordance with the Shari'a. You will let
him collect in full the back payments from the past years and the present year
in the amounts which will be established by your examination.

On his way back to Istanbul with the mirf akcha which he has collected, the
Patriarch shall not be forced on the routes and stopping places to surrender
either his own mules and pack horses or those belonging to his retinue. You
will help him through the mountain passes and dangerous places under the best
conditions so that no harm will come to the public revenues (mal-i miri). He
reported that some metropolitans and bishops make excuses for not paying the
tax due by saying that we still have fifteen or twenty days until we are liable to
pay. You will not listen to their excuses and will make them pay their debts in
their entirety to the Patriarch. When metropolitans, bishops, monks and priests
die without any apparent heirs those estates of 5000 or more akcha are to be
claimed for the state treasury and those less than 5000 are to be taken by the
Patriarch. The beyr'iil-maldjis used to interfere and claim both the estates
belonging to the Patriarch and black robe of the priests, scepter, silver cup, cap
and mule which belong to the church. You will see to it that when one of the
above mentionned priests dies without apparent heir and his estate belonged to
the state treasury the estates of 5000 akcha or more shall be handed over to the
mevkufdius. As to those estates of less than 5000 akcha, you will let the
Patriarch take them in accordance with the established practice.

As for the belongings, clothes, and other things which the priests carry, the
old regulations followed until now will be applied as before. You will see that
those priests who acted against their canonical law and custom (dyin) are
dismissed and replaced by another priest through the action of the said
Patriarch and you will submit your report on the proceedings to my Porte.
While the said Patriarch is on his way to and from Istanbul you shall prevent
yava kharadidiis or collectors of slave kharadj from taking this tax from him
and the men in his company. The Patriarch complained that local sandjak-
begis, su-bashis, sipahis, janissaries and others prevent him from collecting the
arrears which (the priest) owed him. You shall forbid those who want to
interfere with his collection of the arrears, and report to my Porte a list by
name in writing of those who do not obey the prohibition. Each of you
sandjak-begis and kadis should be properly concerned with this matter. And if
the said Patriarch, during his inspection tries to take from the metropolitans

and bishops money in addition to the dues which they had to pay according to

their religious law and custom (ayin-i batila), you shall forbid him to inflict such
an injustice. If he does not hear your warning you will immediately report to
my Porte. You shall help the said Patriarch with the purchase by his own
money of the things which are necessary for his sustenance and fodder for his
horses during his travelling and -lodging. You shall see that he shall not
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unlawfully demand things from the re'dyd and that he thus shall not oppress
them. You shall be the one to answer if later the re‘dya come and complain that
the said Patriarch extorted from them. You will be properly concerned with it. I
will not condone the extortion of any of the re‘dya. 1 want you to always show
proper concern. You should be forewarned and trust in my imperial seal put

above.

Comment

Under Suleyman I (1520-1566) patriarchs, equipped with authority through the
Sultan’s diploma, traveled widely and made their presence felt in their sees all
over the empire. By his travels «Jeremia I», Iorga (Jorga) notes? «appears to
have the intention to review the Orthodox world and to have his supreme
authority recognizes as an ecumenical one. He visited Cyprus, then still under
Venetian rule, and Jerusalem, recently annexed to the Ottoman empire. Since
Mehmed II's time, the Ottomen sultans recognized the Greek Church as the
highest among the Christian churches and supported re-establishment of the
unity of the Orthodox Church under their protection. For the Ottoman sultans
who considered themselves as the heir to the Eastern Roman Emperors and
assumed the title Kaysar (Ceasar), such a policy appeared quite normal, and
obviously aimed at exploiting the title for their political goals. For exemple,
Suleyman’s Grand Vizir Ibrahim (1523-1536) extended a special favor toward
Jeremia3. Taking advantage of this favor, Jeremiah fought against the attempts
of the Patriarchate of Ochrida which was seeking to extend its jurisdiction over
all Slavic speaking subjects of the Sultan in Rumili. In 1545 we find him trying
to consolidate his authority over the clergy in Wallachia and Moldavia.

Joasaph I1 (1555-1565), our Patriarch in the document, continued the same
policy as his predecessors. The Ottoman sultans, then at the zenith of their
power, and confident that their Greek subjects would never think of an alliance
with the enemies of the empire, looked rather benevolently at the extention and
consolidation of the Patriarch’s authority*.

At his accession to the Patriarchate, Joasaph II was able to persuade the
Porte to reduce the pishkesh’ from 3000 gold ducats to 2000, but, after he left

office it would be raised again to 3000%. The reduction might be connected with

a financial difficulty as our document suggests. . o
Torga’ suggests that the patriarchal tours of the provinces were primarily

2 lorga, op. cit., p. 93.

3 Ibid., p. 94.

* Ibid,, p. 98. | -

S For pishkesh see H.Inalcik, «Ottoman Archival Materials on Millets», in Lewis and
Braude, op. cit., pp. 447-448.

6 Runciman, op. cit., 202; it was raised in 1526 to 5,600 and in 1730 to 15,000 gold
pieces; in the mid-seventeenth century, it was 20,000 groush or about 12,500 gold pieces
(see H. Inalcik, ibid., p. 441).

7 Ibid, p. 96.
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motivated by a need to fill the treasury of i
Patriarch needed an annual revenue of 2!(;):000 <:}tl}fall::r1:1 ci:rrclh;;i;(; ]i));dlsiio, e
supply the Patriarchate with a staff of about twenty persons T Eepeess o
Joasaph wa: involved iq the negociations with the Luther;ﬁln church to reach
an agreement®. At that time the Ottoman government was encouraging the
ProtesPanB all. over Europe in their opposition to the Papacy and the Habsburgs®
y t.::l u:tteres;)l?g epl;so;i)e during Joasaph’s Patriarchate is Ivan IV of Musco%y’é
pt to obtain the Patriarch’s ' is 11
Michash Camaar Petart Slcl;)tr;fri:manon of his title of Tsar (Ceasar) 29,

S po q. i
monopoly of fur imports from Russj ot o hdssa merchant b the

i ' a, caused Joasaph's dismi
Patriarchate in 1565. Joasaph’s contemporaries describe him alssi?lnf;o:; tllt::

most distinguished and learned of Patriarchs, personally-popular among all the
the monks of Mount Athosy' After a

APPENDIX 1

Ottoman Official Translation of the Patriarch’s Petition*

- el::ol:cl)sl»it};zl;uh(:; slzzrr:;]t:fd to thedSultkan the Patriarch says: A number of
: Ir sees and taken refuge in Istanbul because of the
oppressive acts. Thereupon, the Sultan had sent orders to all th i
stop such acts and asked eight metropoli i 0 hold Holy
Synod in.accordax}ce with thi tradilios olfl?l?es (t)(:'t;tgc)i'(;: és;lti?ct;)u;rtlz ?t?:d o
go to the{r respective sees. So, they all immediately left Istanbul except th i 1(10
metropol!tans. Since it is not possible to hold the Holy Synod pwithc ?gh[
metropolitans, the Pglriarch is requesting that two more metropolitan:lgbé
allowed to stay and (if this is approved) the Sultan’s order to this effect might
be added in the form of a comment on the decree already issued and its co gbe
rendered to the Patriarch in the way of certification. >

: }l}u;lcix]m?n, op. cit., pp. 245-247.
9 R.u :cal ;::;1 T:; 0“;:aman3§;)n‘rp;';e: The _Cla.r.rical Age, 1300-1600, London, 1973.
Crimen, Khana,tc ‘:md .,uf. o s H. Inalcnk,. «Power rclationsh.ip between Russia, the
¢ Ottoman Empire, as Reflected in the Titulaturen, in

Ch Lememier'(?uelqu 'd' G 'ns C'll dll(l S E e lurco-talar
. ej y. . Vel stein W

: s L. lmbUSh (edS) PlISJ' (4
present sovieti ue, Etud 3 i vai -.P‘ T 9 , ‘" -'
156 g udes oﬂ'ertes a Alexandre Benmgsen, Louvain-Pa is, 1 86, pp- 175

11 Runciman, op. cit., p. 98.

* S F i l'le II ”I G i V w F i r f ek ()lth(xiox C ]lUlC]l
€¢ racsim alld N db“el I as (he atriarch o lhe GrC
n lhe years 1 0-1 am Indebted to Pro essor peros vl)GlllS or this IlllOlllla"C“
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" Facsimile 1V: Petition of the Metropolitans of Yanya, Inebahti and Narda.
Source: The Topkapi Palace Archives, no. 1519.
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Source: Atif Efendi Library, no. 1734, 121%-123v.
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Facsimile 11: A Petition by the Patriarch.
Source: The Topkapi Palace Archives, no. 1519, ;
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