The persecution of the Ottoman Shi‘ites according
to the miihimme defterleri, 1565—1585

By C. H. Imber (Manchester)

Ahmet Refik long ago published a collection of documents!) from
the mithimme defterleri?) on the persecution of heretics in the Ottoman
Empire, which Dr. Hanna Sohrweide used in one section of her excel-
lent study of the ksz1lbas sect®). The purpose of this article is to supple-
ment Dr. Sohrweide’s far more extensive work by using documents
from the mithimme defterleri*) which Ahmet Refik did not publish.

Most of the fermans in the mithimme defterleri relating to heretics
concern the suppression of the kizilbas sect. Others never label here-
tics, but accuse them merely of cursing the Orthodox Caliphs or of
some other act of shi‘ite defiance, and it is unclear whether these refer
to kezilbag proper. From the Ottoman government’s point of view, this
was probably unimportant. To curse the Orthodox Caliphs in itself
amounted to a defiance of the sunnite Ottoman Sultan, and suggested
sympathies with Safavid Persia. In the eyes of the Ottoman authori-
ties, Ebii’s-su‘id’s distinction between the shi‘ac and the kizelbash)
would be academic and, in any case, it is virtually impossible to dis-
tinguish the various strands of Ottoman shi‘ism.%) I have not attemp-
ted to do so. The article is about the persecution of the pro-Safavid
elements in the Ottoman state, in particular the k:2:lbas. The mithimme
defterleri contain records ./.of the persecution of other heretical sects,

1) Ahmet Refik, On altinc: aswrda rdfizilik ve bektagilik, 1932. Hereafter refer-
red to as AR.

2) In the Bagbakanhk Archives, Istanbul. Hereafter referred to as MD. The
numbers following represent the volume, page and series numbers.

3) H. Sohrweide, Der Sieg der Safaviden in Persien und seine Rickwirkung
auf die Schiiten Anatoliens im 16. Jahrhundert, Der Islam 41 (1965), 95—223.

4) 1 originally intended to collect a wider variety of documentary material,
but restrictions on access to Turkish Archives and restrictions on photocopying
made this impossible.

%) M.E. Diizda§, Seyhiilisldm Ebussudd efendi fetvalary, 110.

¢) For a discussion of the problem, historical and contemporary, see Iréne
Melikoff, Le probléme kizulbag, Turcica 6 (1975), 49—67.
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notably the melami, but I have not discussed these sects here, since
they showed no ultra-shi‘ite leanings nor Safavid sympathies.

The extent of the persecutions

Ottoman rule in lowland Iraq between Basra and Mosul, and in the
adjoining province of Sehrizol, had always seemed vulnerable. In the
marshlands to the south, the Arab Ibn ‘Ulayyan had successfully re-
sisted submitting to the Ottomans for thirty years after the occupation
of Basra in 1538. All three provinces of Basra, Baghdad and $ehrizol
bordered on Iran and had previously been Safavid provinces. There
was such a strong shi‘te, and presumably pro-Safavid element in the
population that the beylerbey: of Baghdad was able to report in 1577
that there was ‘no end to the heretics and misbelievers™?) in the pro-
vince. The beylerbeyilik of Baghdad, moreover, contained the shrines,
particularly sacred to the shi‘a, of ‘Ali at Najaf and of Husayn and
‘Abbés at Karbala.

Shah Tahmasb’s patronage of these shrines led the Ottoman au-
thorities to the view, probably correct, that he was using them to focus
popular discontent against the rule of the sunnite Sultan. In 1571, the
beylerbeyi of Baghdad organised the exchange, for Anatolian carpets,
of the Persian carpets in the mausolea, since these were woven with
‘names’), presumably of the Twelve Imams, with the exclusion of the
first three Caliphs. In 1573, a report reached the Imperial Divin in
Istanbul that fifty men received a salary from Persia ‘to recite con-
tinuously, day and night, Noble Suras on behalf of the evil-doing
Shah’. The practice of shi‘te burials at the tomb of ‘Abbas also con-
tinued. The fifty Safavid appointees went with standards from ‘Abbas’
‘shrine to meet the processions from Persia carrying corpses, which
they then paraded around the Holy Places. These practices continued
‘with the knowledge of the seyyids, nakibs and miitevells’, for which
the Imperial Divan deemed them ‘worthy of capital punishment’
(styaset). The issue was not an easy one. The Ottoman government
wished to suppress shi‘tte-Safavid influence in Iraq, while remaining
on good terms with Persia so long as hostilities continued in the west.
The beylerbey: of Baghdad accordingly received an extremely difficult
set of instructions. ‘Numerous warnings’ had already been issued
against the ceremonial parading of corpses. Burial at the shrine of
‘Abbas could, however, contmue, so long as the corpses were not laid

) MD 31.56.142 (20. vii. 1577)
8) AR no. 36
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‘in the direction of their ktbla’, that is Ardabil®). He was to arrest the
reciters. at the shrines separately and execute them separately, each
on & trumped-up charge. He was, however, ‘to be extremely careful to
avoid anything which may give offence to Persia™®). Whatever meas-
ures he took were not successful. In 1577 there were still people in
the two shrines who received stipends from Persia. The Divdn again
ordered the beylerbey: to execute them after accusing them of some
other crime.1)

The Ottoman government did not confine its surveillance to the
shrines, but recognised all Iraq as an area dissent. The ferman to the
beylerbeyi of Baghdad in 1573 re-iterated previous orders ‘not to bes-
tow fiefs (d¢rlik) on natives’, a practice which had continued despite
‘numerous warnings’?), and the authorities kept a check on fief-hold-
ers and notables, for signs of heresy. In 1574 ‘Ggiird ceremonies led to
investigations in Mosul. Some time previously, the government had
exiled five seyyids called Mehmed, Murteza, Kasim, Cemal and Galib,
to Filibe (Plovdiv), presumably selecting these men because their claim
to be seyyids would give them a strong influence in the town. However,
by feigning repentance, they received the Divdn’s permission to reside
in Hismkeyf, on condition that they repented of heresy and no longer
celebrated ‘@gira. From Hismkeyf, they all returned to Mosul and
continued their old practices. In 1574, the decree of the Divan again
exiled them to Hismikeyf’3), at the same time re-imposing a general ban
on the celebration of ‘@s@rd in Mosul). A year later Mehmed received
permission to return to Mosul, as investigations by the beylerbeyi of
Diyarbekir had concluded that he was, in fact, ‘a Muslim of the sunnite
congregation). In November, 1575, one of the kadi‘askers drew the
Divan’s attention to the case of nine sipahis in Mosul who had ‘spoken
words contrary to the shari‘a’. On receiving summonses to appear be-
fore the beylerbeyi of Sehrizol, all but three disappeared. Investigations
‘according to the procedures of the shari‘a’ proved that these were her-
etics who had ‘cursed and execrated their Lords Abi Bakr, ‘Umar
and ‘Uthman’. The three men, being of the military class, were to be
bound and sent to Istanbul for the execution of their sentences, while

?) Elke Eberhardt, Osmanische Polemik gegen die Sajawiden, 101—104
10) MD 21.278.659 (26. iv. 1573)

1) MD 31.56.142 (20. vii. 1577)

12) MD 21.278.659 (26. iv. 73)

13) MD 26.221.627 (18. ix. 1574)

1) MD 26.221.628 (18. ix. 1574)

15) MD 27.119.283 (29. xi. 1575)
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sunnites received their fiefs!®). Although these commands make it clear
that the accused were shi‘ifes, they do not necessarily imply that they
adhered to the kizilbag sect. The term kezilbag first appears in 1577.
Fear of Persian infiltration becomes more evident in this year,
when the Ottoman government conducted a search for kuzilbas and
other shi‘te elements within in its realms in anticipation of the war
with Persia planned to begin in the following spring. The beylerbeyi of
Baghdad’s investigations in the spring and early summer of 1577 re-
vealed that heretics in the Province were ‘countless’, and his report
suggests that they found their leadership among fief-holders and other
notables, in particular the bey of the frontier sancak of Darna, a certain
Kubadgiin, son of Mir ‘Omer. He had prevented the passage of mer-
chants between Persia and Baghdad, several times terrified the settled
re‘Gyd, making them abandon the fields by announcing ‘The Persians
have come’ (kizelbag geldi); he had led astray the Kalhir tribe and kept
in touch with Persia through his agents. The beylerbey: of Baghdad was
to imprison him while awaiting further instructions and, in the mean-
time, to appoint a sunnite to the post, if necessary a suitable Slave of
the Porte (siidde-yi se‘adetim kullorindan mimasib olan)t?) In the city
of Baghdad itself, two of the notables (a‘yan) and zatms of the city,
Hvace Selmin Ata and Dede Safi, proved to be kuzibas who ‘spread
their influence throughout the Province of Baghdad’ and were ‘in lea-
gue’ with the bedouin (a‘rdb) and Ulus turcomans®). As in Anatolia,
kazilbas-ism in Iraq appears to have been widespread among the tur-
coman tribes, but the reference to the Arabs is more unusual. Pre-
sumably any malcontents were willing recruits to the sect. Further to
the north, the kadi of Kerkiik reported the activities of a group of

_ kwalbas in Dakik considerably more humble than Hvice Selman Ata

or Dede Safi. His evidence that they were kezilbas was typical of many
cases of suspected heresy. ‘They have’, he reported, ‘held mixed gather-
ings of men, women and girls, ever since Shah Isma‘il became Shah
in Persia, and they have clearly displayed the marks of heresy’. The
reference to Shah Ismal is interesting. It may be that the simple and
ill-informed kiz:lbas within the Ottoman realms associated Isma<il II,
who succeeded to the Safavid throne in 1577, with the great Ismal I,
and drew hope from his accession. The name of the new Shah may also
have prompted the mission of the false Isma <l among the turcoman

16) MD 27.108.259 (24. xi. 1575)
17) MD 31.55.141 (20. vii. 1577)
18) MD 31.56.142 (20. vii. 1577)
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tribes of south-east and central Anatolia'®). The names of the suspects
in Dakik, although the readings are not absolutely certain, also appear
to indicate their faith. Ferah and Receb b. $Sihab are unexceptional,
but Nasr ed-Din b. ‘Abd el-Hiiseyn, ‘Ali b. ‘Abd el-‘Ali and Hiiseyn
point to shi‘ite leanings. The beylerbey: of Sehrizol was to investi-
gate?0).

After 1577, the mithimme defterleri carry few records of the perse-
cution of shi‘ites in Iraq, but there are clear indications that they
continued. In September, 1578, the sancak beyi of Zakiyya reported
that a gonilli in Basra was a kezilbag®). More indicative, however, is
a crime prevalent in 1582. Certain ‘intriguers’, it seemed, broke into
innocent Muslims’ houses leaving a kezibas crown (tdc) there as evi-
dence that the householders were heretics. They inmprisoned the vic-
tims without reference to a kidi and appropriated their money and
property. That one citizen could summarily imprison another on
suspicion of heresy shows the severity of the persecutions at this time.
The beylerbey: of Baghdad received a command to prevent this hap-
pening, but he could not have been very successful®?). Two months
later, the kadi of Sehriban received an order to investigate an identi-
cal incident perpetrated against a sipdhi, Riza ed-Din, which the kadi
of Baghdad had reported to Istanbul.3) A general persecution of the
kiztlbag would undoubtedly encourage these incidents.

The evidence from Iraq suggests that the kizibas sect had many
adherents in the region, although documents identify shi‘ites defi-
nitely as kizilbag only from 1577. The sect included members of the
provincial ‘nobility’ — fief-holders, a‘yan in the cities and even a san-
cak beyi. These presumably provided the leadership of the pro-Safavid
sectarians. This is in contrast to the kiuzilbag of Anatolia. These were
villagers and tribesmen, with only a few lesser sipdhis among their
numbers. The only other case of a heretical sancak bey: comes from
Yemen. In 1579, the kidis ‘of Sala, Ma‘dan and ‘Amma sent the Divan
a register noting that Muhammad Beg, the former sancak bey: of Dha-
mar, had ‘cursed the Noble Companions and the Four Chosen Friends’
(gthdr yar-i gizin). This expression, although not strictly accurate,
was standard in describing shi‘ites who cursed the first three Orthodox
Caliphs. Muhammad Beg had furthermore confessed that ‘this was the

1) See below

29) MD 33.91.188 (25.xi.1577)
21) MD 35.269.680 (29. ix. 1578)
22) MDD 46.348.801 (27. ii. 1582)
23) MD 47.44.112 (4. iv. 1582)
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Way of his ancestors’.#!) There was no suggestion that he was a kuzil-
bag. If he was a native of Yemen, he is more likely to have followed the
Zaydi sect.

QOutside Iraq the kezubag sect flourished mainly in south-east and
central Anatolia. There are no reports from Teke in the south-west,
the starting point of Sah Kuli’s revolt of 1511—12, and a former
hotbed of heresy. Selim I’s eradication of heretics in the area must
have been successful.

In south-east Anatolia in early 1570, the sancak bey: and kadi of
‘Ayntab arrested a certain Mehmed from a village in that kaz@, who
had ‘cursed their Lords ‘Umar and ‘Uthman’, but not, apparently,
Abti Bakr. The Divin received the report via one of the kadi‘askers
and ordered the heretic’s execution.?’) There is no statement that he
was specifically a kez:lbas. However, a report from Ruha (Urfa) of 1574
definitely refers to a kuzelbag group. The kadi of Ruha reported that a
certain Jahvirdi son of Baba Hog and his son Hog were ‘heretics in
contact with Persia’. They collected offerings (nezir) and sacrifices
(kurban) from the villages of Ruhid and Siverek and took them to
Persia. Furthermore, §ahvirdi’s father had been executed as a halife
of Shah Isma‘il. The ‘former beylerbeyi of Diyarbekir, Hiiseyn, had
investigated this type of heretic in accordance with the Noble Com-
mand’ and, during the course of his investigations, ordered that the
alay beyi of Amid, Piyale, escort these two to exile on Cyprus. How-
ever, they escaped and continued their ‘evil and seditious practices’.
The beylerbeyi of Diyarbekir and kddi of Ruha were to investigate the
case and imprison the two men, sending a report to the Divan.26)

Further to the west, the general investigations of 1577 revealed a
group of kizilbas in the kaza of Kusun near Tarsus. In September of
" that year, the Divan received the kddi’s report on the activities of a
certain Kor Tatar, who ‘for a long time’ had been a kuz:lbag halife. He
and his companions had revealed themselves by ‘gathering for their
false rites with women outside the permitted degrees’. The kadi was
to investigate whether this was true, and whether Kor Tatar was in
contact with Persia. If so, he was to be arrested, accused of some other
crime and executed.?”) It must have been the kddi’s report which rea-
ched the Divdn by January, 1578. The command, addressed to the

26) MD 40.301.693 (16. xi. 1579)
25) MD 9.30.83 (2. iii. 1570)

26) MD 26.175.474 (24. ix. 1574)
27) MD 30.306.707 (21. ix. 1677)
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sancak beyi of Tarsus and kddi of Kusun, refers to the kddi’s having
sent a copy of a register reporting on a certain Niar Baba. This is
most likely Koér Tatar. The same command later refers to him as the
the ‘aforenamed Tatar’, and clerical error or ‘correction’ could easily
change GG, to LL L. This man, a member of the Tokuz tribe
(cemd‘at) in the kazd of Kusun, was a kiwzidbag who had begun to
practise publicly ‘the false rite’ previously held in secret. Further in-
vestigation proved him, ‘on the evidence of many unprejudiced Mus-
lims’ to have about a thousand followers in the area. The Divin issued
the same instructions for sentencing as previously.) The reference to
the Tokuz tribe suggests a turcoman following.?®)

It was among the kezebag turcomans of south-east Anatolia that
the only insurrection of these years began; and this was a minor inci-
dent in comparison with the revolts of §ah Kuli, Celali or the other
rebellions of the first decades of the century. In June-July, 1578, the
Divan received a report from the kadi of Elbistan that a man claiming
to be Shah Isma‘il had appeared among the Sam Bayadi federation
of tribes. He had, the kddi reported, come from the lowlands of Syria
(‘Arabistan), collected about two hundred horsemen and begun to
practise highway robbery. He travelled westwards, killing beasts for
sacrifice at Eshab el-kehf,30) then in Bozok where he had a halife, and
at Hacci Bektasg. The beylerbeyi of Zulkadr had further confirmed that
the turcomans were robbing travellers and stripping them naked,3!)
adding that the departure of the sipdhis on the Persian campaign had
left the province defenceless. The Divdn therefore commanded the
sancak beyi of the Turcomans (Tirkman sancak beyi) to remain in the
province with the sipahis and 4l eris®?) and, on the same date, despat-
ched orders to the sancak beyis of ‘Ayntab, Bozok and Kirgehri to
capture and execute the false Ismal, or anyone claiming to be his
halife. They could act inde)pendently or in co-operation.33)

28) MD 33.221.4562 (17. i. 1578)

) The appropriate tahrir register should yield further information on this
question. Restrictions on access and micro-filming prevented my using this or
any other tahrir register.

30) 8oe Evliya Celebi, Seyahatname, IX, 328—333. While discussing Eshab
el-kehf near Tarsus, Evliya remarks that a place in Elbistan is wrongly called
by this name. The Eshab el-kehf referred to here is presumably the one in Elbi-
stan. For this site in Elbistan, and others associated with the seven sleepers see
F. W. Hasluck, Christianity and Islam under the Sultans, 310f
31y Cf. incidents in Yagar Kemal’s novel, Ince Memet.

32) MD 32.206/7.392
%) MD 32.207.393
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Both commands bear the date 2 Cemaziyelevvel 986/7 July 1578.
The report must have taken about a week to reach Istanbul from
Elbistan and must therefore date from the end of June. By this time,
the false Isma‘il had already reached Hacci Bektag and so presumably
had arrived in Elbistan in May. A command to the sancak beyi of
Bozok, dated 20 Cemaziyelevvel 986/25 July 1578 includes a letter
from that sancak bey: with the information that the false Isma‘il had
travelled with the spring migration of the Kemerlii and (Ll i tribes
from Syria to Elbistan.) This must have been in April-May.

By the middle of July he had a large following among the tribes
of Bozok. A halife called Yiinus had collected a band of followers in
one of the summer pastures of Yeni 11, intending to lead a revolt on
his behalf. However, the kddi of Yeni Il heard of the assembly, and a
surprise attack dispersed the rebels. The Divan then ordered the san-
cak beyi of Bozok, the kddi of the Turcomans and the kidi of Yeni 11 to
summon the tribal chiefs (cemad‘at bast) and kethiidds and demand the
deliverance of the false Isma‘il.%%) The command was an impossible
one. The only success which the authorities had so far scored against
the recalcitrant tribesmen was the capture of one of Ismal’s kalifes,
a certain Hursidoglu Hiiseyn, and then only after fierce fighting. The
Divan decreed his execution,3) but this did nothing to quell the re-
_ bellion which continued during August and September. By 4 September,
1578, the Divan had heard that the Izlii, Rigvin, Egkanlu, Solaklu,
Seyh Hiiseynlii, Soydanlu, Egerbokli, Adaklu, Kalagaklu, Bezki,
QCakalu, Mibriman, Karasaz and Komiirlii tribes in the sancak of Mala-
tya were sending offerings to the false Isma<l. A captive called Meh-
med had been despatched to Istanbul and claimed to the Divan that he
knew the individuals responsible for sending offerings. The Divdn re-
" turned him bound and fettered to the sancak beyi of Malatya, who was
to use him as an informant in the pursuit of heretics. Anyone whom
the sancak bey:i arrested and proved, with the assistance of the kadis
" of the appropriate region, to have sent offerings to the false Isma‘il,
was to be executed.?”) There is, however, no evidence to show whether
or not he was successful in his pursuit.

The false Isma ‘il himself continued to evade capture. The Divin
heard that he had disappeared in Bozok where ‘he had led many people

34) MD 35.174.445

) MD 35.174. 444—445

36) MD 35.169.433 (25. vii. 1578)
37) MD 35.188.473 (4. ix. 1578)
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astray’ and, on 18 September, re-iterated its command to the sancak
bey: to arrest him and those known to be his kalife.®8) Two months
later he was still at large, despite fresh information which the author-
ities had acquired. The sancak bey: of Bozok had eventually succeeded
in capturing Yiinus Aalife, who described the false Isma‘il as being
tall, blue-eyed, with a thick blonde beard and long locks. He spoke
Persian. He had spent the previous winter with the S| tribe in its
winter pastures and stayed, presumably after the spring migration, on
the . summer-pasture, probably in Yeni Il. He lived with the
household of a certain Mehmed, know as Mar‘agoglu, a dweller on the
Plain of ‘Amik, a probable reference to the winter quarters of his tribe.
He had a number of companions from the Tatar ‘Alilii turcomans. In
the autumn he had travelled with the seasonal migrations from Malat-
ya to the lowlands of Aleppo. Here the autorities missed their chance.
He fell into the captivity of a certain Yalavagoglu, before this man’s
uncle had him released, when he disappeared across the Euphrates.
This time the beylerbeyi of Baghdad received the command to arrest
him?) and was as unsuccessful as the others who had tried. In Decem-
ber 1578-January 1579, he was ‘sowing sedition’ among the Kurd Be-
glii tribe of the Boz Ulus federation. The kadi of Ulus reported that
he had gathered many of the tribesmen in readiness to flee to Persia
through the province of Baghdad. The sancak bey: of Ulus’ men had been
unable to disperse the gathering. He was hardly in a position, there-
fore, to carry out the Divan’s command to seize the ringleaders and
make them deliver the false Isma‘il for execution.??) In fact, three
week’s later, the Divan despatched another command, almost identi-
cal with the one which the beylerbey: of Baghdad had received, to the
beylerbeyi of Diyarbekir to arrest the troublemaker.4!) Thereafter the
false Isma ‘il disappears from the records.

Yinus kalife’s sta.tement is the only clue to the false Isma‘l’s iden-
tity. Since he appears to have spoken Persian, he may well have come
from Iran, perhaps originally as a Safavid agent. His aim may have
been to divert the Ottoman war effort by fomenting trouble in Anato-
lia. Furthermore, the kddi of Ulus’ report that many of his followers
had ‘gathered to go to Persia’ (kuzlbaga. . . )*2) suggests, if it is correct,

38) MD 35.233.583 (18. ix. 1578)
®) MD 36.391.997 (8. xii. 1679
40) MD 36.14.41 (5. i. 1579)

1) MD 36.42.148 (26. i. 1579)
42) MD 36.14.41

17 Islam LVI, Heft 2
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that he may have intended to gather tribesmen for the Safavid armies.
However, if this is so, his outright declaration of ‘I am the Shah%3) or
his followers’ claim of ‘This is Shah Isma51’¥) was a betrayal of Safa-
vid interests. He may have come as an agent, but acted from the be-
ginning in his own interests, whatever they may have been. Without
further evidence the question of his origins and motives must remain
unsolved. The episode of the false Isma‘il revealed the weakness of
the kizilbag sect in Anatolia as an effective opposition to Ottoman rule
and as an effective Safavid fifth-column. While the kz:lbas may have
proclaimed infinite allegiance to the Shah,%) they had little idea of
who or where the Shiah actually was, and some at least were able to
accept an imposter apparently without question. Moreover, the rebel-
lion had no obvious objective beyond plunder and eventually petered
out for these reasons, rather than through the effective action of the
Ottoman authorities. In this it had much in common with the more
serious uprisings earlier in the century.

The false Ismi‘il gathered many followers in central Anatolia.
This area, comprising the province of Rim and adjoining areas in
the provinces of Erzurum, Karaman and Anadolu had always had a
large concentration of kuzulbag. It had been the scene of insurrections
earlier in the century, and the fact that there had been no major
disturbances in it since Kalenderoglu’s uprising in 1527 suggests that,
thereafter, the Ottoman government kept as close a check as possible
on the region. There are spasmodic records of the persecution of the
kezilbas population in the 1560’s and 1570’s leading to the expected
general investigation in 1577.

In 1565, the beylerbey: of Ram received orders to banish a group of
kezilbas to Hungary, but to execute any who travelled to Persia with
" offerings.#6) The next group of records dates from 1568, the year before
the unsuccessful Don-Volga expedition. Since one obvious goal of this
project was to make possible a sea and river-borne attack on Persia,
bypassing the barely penetrable uplands of Armenia and Azerbaijan,
it seems likely that the Ottoman authorities would have investigated
kizilbas groups in preparation for war with Persia. From the kazd of
Hiiseynabad in Bozok came the report that certain persons refused to
attend the Friday prayer in order to avoid hearing the hutbe in the

43) MD 36.14.41 et al.

4) MD 36.42.128 ot al.

45) See, for examples, the poems of Pir Sultan Abdal.
46) Hanna Sohrweide, op.cit., 192
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Sultan’s name or the names of the first three Caliphs. Among them
was a sipahi who had also refused to secure ‘provisions for Caffa’, that
is for the Don-Volga campaign. The sancak beyi of Bozok was to inves-
tigate and imprison the non-attenders at the Friday prayer and give
the sipdhi’s timar to someone else.4?) In the same year, the sancak beyi
of Amasya received orders secretly to execute, by drowning or any
other method, a kuzibas halife called Silleyman fakih and his follow-
ers, attributing to them another crime, such as brigandry or robbery.8)
The title fakih, here and in later documents, suggests a tribal or vil-
lage imam.*®) In November of the same year, the sancak beyi’s report
from Kangir (Cankir1) described the activities of a certain Kiigiik ‘Ali
who ‘went back and forth from Persia and led many astray’. He had
admitted his connection with Persia before the shari‘a court, but re-
fused to repent. Furthermore, ‘Muslims’ hiad reported mixed gather-
ings of men and women who ‘led one another astray’, an obvious
reference to.kszilbas ceremonies. The Divin ordered the sancak bey:
to execute Kiigitk ‘Ali and investigate the others.5)

There are no further records until August, 1571, when the Divan
issued a command, apparently one of a series, to the kadis of Budakdzi,
Yiizdepare, and Hiiseynabad; to arrest twelve kuzilbag who had re-
mained at large ‘plundering Muslims’ goods and molesting their fami-
lies.”) Early in the following year the kddi of Koyluhisar reported the
case of a sipahi and others in the same village who were k2z:lbas.
These had ‘cursed the Four Friends’ in the presence of a certain Egref
halife of the tai community (tat cema‘ati). The meaning of taf in this
context is not clear. It is just possible that it could refer to a Persian
settled in a Turkish community®?) and, if this is so, Egref could have
been a Safavid missionary. The kadi reported further that these here-
tics had sent their wives’ silver rings and bracelets as offerings to
Persia. ‘Disinterested Mushms had testified to the truth of the report,
despite the heretics’ demals, and they were to be sent bound to Istan-
bul.5%) 1572 also saw the investigation of a zdviye in the Niksar region,

47) AR no. 33.

48) AR no. 29.

) Evliya Celebi, op.cit. 111, 172, in a note on the language of the turcomans
(der beyan lisan-i tirkmani) gives fak: (a corruption of fakih ?) as the turcornan
word for imam. The title also appears in village names in tahrir registers.

50) MD 7.806.2454 (5. xi. 1568)

51) MD 12.457.880 (19. viii. 1671)

$2) See Encyclopaedia of Islam (first edition), ‘Tat’ (V. Minorsky).

53) MD 10.189.279 (21. iii. 1672)

17¢
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whose geyh and his associates were reported to be kizilbag. They had,
however, disappeared when summoned to the skari‘a court, which is
hardly surprising, since the beylerbeyi (of Riim or Erzurum ?) had
‘killed their brother Erzman because he was on the kizilbag register’.
It is not certain whether this register (strhser defteri) was a list of sus-
pects belonging to the Ottoman authorities, such as undoubtedly
existed, or a register which a halife had made of the sect’s adherents
in the district and which had subsequently come to the notice of the
beylerbeyi. The kddi was to find and arrest them and send them to
the galleys.®)

The miihimme defterleri do not record further persecutions until
1576, when the beylerbey: of Rim was to seize heretical books from
Persia in the possession of fakihs of the Haman ( ?) tribe (f@>ife). There
were originally forty in the possession of Veli fakih. Four were seized,
but Veli had subsequently died and the remaining books were in trust
with his nephew, Nesim fakih. The beylerbey: was to seize the books
and send them and the person in whose possession they were found, to
Istanbul.%) This is the only case of books as a medium of k2z:lbas prop-
aganda at this period, and it is unlikely that such works were in wide
circulation. Only the presumably literate tribal and village fakiks could
relay their contents to the illiterate followers of the movement. In the
autumn of 1576, the Divan smelt ‘the possibility of sedition’, when it
received a report that a Seyfi son of Seyyid Sitam was a heretic. His
claim to be a seyyid would no doubt enhance his esteem in the eyes of
his followers. He had built a tekke ‘on the site of the houses of Celali
who had previously instigated a revolt from the village of _; in the
kaza of Bozok’. The reference is probably to the Celdli who had pro-
claimed himself mahdi and led a revolt in 1519—20. The Diwan ordered
" the sancak beyi of Bozok and the kadis of Akdag and Hiiseynabad to
investigate the fekke and its visitors.56)

The records in the mithimme defterleri of persecution between 1565
and 1576 appear to be incomplete, as some of the entries contain refer-
ences to decrees®”) which ought to, but do not appear in the volumes.

54) MD 19.176.370; AR no. 39.

55) MD 27.399.958; for further details of the case see AR no. 47 (10. xii. 1576)

56) MD 28.308.772 (29. x. 1576)

57) e.g. MDD 12.457.880 contains the phrase haklarindan gelinmesine ahkam
verilmedin. ... (‘since commands have been issued for their punishment /ex-
ecution. .. .’) Many others have similar phrases, but the decrees referred to are
not in the miihimme defterler:.
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Nor, of course, do they record the local initiatives of sancak beyis,
kéadis or others, but only such business as came before the Divan. They
do, however, leave the impression of a continuing, if sporadic investi-
gation of the kuzilbas. They also make it clear that the search for here-
tics became intensive in 1577, the year before the attack on Persia,
culminating with the despatch early in 1578, of a spy called Kara
Yakiib to Riim ‘for the effective arrest of those people in the region
known as kezilbag’ %) The same Kara Ya‘kiib had been pursuing kezel-
bas in the area a year previously.5®)

The pre-war persecution began in Bozok. At the beginning of 1577,
the sancak beyi of Bozok received a decree to ‘examine and report on
certain corrupters who practise the kuzulbag rite, rebel against and curse
the Chosen Companions, receive offerings and travel to Persia’. The
ensuing investigation revealed, on the testimony of ‘Muslims of or-
thodox piety’, that twenty-six villagers were ksz1lbag of several genera-
tions standing. The government was determined to be rid of them,
decreeing that they should be executed, but that those whose crimes
could not be ‘proven according to the shari‘a’, should suffer exile to
Cyprus.®) In June, the beylerbeyi of Riim investigated and reported
on two men from Sivas called Veled-i Babayi®!) and Pir civan, who
not only collected alms and offerings and took them to Persia but were
said to provide the Persians with information.®) It seems most likely
that the Persians would seek military and political information from
their adherents in Anatolia, but it is questionable whether these men,
usually peasants or nomads, would have been suitably informed. In
October, the Divin received a report from the bey of the frontier sancak
of Ispir, revealing that the Persians were sending emissaries, to Corum
in particular, who were making a register of kuz1lbag adherents. This
was a signal for the Divan to re-iterate its general command to arrest
and execute all heretics who were in contact with Persia, ‘attributing
to them some other crime’. The order went out to the beylerbeyis of
Riim, Karamin and Mar<asg.%3) Further reports reached the Divin to-
wards the end of the year. In November, the Viziers heard from the
aga of the fortress of Hims, near the frontier, that twenty of the Cepni

s8) MD 33.221.451 (17. i. 1578)

#) AR no. 47 (10. xii. 1576)

60) MD 30.207.488 (30. iv. 1577)

61) Ig the name Babayi an indication of the survival of the Baba’i sect in
the region and its absorption by the kizulbag ?

62) MD 31.13.32 (14. vi. 1577)

63) MD 31.360.799 (16. x. 1577)
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tribe®) had infiltrated the garrison and were ‘leading astray’ the for-
tress guards. Some of these had ‘come from the east’ and all had rela-
tives in Persia ( ? kizilbag ‘ammisi ve tayis). The beylerbeyi of Erzurum
was to send a detailed report and await a ferman giving further in-
structions. %)

The infiltration of Cepnis may have been an initiative of the Persian
government, despite its difficulties following the death of Shah Tah-
masb. The Persians certainly did despatch missionaries to Anatolia.
In 1577, one of these came from Kazvin to the town of Kastamonu,
in an area with a large kiz:lbag population,®) and ‘led many from the
true faith’ before his capture and execution. According to the sancak
beys, however, he still had many followers, whose execution ‘the people
of the province’ were requesting. In September, the Divan ordered the
sancak beyi to imprison and send a detailed register on ‘those infidels
whose execution the shari‘a does not require’.%?)

In December, the sancak bey: of Karahisar-i garki’s report reached
Istanbul, that many of the Kurds in the region had embraced the
kizilbag creed, held their assemblies in the villages, and practised theft
and brigandry. Most of the villages in question were on free (serbest)
lands, so that the sancak beyi’s men could not enter. He was therefore
to seek the permission of the holders of free-land (serbest sahibleri) to
enter their domains and arrest the miscreants, whom he was to ‘punish
according to the shari‘a’. The unusual feature of this report is that it
was Kurds rather than turcoman tribesmen who had adopted the
kazilbag creed. In the reign of Selim I, the co-operation of the sunnite
Kurdish emirs had facilitated the expulsion of the Safavids from
eastern Anatolia. However, if the sancak bey:’s report is accurate, the
~ practical consequences of the doctrine were the same as in the case
of the turcomans: a signal to practise ‘theft and brigandry’, and to
plunder the settled populations, leaving the ‘re‘@ya and beraya help-
less and powerless’.%8)

The campaign against Persia opened in 1578 and, although there are
fewer records from this year than from the previous one, it is perfectly
clear that the general persecution of the kzzilbas in Riim continued.
In January, the spy Kara Ya‘kiib arrived to investigate kizilbas ad-
herents. At the same time, the beylerbey: of Riim received instructions

) See Encyclopaedia of Islam (second edition), Cepni (F. Siimer)
$5) MD 30.222.514 (24. xi. 1577)

%) See AR nos. 32, 35

87) MD 30.306.707 (8. xii. 1577)

8) MD 33.128.258 (8. xii. 1577)
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to arrest those on Kara Ya‘kiib’s list and imprison them on some other
pretext.®) The beylerbeyi of Rim provided further evidence of the
extent of the investigations when he enquired of the Divan how to
punish arrested kezilbags. The answer was that he was to execute ‘those
called %alifes’ and exile the others to Cyprus ‘cutting off all contact
with their homes and families’.”?) In November, 1579, he again acknowl-
edged the receipt of a command to ‘search out and execute heretics,
especially those in contact with Persia’. He had, in the meantime,
arrested four suspects from Havza who, apart from their heresy, had
co-operated with the rebel suhtas™) in brigandry ‘plundering Muslims’
money and property’. They had, however, escaped from prison and,
on recapture, claimed that they were subject to victimisation with a
view to the confiscation of their property. Furthermore, he reported
that the campaign in the east had rendered further investigation of
the kuz1lbas impossible, and forwarded a copy of the register about the
four suspects from Havza. The Divan simply decreed that they and
other such heretics should receive punishment ‘according to the
shari‘a’.2)

The suthorities made a bigger haul in 1579. In February, the Divan
received the kdd? of Kurgunlu’s report that ‘‘ulema and pious men’ in
the district had reported the activities of four men in the village of
Bahaeddin who were heretics in contact with Persia, and sent offer-
ings to the Shah. They ‘cursed the Four Friends’ and ‘in the silence of
the night, assembled their women and made them play the geste’.”?)
On the same day, 14 February, 1579, the Divan dealt with another
report, this time from the k@di of Sivas, that the Ustaclu tribe were
sheltering one of their number, a certain Mahmiid kalife, whom the kddi
was to arrest and imprison. The Ustaclu was one of the tribes which
had supported the Safavid rise to power. The kidi at the same time
reported the imprisonment of six other heretics.”) There also appear,
as in Iraq, to have been cases of wrongful arrest which came to the
notice of the central government, since in 1579, the sancak beyi of
Bozok received orders to release prisoners who, on investigation, had
proved to be sunnites.)

) MD 33.221.451 (17. i. 1578)

70) MD 33.204.413 (17. i. 1578)

1) For an account of the suhta rebellions, see M. Akdag, Celdh tsyanlar:.

2) MD 35.366.931 (17. xi. 1578)

72) This instrument was used in the ceremonies of the abdals at Seyyid Gazi.
See AR no. 42

74) MD 36.61.185 (14. ii. 1579)
78) MD 36.164.450 (5. iv. 1579)
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Shortly after the report on Mahmid halife reached the capital, he
was captured, but soon escaped along with two others from Hiiseyna-
bad whom ‘unprejediced Muslims’ had testified to be evil men. On re-
ceiving this report from the beylerbeyi of Riim, the Divin despatched
a decree, dated 24th May, to the sancak bayi of Bozok for the re-arrest
and imprisonment of Mahmiid and the two others. He was to make
and send a register of their case.”®) A decree of the same date orders
the beylerbeyi of Rim to execute four persons imprisoned at Artikabad
for being kizibag in contact with Persia.”)

The spy, Kara Ya‘kiib; meanwhile continued his activities. A
letter from the defter kethiidas: (of Rim ?) to the Divdn acknowledged
the receipt, via Kara Ya‘kib, of a command to ‘capture evil-doers who
are in contact with Persia’, and reported the capture and imprison-
ment of some of these. He had forwarded separate information about
others. Kara Ya‘kiib had informed the defter kethiidasi and the kad:
of Artikabad of the case of a sipdhi called Ibrahim who was ‘sheltering
some of the miscreants in his house’. Despite his denial, a search in his
house had led to the capture and imprisonment of several. Ibrahim,
however, persisted in aiding ‘those who are in contact with Persia’,
by hiding them and giving them money. The defter kethiidas: and the
kadi of Artikabad were to arrest and execute him if any charge could
be proven.”®) In October, 1579, the kddi of Artikabad acknowledged a
ferman ‘publicly and secretly to investigate heretics in contact with
Persia’. At the same time he was able to reveal the details of a kuzilbag
organisation. He had succeeded in arresting a kezilbas halife, called
Mansir son of Emir ‘Ali, and in summoning others from the same vil-
lage to the shari‘a court. According to Mansiir, four men called Mak-

stid, Isma‘il, Hasan and Hasan halife gathered in his house, where
* they delivered 1,500 filoris — a large sum for a village — to a certain
Sah Bende,”) the agent of Emir ‘Ali kalife who was in Persia. They
also gave him a name-register of 3,000 ksz2lbag in Bozok and the kazas
of Tokat and Artikabad. §ah Bende had taken these and gone to Per-
sia in disguise. Swords and kaftans would come from Persia to all
halifes who were to gather at Akdag. Two of the villagers, called Meh-
med and §ah “Ali, while denying their own complicity, witnessed that
the people of the village were related to Emir ¢Ali who was in Persia,

76) MD 36.280.736 (24. v. 1579)
77) MD 36.280.735 (24. v. 1579)
8) MD 36.285.750 (24. v. 1579)
%) Cf. the name $ah Kuli
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and were ‘heretics in contact with Persia’. The kddis of Artikabad and
Zile were to investigate further and execute proven heretics, sending
a report when this had been done.®)

After 1579, the number of fermans concerned with the persecution
of the kizilbag decreases. In fact there are fewer than in the pre-war
period, but they are sufficient to suggest considerable activity both
among the kizelbag and among government spies. The first concerns an
individual case. The kadi of Sivas’ deputy and the kddi of Divrigi
acknowledged the receipt of a command to investigate a Cepni Mehmed
who was a ‘kezulbag in contact with Persia’. They reported that he had
disappeared. The beylerbey: of Rim and kddi of Sivas were to arrest
and examine him and send a register with the details.f)

A second command of August, 1581, to the sancak beyi and kad:
of Amasya and a number of kddis in Riim is more sweeping. It orders
a general investigation of kezbag in the towns and villages of the re-
gion and lists ways of identifing the heretics. Firstly, ‘they curse and
revile the Four Chosen Friends’. This in itself was enough to identify a
shi‘ite and could carry the death penalty ) but shi‘ite tendencies were
not a monopoly of the kuwzibag. Secondly, ‘they openly address Mus-
lims with the words ‘“Yezid geldi”,” Again, the identification of the
sunnites, especially the sunnite authorities with Yazid was common to
all shi‘ite groups. Thirdly, ‘they assemble at night, bringing wives and
daughters to their assemblies, where they have disposal of one anoth-
er’s wives and daughters’. This accusation of sexual immorality ap-
pears to be a caricature of kuzilbag ceremonies in which both sexes
participated.®3) The same accusations occur in contemporary reports
of the secret activities of the meldmis in Bosnia.®) Fourthly, ‘they
know neither prayer nor fasting’. This rejection of orthodox incum-
bencies was, again, not peculiar to the kizibas. Similar accusations
occur, for example, in the records of the trial of Oglan Seyh in 1528,%)
and in Vahidi’s account of the beliefs of the abdals of Riim.®) Fifthly,
‘they never call their sons Abii Bakr, ‘Umar or ‘Uthman and, since

80) MD 40.212.479 (19. x. 1579), AR no. 52, H. Sohrweide, op.cit., 191—192

€1) MD 43.33.70 (29. iv. 1580)

62) MD 9.80.83 (see above); MD 52.99.239 (see below)

83) See Jslam Ansiklopedisi, Kizilbag (A. Golpinarli)

8) MD 47.185.453 (27. vi. 1582), MD 48.151.419 (4. xi. 1582)

85) Summarised in M. Akdag, Tiirkiye'nin iktisadi ve ictimai tarihi, 2, p.
48—49

%) Vahidi, Hvace-yi cihan (ed. T. Yazici, in introduction to Mendakil-i
Cemal ed-Din Savi.)
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none of them bears these names, it is clear that they are heretics’.
Government spies in Denizli in 1567 had reported that the dervishes
in the zaviye of Saru Baba did not allow bearers of these names to
enter the zaviye.%’) All these ‘marks of misbelief’ the kuz:lbag had in
common with various other heretical groups. What distinguished them
was their association with Persia and allegiance to the Shah. The list
of ‘marks’ goes on to say that ‘those known as halife bring boots and
clothes from Persia, from the Shah!’. Another feature, peculiar to the
k2z1lbag, which the ferman does not mention, was the possession of the
kzilbag crown. The decree mentions further two halifes, Celal and Re-
siil, who ‘held assemblies and were beginning to sow sedition and rebel-
lion’. The Divgn despatched a certain Ahmed ¢avug to conduct the
investigations. Heretics were to be imprisoned and the facts reported.
The Divan would then issue a command with further instructions.8)
The final two records are from the Corum area. The first, dated
September, 1584, commands the kddis of Corum and G4l to investi-
gate six kuzelbag suspects from the kaza of Corum, to imprison them
and send a report if the charges were proven.®®) The second suggests a
more serious possibility of insurrection. In the late summer of 1585,
the defterdar of Rum (hizane-yi ‘@miremin Rim canibi defterdar:) sent
a report to the Divdn about a certain Seyh Hayder in a village near
Amasya. Apparently, the ‘people of Amasya’ had sent an agent to
inform on $eyh Hayder who, after'a long absence, had re-appeared
and was holding assemblies in the %2z:lbas villages in the area. Here he
had announced ‘I was with the Shah. I have undertaken to raise
40,000 men from this region. Be ready at once! The Shih shall come
to this region!” and was apparently on the point of revolt. However,
~ Ahmed ¢avus, a ¢avug of the Porte employed in the Treasury of Rim
(hizane-y: Ram),?0) with the alay beyi of Amasya and a force of thirty
men captured Jeyh Hayder in his village. They fought off an armed
attack by his followers from the surrounding villages and imprisoned
him in the fortress of Corum. After his capture, a large group of ‘un-
prejudiced Muslims’ witnessed that Seyh Hayder was the kalife of the
kzilbas in Corum and Bozok who each year took his followers’ offerings
to the Shah. It was rumoured that this year he planned to instigate
an armed rebellion of 40,000 men. His father, Seyh Tuzi, had also been

87) AR no. 19; H. Sohrweide, op.cit., 189

88) MD 42.123.420 (28. viii. 1581); AR no. 53

8) MD 53.145.419 (1. ix. 1584)

0) Probably the same Ahmed ¢avus as the one who had arrived in Rim four
years previously to investigate kizdlbag activities in the province.
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a kiwzilbag whose heresy had led to his execution. The Divan ordered
Seyh Hayder’s execution.”)

The kiunlbag sect seems hardly to have affected western Anatolia.
In 1579, the Divdn issued a command to the kadis of Alagehir and
Kestel®) and to the sancak bey:i of Aydin for the arrest and examina-
tion of two brothers and their cousin in the kazd of Kestel who had
‘cursed the Four Friends’ and ‘insulted Muslims’. It does not specify
that they were kizilbas.?®) A decree of 1583 orders the beylerbeyi of
Anadolu, the milfti of Karahisar — presumably Karahisar-i sahib
(Afyon), — and the kadis of Karahisar and Bolvadin to arrest two
escaped criminals, condemned to the galleys for brigandry and denounc-
ing innocent Muslims to the ehl-i ‘6rf in order to seize their money.
Furthermore, one of them, called Umiir 151k, was a ‘kizelbas who com-
mitted foul acts contrary to the shari‘a’.®t) In this case, the term
kiwzelbag, like the term 51k, may refer to a heretic in general, rather
than to a true kizilbas.

The methods of persecution

The fermdns registered in.the miihimme defterleri are obviously a
poor source for following the arrests, trials and punishment of heretics.
Although they often contain summaries of kddis’ registers or letters
from various provincial authorities, they are essentially commands for
future actions rather than accounts of what action has in fact been
taken. Furthermore, the stereotyped language of the commands sug-
gests that the Divin did not concern itself too closely with the proce-
dures of persecution. It wanted the suppression of heresy by whatever
means.

The authorities had, in the first place, to procure information about
the heretics and, to do thls they obviously employed a network of
spies and informers. The ’beys and kadis who received instructions to
search out kuzilbag suspects could not have done this personally, and
the use in some commands of such formulae as ‘I have commanded
that their circumstances be secretly investigated’®) or ‘.. .my Impe-
rial Command concerning secret and public investigations’®®) suggests

91) MD 58.268.683 (8. ix. 1585)

92) Tn the sancak of Aydin, not present-day Giirsii, also called Kestel.
) MD 47.257.504 (3. xi. 1579)

%) MD 52.126.317 (14. xi. 1583)

%) MD 31.13.32

%) MD 40.212.479
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the use of spies. The Divan, in fact, openly described Kara Ya‘kib
who tonducted investigations in Riim as a spy (c@ss).””) However, the
scale of perseation, in Réim in particular, indicates that there must
have been others, probably locally rather than centrally employed.

Voluntary testimony of sunnite Muslims supplemented spies’ re-
ports and, indeed, informers must have flourished in the increasingly
tense atmosphere of the persections. In 1568, ‘Muslims brought infor-
mation’ to the sancak bey: of Kangir1 about kizilbag gatherings.?)
The kadz of Ruhi claimed in 1574 that ‘the people of Ruha were com-
plaining bitterly’ about a group of kuz:lbas.?®) According to the sancak
bey: of Kastamonu, it was the people of Kastamonu who demanded
an investigation of the executed Persian missionary’s followers.1%) In
Kurgunlu in 1579, a group of ‘“ulemd and pious men’ came, apparently
voluntarily, to the shari‘a court to denounce kuzilbas in the kaza™)
and similarly, in 1585, it was the ‘people of Amasya’ who sent an agent
to report on the activities of Seyh Hayder.1%%) A case occurred in 1575
where a kddi’s register forwarded to the Divan records the case of
kizilbag sipahis whom a certain Haccl Kasim had denounced before
the beylerbey: of Sehrizol ‘in accordance with the command and noble
fetva () (...nam kimesneler namesri® kelimdt ederler deyi Hacci
Kasim nam emrile ve fetvd-yi serif micebince sabika Sehrizol begler-
bejisinin oniinde da“v@ eftijinde)19%) Were the ‘command and fetvd’
sanctions for informers ? The occurence of false accusations of innocent
peoplel®) is another indication that the authorities made use of infor-
mers. .

Information on kiwzilbas activities normally reached the Divan
through letters from beylerbeyis, sancak beyis or kadis, or through copies
 of kadis’registers (siret-i sicil), which these forwarded to the kadi‘as-
kers %) There were occasionally other informants, such as the aga of
the fortress of Hinis.1%) In many of its decrees the Divdn does not dis-
close its source of information, but merely concludes the narratio for-
ming the first section of the decree with formulae such as ‘since it has

97) MD 36.285.750

°8) MD 7.896.2454

) MD. 26.175.474

100) MD 30.283.658

101y MD 36.61.184

102) MD 58.268.683

103) MD 27.108.259

104) MD 21.18.58; MD 46.348.801; MD 47.44.112
105) MD 19.176.370

106) MD 30.222.514
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been heard.. ..’ (sstima ‘olunmagin) or ‘since it has been announced . . .’
(¢l@m olunmagin).

Occasionally the government despatched commissioners (miifettis,
milbagir) to conduct the persecution of kwzilbag communities. In 1572,
a certain Mehmed ¢avug travelled to Koyluhisar as a miifettis to sum-
mon & group of kuzilbag in the kaz@1%) In 1581, a ¢avug of the Porte,
called Ahmed ¢avus went to Amasya, where the kadis of the area
were to examine heretics in their kazds ‘under his supervision’ (miiba-
geretiyle) 1%) Similarly, in 1583, the kddi of Harsova received orders to
re-arrest and execute, under the supervision (miibageretiyle) of a cavus
of the Porte called Bilil, an escaped heretic or, if he could not be found,
his protector.19?) In most cases, however, the investigations remained
in the hands of the kadis, sancak beyis and beylerbeyis of the areas con-
cerned, and it was to these that the Divan almost invariably addressed
its decrees.

However, the respective roles of these authorities are not very clear.
It is difficult to say whether the part which the kadis played in the
persecutions was different from the parts of the beys, or whether the
role of beylerbeyis was different from that of sancak beyis.

Beylerbeyis, as might be expected, received the orders to set in
motion the investigation of kez:lbag throughout their provinces. There
are commands of this kind to the beylerbeyi of Riim in June, 1577,119)
and to the beylerbeyis of Riim, Karaman and Mar‘ag in October of the
same year.) In these three cases the beylerbeyis were to conduct the
investigations with the ‘co-operation of the kddis of the revelant areas
(toprak kadileri ma‘rifetiyle). Orders for a general investigation also
went to the beylerbeyi of Baghdad in July, 1577%%) and again to the
beylerbeyi of Riim in November, 1578, despite his complaint that the
‘Imperial Campaign to the East’ had rendered the task impossible.13)
Beylerbeyis could also de/a.l with cases of wrongful accusations and
punishment, %) and with cases involving the arrest of persons of high
rank, such as the sancak beyis of Darna®®) and Dhamar.11%) However,

107) MD 10.189.279

1085) MD 42.123.420; AR no. 53

109) MD 52.99.239

110) MD 31.13.32

11) MD 31.360.799

1u2) MD 31.56.142

13) MD 35.366.391

14) MD 21.18.58; MD 27.119.283; MD 46.348.801
1) MD 31.55.141

116) MD 40.301.693
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the Divin sometimes involved beylerbeyis in cases involving individuals
of humble status, such as the beylerbey: of Sehrizol’s investigations
of a kuzilbag group whom the kddi of Kerkiik had reported to the
Divan,V7) or the beylerbeyi of Basra’s bringing a gontllé to trial be-
fore the kadi.118) '

The few commands addressed solely to sancak beyis suggest that
these normally had the responsibility for the arrest and punishment of
heretics, but that the enquiries into the guilt of suspects often required
the co-operation of the ka@di, while the passing of judgement and sen-
tencing rested with the kddi or the Divan. In 1568, the sancak beyi of
Kangir1 forwarded the shari‘a court’s verdict of guilty against the
kwzilbag Kiigiik ‘Ali to the Divan which pronounced the sentence of
execution (esedd-i siyaset). The sancak bey: had then to carry out the
sentence. He was also to inform the Divan of other heretics whose
‘guilt was proven according to the shari‘a’.?) This much-encountered
formula was probably intended merely to give a gloss of legality to the
persecutions, but may imply that the Divan expected him to co-operate
with the kadi in the investigations. This was certainly the case in two
commands to the sancak bey: of Bozok. In 1577, on receiving orders
from Istanbul, he made a search for kuzilbas in Bozok and sent a reg-
ister to the Diwan, which had a copy made. The Divdn then comman-
ded him to arrest suspects, examine them ‘with the co-operation of
the kadi of the relevant area’ and.execute them if their crimes were
‘proven according to the shari‘a’ 12°) Similarly, in 1578, he was to ‘show
no mercy to those followers of the false Isma‘il known as halifes but,
after proof, punish them as necessary with the kidi’s co-operation’12)
Similar instructions went to the sancak bey: of Malatya.’?2) When the
sancak bey: of Bozok finally did capture one of the false Isma‘il’s
halifes, called Hursidoglu, he awaited the sentence from the Divan be-
fore executing his captive.123)

However, in July 1578, when the viziers instructed the Tiirkman
sancak beyi, Prince Murad, to arrest the false Isma<il and his ‘followers
and halifes’, they dropped all pretence of procedural niceties. Murad
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was simply to get the ‘sipdhis and il eris assigned to guard the security
of the region’ to arrest the rebels ‘and have them executed by whatever
means as a warning and admonition to other brigands’.?4) Similar
commands went out to the sancak beyis of Bozok, ‘Ayntab and Kur-
gehri. They were to use spies and informers (tetebbii® ve tecessiis etdii-
rith) to find out who the halifes of the false Isma‘il were and have them
executed by whatever means.125)

Kadis do not normally appear to have been in sole charge of meas-
ures against the kizilbas. The kddi of Koyluhisar in 1572 examined
the group of suspects whose activities he had confirmed, but it was
the duty of Mehmed ¢avus to summon them to court. It was the duty
of the kadi to conduct the examination and, should the suspects disap-
pear, ‘to charge those whose duty it is to find and arrest them.’128) If
they were guilty, he was to send them ‘tied and bound’ to the capi-
tal ") The Divan in this case took the responsibility for punishment
from the local ehl-i ‘6rf. It probably intended condemning them to the
galleys, given the needs of the fleet in this year. In the same year, the
kadi of Niksar had rather wider powers. It was apparently he who
received the command to investigate the suspect zaviye of Matay and
it appears that it was he, rather than the sancak beyi or a ¢avug, who
sent an agent to summon the suspects to court (ser‘-i gerife da‘vet).
Since they escaped, he was to ‘make those whose duty it was find them’,
and then examine them himself. If they proved to be guilty, he was
to send them to the galleys?) In this, as in many other cases, the
Divan determined the sentence. In 1584, the kddis of Corum and Gol
received orders to summon a group of kuzilbas whose activities had
‘come to the attention of’ the Divan and, if guilty, to imprison them
and forward a copy of the judicial register to Istanbuli?) Since the
authorities never regarded imprisonment in itself as a punishment for
heretics, their inca,rcera.tign would presumably have been pending the
Divin’s decision on a suitable sentence.

On rare occasions, the kadis had the responsibility for the execution
of the sentence. In 1574, the kadi of Mosul was responsible for sending
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the heretic seyyids back to exile in Hismkeyf, although the decision
to do so had come from the Div@n.13%) In 1579, the kadis of Artikabad
and Zile were to investigate a group of heretics and ‘punish according
to the shari‘e’ those whose guilt was proven 131) Tt could be simply
that the Diw@n took the role of the ehl-i ‘orf in executing the sentence
for granted, or else that their absence on campaign left the kddis with
the responsibility. In the previous year the beylerbey: of Rim had com-
plained that the campaign had rendered investigation of heretics im-
possible.1%2)

A case in 1583 indicates what was probably the kadis’ normal role.
In this year, the k@di of Harsova reported to the Divan the case of a
certain Jehsiivir who had ‘cursed the Four Friends’. The charge had
been proven, presumably in the shari‘a court, and referred to the Di-
van which pronouced the death sentence. However, the dizddr of Har-
sova bribed the two subaszs to let Sehsiivar escape. On receiving the
kadi’s report of what had happened, the Divan ordered him to make
the dizdar find the escaped Sehsiivar. It was part of the kadis’ normal
role in the pursuit of wanted men to make the accused’s fellow towns-
men or villagers conduct the search. However, the Divan also des-
patched a Bildl ¢avug, and it was under his supervision (mitbdseretiyle)
that the kadi was to conduct the search through the dizdar. If the
dizdar failed to find Sehsiivar he was to be executed in his place.232) It
appears from this that the ka@d: had some executive powers, but was
independent of the ehl-i ‘6rf or the Divdn only in the trial.

The viziers, in fact, addressed most cohmands jointly to the kadis
and sancak beyis or beylerbeyis, but these decrees never delineate spe-
cial roles for the kadis or the ehl-i ‘6rf Evidence from fermdns in ge-
neral suggests that the ehl-i ‘6rf were normally responsible for the
arrest of suspects, although kddis could also organise the search for
particular individuals. The kadis or the Divdn pronounced the sen-
tence, whose execution lay with the ehl-i ‘6rf or the Divin. However,
it seems likely that, as the persecution became more intense after
1576, the roles of the kddis and ehl-i ‘6rf would have become increa-
singly blurred. Furthermore, the absence of some of the civil authori-
ties on campaign after the spring of 1578, the rivalry between kadis
and ehl-i ‘orf, and the growing anarchy in Anatolia would have con-
fused the situation further.
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Open trial for heretics was not the rule, particularly at the height
of the persecution when war with Persia threatened or was already in
progress. In certain cases, however, the kddi did hold a trial, taking
statements from the accused. In 1568, Kiigiik ‘Ali had been summoned
to the kddi’s court (meclis-i ger<) in Kanginn and there confessed his
heresy.!3) In 1572, a group of suspects denied being ktzilbas when
interrogated ‘in the presence of the kddi’ in Koyluhisar. The evidence
of ‘upright Muslims’ (‘ud@l-¢ mislimin) overruled their deniall%) In
1572, the kddi of Niksar summoned to his court (ser-i gerife da‘vet
editb) some heretics who did not, in fact, appear.13¢) In 1578, beylerbey:
of Basra was to summon the heretical ginillic and examine him ‘in
accordance with the shari‘a... with the co-operation of the kadi of
the relevant area’.%’) Whether trial before a kddi or beylerbeyi gave
the heretics a chance to defend their case is doubtful. The testimony
of orthodox Muslims over-rode the statements of suspects, and it seems
that appearance in court came only after the authorities were already
satisfied that the suspects were guilty. This appears clearly in the case
of 1579, where the kadi of Kursgunlu reported to the Divan that ‘‘ulema
and pious men’ had informed on four heretics. The Divan ordered the
sancak beyi of Kangin and kddi of Kurgunlu to summon them to the
shari‘a court, but only after becoming fully acquainted with their
circumstances and certain of their heresy (mezbarun ahvalin tetebbii
ediib dahi vech-i megra® dizre rifz i ilhddlars muhakkak olub vaksf oldu-
Junuzdan sonra)13) A probable motive in holding a trial before the
kadi was the hope that the accused would provide further information
about kuwzibag activities. Certainly the report of the kadi of Artikabad
in 1579 about the trial of a group of kuzilbag is most informative about
the activities of the sect in the area.1®)

There are a few more examples where the fermdns specifically re-
quire the authorities to summon the accused before the shari‘a court!)
and many more demanding, in unspecific terms, ‘a fair and just exa-
mination in accordance with the procedures of the shari‘a’. However,
this formula and its many variants does not necessarily imply an open
trial. For example, the commands to the beylerbeyis of Karaman, Rim
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and Mar‘ag in 1577 order these authorities to arrest heretics and ‘exa-
mine their circumstances with the co-operation of the kddis of the
relevant districts in accordance with the upright shari‘e’. If their guilt
was ‘proven according to the shari‘a’, they were to be executed ‘on
some other charge’.}4!) In other words, there was no trial and the ac-
cused were not informed of the real charges. There are many similar
examples. It seems that the evidence of the government’s own infor-
mers or the words of ‘unprejudiced Muslims of orthodox piety’ were
sufficient to secure conviction.

There is, however, no information about the procurement of wit-
nesses, except where it is obvious that they came forward voluntarily.
The authorities were expected to establish the probity of witnesses
before accepting their evidence against heretics. Witnesses should be
‘upright Muslims’ (‘udal-i mislimin), ‘competent’ (ekl-i vukif), ‘un-
prejudiced’ (bigaraz), ‘trusted’ (mu‘temed ‘aleyh), ‘of sound orthodoxy’
(sa@lih et-tedeyyiin), ‘‘ulema@ and pious men’ (‘ulemd ve sulehd@) or ‘nota-
bles of the region’ (a‘yan~i vildyet). In one case, four men, imprisoned
through ‘the slander of rancorous persons’ (erbab-i garaz iftirasiyle)
regained their freedom after ‘the people at large’ (‘umimen halk)
had testified to their innocence.’*2) Some of the decrees end with such
formulae as ‘At the time of the examination, you should adhere to the
clear truth and beware of falsification, and distortion, false witness,
rancour and bigotry and misrepresentation of the facts3) or ‘You
should beware of making this an excuse for misappropriation, interfer-
ing with innocent persons or protecting . heretics’.144) Despite this
apparent concern with correct procedure, the government’s reliance
on spies, informers, secret evidence, and virtual conviction before trial
or conviction without trial can only have resulted in widespread op-
pression of the innocent.

The actual wording of decrees often leaves doubt as to the punish-
ments which the Divan envisaged for kszelbas and other heretics. The
authorities frequently received instructions simply to ‘punish’ (hak-
kwndan gelmek) victims, but it appears that the phrase hakkindan gel-
mek without further qualification normally meant to execute. The
question did puzzle the beylerbey: of Rim. In late 1577, he sent a letter
enquiring ‘If those kmown as kuzilbag are punished (haklarindan geli-
niirse), is it necessary to exterminate them completely 2’ The reply that
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he was to exile some, but to ‘have those known as kalife ‘“‘punished’”’
(halife namina olanlarwn haklarmdan geldiiresiz)45) leaves little doubt
that the term means ‘to execute’. Other orders provide confirmation.
In 1568, the sancak bey:i of Amasya was secretly to drown Siileyman
fakih and his followers or else to ‘punish’ them (haklarindan gelesin)
on a trumped-up charge.!*) Here the punishment has to be the equi-
valent of drowning. In 1577, the beylerbeyi of Baghdad was to ‘punish
seditious persons... whose removal is necessary’?) The wording
again implies execution. In the order to the kddi of Harsova in 1583,143)
‘punishment’ (hakkindan gelmek) is equated with siydset?) that is
execution or occasionally severe corporal punishment, but in this case
almost certainly execution. The term siydset also occurs in the com-
mand to the sancak beyi of Kangir1 to ‘execute Kiigiik <Ali with the
most severe form of siyaset’ (egedd-i siyaset ile siydset ediib).150) This can
only mean death.

The frequent commands to ‘act’ or to ‘punish in accordance with
the shari‘a’ (mukteza-yi ser‘le ‘Gmil olasiz;¥) ser‘le hakkwndan gelesiz)
152) seems also to mean the death penalty. A fetvd of Ebi’s-su‘id dated
1548 had equated the kezilbag with the apostates and khawdrij during
the caliphates of Abii Bakr and <Ali.1%3) The immediate purpose of the
felv@ was to justify the impending war with Persia, but its implications
were more far-reaching. The charge of apostasy would apply to the
kazalbag on Ottoman territory as much as it did to the kizilbas of Persia,
and the shari‘a manuals state unequivocally that apostasy carries the
death penalty.’) Sometimes the Divdn’s instructions were more blunt.
The sancak bey: of Amasya received orders to drown Siileyman fakih
in the Kizl Irmak.155) The beylerbey: of Baghdad in 1573 was simply
to ‘destroy’ (telef eyliyesin) the fifty men who recited siras for the
Shah.158)
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The death penalty was not invariable, particularly in cases which
involved large groups of heretics. The authorities were anxious, above
all, to arrest and execute the leaders of kuzilbag groups, the halifes. In
1578, the beylerbey: of Rim received instructions to execute halifes
and exile the rest.”) In 1577 the sancak beyi of Tarsus was to execute
Kor Tatar ‘if he was in fact a halife as had been reported’ %) Simi-
larly in 1578, the sancak beyis of Kirgehri, ‘“Ayntab'?) and Bozok¢?)
and the sancak beyi of the Turcomans were to execute the followers of
the false Ismi‘l ‘as a warning to the other brigands’.1%!) For heretics
who were not halifes, exile was, as it always had been, a common pun-
ishment. In 1565, kizilbas from Rim were exiled to Hungary, while
their halifes who had travelled to Persia were executed.l®?) In the
1570s, the newly conquered Cyprus was the most frequent place of
exile. In 1574, heretics from the region of Ruha suffered banishment to
the island6®) and, three years later, the sancak beyi of Bozok received
a command to execute a group of kizulbas if their guilt was ‘proven
according to the shari‘a.’ If it was not proven, but there were still
grounds for suspicion (zikr oluman téhmetiyle miittehem idigi zihir
olursa), they were to go to Cyprus.1®) In 1578, the beylerbey: of Rim
was to exile k2zilbas who were not halifes to Cyprus ‘cutting off all con-
nection with their homes and families’.1%5) .

A third punishment was the galleys, a penalty invoked whenever
there was a shortage of oarsmen in the fleet.1%6) It is not, therefore,
surprising to find heretics from Niksar condemned to the galleys in
1572,1%%) the year after Lepanto. In many cases, however, the Divan
issued no instructions for punishment, but merely ordered the author-
ities to imprison the accused if proven guilty and to await orders for
further action. There is often no obvious reason why these cases differ
" from those where the punishment is specified.
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The Divan kept the responsibility for sentencing and sometimes
for punishing members of the ‘asker? class. In 1572, the sipahi Ahmed
and his heretical associates were to be sent ‘tied and bound’ from
Koyluhisar to the capital1%) The sipdhis of Mosul, found guilty of
heresy in 1575, ‘were not punished since they were sipahis, but impri-
soned, and their case reported’. The beylerbey: of Sehrizol then received
the decree to send them escorted to the capital.16?) In 1579, however,
the sipah? Tbrahim of Artikabad was to be executed in the district if
found guilty of heresy.*®) In the cases of the heretical sancak beyis of
Darna'®) and Yemen,2) the beylerbeyis of Baghdad and Yemen re-
ceived orders simply to imprison them and send a report, no doubt
pending further instructions.
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