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A Sufi Performing Empire: Reading Two
Unpublished Works of Muhyi-i Giilseni
(d. 1604-05)*

Kristof D’hulster

Postdoctoral research fellow of the Research Foundation - Flanders, Belgium.

This contribution' starts from a minor footnote to the history of Ottoman Egypt
at the end of the 16" century: an Ottoman punitive expedition against a band
of marauding Bedouins, organized by the local governor, Hafiz Ahmed Pasa.
This expedition was by no means exceptional: throughout the ages, hundreds,
if not thousands of similar tecrides must have been organized. The non-ex-
ceptional nature of this event might explain why historiographical narrative
either omitted it all together, or referred to it most briefly. Nonetheless, three
small, unpublished Ottoman works have come to light that all deal exclusively
with this expedition: a mesnevi and a risale written by Muhyi-i Giilgeni, and
another mesnevi written by Kelami-i Rimi2.

Obviously, these texts are meaningful on the local level first and foremost, as
these strongly supplement our scant knowledge of the expedition, of Ahmed’s

* The author is grateful to the organizers of the 2017 symposium of the istanbul Arastirma ve
Egitim Vakfi (ISAR) for the opportunity to present his research, as well as the Dar al-Kutub al-
Misriyya for the permission to work on its materials. Moreover, he wishes to thank Frédéric
Bauden, Mounira Chapoutot-Remadi, John Curry, Side Emre, Heinz Grotzfeld, Kaya $Sahin,
and Peter Verkinderen for their useful comments and invaluable help in procuring some of
the unpublished materials.

1 The topic of this contribution will be dealt with more exhaustively in a forthcoming article,
which will present, among others, a more detailed account of Ahmed's beylerbeylicate and
of the history of the 'Azale Bedouins, as well as a full edition of the two works of Muhyi and
the work of Kelami.

2 Kelami-i Rami, Risdle-i ‘Azale-i Vacibii'l-Izale, Dar al-Kutub al-Wataniya al-Tanisiya, Ms. 9592,
ff. v-25r; Maktabat al-Malik 'Abd al-"Aziz, al-Sayh'Arif Hikmat, Ms. 4227 (a mesnevi of 526
verses).
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governorate, and of the ‘Azale Bedouins targeted. While I start by offering a
“localized” reading, I will quickly move beyond Cairo of the 1590s. As I will
argue, the true importance of these texts — that is, their actual relevance —
lies elsewhere. Trifling as this expedition may have been, small as the texts
are, and local as their topic and their intended audiences must have been, I
suggest to zoom out of these texts and to juxtapose them. By doing so, I argue
that these texts transcend the triviality of the incident and the circumseribed
spatial and temporal locality of the Egyptian countryside of the 1590s. Thus,
refocusing I will demonstrate how we can relate these texts to transformative
trends of much greater, indeed, of imperial scale. We can use them to further
our understanding of some major realignments of political, religious, spiritual
and judicial authority, and through them, we can illustrate the era’s intense
experimentation in the area of rule, law, and religion.

In the following, I start by introducing the three key players: author Muhyi-i
Giilseni, the Egyptian governor Ahmed Paga, and the marauding ‘Azale Bed-
ouins. Kelami is not included here, as I will deal with his mesnevi, the Risale-i
Azale-i Vacibii'l-Izale, elsewhere. Having thus set the scene, I will zoom in onto
MuhyT’s two texts, thus allowing the reader to familiarize himself with the par-
ticular expedition and the two distinct ways in which Muhyi dealt with this.
Next, I will zoom out of the texts and out of Cairo of the 1590s. [ will identify
some of the multiple dimensions of the author’s identity, as these transpired
in his two ‘Azale-Names, and relate these to a number of larger, imperial-wide
transformative trends. I conclude by juxtaposing the two texts. Rethinking
these as the two halves of a literary dyptich allows us, so I argue, to appreciate
how Mubhyi reified a particular vision of empire. '

L. Setting the scene

Before looking into the two texts, it is worthwhile to set the scene by introduc-
ing the three main characters.

First, there is the author of these two unpublished texts, Muhyi-i Giilseni
(1529-1604). While, for a long time, Muhyi was remembered first and foremost
as the author of the Menakib-i [brahim-i Giilseni —the hagio-biography of the
founder of the Giilseniye tarika® — and as the inventor of Baleybelen — one

3 Finally some good news regarding the Cairo tekke, which is in a dilapidated state: it has now
been included on the 2018 World Monuments Watch, so there is still hope for this unique
site! See https://www.wmf.org/project/takiyyat-ibrahim-al-gulshani.
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of the oldest artificial languages attested — our current understanding of this
prolific author has grown considerably, both in scope and in depth. Not only
are there ever more of his roughly forty titles becoming available - through the
editorial work of Berat Aqil, Abdullah Ari, Mustafa Kog, Celik Niiliifer, Abdul-
lah Tiimsek, and Ceren Ulusoy, to name but a few — also our understanding
of his milieu and of the Halveti tarfka that gave him his nisha is developing
at great pace — through the studies of, among others, Abdurrahman Adak,
Mehmet Akay, Hiiseyin Akpinar, Muhsin Macit, Ozkan Oztiirk, and Ugurtan
Yapici in Turkey, and John Curry and Side Emre in the United States of Amer-
ica. In light of this growing body of literature, there is little need to introduce
the Giilgeniye and Muhyi, especially in a volume such as the present one.
Here, it should suffice to highlight three elements of MuhyT’s biography that
remain little explored. First, there is his networking in Istanbul and Cairo, as
reflected by, among others, his active search for patronage* through panegyric
poetry and other works dedicated to the sultans Siileyman and Murad III5,
and to a range of local officials in Egypt®, including pashas, bagdefterdars and
muftis. Second, there is his judicial activity, being appointed as a na'ib kazi in
Cairo (the gadiship offered to him in the mid-1560s he turned down).” Third,
there is his acquaintance with grand mufti Ebii’s-Su‘tid, which dates back to
his Istanbul days in the 1540s.® These three dimensions are highlighted here
for a reason, as they actually meet in the two works that are the subject of the
present chapter, the Azadle-Name-i Manziim and the ‘Azale-Name-i Mensiir.
Both works are small as compared to some of MuhyT's other titles, and — at
least on the surface — their significance is highly circumseribed, both local-

4 It would be interesting to explore whether - and if so, how - his active search for patronage
was connected to his position at the Cairo tekke of the Giilseniye. Did he lose the battle over
its leadership in 1579 because of a patronage all too close, or was this patronage rather his
response to lost status? For his patronage and network ties in general, see Emre, lbrahim-i
Gulshani and the Khalwati-Gulshani Order. Power Brokers in Ottoman Egypt.

5 For Muhyi's Siret-i Murad-i Cihan, see An, "Muhyi-i Giilseni, Eserleri ve Siret-i Murad-1 Cihdn
(inceleme-Metin-Sozlik)"”, Ar, "Muhyi-i Giilseni’nin Siret-i Murdd-1 Cihan isimli Eseri”; Oz-
tiirk, "Muhyi-i Gilseni'nin Siret-i Murad-1 Cihan'inda Medeni Hikmet Tasavvuru”. For Muhyi's
meeting with the sultan, see Curry, ""The meeting of the two sultans’ Three Sufi mystics
negotiate with the court of Murad 111",

6 For his panegyric poetry dedicated to a later governor of Egypt, Yavuz ‘Ali Pasa (1601-1603),
see Kelami-i ROmi, Vekdyi“i Ali Paga, pp. lv-lvii.

7 Muhyi-i Gilseni, Bdleybelen, p. 38.

8 Muhyi-i Gillseni, Bdleybelen, especially pp. 26-27; Muhyi-i Gilseni, Mendkib-i [brahim-i
Giilseni, especiall pp. 383-384 [re-edited by Mustafa Kog and Eyylip Tannverdi: Mendkib-1
ibréhim-i Giilseni, Muhyi-i Giilsenf (istanbul, 2014)].
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ly and temporally, as they deal but with one particular event in one particu-
larlocale at one particular point in time: a punitive expedition organized by
the local governor, Ahmed Pasa, against a band of marauding Bedouins, the
‘Azale, in the Egyptian countryside in 999/1594. Before zooming in on these
texts, however, let us first familiarize ourselves with the governor and the Bed-
ouins as the second and third main character of this chapter.

As for Hadim Hafiz Ahmed Pasa, who governed Egypt from 999/1591 to
1004/1595, his full biography remains to be written?. However, a starting point
— sufficient for the present purpose — is offered by the Sicill-i ‘Osmant:

“Of Albanian origin, he was raised in the Enderiin and was appointed as
kilerci bagt. Following the beylerbeylicate of Cyprus, in 998/1590 he be-
came vizier and vali of Egypt, followed by the governorship of Bosnia in
1003/1594-95. While he defeated 2,000 enemies in a battle [i.e. the siege of
Eger as part of the Long Turkish War] in 1005/1596-97, he suffered defeat at
the Danube in 1006/1597-98 and was subsequently dismissed from office.
He was reappointed as vizier and became the kaymakam of the grand vizier
in 1008/1599-60. Dismissed from the latter office after 10 months, he was
appointed as the muhdfiz of Anatolia. In 1012/1603-04, he was imprisoned in
Yedikule. In Muharrem 1013/1604, he was appointed as kaymakam a second
time. Dismissed again, he performed the Hajj in 1016/1607-08 and retired.
He passed away in Istanbul on Ramadan 23 1022/November 6 1613. He is
buried in the Kii¢iik Karaman Camii in the Fatih neighbourhood. He had
a mosque, a medrese and a dari’l-kurrd@’ built in 1004/1595-96. The people
loved listening to him reciting the Quran, given his beautiful voice, He was

a wise and moderate man.”'®

Drawing on Hasan Bey-Zade's Tarili, Katib Celebi's Fezleke and Mustafa Safi’s
Ziibdetitt-Tevarih, Kacan Erdogan and Bayrak have elaborated on Mehmed
Siireyya’s entry, adding some dates and other details regarding the ups and
downs of Ahmed’s overall career and the military operations he was involved
in, against, among others, several Celali leaders." Yet, when it comes to his

9 Quita some Ottomans went by the name of Hafiz Ahmed Pasa, and the present Ahmed has
been confused especially with his more famous namesake, the 17th-century grand vizier Fi-
libeli Hafiz Ahmed Pasa (see Kopriild, “Hafiz Ahmed Pasa”, p. 76, for Ahmed’s misattributed
mosque complex in Fatih, and his endowed book collection in the Siileymaniye Library; Eyice,
“Hafiz Ahmed Pasa Camii ve Kiilliyesi”, p. 86).

10 Sireyya Mehmed, Sicill-i ‘Osman, I1: 556.

11 Kagan - Bayrak, "Hadim Hafiz Ahmed Pasa’nin Misir'daki Evkafi”, here pp. 2-5.
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years in Egypt, Erdogan and Bayrak do little more than specifying this ten-
ure, which lasted from the middle of 999/1591 up to the beginning of Receb
1003/March 1595. Consequently, it is clear that, when zooming in onto Ahmed’s
Egyptian years, we need to look into the local Egyptian sources first and fore-
most. This exercise, however, is neither as easy nor as rewarding as one would
hope. While the aftermath of the Ottoman conquest is fairly well-covered by
authors such as Ibn Iyas and al-Diyarbakri, and historiographical produc-
tion picks up speed again by the time of the “Second Ottoman Conquest of
Egypt"? in the early 17! century, the intermediate decades are hardly covered.
Admittedly, more recent research of, among others, Daniel Crecelius, Nelly
Hanna, Jane Hathaway, Seyyid Muhammed, Otfried Weintritt and Michael
Winter has enabled us to fill in some of the many gaps and to move beyond
the pioneering works of Peter Holt and others. Still, at present we are able
to reconstruct his governorate in its broadest possible outlines.”® Making due
with what we have got, let us now cull some of the major sources, starting at
the turn of the 16™ century and then moving up to the early 18 century. As
fraught with problems as it may be, al-Ishaki’s Ahbar al-Uwal, which ends in
1031/1621-22, does offer us a convenient starting point:

“Then Ahmed became governor on Ramadan 17 999. He was affectionate
towards-the ‘ulama’ and the fukard’, a wise man and a good administrator.
He built a large rest house (wakala) and a small rest house, a market place,
a coffeehouse, houses and apartments at Biilak, Cairo, in the vicinity of the
firewood storehouses. He built a place of worship in the large rest house
that overlooked the Nile, thereto appointing some personnel; it is a place
of Islamic rites. He also built in Rosetta a rest house, a coffeehouse and
apartments, and a pond on the Pilgrims Road, to the benefit of the pilgrims.
When he was dismissed from the office of pasa of Egypt and returned to
the imperial thresholds, divine providence came to his aid and he was ap-
pointed to the office of grand vizier (wizdra ‘uzma) (sic). The people thanked
him and he was praised during his office. He then resigned from the office
of vizier and asked permission to go on Hajj. This permission was granted,

12 Sabra, “'The Second Ottoman Conquest of Egypt": Rhetoric and Politics in Seventeenth Cen-
tury Egyptian Historiography", pp. 149-177.

13 Good starting points are offered by, among others, Hanna, “The Chronicles of Ottoman
Egypt: History or Entertainment?”, pp. 237-250; Hathaway, “Sultans, pashas, tagwims,
and mihimmes", pp. 51-78; Holt, "Ottoman Egypt (1517-1798)", pp. 3-12; Shaw, "Turkish
source-materials for Egyptian history”, pp. 28-48; Weintritt, Arabische Geschichtsschreibung
in den arabischen Provinze des Osmanishen Reiches (16.-18. Jahrhundert).
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and he thus came to Egypt by sea. He was given a very good welcome by the
notables, and received gifts. He performed the Hajj, came back and went
to Jerusalem and Hebron, and then returned to the domains of Rum. He
passed away there. He had held the office of pasa of Egypt until his dismiss-
al on the 9 of Sa‘ban 1003, that is, 3 years, 10 months and 22 days.” 4

Next we have a contemporary to al-Ishaki, yet writing in Ottoman: Cerkesler
Katibi Yasuf. In his Selim-Name, finished in 1620, he adds not only that
Ahmed was inclined to worldly affairs (Eder¢i siireta mufti-i viizerd’ goriiniirdii,
veli hubb-i diinyada saki Hasan Paga idi), but also that all was not well under
Ahmed’s tenure: unnamed Bedouins leaders had rebelled to the extent that
Ahmed retaliated with an 1lgar, as a result of which many Bedouins perished,
and their women, children and cattle were sold on Rumayla.’5 Ibrahim b.
Yahya Mollazade'’s Tevarih-i Misr-i Nadirati’l-Asr, which was finished in 1620-
21, fills in some more details. These ‘usat-i ‘Urban, this bagi ve tagi kabile were
apparently called the Azéle, and fitne ve fesadleri haddan fiiziin olmakla, Ahmed
had sent out an expedition, killing over two thousand!"® Another classic, as
(in)famous as al-Ishaki’s work, is Siiheyli’s Tarih, which runs up to the 1630s.
While Siihyeli does not mention the Bedouin trouble, he does elaborate on
Ahmed’s hubb-i diinya, stating that Ahmed had:

“(...) a worldly inclination, (aiming at) acquiring everything. He gave posts
to those who helped him acquire earthly goods, and he profited thereof.
In particular he valued the rank of those of wisdom and knowledge and
showed them various kinds of kindness and benevolence.”"

In his Minah, Rawda al-Ma’niisa, Nuzhat, Rawdat al-Zahiya, Kaff al-Azhar and
Kawdakib, the prolific ibn Abi 1-Suriir (d. c. 1661) adds a detail here and there,
but these should not detail us here. Having thus reached the early 18 centu-
1y, there is Mehmed b. Yisuf el-Hallak’s history™. The author sheds no new
light on the tecride against the ‘Azale eskiyd, prompted by their ziyade tugyan-
lik, but he does add some new details regarding Ahmed, which suggest that
this author was more cognizant of Ahmed’s background than the previous
sources. He indicates Ahmed’s Albanian (Arnavud) background, and records

............

14 Al-ishaki, Ahbdr al-Uwal ff Man Tasarrafa fi Misr min Arbab al-Duwal, p. 157.
15 Gerkesler Katibi Yasuf, Selim-Name, published in Dogan, “Cerkesler Katibi Yusuf'un Selim-
Name'sinin Mukayeseli Metin Tenkidi ve Degerlendirmesi”, pp. 151-152.

16 ibrahim b. Yahya Mollazade, Tevarih-i Misr-i Nadirati'l-‘Asr, ff. 43r-v.
17 Siheyli, Tarih-i Misr i-Kadim, Tarih-i Misr i-Cedid, |1: 58b.
18 Mehmed b. Yasuf el-Hallak, Tarih-i Misir, BnF, Supp. Turc 512, ff. 57v-58r.
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that he had been a kilerci bagt in the sultan’s palace before leaving the pal-
ace (tagra ¢ikup) in 997 for the governorship of Cyprus. Furthermore, Ahmed
is said to have been a sweet-voiced miicevvid and hdfiz, who recited the Qu-
ran from beginning to end once a week. A last new element he adds is a big
flood, which entered “through the Bab al-Nasr, like sea waves, banging the
dead from the graves and destroying the houses and buildings.” Obviously,
other sources could be brought in, including MarT b. Yasuf’s Nuzhat al-Nazi-
rin; Ridvanpagazade ‘Abdullah Celebi's Tarih-i Misir; al-Sawalihi’s Tardcim,
al-‘Ubaydt's Kala'id al-‘flcyén, the Zubdat Ihtisar, the so-called Paris Fragment,
ibn al-Wakil’s Tuhfat, Ahmad Salabi’s Awdah, al-Sarkawi’s Tuhfat al-Nazirin, al-
Cabarti’s Aca’ib al-Athar, and al-Kal‘dawi'’s Safwat. However, as it turned out,
these either leave Ahmed’s tenure unmentioned, or merely fill in some more
details that are less relevant in the present context. In sum, what do we have?
There are Ahmed's extensive building activities, his greed and favouritism, an
undated flood, and a punitive expedition against the ‘Azale Bedouins. For a
governorate of 4 years, the annals are meagre by all means, and it is safe to say
that, if anything, Ahmed’s tenure proves the paucity of the historiographical
material at hand.'? Of the handful of items, only that of his building activities
appears to be well documented, and, consequently, has been studied in detail.
Behrens-Abouseif, Hanna, and Kacan Erdogan & Bayrak have all dealt with
his real estate in Egypt and the vakf related to it this, the former two working
solely from his Egyptian wakfiya kept in Egypt’s Daftarhana Wizarat al-Awkaf,
and the latter working on all of his wakfiyes (in Egypt, Cyprus, Rhodes, Istan-
bul, etc.) kept in Turkey's Bashakanltk Osmanh Arsivi > While none of Ahmed’s
Egyptian real estate seems to have survived, his mosque complex in Istanbul,
financially supported by, among others, his wakf at Bulak, is discussed by Ey-
ice, Bilge, and Cobanoglu.

19 In order to fillin the many gaps, archival materials will prove indispensable. See, e.g., Orhon-
lu C., Osmani Tarihine Aid Belgeler. Telhisler (1597-1607) (istanbul, 1970), passim.

20 Daftarhana Wizarat al-Awkaf, 911, dated 8 Sa‘'ban 1003/195; Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi,
Topkapi Sarayl Miizesi Arsivl. d, nr. 6972, ff. 2a-45a. See Behrens-Abouseif, Egypt’s Adjust-
ment to Ottoman Rule: Institutions, Wagf, and Architecture in Cairo (Sixteenth-Seventeenth
Centuries); Hanna, An Urban History of Bildq in the Mamiuk and Ottoman Periods; Kagan
Erdogan & Bayrak, "Hadim Hafiz Ahmed Paga'nin Misir'daki Evkafi”.

21 For his kiilliyet, sometimes wrongly attributed to his near-contemporary namesake, grand
vizier Hafiz Ahmed Pasa, see Bilge, "Istanbul Fatih'deki Hafiz Ahmed Pasa Kiilliyesi'nin vakfi-
yesi”, pp. 277-330; Cobancglu, "Hafiz Ahmed Pasa Killiyesi”, pp. 492-493; Erlinsal, Osmanh
Vakif Kiitiiphaneleri, pp. 150-151; Eyice, “Hafiz Ahmed Pasa Camii ve Kiilliyesi”, with pictures
of the exterior and the interior of the mosque, and of the inscription; Eyice, "Yok olmaktan
Kurtarilan Bir Eser: istanbul'da Hafiz Ahmed Pasa Kiilliyesi”, p. 227-330; Soysal, Tiirk Kiitiphd-
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Another one of the handful of items that capture Ahmed’s tenure in Egypt,
one mentioned by Gerkesler Katibi Yasuf and [brahim b. Yahya Mollazade,
was his tecride or punitive expedition against a band of marauding Bedouins.
These ‘Azale Bedouins are the third and last key player that needs to be intro-
duced.? While their history too remains to be written, a fairly clear picture
emerges from the evidence culled from Mamluk and Ottoman, Egyptian and
Arabian sources.”? As to be expected and as confirmed by the scattered evi-
dence, their relation with the state — Mamluk and then Ottoman — fluctuat-
ed strongly: co-optation wherever possible, open conflict and state repression
if needed. On the one hand, there were the ‘Azéle ‘Urban®, These made their
first appearance in the early days of the sultanate of Kaytbay (r. 1468-1496), as
they nomadized between Buhayra and the north of Upper Egypt, and centred
on Giza, just southwest of Cairo.?> On the few occasions they appear in the
Mamluk sources, they are depicted in a negative light. The first to mention
them is al-Sayrafi. In the 1468 entry of his chronicle, he calls them ra’s al-sharr
wa al-fitna; while in the 1469 entry, he has sultan Qaytbay replying to com-
plaints over their fasad and nakb by summoning the district heads to decap-
itate them.? Little surprise then that these ‘Azile were the target of various
tecrides. The 1498 tecride, for example, is depicted in fairly gruesome detail by
ibn Iyas: men in iron chains, women bound with ropes and with decapitated
heads hung around their neck, nailed onto boards and paraded through town
on camel back....*” Of course, all this strikes a familiar chord. These Mamluk
sources prove that there is nothing new, neither in the ‘Azale’s brigandage at
necilidi, IV: 234.

22 For Bedouins in the Mamluk and Ottoman period, see, among others, Aharoni, The Pasha’s
Bedouin. Tribes and state in the Egypt of Mehmet Al, 1805-1848; Rapoport, “Invisible Peasants,

Marauding Nomads: Taxation, Tribalism, and Rebellion in Mamluk Egypt"; Shwartz, Die Bed-
uinen in Agypten in der Mamlukenzeit; Winter, Egyptian Society Under Ottoman Rule 1517-1798.

23 References are scattered over a wide array of sources, including the works of al-Sayrafi, ibn
Tagribirdi, ibn Zunbul, ibn Iyas, al-Nahrawali, Damurdasi, ibn Abi |-Surdr, and al-Caziri. Still,
their history can be reconstructed only piecemeal.

24 Either with ‘ayn or gayn, and with a single 2’ or a double za". While Murtada al-Zabidi's Tac
el-‘Ards records only 'Azzala, the manuscript evidence of both Muhyi and Kelami rather point
at ‘Azile.

25 Evliya Celebi's Nile Map records a locality called Habiroglu kasabas: (see Dankoff R. & Tez-
can N., Evliyd Celebi‘nin Nil Haritasi, p. 80, |aé, Ja10, Jal). The Déscription de I'Egypte records
a locality called Ma'adi Habiri, close to the Pyramids, where they used to operate a ferry
(ma‘diya) over the Nile.

26 Al-Sayrafi, inbd’ al-Hasr bi Abna’ al-‘Asr, pp. 32, 125.

27 ibn lyas, Bada'i’ al-zuhdr T waqd'’ al-duhdr, |ll: 405-410.
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the end of the 16™ century, nor in Ahmed Paga’s expedition against them. In
fact, there is even nothing new in the fact that Ahmed’s 1594 tecride received a
literary rendering, both by Muhyi and by Kelami-i Rimi. The 1498 Mamluk
tecride, for example, was the subject of a long zacal by Badr al-Din al-Zayttini
that begs comparison with Muhyt's mesnevi: “In the domains they spread cor-
ruption #* Because of which killing them is a religious duty!” (Fi al-aradi saaw
fasad * Li ajli dha qatluhum wajiba)! Every now and then, the ‘Azale weighed
politically as well: in 1495, they sided with Akbirdi al-Dawadar in his struggle
against Muhammad b. Kaytbay, and in 1516, they fought on the side of the Ot-
tomans against Tamanbay, the last Mamluk sultan. Supposed to keep them in
check and acting as the main liaison between the group and the state was their
leading family of the Bant Habir (or Habir Ogullar or Habiri). Indeed, it was
always one of their ranks whom the Ottomans appointed as the geyh el-Arab
of the district of Giza: ibn Sallam (or Salim?), circa 1499; Hammad, circa 1517,
who attained the rank of sancak bey; Ca'far, murdered in 1594; the latter’s son,
‘Alj, at least until 1608; ‘Umran, circa 1713; and Ahmad, circa 1799. Whereas the
‘Azale were clearly a liability, these Habiris were not. Hammad and his broth-
er, Sallama, for example, were fully o-opted, even joining Sinan Pasha in his
Yemen Campaign.

I1. Zooming in on the texts

Having familiarized ourselves with the prolific Muhyi-i Giilseni, beylerbey
Ahmed Pasa, and the marauding ‘Azile Bedouins as the three key players,
let us now turn our attention to MuhyT’s texts themselves: the ‘Azdle-Name-i
manziam, or versified ‘Azale-Name, and the ‘Azdle-Name-i mensiir, or prose
‘Azale-Name. While this chapter explicitly aims at zooming out of these texts,
thus moving beyond their immediate and highly circumscribed evidential val-
ue, it should be clear that we cannot proceed without at least briefly zooming
in on the texts and detailing the history that “took place” in these texts them-
selves. Both texts are preserved as a unicum in a single mecmi'a (Dar al-Kutub
al-Misriyya, Mejami' Turkiyya, 23).22 This convolute is dated around 1oro/1601-
02, and contains thirty-five works by MuhyT’s hand, all copied by one of his
pupils in a fairly legible ta'lik.

28 See Hilmi al-Dagistani, Fihrist, pp. 335-338, 398; Fihris al-Makhtatat al-Turkiya al-'Uthmaniya

allati gtanaha Dar al-Kutub al-Qawmiya mundhu ‘Am 1870 hatt3 nihayat 1980 M 1870-1980,
I: 150-151.
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As common for poetry on a heroic theme, the first text, the ‘Azale-Name-i
Manzim (folios 407v-412v)?? is an Ottoman-Turkish mesnevT of 361 beyts, writ-
ten in the miitekarip mahzif meter (fe‘uliin fe'aliin feliin fel). The poem is
divided in a number of sections, but — perhaps due to the poor quality of the
black-and-white scans available to the present author — many of the Persian
section headers are illegible. Skipping the stock hamdele and na't — something
every tongue falls short in doing anyway (Amiii medhin étmekde kasir zeban
Kagan na‘ti éde vasf u beyan) — sultan Murad III (r. 1574-1595) is hailed as “he
who the world wishes for” (murad-i cihan), the “custodian of justice and mercy
of the world * helper of the Sharia and surety of the era” (Emin-i adalet eman-i
cihan * Mu'in-i seri‘at Zaman-i zeman), the “climes’ protector, sultan Murad
world’s aid and diffuser of justice and equity” (Hafiz-i ekalim sultan Murad
Nasir-i cihan nagir-i ‘adl u dad), in whose obedience shahs continue to be, and
whose realm stretches between Mecca and Egypt, Yemen and Abyssinia, East
and West, Baghdad and Basra, Jaffa and the Desht-i Kipchak. Next, Muhyi
zooms in onto Egypt. Reference is made to an ‘adil-name sent to Egypt by the
sultan, “filling its cities and abodes with justice” (‘Adil-name irsal édiib sehriyar
#* ‘Adaletle piir old: sehr ve diyar). Undoubtedly, this ‘adil-name (referred to as
ciimnle Misr ehline ‘arz-i hal) is a short form — perhaps for metrical demands
— of the more common term ‘adalet-name.3° The sultan’s rescript, redressing
the malpractices of provincial authority, was read and studied by all gadis and
beys (Kuzat ile begler olub miictemi" * Okundi ve hep oldilar mutalli), and was not
without its effect: “All forever submitted to ser' and kaniina, through which
Egypt attained order” (Hemise olub ser‘ve kaniina ram Bulur Misir dayim bular-
dan nizam). As “the people of Cairo heard (the ‘adil-name), it was as if ari ocean
of God’s favour boiled over” (Misir halk: ¢iin ani giis eyledi = Yemm-i lutf-i hakk
sanki ciis eyledi). Indeed, sheikhs, beys, gadis and troopers alike, all “opened
their lips to utter praise and salutation (Megdyihle begler kuzat ve sipah * Sipas
ve tahiyetle agub sifah). One particular blissful measure taken by the sultan to
rectify matters in Egypt was his appointment of Hafiz Ahmed as its governor.
Punning on his agnomen, hdfiz, Muhyi calls him no less than the “protector
of Egypt” (hafiz-i Misir), who “always increased justice, who made a Nile(-size
river) of favour flow to Cairo” (Ziyad eyleyiib ‘adilni her zeman * Kerem Nilini

Misra kildi revan).

29 Muhyi, ‘Azdle-Name-i manzdm, Dar al-Kutub wa -Wath&'ik al-Kawmiya, Mecami' Turkiye 23,
ff. 407v-412v.
30 See Darling, “Justice and Power in the Ottoman Empire”; Inalcik, “Adaletnameler”,
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In spite of Murad’s blessed sultanate, and in spite of the justice of his appoint-
ed representative in Egypt, Hafiz Ahmed, however, all was not well in Egypt,
for Bedouins are causing trouble. Indeed, so the people say, if the ruler really
wants to put a stop to tyranny (ki seh def*i zulm isteriyse eger), he ought finish
off those Bedouins who bring cruelty and affliction over Egypt (Geliir Misra her
dem cefa ve mihen), and then especially the main evildoers among them, “their
leaders in mischief” and “the like of (the people of) ‘Ad (Husiisan bulardan
re’is el-fesad * Muharib ¢ii ‘Ad isleri hep ‘inad), “those called ‘Azale and obedient
to (the devil) ‘Azazil # Whose rebellion and scandalous behaviour continue”
(Azale be-nam ve Azazile ram * Rezaletle tugyanlan ber-devam), and who “revel
in (shedding) illicit blood” (Dahi hiin-i na-hakkd: ciimbigleri). In the past, the
Mamluk sultan Kayitbay (r. 1468-1496) had sent some swift-footed punitive ex-
peditions against them (Nice kere merhiim seh Kayitbay = Ceride édiib ‘asker-i
téz-pay), yet, while he was able to put down the enemy’s burning and fire (Siiz
u ndr-i aday: séndiirmis ol), time and this flared up anew. On more than one oc-
casion, they even entered the city of Cairo through the Babii'n-Nasr, bringing
calamity to the very heart of Migir. As the Circassian sultans (. 1382-1517) fell
short to mend this (Selatin-i Cerkes kalub ‘dcizin * [lac étmemisler o derde hemin),
a general lawlessness ensued, with wine being drunk, people being roasted,
and women being abused rather than married. In short, whatever sacred ob-
servances there were in Islam, quickly these ‘Azale disposed of them. Never
did they turn to a judge; never did they humble themselves before the gov-
ernors, acting instead as their own mufti and their own judge. They roamed
Giza, Siibrement and Umm Hunan, Dehsiir and Dimnavj, stealing gold and
other goods from the people, traders, pilgrims and travellers alike. After
the Ottoman take-over in 1517, the Ottoman governors had sent expeditions
against them (Goriib anlarui cevrini dayima * Ederlerdi irsal ilgar afia). These
efforts were never to any lasting avail, given these governors’ short tenure (Velf
¢are hergez bulunmazd: * Ki varanlarusi miiddeti azdi). But now, under Ahmed’s
beylerbeylicate, these mischievous ‘Azale had taken it too far: in Giza, they
murdered Ca'fer b. Habir, a member of one of their own leading families, who,
significantly, had been appointed by the Ottoman sultan as the seyhii'l-Arab
of Giza (Dahi Cizede simdi seyh alub * Olar Ca'feri bir seb taleb édiib, Bulub gafil
ant o kavm-i nijend * Keserler bag eyleyiib cok gezend).

As such flagrant disrespect of Ottoman authority could not be left unan-
swered, the pasha decided to solve the problem of the ‘Azale once and for
all (Azale izalesi oldi meram). Having prayed for their removal day and night,
Ahmed receives divine inspiration and draws his plan of attack. Setting up
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camp in Giza, he assembles the beys, judges and leaders and consults with
them (Geliib Cizede eyledi ciin makam * Otaklarina geldi bejler tamam; Kuzat ve
ehali-i tedbir hem * Geliib fetihle kesr iciin old1 sanem). The flaw of the previous
expeditions was quickly identified: following the initial attack, the ‘Azale used
to flee and scatter, and the Ottomans refrained from pursuing them. Hence,
lasting only for a few days, these tecrides failed to solve the problem once
and for all (Bilindi ki sabikda tlgar olan * Bir iki giin ancuk olurmis revan, Zafer-
siz donerlermis ahir hazin). Clearly, the solution lay in a more sustained tecride,
and a prolonged pursuit of the fleeing Bedouins, as far as Girgeh in Upper
Egypt, if need be (Ve bi I-ciimle ‘araz-i seh-i kamyab * Masin ola déyii bu old:
cevab)! Once the necessary provisions were made, messengers are sent out to
summon the brave and bold horsemen, each a hero in the hunt for enemies
(Secd'etde ciir'etde milmtazlar * Sikar-i a‘ddide sehbazlar). The messengers’ call is
answered in great number, for all are as eager to see an end to the Azale, as the
lion is eager to hunt the gazelle (Azale izdlesine her diler % Gazale sikara gider san-
ki sir). As news spread across Egypt, all district kdsifs come with their troops:
‘Abdit'l-Latif from Sarkiye, Kasim from Maniifiye, Ca‘fer Gazi from Kalytb,
Ahmed from Behens3, ... Haldm Ogl is selected to lead the operation (Dénildi
Hakim Ogh serdar ola * Ki hikmetle hukm éder ol dayima, Secd'etle meshir dur ol
emir = Ne var ‘askere olurisa emir), while several other officials are assigned their
specific tasks: the kapuct bagi Hizr Aga, Hisim Mahmiid Beg, Muhammed Beg
Ciindi Hiiseyn, the emir-i kebir Kiiciik Sinan, cebeci ‘Ali Beg, kazi Ibrahim, Piri
Beg. All of these, it goes without saying, excel in courage and military prowess,
and take up position and narrow the escape routes for the Bedouins (Mendfiz
olub ciimle ‘Urbana teng * Yiiridi fezaya hizebran-i ceng). The following 150 beyts
portray in full colour the Ottoman soldiery as Firdawsian lions that success-
fully hunted down the cowardly Azale gazelles. Attacks and retreats follow in
quick succession, and Muhyi makes sure several Ottoman officials have their
moment of glory. K&zi Mahmad, e.g., is highlighted first, as he closed in to-
gether with those who roar as lions, each of which a mail-clad crocodile and a
bright-faced leopard (Nehengan-i cevsen-kaba her biri * Pelengan-i riisen-lika her
biri). With all its confusion, it was like the day of resurrection, with the enemy
heading for hell (Cd old: bu asibla restehiz * Adu dizaha tutd rah-i giiriz). When
the falcon flies, the crow flees; when the leopard attacks, the fox runs off; and
when the lion charges, the dog makes itself scarce (Kagar ciimle san sir 6aiinden
kilab, Kacar ritbah eylerse hamle peleng). Hence, those Bedouins who lived to see
another day set tot heir heels and positioned themselves on top of a mountain.
Three Bedouins mount a counter-attack, advancing side by side, heedlessly
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and shouting (Geliir anlar iistine ii¢ ték ‘adi * Urub na‘ralar bi-hazar sii-be-sii). As
they see Hakim Ogly, they understand that he will show no mercy, and, finding
no refuge, they take up position at Sakar?' (Hakim Oghm giin gorerler heman *
Biliirler ki hitkminde vérmez eman, Mefer bulmayub ol nefer-i bi-zafer * Mukarrar
éderler Sakarda makar). The Bedouins decide to try and wear down the Otto-
mans, attacking and retreating consecutively (Déner ciimlesi kerr-ii-ferriyle hep
# Ta ki véreler done done ta'ab). To the tune of death playing its lute (Ecel nay
cinkim sala eyledi), fierce fighting takes place, and many enemies are brought
down on the road to perdition (Reh-i mevte aday: kild: revan). Some Bedouins
seek refuge at the Pyramids, like the Pharaohs, but Moses’ wrath had come
down upon them like a dragon. The enemy suffers blows from swords, maces,
arrows and lances; some are cut up, some split up, some sliced up and some
struck (Kimi tigle kimi kapal ile * Kimi tirle kimi evsal ile, Kimin bicdiler kimini
kardilar = Kimin dildiler kimini vurdilar). Then another day of fighting ensued.
Twenty Ottomans wolves set out to tear the foxes (Yigirmi nefer giirg-i nerler
cikar * Ki rabahlari ¢ak ¢ak édeler). Even though the enemy numbered over two
thousand, the Ottoman troops faced them and encircled them. Sagir ‘Osman
takes one down, intent to severe his head. Several hundreds of ‘Azile crows
swoop down onto his single Ottoman falcon, wanting to roast him on their
spears (O baz iizere iiser nice yiiz gurab * Ki rimhiyle am: kilalar kebab). His com-
panions then forsake him, as they believe that he cannot be saved, yet, ‘Os-
man unsheathes his sharp sword, and puts some to the ground (O hod tig-i
biirran ‘uryan kilur % Nigesin heman haka yeksan kilur). Cutting one, he turns
to the others, his skills as deadly as a wide-cast cobweb (Kesiib birisini diner
anlara * Yayik driimcekdiir hiiner anlara). Bedouins take to their heels, crying for
a way out (Kagarlar dér, “Ey kavim eyne I-mefer?”). Several hundreds are killed
that time, while the remainder flees. Following other exploits, now those of
Davud Aga and Cellad Hismi, there is a duel. The “asses’ leader” (re’s-i haran),
ibn ‘Aclan, one of the ‘Azale, challenges the Ottomans, calling for his “match”
(‘adil) in fighting. Ibn ‘Adil, another Bedouin leader who had been co-opted
by the Ottomans as kasif, takes up the challenge and wins the duel. Also fight-
ing on the Ottoman side is the son of murdered sheikh, Ibn Ca'fer Ali, who
is mocked by one of the Bedouins, “It was I who killed your father!” (Babas
katiliyim!). ‘Ali ends up decapitating the provocative Bedouin, thus avenging
his father'’s death.

............

31 Tobeidentified as Saqgdra in Giza? Possibly a deliberate pun on Sakar, one of the seven Hells
in Islam.
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Three hundred and thirty-seven verses down in the mesnevi, following a peri-
od of 13 days of fighting, at last, victory! Admittedly, the enemy remains com-
bative: “Before long, Cairo will be ours! The sultan’s sword is long, you say?
Beware, for our spears are even longer!” (“Biz ze-Gkibet Misra hakim tamam,
Desen seyf-i sultan tavil ét hazer * Mezarikuna etvalii minhi,” deér). Yet, taking
these claims for what they are — empty threats — the Ottoman troops re-
turned, unharmed, laden with booty, and confident that the ‘Azale’s disrespect
of both kaniin and ger* (bi-vech-i kantin ve ser) has been set straight. There is an
interesting dissonant note here: not only the servants and mounts of the ‘Azale
are sold at the qadis’ order, but also their wives, children and deserted slaves,
even though the sale of these was not entirely lawful (Gulam-i bugat ve devabb-i
‘usat * Geliib bey' olund bi-emr-i kuzat, Amia k'olmadi bey'i cayiz tamam = ‘[yal ile
evlad ve harib gulam). Having witnessed the sharpness of the Ottomans’ sword
(Ki ‘Osmaniyan seyfi kati* imis), those who had escaped the Ottoman’s wrath
now cried, “We've become Muslims! Mercy!” (Bu hah gériib cagrisub bi-giiman *
“Musliman olub” dédiler “El-eman!”). As the granting of emdn has been part of the
Ottoman kaniin since old, this is duly granted (Ciin evvelde kaniin-i ‘Osmaniyan
#* Eman vérimdiir pes vérildi eman), and those who survived return to obedience.
The beys enter the city, and the enemies’ heads, displayed on their bayonets
(Serneyzede rii'us-i ada nisan), are ignominiously paraded through the city (Ci
sehr icre teghire oldi sald). As the news of the victory spread, other Bedouins
drew their lesson (Alub ciimle-i Arab bundin hisab), and before long, all Arabs
made peace, obediently and unconditionally (Ita‘atle sulh étdiler bi-taleb). Espe-
cially the Havvare, praying God to defend them “from want after plenty” (hir u
kevriyle,) pledged their loyalty to the Sharia. Everywhere begs on guard could
now make room for pilgrims and traders, and youth can carry property again
unattended (Gider malla yalfiiz bir sabi). Most fittingly, the poem concludes
with lavish praise of God and of sultan Murad, the saye-i hak, melce™i hafikeyn,
melaz-i cihan, imam-i endm, kerem-giister-i dehr, sedad-i bilad and mena-i fevad.
Indeed, “May (Murad) always be victorious over his enemies, * Just as Muhyi
may always be merry at the feast!” (Adaya zaferler bulub dayima * Diigiin icre
sadan ola Muhyiya).

Let us now move over to Muhyi’s second work, the ‘Azale-Name-i Mensur (fo-
lios 412v-415v)??, an Ottoman-Turkish risale of some 1,900 words that consists
of an introductory part, three makales, and a concluding dyptich. Mostly con-
sisting of continuous text, several items, such as the makale titles, the sultan’s

............

32 Muhyi, ‘Azdle-Name-i mensir, ff. 412v-415v.
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name and Quranic verses are highlighted through overlining, bold characters
or rubrication, and occasionally a dare (small circle) is used as a textual divider.
The opening hamdele and na't are both in Arabic Especially God’s suppression
of those prone to war and coercion is highlighted:

“Praise be to God, who, through His light, has lifted the affliction (caused
by) the one who has kindled a fire for war, and who, through His power, has
annihilated the one who has been stubborn in coercion (alladhi adhhaba
bi niirihi huzn man istawqada li al-harb naran, wa dammara bi qudratihi
man kana ‘anid ijbaran), and God bless Muhammad, who has been sent to
mankind as an admonishment and as a good tiding, as well as His family
and his Companions, who were (as numerous as) stars and (as splendid as)
flowers,"

The full scale of MuhyT' invocation of God is made clear by bringing in the
Quranic parallel of Noah's plea with God (LXXI: 26-27) (L. 5-6):

“My Lord! Leave not one of the disbelievers in the land. If thou shouldst
leave them, they will mislead Thy slaves and will beget none save lewd in-
grates.”

Referred to as the “The exposition (rna'riiz) of the humble Muhyi, who is desti-
tute of the Almighty” (Ma'riiz-i fakir-i kadir Muhyi-i hakir), the author then lays
out the topic of this name:

“In the region of Egypt, there is a group of wicked Arabs, a band of un-
just highway robbers, whose treacherous character and proneness to doing
wrong (tayife-i Arab-i bagiye, ki cemd‘at-i kutta“i tagiye dur, hiyanetle mevsuf
ve cinayetle ma'riif oldugt) are more manifest and clearer than the sun, and
more plain and better known than the moon. In particular (I am referring
to) the group of the ‘Azale, who are highway robbers and rebels outside
of God’s favor. As the people of the villages and of Old and New Cairo are
constantly under the terror of that unparalleled band, their repulsion has
become a debt and a loan to the rulers, necessary (to be redeemed), and
their suppression has become an indispensable and individual duty for all
people (def i hukkama karz ve deyn-i lazim, ve ref'i has ve ‘Gmma farz-i ‘ayn ve
miihim olmugdi).”

Interestingly, whereas elsewhere Muhyi refers to this text as a risale, here, he

calls it a ma'rizz. Especially in light of the topic of the risale and its connections

to the writings of grand mufti Ebi’s-Su'tid Efendi (for which, see below), it is
tempting to understand ma'riiz here as a technical term (i.e. as an ‘arzu hal
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by the grand mufti addressed to the grand vizier), and thus to think of the
risdle as a (literary reworking of) of an ‘arzu hal submitted by Muhyi to bey-
lerbey Ahmed.?3 However, given the fact that Muhyi refers to his Menakib as a
ma‘riiz also, we should probably understand the term here in its more general
meaning of “exposition”. Through the auspiciousness of Murad III, this debt
of repelling the ‘Azdle has been paid by the sultans representative in Egypt,
Ahmed Pasa. It was he who has made the laws of justice current in Egypt anew,
and it was he who has worked tirelessly to liberate Egypt from the marauding

Bedouins:

“Since the ruler of Egypt, the best of his kind and one who gave rise to
conquest and victory, His Excellency Ahmed Pasa (...) has become pasha of
Egypt, through the prosperity and good luck, and the auspiciousness and
majesty of His Excellency, the most lofty sultan and the most noble padisah,
who holds the reins of the sultans of (all) climes, sultan Murad (...), and
(since) the laws of justice and equity have become current, and (Ahmed
Pasa) has made a great endeavour and has relentlessly used all diligence
in stopping the devilish ‘Azazil who go by the name of ‘Azale (‘Azale ndm

‘Azazilin izalesinde), who are outside of the rules of Islam.”

Muhyi has written this text, referred to this time as a risdle, in order to demon-
strate the “vileness of the ‘Azéle and (mutatis mutandis, the legality of) stopping
them”, a line that runs more smoothly in Turkish than it does in English trans-

lation: ‘Azalenifi rezalet ile izalesinde bu risale ketb olub.

Mostly reiterating lines 1-146 of the mesnevi, the first section 6&'er§ little new. It
starts by explaining the ‘Azale’s “treacherous nature and the wrongs they com-
mit” (luydnet ve cinayetlerin beyan éder). Already in the days of the “Kurdish
and Circassian sultans” (i.e. the Ayyubids and the Mamluks), these Bedouins
had been in control of some villages around the city of Giza, close to Cairo,
exploiting their inhabitants, appropriating the share of their crops due to
the treasury, and carrying off as booty their horses, garments and belongings
(Musra karib Cize nam kasaba etrafinda Sitbrement ve Um Hunan ve Dimnavi ve
Dehgiir nam karyeleriii ehline hukm édiib, bi-vech ger*i serif ve kantin-i miinif ehler-
ine tasarruf édiib, zer'leriniii hardcim kable mal el-saltanat kabz éditb, esban u esbab
ve mallarint hemige garet étmegin). The Circassian sultans Baybars and Kayitbay

33 See Gerber, State, Society, and Law in Islam, pp. 88-92; Heyd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal

Law, pp. 183-184; inalcik, "Sikayet Hakki: 'Arz-i hél ve 'arz-i mahzar'lar”, pp. 33-54. In fact, the
Cairo mecrnii‘a contains a number of ‘arzu hals by Muhyi (Mecami’ Turkiye 23, ff. 416-455).
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had organized several rapid incursions (1lgar) against them, but never to any
lasting avail. Sometimes, the Bedouins gained the upper hand, killing some
Muslims; sometimes, they suffered defeat and retreated to the deserts, hills
and mountains, where they fortified themselves, safely out of the Ottomans’
reach (kagub berari ve tilal u cibalda, ki ‘asker varmak Gasir ola, kendiilere hisar
eyleyiib varub onda karar éderler idi). Following the Ottoman take-over in 1517,
things only got worse. Even though the governors had sent out several forays
against them, these turned out to be nothing “but letters without grammar”
(i.e., uncoordinated and meaningless) (bi-‘aynihi sabikda olan vech iizere sarf bi-
1a harf vaki‘ olurdi), as a consequence of which the Bedouins’ oppression only
increased. Not only the villages southwest of Cairo suffered, in fact, the ‘Azale
sometimes even ventured into Cairo itself, causing havoc even at the Azhar
Mosque (miyan-i Misirda ma‘bed-i sulahd ve meclis-i ‘ulama olan cami' el-Ezherde
fesadlar édiib), before retreating to their mountainous strongholds (yine ol
tagilarus hisari olan taglara tagilurlar idi). Whomsoever Rumis they found, they
showed them no mercy, killing the one and roasting the other (ve nige miidde-
tdiir Rimilerden her kimi bulsalar bi-terahhum édiib, kimini helak ve kimini kebab
édiib). Fleeing from the laws and observances of Islam (hukitk ve se‘dyir-i islam-
dan kagarlar idi), they saw no harm in drinking wine (istihlal ile dayima serab
icerler idi), took recourse to neither judge nor magistrate, and spilled the blood
of merchant, pilgrim and traveller alike. At the time of sowing, they sowed
nothing but the seeds of tyranny; at the time of harvesting, they cut nothing
but the throats of their victims (zer* zemdminda re‘aydami gallatin alub tohum-i
zulm ekerlerdi, ve vaki-i hisadda kimini keserler kimini bicerler idi). But now, at the
onset of Ahmed Pasa, they have gone too far: “One night, through a ruse, they
had invited Habir Ogl Ca'fer, chosen and subsequently appointed as seyh
el-Arab of the province of Giza by the sultan, and had murdered him, before
scattering and returning to their usual plunder and sacking (Husiisan simdi
canib-i saltanatdan kendiler ihtiyar édiib Cize vilayetinde seyh el-Arab ta'yin olan
Habir Ogli Ca'feri hile ile bir géce ziyafet édiib katl éderler ve tagilub her canibe nehb
ve gdrete giderler). As soon as the news of Ibn Habir’s murder reached governor
Ahmed Paga, he sent several envoys to the ‘Azale, summoning them to obe-
dience (ita‘ate da‘vet étdi). Yet; their devilish nature proved obstinate and they
kept to the path of error (anlaruf seytan: ‘inad eyleyiib tarik-i zelalete ali gitdi).
Hence, the pasha pledged solemnly:

“Before long, we will find ourselves victorious inside Cairo, having found
our objective and desires! Indeed, the outcome that we aim at is for the
perfidious ones to be killed by the sword of the law, for their heads to be
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raised onto the bayonet, thus publicly exposing (them) as criminals, and
for them to find an awful doom in the Afterlife! (An karib zafer ile Misra
dahil oluruz ve maksiid u miindmiz1 onda buluruz. Fi l-vaki* netice-i maksiid
hayin seyf-i ser'le maktil olmakdur, ve teshirle serleri serneyze serefraz olub
dhiretde ‘azab-i ‘azim bulmakdur).”

In the end, thus it happened (nitekim vaki‘ oldr). Concluding the first section,
Muhyi praises God, for at last the ‘Azale have been repulsed and suppressed,
extirpated and put down (Pes el-hamdii li-llah, def* ve refi'lerine tedbir old: ve kal'
ve kam'lar netice boldr).

While the first makale laid out in sufficient detail the fesdd wrought by the
‘Azale, the second section — by far the longest — offers the Quranic proof
(nass) that killing these “unjust brigands” (zaleme kutta’) is “obligatory” (vacib).
In fact, this section is no more than a tefsir of the infamous Quranic “Brigand-
age Verse” or Ayetii'l-hirabe (Quran, V: 33-34)*, defining both the meaning of
brigandage and detailing its proper Quranic punishment, as this ranges be-
tween execution and banishment. This commentary taps into the linguistic
and the historic strand of Quranic exegesis and, given its fairly elliptic nature,
is no easy reading. For convenience sake, let us start with Pickthall’s transla-
tion of verses V: 33-34 in full:

“The only reward of those who make war upon Allah and His Messenger
and strive after corruption in the land will be that they will be killed or
crucified, or have their hands and feet on alternate sides cut off, or will be
expelled out of the land. Such will be their degradation in the world, and in
the Hereafter theirs will be an awful doom. Save those who repent before
ye overpower them. For know that Allah is Forgiving, Merciful.”

Rather than quoting the verses in full, Muhyi presents them in eleven succes-
sive parts, each time giving the Arabic original, followed by a verbatim trans-
lation into Ottoman Turkish, and a commentary?. Without any introduction,
Muhya starts his discussion of the Brigandage Verse by tackling the first part
and second part, thus defining the crime that is dealt with:

------------

34 The literature on hirdbe is considerable. See, among others, Abou EL Fadl, Rebellion & Vielence
in Islamic Law; Hallaq, Shari"a. Theory, practice, Transformations; Kraemer, "Apostates, rebels
and brigands”, pp. 34-73; Lange, Justice, Punishment and the Medieval Muslim Imagination.
The concept of the @7 bi -fasad, in its longue durée, has most recently been treated by Yavuz,
"A Legal Concept in Motion: The 'Spreader of Corruption’ (a7 bi'l-fesdd) from Qarakhanid to
Ottoman Jurisprudence”.

35 In the following quotations, what is translated from the Arabic is put in italics.
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“God, exalted is He above all, has said, “Innama jazd'u alladhina yuharibina
Allaha wa rasilahu”, i.e., the reward of those who have been making war
upon the followers of God, exalted is He above, and of His messenger, (in
other words,) upon Muslims.”

(Qala Allahu ta‘dla: “Innama jaza'u alladhina yuharibiina Allaha wa rastlahu”,
ya'nk: anlaruf cezasi, ki hakk-i taalanifi ve resilinin evliyas: ile, ki mus-
limin dur, muharebe éderler.)

Having explained why it is necessary to extrapolate the meaning of waging
war upon God and His Messenger to waging war upon Muslims in general,
Muhy1 discusses what hirabe actually entails:

“This phrase is the first part of a discourse that has been revealed in rela-
tion to one (specific) type of (the various) types of killing, and it explains the
fesad and ifsad, that is, the taking of property and the like that are connected
with that (specific type of) killing, and the punishment that these deserve.
Essentially, war is the seizing by force of spoils.”

(Ve bu ciimle kelam-i miiste'nif dur, ki enva'-i katiidan bir nev'iciin sevk ol-
unmusdur, ve ol katla muta‘allak olan fesad ve ifsad, ki ahz-i mal ve nezayiri
dur, ve anlara lazim olan cezdy1 beyan eyler. Ve asilda harb selb-i selebdir.)

The crux of the matter is simple: “What is meant at this point (more specifi-
cally) is highway robbery (Bu mahalde murad kat“i tarikdir). Briefly discussing
the importance of the locality of the crime (either in- or outside of the city), he
then moves on to the second part of the verse, “Wa yasawna fi al-ard fasadan”,
(i.e.,) “As well as [of] those who strive after corruption, either being corrupt or
(merely) striving after corruption,” in which the author engages in a fairly lin-
guistic discussion of, among others, the syntactic relation between yasawna and
yuhdribiina, and of the word fasad. The bottom-line is that ifsad and fesad are
to be equated with hirabe (Pes arz viicidinda ifsad ve fesad eyleyen 1slah-i hakiket
édeniit zidd1 dur, belki muharibi dur). The following four parts detail the various
punishments meted out for hirabe, no small matter, since hirabe infringes not
only on the hukiik al-ibad, but on the hukik Allah first and foremost, thus consti-
tuting a hadd: killing, crucifixion, amputation, or banishment. All this is present-
ed in such a condensed form, that it is often quite hard to digest the subtleties
of the argumentation. Skipping over “An yuqattalii” and “Aw yusallabi”, let us
consider one of the more legible sections, MuhyT's exegesis of the amputation:

‘Aw tugatta'a aydihim wa arjuluhum min khildfin", (i.e.,) their right hand
and left foot are cut off, or their left hand and right foot, in case they are
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left-handed. This holds for those who have taken property without kill-
ing, that is, their hand is cut off because they have taken property (and)
their foot is cut off because they have filled the road with fear, for the road’s
safety may not be lost. The cutting off on alternate sides is to (prevent the
culprit from future) killing. Whether (the victim) is a Muslim or a zimmi
makes no difference. Amputation is necessary whenever the (value of the)
object stolen, when divided by the (number of) thieves, amounts to 10 dir-
ham each, or if its value is equivalent to that. Otherwise, it (the value of the
object stolen) is less or if (the victim) is an infidel, then the punishment is

not necessary.”

(“Aw tugatta'a aydihim wa arjuluhum min khilafin": ya sag eli sol ayag kesiliir,
ya sol eli sag ayag: kesiliir eger solak ise. Bu hal eger mal alub katl étmezler
ise. Ya'ni: ahz-i mal iciin eli kat‘ olur, ihafet-i tarik iciin ayag: kat' olur, ki
emn-i tarik fevt olmaya. Hilafan kat' olmak 6ldiirmemek i¢iin diir. Ve bu hal
ciimle miislimler ve zimmiler olurlar isedir, ve aldiklar nesne, her bir sarika
taksim oldukda, onar dirhem diisersedir, ya kiymeti afia beraber olursadir-
ki bu kat' lazim geliir. Yohsa akal olsa ya kafir olsalar, ol ceza lazim gelmez.)

Regarding expulsion, Muhyi discusses both the interpretation of “the mezheb
of the greatestimam”, that is Abt1 Hanife, and of al-$afi‘l. Next Muhyi turns his
attention to the important conjunction “aw”: while, theoretically, the imam is
left free choice (bu ciimlede imam muhayyer diir), practically, he doesn’t choose
freely. Indeed, only “those who do not know the different classes of men don't
understand that the word “aw” in the verse comes with a gradation” of pun-
ishments (ki meratib-i nast bilmeyen bilmez, ki ayetde “ev” lafzi taksim iciindiir).
Following a highly technical linguistic exegesis of “zalike”, “lahum khizyun fi
al-dunya”, “Wa lahum fi al-akhira”, and “‘adhabun ‘azimun”, Muhyi turns his at-
tention to the various opinions on the verse’s asbab al-nuziil, either in relation
to the Hilal bin ‘Uwaymir Aslami or to the ‘Urayniyin. Moving over the next
Quranic verse, “Save those who repent before ye overpower them. For know
that Allah is Forgiving, Merciful”, Muhy’s exegesis highlights the — for hudiid
exceptional — possibility of repentance before being overcome, yet stress-
es the fact that such repentance only nullifies the hadd punishment (hiida-i
ta‘alani hukikina mahsds oldugina), with the kisas, while no longer obligato-
ry, remaining permissible (viiciabi tevbe ile sakit olur, amma cevaz sakit olmaz).
Hinting at two historical precedents — one involving ‘Ali and Harig bin Bedr,
the other involving Muhammed and Vahsi, the murderer of his uncle Hamze
— Mubhyi concludes the second section by addressing the salik-i mesalik-i ilahi
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ve tarik-i tarik-i na-miitenahi and reiterating that highway robbers are nothing
less than Allah ta%laya ve resiilina muharib.

Whereas, in the first section, Muhyi spelled out the mischief wrought by the
‘Azale, and, in the second section, he identified this mischief as nothing less
than hirabe and detailed the appropriate Quranic punishment, in the third,
concluding section, he brought his argumentation full circle, by spelling out
the obvious outcome: the ‘Azale are to be labelled muhdribiin; and, mutatis
mutandis, the harsh punishment inflicted by the Ottomans is fully ser'an, in
line with the Sharia (mezkiir Azale tayifesi bu nasla vacibii'l-katil olub). Tellingly,
Mubhyi highlights the importance of the “people of the law in delivering from
ill those who rule” (hukik nas: hakim olan ehline halas eyleye). This is precisely
what the “people of the law” did in the present case: providing a solid founda-
tion for “those who rule” to act in accordance with God’s law:

“It is on this solid foundation that the justice and equity of the padisih of
the world, and the flags of the most noble hakan, the sultan of the rulers of
the climes, sultan Murad, son of sultan Selim, may God make his power per-
petual and may He furnish his proof with glorification and honor, have emerged,
(and) the ruler of the refuge of justice, the propagator of equity and siydset,
His Excellency Hafiz Ahmed Paga, may God make him obtain his objective in
this world and in the Hereafter, has summoned the Egyptian judges, emirs
and ‘ulemad, and has inquired about the conditions of the aforementioned.”

(Anabina'an ‘adl ve dad-i padigah-i ‘alem ve rayat-i hakan-i ekrem, sultan-i
hakiman-i akalim, sultin Murad bin sultan Selim, edama llah sultdnahu
ve akadme burhanahu bi t-ta’zZim ve t-tekrfim, zuhir édiib, hakim-i ma-
ferr-i ‘adalet nasir-i dad ve siyaset hazret-i hafiz Ahmed Pasa, enila lldh
maksiidahu fi I-diinya ve l-uhra, kuzat ve timerad’ ve ‘ulama-i Misri ihzar
édiib, mezkiirlarufi hallann istifsar étdi.)
In answer to that, the aforementioned “judges, emirs and ‘ulama” have estab-
lished that “killing them is a religious duty, and that extirpating them and put-
ting them down is an individual duty” (vdcibii I-katl olduklarin beyan, ve kal‘ ve
kam'lan: farz-i ‘ayn oldugin ‘ayan kildilar). Here, the risale again links up with the
mesnevi. After briefly referencing the necessary provisions in terms of travel,
supplies and the blocking of escape routes, Muhyi concludes with the ‘Azale
meeting their fateful doom, which he rendered elliptically, not to say laconi-
cally: varub goriib wrub giriib urub kirub dérub getiirdiler, ve ser ve girlanin ortadan
gotiirdiler.
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III. Zooming out of the texts

As we have detailed above, the poem focuses squarely on the actors involved
in the punitive expedition against the ‘Azale — making sure that a whole range
of Ottoman officials got their “five minutes of fame” — and hardly addresses
the issue of this punishment’s legality. The prose text, on the other hand, fo-
cuses on the legal rationale behind it and wastes but few words on the actual
execution of the punishment. Having thus familiarized ourselves sufficiently
with the texts, let us now zoom out.

What do we find? First, it is clear that Muhyi felt equally at home in the Firdaw-
sian universe of leopards and panthers, as he did in the terse Arabicizing le-
galistic tefsir vocabulary, Whereas the mesnevi depicts the hizebr, sir, neheng,
peleng, and giirg, and stars Feridiin, Cem, Iskender and those other immortal
heroes of the Persian pantheon, the risale harks back to the Beni Kinane, imam
‘Ali and His Excellency Hamze. Obviously, there is nothing new in finding peo-
ple operating across discursive borders. Nonetheless, it remains worthwhile to
stress that this observation holds true for Muhyi as well.

Next, as said before, in the mesnevi, Muhyl made sure that a long list of Otto-
man officials got their “five minutes of fame”, highlighting, for example, the
exploits of a Davud Aga, who is otherwise left completely unidentified. As
these references make little if no sense to outsiders, it is clear that the poem
was geared towards a local audience of Ottoman-speaking officials in Egypt
first and foremost. As for the risdle, there can be no doubt regarding its dedi-
catee and target of patronage: Ahmed Pasa, whose tecride Muhyi legitimized.
As such, both ‘Azale-Names suggest an intimate relation between Muhyi and
state officials, a relation that he sought to activate, maintain and strengthen.
Again, to find proof of Muhyi’s mundane interests in Cairo, of his active pursu-
ance of patronage, and — more broadly — of Giilgeniye-Ottoman rapproche-
ment can hardly be considered a novelty. Still, it is worthwhile to remind the
reader of the fact that, also when it comes to patronage as the main modus
operandi of social actors, Muhyi was very much a “man of his age”.

Third, when thinking of Muhyi as a Sufi writer first and foremost, we can ap-
preciate his risale as an example of the rapprochement of Sufism and Sunni
Islam, thus bearing witness to the process of Sunnitization — that “close inter-
play between imperial politics and confession building”¢, as Derin Terziog-

36 See Terzioglu, "Sunna-Minded Sufi Preachers in Service of the Ottoman State: The Nasihat-
name of Hasan Addressed to Murad IV"; Terzioglu, “How to Conceptualize Ottoman Sunniti-
zation: A Historiographical Discussion™.
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lu put it so aptly — and, more specifically, to process of the institutionaliza-
tion of the Halvetiye3. Already before, Terzioglu rightfully warned against a
conceptualization of Sunnitization as a top-down process first and foremost,
emphasising “that Sufis were not only at the receiving end of Ottoman con-
fessionalization politics”. Hence, identifying Muhyi as one such “agent of Sun-
nitization”® should hardly come as a surprise. But then again, when it comes
to the prose ‘Azale-Name, it remains useful to highlight this particular lens.
Here — in a concise yet indisputable way — we find a “Sunnitizing Sufi agent”
at work.

Summarizing, this “distant reading” has allowed us to recognize multiple di-
mensions of this author’s identity — both edib and deputy judge, both seeking
God and seeking patronage, both Sufi and Sunni — and to appreciate the way
in which these — for us moderns sometimes seemingly contradictory — di-
mensions combine into one kaleidoscopic personality. Admittedly, neither the
dimensions themselves nor their specific constellation are new in any partic-
ular way, for indeed research into these is booming more than ever. Still, it is
quite refreshing to see how these varied dimensions can coalesce into works
as small and “trifling” as the two ‘Azdle-Names, and allow us to appreciate just
how much Muhyi was a “man of his age”.

One final dimension remains to be explored in some greater detail, and this
relates to Muhy7's tefsir, one that is legalistically oriented rather than of the
mystical bend. As he did not produce a full tefsir himselB9, what tefsir did
he follow? As to be expected, the usual suspects — such al-Zamakhshari's
Kashshaf, al-Qurtubt’s Jami‘and al-Suytti’s al-Durr al-Manthiir, all enumerated
in the imperial medrese curriculum analyzed by Ahmed and Filipovict® —
show a lot of common ground. Yet, no perfect match turned up, that is, until [
decided to follow up on a clue in Muhyi’s Menakib:

“Whenever I was in the service of Ebii’s-Su‘id Hoca Celebi, he used to ex-
plain so much, be it in the field of tefsir, te'vil or ‘ilm-i sifiye, that by (doing
nothing but) writing all this down in detail, my life would have been ful-
filled!

37 Terzioglu, "Sufis in the Age of State-Building and Confessionalization”, pp. 86-99.

38 Terzioglu, “Sufis in the Age of State-Building and Confessionalization”, p. 96; Terzioglu, “Sun-
na-Minded Sufi Preachers in Service of the Ottoman State”, p. 251. For other “Sunnitizing"
Halvetis, see Clayer, Mystiques, Etat et Société.

39 He did in fact produce partial tefsirs {see Muhyi, Menakib, p. xiii: “Tefsir-i Stratu’l-Kadr”).

40 Ahmed - Filipovic, “The Sultan's Syllabus”, pp.183-218.
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(Eger tefsir eger te'vil eger ‘ilm-i siifiyeden ol kadar nevadir beyan éderler-
di ki eger anlar1 ‘Smrimde tafsil édiib tahrir édedim, kifayet éderdi).#

Clearly, during his Istanbul days, Muhyi and grand mufti Eb@’s-Su‘tid had met
and had actually discussed the exegesis of, among others, Quran VIII: 9-10.4
If we now turn our attention to Ebii’s-Su‘tid Efendi’s famous tefsir, the Irsad al-
‘Akl al-Salim, we find a striking resemblance between the grand mufti’s tefsir
and MuhyT’s risale. In fact, every now and then, the risdle is little more than a
verbatim Ottoman-Turkish translation of the Irsad’s Arabic original!43. Con-

sider the following prime examples:

Ebi's-Su‘tid: Kalam musta'nif sika li bayan hukm naw' min anwa* al-katl,
wa ma yata‘allaku bihi min al-fasad bi ahd al-mal wa naza'irihi.#

Muhyi: Ve bu climle kelam-i miiste’nif dur, ki envai katildan bir nev* igiin
sevk olunmugdur, ve ol katla muta‘allak olan fesad ve ifsad, ki ahz-i mal ve
nezayiri dur.,

Ebt’s-Su‘tid: Amma kat' aydihim fa li ahd al-mal, wa amma kat* arculihim
fa li ihafat al-tariq bi tafwit amnihi4

Muhyt: Ahz-i mal iciin eli kat' olur, ihafet-i tarik iciin ayag kat® olur, ki
emn-i tarik fevt olmaya.

Ebit’s-Su'id: “Wa lahum fil-ahira”, ghayr hada “‘adabuh ‘azimun” 1a yuka-
dar kadruhu li gayat ‘uzm cinayatihim. Fa kawluhu ta‘ala “lahum” habar
mukaddam wa “adabun” mubtada’ mu'abhar wa “fi I-dhira” muta‘allak bi
mahdiif waka'a halan min ‘adab, li annahu fi l-asl sifa lahu fa lamma kada-
ma ntasaba halan ay kd’inan fi -ahira.46 -

Muhy®: “Wa lahum f l-ahira”: dahi anlara ahiretde bu ‘azabdan gayri
““azabun ‘azimun”, bir biiyiik ‘azab, var dur, ki hakiketde cezalan bu dur ki
‘azab-i ahiret, sedid ve ‘azim dur. Kavluhu ta‘dla “lahum” haber-i mukadd-

41 Muhyt, Menakib, pp. 383-384.

42 For Ebd's-5u'id's relation with the Halvetis, see Terzioglu, “Sufis in the Age of State-Building
and Confessionalization”, p. 94.

43 irsad al-'Akl al-Salim, Ii: 46-48. While a convenient introduction is offered by Imber, Ebu’s-
Su'ud. The vast literature on the seyhii'l-islam is presented by Diizenli, “Seyhiilistam Ebus-
sulld Efendi: Bibliyografik Bir Degerlendirme”, pp. 441-475. For his tefsir in particular, see
Naguib, “Guiding the Sound Mind: Ebu’s-su'tid’s Tafsir and Rhetorical Interpretation of the
Qur'an in the Post-Classical Period”, pp. 1-52; Aydemir, Biiyiik Tiirk Bilgini Seyhiilisiam Ebus-
suld Efendi ve Tefsirdeki Metodu.

44 irsad al-'Akl al-Salim, II: 46.

45 irsad al-'Akl al-Salim, I1: 47.

46 irsad al-'Akl al-Salim, II: 46-47.
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am dur, ve “azdbun ‘azimun” miibteda-i muvahhar dur, ve “fi l-ahira"
mahziife muta‘allak dur, ki ‘azabdan hal-i vaki‘ olmugdur, zira asilda afa
sifatdur. Mukaddam olmagm, haliyet iizere mengiib dur, kayinan fi l-ahire

démekdur.

In another sample, of the four interpretations regarding “fasadan” given by
Ebii's-Su‘tid, Muhyi leaves out the second:

Ebi’s-Su‘tid: “Wa yas'awna fi l-ard” ‘atf ‘ala “yuharibiina”, wa l-car wa
l-macriir muta‘'allak bihi. Wa kawluhu ta'dla “fasidan”, imma masdar
waka‘a mawki' al-hal min fa‘il yas‘awna ay mufsidina, aw maf‘al lahu ay li
I-fasﬁa, aw magdar mu’akkid li yas'awna li annahu fi ma'na yufsidiina ‘ala
annahu masdar min 'afsada bi hadf al-zawa'id, aw ism masdar.

Muhyi: “Yes‘avne” “yuharibiine”ye ma‘tifdur, car (“fi”) afia muta‘allak dur.
Amma3 “fesadan” mevki*-i halde “yes‘avne”ye, mufsidiine fa‘ilinden mas-
dar-i vaki‘ olmusdur, ya “yes‘avne”yi mii'ekkid masdardiir, ki yufsidine
ifsaden démekdiir, hamzenin hazf ile, ya ism-i masdardiir.

While the correspondence is less obvious for this last sample, the congruence
is still noticeable, Note how Muhy1 substitutes Ebti-Su‘td’s ‘indana with me-
zheb-i imam-i a'zam:

Ebii’s-Su‘id: “Aw yunfaw min al-ard”, in lam yaf‘alt gayr al-ihafa wa l-sa'y
li I-fasad. Wa l-murad bi l-nafy ‘indana huwa l-habs, fa innahu nafy ‘an
wajh al-ard li daf* sarrihim ‘an ahlihd wa yu'zariina aydan li mubasarati-
him munkar al-ihana wa izalat al-amn. Wa ‘inda al-$afi' radiya llah ‘anhu
I-nafy min balad ila balad 13 yazalu yatlub wa huwa haribun fazi‘an, wa
kila huwa l-nafy ‘an baladihi fakat. Wa kanti yanfawna ila Dahlak, wa huwa
balad aksa Tihama, wa Nisi', wa huwa balad min bilad al-Habagsa.*

Muhy1: “Ev yunfav mina l-arz”: ya ol yerden nefiy olunurlar, eger yaliuz
tahvife ve fesad iciin sa'ya kasr étdiler ise. Nefiyden murad beledde anin
tasarrufi kilmamak dur. Pes ol haseble hapisle dahi olur, ki mezheb-i
imam-i a’zamdur ki vech-i arzdan ol nefiy ile def’ dur, ta imam $afi'T razi-
ya llah ‘anhu buyurur bir yerden bir yere muttasil nefiy étmek dur, ki def*
kiilli haysiyeti ile ola, ki bir yerde karar étmeye. Ve sahabe-i kiram nefy-i
beled étdiklerini Dehleke irsal éderler idi, ki aksa-i Tihame dur, ya Sani’
(sic) nefiy éderler idi, ki bilad-i Hebesdendur. Pes bunlaruii ‘amelinde ha-
pis ve tesyir bulunur.

............

47 irsad al-'Akl al-Salim, II: 47.
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In light of this compelling evidence, one can only state the obvious, that is,
that Muhyi’s exegesis of the Ayetii’l-Hirabe is strongly indebted to the grand
mufii’s Irsad. Yet, admittedly, this alone is not all that remarkable: as said, we
know that Muhyi and Ebii’s-Su‘tid had met in Istanbul, we know that they had
discussed tefsir, and we know that Ebi’s-Su'ud’s tefsir had found its way into
the religious curriculum already by the 17" century%. Much more remarkable
than the similarity an sich, however, are its implications. For Shuruq Naguib,
who rightfully recognized the watershed quality of the frgad:

“(...) the composition of Irshdd could be thus conceived as an effort to extend
and maintain control over the very meaning of the divine book and, hence,
over not only the geographical realms of Islam but also the very realm ofits
religious truth, the Qur'an. Ebu's-su‘tid’s dedication at the outset of Irshad
(e.g. his claim to the universal viceregency of God, to the greater tradition
of caliphate, and to the superior imamate), is a literary expression of that
extension. With a work of Qur'an interpretation by the highest religious
authority, the Shaykh al-Islam himself, the Ottomans would become de-
fenders of the birthplace, the law and the central book of Islam.”4?

So not only is Muhyi’s exegesis not of the mystical bend, thus illustrating
the institutionalization of Sufism, it also gives testimony to the Ottomanisa-
tion-cum-Hanafitization of the law in face of the realm’s religious-legal plural-
ism. Muhyi did not offer just any legalistic exegesis of the Quran and even not,
more specifically, just any Hanafl interpretation! No, he gave Ebii’s-Su‘Gd’s inter-
pretation, which is about as close as one could get, in early modern times that is,
to an “official” or “state-sanctioned” Quranic exegesis. In a 2005 article, Rudolph
Peters raised the question as to “What does it mean to be an official madhhab?”
59 While the answer to such a complicated question can only be nuanced and
many-sided, surely, Muhy’s emulation of the Irsad must be part of it!

IV. Juxtaposing the texts

So far, by zooming out of the texts, we have observed some of the multiple
dimensions of the author and of the empire he lived in, and we have relat-

48 Naguib, "Guiding the Sound Mind", p. 6. As it happens, included among the books deposit-
ed in the vakif by Ahmed Pasa was EbQ'l-Su'ld's tefsir (see Bilge, “Istanbul Fatih'deki Hafiz
Ahmed Pasa Kiilliyesi'nin vakfiyesi”, p. 313).

49 Naguib, “Guiding the Sound Mind", pp. 46-47.

50 Peters, “What does it mean to be an official madhhab? Hanafism and the Ottoman Empire”,
pp. 147-158.
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ed these dimensions to a number of “-izations” of much grander, indeed, of
imperial-wide scale, such as Sunnitization and legal Hanafization. Indeed, it
is very rewarding to read the texts against this background of larger transfor-
mative trends, researched by scholars such as Nabil al-Tikriti, Abdurrahman
Atcil, Guy Burak, Nathalie Clayer, Markus Dressler, Tijana Krsti¢, Reem Me-
shal, Rudolph Peters, Derin Terzioglu, and Baki Tezcan. Yet, in the following,
rather than dealing with any of these trends in more detail by reiterating their
findings, I would like to take a different course, and [ will do so by juxtaposing
the texts.

Before doing so, it is useful to summarize the texts in a fairly radical way, and a
lead to do so I found in the preamble to the Egyptian Kaniin-Name of 1525, dealt
with by, among others Snjezana Buzov, Uriel Heyd, and Kaya Sahin®". This pre-
amble, produced in tandem by grand vizier {brahim Pasa and niganc Celalzade
Mustafa, is well known, and deservedly so: in the words of Buzov, it is nothing
less than the “political and legal manifesto of Siileyman’s early reign”. In this
preamble, two potent symbols are juxtaposed: on the one hand, the zeban-i tig
or “the tongue of the sword of those empowered to inflict heavy punishment”
(i.e. the ehl-i seyfiyye), and, on the other hand, the tig-i zeban or “the sword of the
tongue of the guardians of the holy law” (i.e. the ehl-i ‘ilmiyye):

“Since, in some matters it was not possible to cut dispute and opposition
with the sword of the tongue of saints of the shari’a, it was perceived nec-
essary to treat them by means of the tongue of the swords of governors of

secular punishment (siydset).">*

(Ba‘Z1 hustisiyatta kat'-i niza" ve husiimet tig-i zeban-i evliya-i seri‘at ile
miimkiin olmayub zeban-i tig-i valiyan-i siyasetle olmak vacib ihsas ol-

unub.)®

In my view, we can use this highly evocative dichotomy of siyaset and Sharia as
a radical summary of MuhyT’s texts. What do we see when we keep sufficient
distance? When summarizing the two works in the broadest possible strokes,
one could say that each corresponds to one of the multiple strands of Ottoman
imperial legitimation. On the one hand, there is the poem, which depicts the
campaign as siydset, that is, penal policy outside of or next to the realm of

51 Heyd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law, p. 3; $ahin, Empire and Power in the Reign of
Stileyman.

52 Buzov, “The Lawgiver and His Lawmakers” p. 202.

53 Akgiindiz, Osmanh Kanunnameleri, pp. 63-188, here p. 88.
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the sacred Islamic law, the Sharia. Not the “people of the pen” perform here,
but the “people of the sword”, who make their swords speak in defence of the
cause of the Ottoman ruler, in his capacity of sultan, a worldly power and pro-
tector of the Ottoman realm. On the other hand, there is the prose text, which
paints a picture of Sharia. The policy against the ‘Azale is one that presented
not as siydseten but as ser‘an, one obliged by the Quran, that is, legitimized
by God’s Word. Here, we find the “people of the pen” who yield the pen and
the Book as a sword in defence of the cause of the Ottoman ruler, now in his
capacity of the imam/caliph, the representative of God’s Prophet and guardian
of the Umma.

By thus zooming out, we can fully appreciate these texts as literary reflections
of siyaset and Sharia, as two important strands of legitimation in the Ottoman
imperial project. In relation to this, it is important to stress the fact that the
meaning of the ‘Azdle-Names — indeed, of any literary work — is construct-
ed not only textually, but also extra-textually. Consequently, any interpretive
effort needs to be informed by extra-textual elements as well. In this light,
it is interesting to observe the ways in which these two strands of legitima-
tion “wrote themselves differently into” the ‘Azale-Names, both textually and
extra-textually. Even though we are dealing with a single author (Muhyi), a
common language (Ottoman Turkish) and a shared title (‘Azale-Name), we are
faced with two very different works: different in terms of genre (inesnevi ver-
sus risale), in terms of linguistic register (Persianizing versus Arabicizing Otto-
man Turkish), and in terms of discursive spheres (Firdawsian versus Quranic).
Clearly, Muhyi tailored the texts for the audience he had in mind. In order for
his communication to be as strong as possible, he made sensible choices in
terms of genre and register, drawing on very distinct knowledge systems and
cultural literacy, making sure that all these textual building blocks were neatly
aligned. Siyaset neatly aligns with mesnevi, with a Persianate vocabulary, and
with Pre-Islamic figurative language. Sharia, on the other hand, requires the
Quran and stern Arabic, and its technicalities were best served by prose, not
poetry.

When we now juxtapose the two ‘Azile-Names, what happens? By doing so,
I argue, these texts combine into a powerful literary diptych. This is not to
say that the texts ought to be read together. Obviously, as in any diptych, the
two texts can be read as stand-alone signifiers, so to speak: each text comes
with its own meaning, and can be appreciated accordingly by an audience.
Yet, so [ argue, the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. Mutually comple-
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menting and affecting each other’s meaning, the two texts reach their fullest
potential only and precisely through their juxtaposition. What then is their
fullest meaning? Juxtaposed, the two texts were very much in tune with de-
velopments at the imperial centre, as they reify the Ottoman vision of empire.
In the 1525 preamble, referred to above, crimes had multiplied to such an ex-
tent that “disputes and feuds could no longer be decided by the sword of the
tongue (tig-i zeban) of the guardians of the holy law; but required the tongue
of the sword (zeban-i tij) of those empowered to inflict heavy punishment.”
Clearly, in those cases where the canonical “sword of the tongue™ failed, the
Ottomans made their extra-canonical “sword” speak instead. Our two texts,
dated some 70 years later, evoke the same instruments of empire, at least so [
argued: in the mesnevi, Muhyi presents the “tongue of the sword”; in the risdle,
he presents the “sword of the tongue”. There is one difference, however: we
can no longer distinguish the canonical from the extra-canonical. The sol-
dier’s “sword” does not come to the aid of the judge’s “tongue”, as some sort
of extra-canonical backup for those instances where the canonical falls short.
Instead, the “tongue” of the soldiers’ “sword” is the judges’; and the “sword” of

the judges’ “tongue” is the soldiers’!

In a nutshell, when juxtaposed, what is it that these texts “do”? The reality
that these shape is one where siydset and Sharia coincide. The sultan’s siyaset
is nothing but the implementation of the “correct” interpretation of the Sha-
ria, and the Sharia is nothing but the divinely sanctioned rationale of siyaset.
Sultan and imam/caliph merge, as do soldier and judge. Whatever words the
soldiers’ swords uiter, these are the judges’ words; and whatever swords the
judges’ tongues yield, these are the soldiers’ swords. Harassing people, drink-
ing wine and local highway robbery to the detriment of a local Ottoman cause
now amount to Quranic brigandage and waging war upon the Islamic Umma
(hirabe). Hizebran u bebran setting out on an 1lgar and fighting upon the sultan’s
path now equal miicahidiin setting out on a cihad and fighting upon God’s path.
In short, juxtaposed, the two texts combine into a vision of siyaset ser‘iye. They
reify a vision in which the sultan’s rule is in full accordance with God’s word,
is justified by it, and, in fact, is nothing but its implementation.>* This partic-

ular vision of empire is not the vision as it transpired in the 1525 preamble;

54 Siydset serfiye is not to be misunderstood. Not only was it a “vision” rather than a “given”,
it was also two-pronged, produced as much through adjusting the siydset to make it fit to
Sharia, as through directing a particular understanding of Sharia to make it fit to siyaset.
Compare to Burak G., “According to His Exalted Kandn", pp. 74-86.
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instead, it is the updated vision, as it was championed first and foremost by
Ebii’s-Su‘tad Efendi.®

V. A Sufi performing empire

In one of his articles, “Aspects of Legitimation of Ottoman Rule as Reflected in
the Preambles to Two Early Liva Kanunnameler”, Abou-El-Haj observed that,

“We, as historians, are the ones who give the document its historical mean-
ing through interpretation. The premise is that the document does not
speak, in and of itself, and especially only through internal analysis, but

has to be made to speak (...)."%

This first call, I believe, has been answered, as I have made two minor texts of
Muhyi speak. In fact, | made them speak loud enough as to reach beyond their
circumscribed spatial and temporal locality of Cairo and Giza in the 1590s, and
to bear on a range of 16" century imperial-wide transformative trends, such as
institutionalization of Sufism and legal Hanafization.

In this respect, an excellent case in point was offered by Muhyi’s emulation of
Ebu’s-Su'id’s tefsir, and this leads us to a second summons made by Abou-El-
Haj in that same article:

“Most studies that focus on ideology in Ottoman history have portrayed
it as a unilateral imposition by the ruling class on a seemingly passive
population. Few scholars seem to emphasize the reciprocal dimension of

ideology.""

This second call too I have answered. In the ‘Azale-Names, Muhyi discursively
produced not only his own identity, but also that of the Ottoman Empire. He
did not do so in splendid isolation, but in a reciprocal dialogue with other

55 Compare to Ergene's observations regarding ‘adalet-names, in which she sees the Ottoman
sultan depicted both as imam and as the archetypical benevolent despot, Husrev. Indeed,
she noticed “the existence of not one but two distinct images of just rulership”. On the one
hand, there is the imam, whose authority “is derived from, and limited by, the dictates of
religion”, the “executive and the representative of the sharia”, in line with "the basic ideals
of the classical Hanafi definitions of caliphate”. On the other hand, there is the sultan, “who
wants to prove his Husrev-like character”, and who "will not hesitate to use the ‘sword of
siyasa’ if need be. (Ergene B., “On Ottoman Justice: Interpretations in Conflict (1600-1800)",
Istamic Law and Society 8 (2001): 52-87, here pp. 61-62).

56 Abou-El-Haj R., "Aspects of the legitimation of Ottoman rule”, p. 381

57 Abou-El-HajR., "Aspects of the legitimation of Ottoman rule”, p. 372.
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stakeholders, first and foremost Ebii’'s-Su‘tid Efendi. However absent the grand
mufti personally was from Cairo in the 15905, Muhyi made him present there
and then, precisely by reciprocating him. This he did most clearly through his
tefsir, where he simply emulated Ebii’s-Su'tid’s interpretation. This he also did,
I claim, by writing not one but two ‘Azale-Names. As [ have argued, somewhat
more tentatively, these two texts, when read together, reify the vision of empire
as championed by Ebii’s-Su‘tid: a vision of siydset serfye.

As a third and final point, [ hope that, by reading the texts along these lines,
we can now better appreciate — that is, in a non-utilitarian and non-cynical
way — the multi-dimensional and kaleidoscopic identity of both Muhyi and
of the empire he lived in: the first, an intricate constellation of multifarious
strands, including that of an edib in search of patronage and a na’ib kadi in the
service of state, a Giilseni Sufi and a Hanafi Sunni; the second, an empire in
which belligerent sultans consulted with their pirs, where the Ottoman 1lgar
was equalled with an Islamic farz-i ‘ayn, where Halveti cells sided with teeming
caravanserais, and where Firdawsi’s S3hname shared its eager audience with
the grand mufti’s Irgadir-Akli’s-Salim.
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