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			   3c	 Submission of the vizier Yemişçi Ḥasan Paşa� 51
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Note on Transliteration

I have followed Ménage’s example in using the modern Turkish alphabet in transliterating 
Ottoman words, adding diacritical marks to indicate the original form of the word in the 
Ottoman-Arabic script. Turkish uses the standard Latin alphabet, but the following letters 
should be noted:

c	 English j, as in jam
ç	 English ch, as in church
ı	 roughly as a in English woman
ö	 as in French eu
ü	 as in French lune

I have not used the modern Turkish ğ. Following Ménage, I have instead indicated the letter 
used in the Ottoman-Arabic script, thus:

g	 ك
ġ	 غ

Latin letters with diacritics represent the following letters in the Ottoman-Arabic script:
ḍ	 ض
ġ	 غ
ḥ	 ح
ḫ	 خ
ḳ	 ق
ñ	 ڭ
s	 ث
ṣ	 ص
ṭ	 ط
z	 ذ
ẓ	 ظ
ż	 ض
ʿ	 ع
ʾ	 ء

I have spelled some of the more familiar Arabic terms using the standard Arabic translitera-
tion, rather than the Ottoman – for instance, jizya, waqf rather than cizye, vaḳıf.



The Islamic Months

	 (1) Muḥarram 
	 (2) Ṣafar 
	 (3) Rabīʿ al-awwal (Rabīʿ I) 
	 (4) Rabīʿ al-thānī (Rabīʿ II) 
	 (5) Jumādā al-ūlā (Jumādā I) 
	 (6) Jumādā al-ākhir, Jumādā al-thānī (Jumādā II) 
	 (7) Rajab 
	 (8) Shaʿbān 
	 (9) Ramaḍān 
(10) Shawwāl 
(11) Dhūʾl-Qaʿda 
(12) Dhūʾl-ḥijja



The Ottoman Sultans, c1300–1687

ʿOsmān (c1300–c1326)
׀

Orḫān (c1326–62)
׀

Murād I (1362–89)
׀

Bāyezīd I (1389–1402)
׀

Süleymān (Rūmeli 1402–11) – Mūsā (Rūmeli 1411–13) – Meḥmed [I] (Anatolia 1411–13)1

׀
Meḥmed I (1413–21)

׀
Murād II (1421–44; 1446–51)2

׀
Meḥmed II (1444–46; 1451–81) 

׀
Bāyezīd II (1481–1512)

׀
Selīm I (1512–20)

׀
Süleymān I (1520–66)

׀
Selīm II (1566–74)

׀
Murād III (1574–95)

׀
Meḥmed III (1595–1603)

׀
Aḥmed I (1603–17)3 – Muṣṭafā I (1617–18; 1622–3)

׀
ʿOsmān II (1618–22) – Murād IV (1623–40) – Ibrāhīm (1640–8)

׀
Meḥmed IV (1648–87)



t h e o t t o m a n s u l t a n s,  c1300–1687     xv

1. After the defeat and captivity of Bāyezīd I at the battle of Ankara in 1402, his sons fought 
over the succession to the rulership of the remaining Ottoman territories until the final victory 
of Mehmed [I] in 1413. The information given here is simplified. See Dimitris Kastritsis, The 
Sons of Bayezid: Empire Building and Representation in the Ottoman Civil War of 1402–13, 
Leiden (2007).
2. In 1444 Murād II abdicated in favour of his son, Prince Meḥmed. In 1446, he was recalled to 
the throne and reigned until his death in 1451, when his son ascended the throne as Meḥmed II.
3. Before 1603, the practice of fratricide ensured that the sultanate passed directly from father 
to son. After 1603, it was, in general, the eldest surviving son who succeeded.
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Preface

V. L. Ménage (1920–2015)1 – Vic to his friends and colleagues – was lecturer in Turkish 
and then Professor at the School of Oriental and African Studies, London, from 1955 until 
his retirement in 1983. Over his years of teaching, he translated a series of Ottoman docu-
ments dating largely from the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries, which formed the basis 
of his famous course on ‘Ottoman Institutions’. Upon his retirement he gave the collection to 
his SOAS colleague Dr Colin Heywood, with the instruction: ‘Do whatever you like with it’. 
Vic himself never envisaged publication, but Colin immediately recognised its importance 
for anyone studying or teaching this period of Ottoman history and, with the intention that we 
should jointly edit and publish the collection, made copies for Dr (later Professor) Michael 
Ursinus and myself. As it turned out, other commitments soon got in our way and the project 
was never realised. The idea of editing the documents remained buried somewhere in my 
subconscious, but it was not until over three decades later that my colleague Dr Georg Christ 
learned of their existence and at once realised their importance, not only for Ottoman histo-
rians, but equally for historians of late medieval and early modern Europe, and especially for 
students in his own fields of Venetian and Mamluk history. It was Georg who finally prodded 
me into action. He did not, however, confine himself to stirring my conscience, but immedi-
ately set about organising the collection into a useable format and making an electronic copy 
which rendered the process of editing much simpler. And that was not all. He also arranged 
for Dr Johannes Lotze to re-type much of the original typescript (including Vic’s handwrit-
ten notes) in the period between completing his PhD and winning the Royal Asiatic Society’s 
inaugural Bayly Prize for the best thesis on an Asiatic subject. Without Georg’s and Johannes’ 
help and continuing encouragement, Vic’s document collection would still be slumbering on 
a shelf. I am also greatly indebted to Dr Kate Fleet for permission to use her translation of the 
1387 Ottoman–Genoese treaty and to Dr Christine Woodhead for her fluent translation of a 
tricky passage from Selānikī’s History.

When Vic was teaching the course, Ottoman history was still an exotic subject with almost 
no place in conventional university history departments in Europe or North America. Even in 
departments offering courses on the Middle East, Turkish and Ottoman studies tended to be 

1 For an obituary and personal appreciation, see Colin Heywood, ‘V. L. Ménage (1920–2015): Turcologist and 
Historian of the Early Ottoman State: A Personal Memoir’, International Journal of Turkish Studies, 21/1–2 (2015).
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marginal. Nor was it a subject in which academic publishers showed much interest. As a result, 
anyone teaching the subject frequently had to fall back on their own resources for the provision 
of teaching materials. Another problem that teachers faced, and continue to face, is linguistic 
in nature. The Ottoman Empire was multi-lingual and, although the language of the court, the 
government and the literate elite was Turkish, Ottoman Turkish is so far removed from the 
Turkish of today as to be almost incomprehensible to modern Turks. Furthermore, official 
documents – and especially legal material – are likely to be written in Arabic, or – especially if 
they are treasury documents – in Persian. Before the mid-fifteenth century Turkish sources are 
rare, and Greek, Slavonic, Latin or Italian materials are often more significant. With the emer-
gence of the Ottoman Empire as a great power from the late fifteenth century, the languages 
of the neighbouring states in Europe and the Middle East also become increasingly important 
both for records of diplomatic exchanges, and for the accounts of European residents and 
travellers in Ottoman lands. In brief, the array of languages confronting any aspiring Ottoman 
historian is bewildering. A solution to the problems facing students as they attempt to hack 
their way through this linguistic jungle is to provide translations of representative Ottoman 
and Ottoman-related texts. There has recently been a welcome increase in the number of such 
translations available, but when Vic was teaching, there was little available. Hence, with char-
acteristic thoroughness, he made his own.

Vic made the collection to accompany his course on ‘Ottoman Institutions’, with the trans-
lated documents in each of the ten chapters illustrating one particular institution or aspect of 
Ottoman government. The first four chapters concern the organs of central government – that 
is, the Ottoman dynasty itself and the vizierate. Chapter V deals with provincial government, 
and Chapters VI and VII with the legal system and the law. Chapter VIII presents documents 
concerning finance and taxation and Chapter IX the closely related subject of waqfs. The col-
lection ends with a series of treaty texts and other documents on foreign relations. In their 
original format as materials to be handed out and studied in class or in a seminar, the trans-
lations did not require an introduction or explanatory notes. I have, however, assumed that 
readers will usually be working on their own and therefore provided each chapter with a very 
brief introduction which places the documents in context. I have also added explanatory notes 
where these seemed necessary, and a glossary of the innumerable technical terms encoun-
tered. Vic’s typescript also had handwritten annotations, evidently for his own use. Many of 
these were clearly prompts, pointing to larger issues raised in the text, which could become 
the subject of a group discussion. Some raised specific problems of interpretation, or queries 
for further consideration, while others were technical, noting emendations, variant readings 
and other matters. Most of these I have omitted, often reluctantly, in order to prevent the text 
becoming too long and unwieldy. Some I have incorporated into my own notes, and some I 
have incorporated verbatim. These are identified by the siglum ‘VLM’.

I have not made any changes to the original translations, and I have presented them in 
the order in which they appear in the typescript. I could not match the accuracy or elegance 
of Vic’s translations, and any changes in the order would have upset the coherence of each 
chapter. I have, however, added a few texts and also one or two passages which Vic omitted 
in the original translations or gave only in summary. In one case I have to confess that I had to 
substitute my own translation, as I had lost the original. However, more than eighty percent of 
the text is exactly as Vic left it. There is one omission some Ottomanists might find surprising. 
This is the so-called ḳānūnnāme (‘law-book’) of Meḥmed II on ‘state organisation’ which has 
been a major source of reference for many studies of the Ottoman court and government. Vic 
himself recognised the difficulties that this text presents, noting in a preamble to his partial 
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translation: ‘It is a compilation probably made in the late sixteenth century and fathered on 
Meḥmed II . . . Thus, though it may contain a nucleus of regulations dating from Meḥmed II’s 
reign, the only safe approach to it now is that no statement in it is to be accepted as valid for 
that reign without independent corroboration’. I agree with this assessment, although I suspect 
that it dates from the early seventeenth century. Given the many problems surrounding this 
text, it seemed wiser to omit it. As a substitute, I have included short extracts from the 1525 
ḳānūnnāme of Egypt.

Vic originally made the collection for student use, and it is primarily with students and 
teachers of Ottoman history in mind that I have made an edited version. The collection should 
also be useful for anyone with a serious interest in Ottoman history. Since Vic’s retirement in 
1983, the study of Ottoman history has expanded beyond recognition: new fields of research 
have opened up, new journals devoted to Turkish and Ottoman Studies have been founded and 
new scholars have come into the field. Nonetheless, the translations presented here remain as 
relevant as ever. Documents and other primary source materials do not go out of date, and the 
topics covered in the collection remain essential to an understanding of the Ottoman Empire’s 
history between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries. I hope that readers will find it useful.
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Figure 1  The palace: plan of the second and third courts



Preface

V. L. Ménage (1920–2015)1 – Vic to his friends and colleagues – was lecturer in Turkish 
and then Professor at the School of Oriental and African Studies, London, from 1955 until 
his retirement in 1983. Over his years of teaching, he translated a series of Ottoman docu-
ments dating largely from the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries, which formed the basis 
of his famous course on ‘Ottoman Institutions’. Upon his retirement he gave the collection to 
his SOAS colleague Dr Colin Heywood, with the instruction: ‘Do whatever you like with it’. 
Vic himself never envisaged publication, but Colin immediately recognised its importance 
for anyone studying or teaching this period of Ottoman history and, with the intention that we 
should jointly edit and publish the collection, made copies for Dr (later Professor) Michael 
Ursinus and myself. As it turned out, other commitments soon got in our way and the project 
was never realised. The idea of editing the documents remained buried somewhere in my 
subconscious, but it was not until over three decades later that my colleague Dr Georg Christ 
learned of their existence and at once realised their importance, not only for Ottoman histo-
rians, but equally for historians of late medieval and early modern Europe, and especially for 
students in his own fields of Venetian and Mamluk history. It was Georg who finally prodded 
me into action. He did not, however, confine himself to stirring my conscience, but immedi-
ately set about organising the collection into a useable format and making an electronic copy 
which rendered the process of editing much simpler. And that was not all. He also arranged 
for Dr Johannes Lotze to re-type much of the original typescript (including Vic’s handwrit-
ten notes) in the period between completing his PhD and winning the Royal Asiatic Society’s 
inaugural Bayly Prize for the best thesis on an Asiatic subject. Without Georg’s and Johannes’ 
help and continuing encouragement, Vic’s document collection would still be slumbering on 
a shelf. I am also greatly indebted to Dr Kate Fleet for permission to use her translation of the 
1387 Ottoman–Genoese treaty and to Dr Christine Woodhead for her fluent translation of a 
tricky passage from Selānikī’s History.

When Vic was teaching the course, Ottoman history was still an exotic subject with almost 
no place in conventional university history departments in Europe or North America. Even in 
departments offering courses on the Middle East, Turkish and Ottoman studies tended to be 

1 For an obituary and personal appreciation, see Colin Heywood, ‘V. L. Ménage (1920–2015): Turcologist and 
Historian of the Early Ottoman State: A Personal Memoir’, International Journal of Turkish Studies, 21/1–2 (2015).
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marginal. Nor was it a subject in which academic publishers showed much interest. As a result, 
anyone teaching the subject frequently had to fall back on their own resources for the provision 
of teaching materials. Another problem that teachers faced, and continue to face, is linguistic 
in nature. The Ottoman Empire was multi-lingual and, although the language of the court, the 
government and the literate elite was Turkish, Ottoman Turkish is so far removed from the 
Turkish of today as to be almost incomprehensible to modern Turks. Furthermore, official 
documents – and especially legal material – are likely to be written in Arabic, or – especially if 
they are treasury documents – in Persian. Before the mid-fifteenth century Turkish sources are 
rare, and Greek, Slavonic, Latin or Italian materials are often more significant. With the emer-
gence of the Ottoman Empire as a great power from the late fifteenth century, the languages 
of the neighbouring states in Europe and the Middle East also become increasingly important 
both for records of diplomatic exchanges, and for the accounts of European residents and 
travellers in Ottoman lands. In brief, the array of languages confronting any aspiring Ottoman 
historian is bewildering. A solution to the problems facing students as they attempt to hack 
their way through this linguistic jungle is to provide translations of representative Ottoman 
and Ottoman-related texts. There has recently been a welcome increase in the number of such 
translations available, but when Vic was teaching, there was little available. Hence, with char-
acteristic thoroughness, he made his own.

Vic made the collection to accompany his course on ‘Ottoman Institutions’, with the trans-
lated documents in each of the ten chapters illustrating one particular institution or aspect of 
Ottoman government. The first four chapters concern the organs of central government – that 
is, the Ottoman dynasty itself and the vizierate. Chapter V deals with provincial government, 
and Chapters VI and VII with the legal system and the law. Chapter VIII presents documents 
concerning finance and taxation and Chapter IX the closely related subject of waqfs. The col-
lection ends with a series of treaty texts and other documents on foreign relations. In their 
original format as materials to be handed out and studied in class or in a seminar, the trans-
lations did not require an introduction or explanatory notes. I have, however, assumed that 
readers will usually be working on their own and therefore provided each chapter with a very 
brief introduction which places the documents in context. I have also added explanatory notes 
where these seemed necessary, and a glossary of the innumerable technical terms encoun-
tered. Vic’s typescript also had handwritten annotations, evidently for his own use. Many of 
these were clearly prompts, pointing to larger issues raised in the text, which could become 
the subject of a group discussion. Some raised specific problems of interpretation, or queries 
for further consideration, while others were technical, noting emendations, variant readings 
and other matters. Most of these I have omitted, often reluctantly, in order to prevent the text 
becoming too long and unwieldy. Some I have incorporated into my own notes, and some I 
have incorporated verbatim. These are identified by the siglum ‘VLM’.

I have not made any changes to the original translations, and I have presented them in 
the order in which they appear in the typescript. I could not match the accuracy or elegance 
of Vic’s translations, and any changes in the order would have upset the coherence of each 
chapter. I have, however, added a few texts and also one or two passages which Vic omitted 
in the original translations or gave only in summary. In one case I have to confess that I had to 
substitute my own translation, as I had lost the original. However, more than eighty percent of 
the text is exactly as Vic left it. There is one omission some Ottomanists might find surprising. 
This is the so-called ḳānūnnāme (‘law-book’) of Meḥmed II on ‘state organisation’ which has 
been a major source of reference for many studies of the Ottoman court and government. Vic 
himself recognised the difficulties that this text presents, noting in a preamble to his partial 
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translation: ‘It is a compilation probably made in the late sixteenth century and fathered on 
Meḥmed II . . . Thus, though it may contain a nucleus of regulations dating from Meḥmed II’s 
reign, the only safe approach to it now is that no statement in it is to be accepted as valid for 
that reign without independent corroboration’. I agree with this assessment, although I suspect 
that it dates from the early seventeenth century. Given the many problems surrounding this 
text, it seemed wiser to omit it. As a substitute, I have included short extracts from the 1525 
ḳānūnnāme of Egypt.

Vic originally made the collection for student use, and it is primarily with students and 
teachers of Ottoman history in mind that I have made an edited version. The collection should 
also be useful for anyone with a serious interest in Ottoman history. Since Vic’s retirement in 
1983, the study of Ottoman history has expanded beyond recognition: new fields of research 
have opened up, new journals devoted to Turkish and Ottoman Studies have been founded and 
new scholars have come into the field. Nonetheless, the translations presented here remain as 
relevant as ever. Documents and other primary source materials do not go out of date, and the 
topics covered in the collection remain essential to an understanding of the Ottoman Empire’s 
history between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries. I hope that readers will find it useful.



M
ap

 1
 A

na
to

lia



Map 2  The Balkan Peninsula



Figure 1  The palace: plan of the second and third courts



Figure 2  A firman with the ṭuġra of Ahmed I



c h a p t e r i

The Dynasty: Legitimation and 
Titulature

s e c t i o n 1  t h e a s s e r t i o n s o f t h e c h r o n i c l e r s

The Ottomans, like any other dynasty, needed to legitimise their rule in the eyes of 
their subjects. The basis of their claims to rightful rulership and superiority over rival 
dynasties is embedded in the largely mythical accounts of the Empire’s origins found 
in the earliest Ottoman chronicles. These reflect popular oral traditions which circulated 
in the fifteenth century, and while they share much material in common, the variations 
between them often reflect the milieu in which they arose.

The anonymous passages 1a and 1b reflect the culture of the popular dervish groups 
that proliferated in the early Ottoman period. They tell how a holy şeyḫ interpreted the 
dream of ʿOsmān’s father, Ertoġrul, as foretelling the greatness of the Ottoman dynasty. 
By the device of making ʿOsmān (or, in some versions, Ertoġrul himself) marry the 
şeyḫ’s daughter, the tale links the Ottoman dynasty to the dervishes and provides it with 
a spiritual lineage

Passage 2 from the chronicle of ʿĀşıḳpaşazāde reflects the culture of active soldiers. 
In it, ʿOsmān scornfully rejects the legalistic view that his sovereignty, expressed 
through the performance of the Friday Prayer in Ḳaraca Ḥiṣār, should be by the licence 
of the Seljuk sultan: he is a sovereign ruler by right of conquest. To this, Aşıkpaşazade 
appends additional reasons for giving ʿOsmān the right to rule independently.

Passages 3a and 3b from the chronicle of Neşrī, by contrast, reflect the legalistic views 
of the ʿulemā, in making the last Seljuk Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn appoint ʿOsmān as his legal 
successor and ʿOsmān assume sovereignty only on ʿAlāʾed-dīn’s death without progeny.

In passage 4a, dating from the reign of Murād II (1421–51), Yazıcıoġlu is drawing 
on pagan Turkish tradition to assert the genealogical claims of the Ottoman dynasty. 
The sultan, he asserts, is a descendant of Ḳayı, the eldest son of the eldest son of Oġuz 
Ḫān, the eponymous ancestor the Oġuz, or western Turks. This line of descent gave the 
Ottoman sultan primacy among all western Turkish and Tatar rulers.

The tale in passage 4b makes use of this genealogical claim to assert the Ottoman 
Sultan Murād II’s superiority over the Ḳaraḳoyunlu Cihānşāh, his neighbour on his 
eastern frontier. 

The anonymous author of passage 5 conflates all these elements in his account of 
Osman’s achievement of sovereignty.



2    o t t o m a n h i s t o r i c a l d o c u m e n t s

1  The voice of the dervishes: the dream of Ertoġrul1

1a  From the Anonymous Chronicles

It is related that one night when Ertoġrul was still alive he dreamed a strange dream. In the 
morning he pondered the dream and went [from Ankara] to Konya, where there was an inter-
preter of dreams named ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz to whom he told his dream. Some have said that the 
interpreter was a holy şeyḫ named Edebali2 . . . Ertoġrul told him: ‘I saw a moon rise from your 
bosom and enter mine. Then a tree sprang from my navel; there were mountains in its shade, 
and from them streams flowed to water the land’. The şeyḫ said: ‘You will have a son named 
ʿOsmān who will fight many ġazās. Your descendants will be pādişāhs; your son will marry 
my daughter, and their line will be pādişāhs’. Some time later ʿOsmān was born. When he 
grew up, he married that şeyḫ’s daughter, and she bore him a son, Orḫān.

1b From the Tevārīkh-i Āl-i ʿOṣmān

Though Ertoġrul had many concubines (cāriye), he had no children and was continually praying 
to God to send him a son. He married a pious lady, and one night he dreamed a dream. In the 
morning he rode [from ‘Sögütçek’] to Konya and told his dream to a vizier of Sultan ʿAlāʾed-
dīn, named ʿAbdu’l-ʿazīz, who was a great astrologer. He said: ‘In my dream a spring (pıñar) 
flowed from my hearth (ocaḳ) and covered the world like a sea’. ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz consulted his 
astrolabe and his books and said: ‘God will give you a son whose descendants will rule the 
world’. Ertoġrul praised God and returned home. A son was born to him and named ʿOsmān. 
ʿOsmān succeeded his father after his death; he was an even mightier warrior, with over a 
thousand followers. The Byzantines (Rūm ṭā’ifesi) marched under the son of the Emperor of 
Constantinople to attack ʿAlāʾed-dīn. ʿOsmān divided his warriors into three groups, made 
a night attack from three sides and defeated them. He took much booty and sent half of it to 
ʿAlāʾed-dīn. ʿAlāʾed-dīn was astonished at ʿOsmān’s prowess and sent ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz to him 
with gifts of armour from the treasury, fifty files of camels, fifty files of [mules] and the White 
Standard of the Prophet which he had received from the Sultan of Egypt. ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz had 
a beautiful daughter: she too was sent and also a standard and a drum.3 ʿOṣmān went out to 
meet ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz and entertained him. Next morning ʿOsmān made the ġusl4 and went out 
riding with his followers. When they were about to turn back, a cloud of dust was seen. From 
it emerged an armed infidel beg who called: ‘Which of you is ʿOsmān?’ [The beg is named 
Miḫāl. The Prophet, appearing to him in a dream, had given him the name ʿAbduʾllāh and told 
him to seek out and join his servant ʿOsmān, who had the Prophet’s White Standard; Miḫāl’s 
descendants would make conquests as far as Hungary. Miḫāl came up and made the profession 
of faith before ʿOsmān. Several days later ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz returned to ʿAlāʾeddīn and told him 

1 For a full discussion of passages 1(a) and 1(b), see V. L. Ménage, ‘On the recensions of Uruj’s “History of the 
Ottomans”’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 30/2 (1967), 314–22. 
2 The redactor of this account evidently knew of two versions of the story: in this one, the dream is interpreted by 
a certain ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz, who lived in Konya; however, the redactor prefers and mainly follows another version in 
which the interpreter is a şeyḫ named Edebali (who, it is implied, also lived in Konya).
3 The standard and drum were symbols of sovereignty. The purpose of the story is to show that the Seljuk Sultan 
ʿAlāʾed-Dīn appointed ‘Osmān as his heir and successor.
4 This implies that the marriage has taken place. Ġusl is the total ritual ablution that would be required after the 
consummation of the marriage.
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what had happened. ʿAlāʾed-dīn sent to ʿOsmān the sword of the Caliph ʿOsmān, which the 
Sultan of Egypt had sent him. After ʿOṣmān had married ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz’s daughter Rābiʿa, she 
bore him a son, Orḫān.]

2  The voice of the ġāzīs: how ʿOsmān became an independent ruler

When [ʿOsmān] took Ḳaraca-ḥiṣār, the houses of the town were left empty. Many men came 
from the land of the Germiyan-oġlı5 and other lands and asked for houses, and ʿOsmān gave 
them to them. Within a short time, the city began to flourish. He also gave many churches, 
which they made into mosques. They also set up a market. These people agreed among them-
selves and said: ‘Let us establish the Friday Prayer, and let us ask for a ḳāḍī’.6 There was a holy 
man (ʿazīz) named Ṭursun faḳīh,7 who acted as imām. The people put the matter to him, and he 
came and told ʿOsmān Gāzī’s father-in-law Edebalı.8 While they were still speaking, ʿOsmān 
came and asked [what was afoot] and learned what [the people] wished. He said: ‘Do whatever 
you think right’. Ṭursun faḳīh said: ‘My Ḫan! For this we need licence and permission from 
the sultan’. ʿOsmān said: ‘I took this city with my sword. What concern (daḫl) has the sultan in 
this, that I should seek permission from him? God, who made him sultan, has, through the ġazā, 
given me the rank of ḫān. And if the sultan would make a claim on me by virtue of that sancaḳ,9 
I carried that standard into battle against the infidel. And if he says: “I am of the line of Seljuk”, I 
say that I am the descendant of Gök Alp.10 And if he says, “I came to this land before they did”, I 
say that my grandfather Süleymānşah came before he did’. Hearing this, the people were satis-
fied, and he made Ṭursun faḳīh ḳāḍī and ḫaṭīb:11 the ḫuṭbe was first recited in Ḳaraca-ḥisār . . .

Once a ḳāḍī and a subaşı had been appointed and a market had been set up and the ḫuṭbe had 
been recited, then the people asked for a ḳānūn.12 A man came from Germiyan and said: ‘Sell 
the tolls (bāc) of this market to me’. The people said, ‘Go to the Ḫān’. He did so and made his 
request. ʿ Osmān Ġāzī said: ‘What is a “toll”?’ The man said: ‘I take money on whatever comes 
to the market’. ʿOsmān said: ‘Fellow, have you any claim on the people coming to this market 
that you should ask money from them?’ The man said, ‘My Ḫān! In all countries it is the tradi-
tional law and custom (töre ve ʿādet) that pādişāhs take it’. ʿOsmān said: ‘Did God command 
it, or did the rulers introduce it themselves?’ The man said: ‘It is the custom; it has existed 
from the beginning’. ʿOsmān became truly angry and said: ‘Fellow! What a man has gained 
is his own property. What money did I put with his that I should ask him to pay me? Get out! 
Do not mention this to me again, or you will suffer for it’. The people said: ‘My Ḫān! It is the 
custom that people should give something to those that look after (bekle-) the market’. ʿ Osmān 
said: ‘Since you say so, let everyone who brings a load and sells it pay 2 aḳçes, but he who 

  5 The ruler of Germiyan, the emirate adjoining Ottoman territory.
  6 As part of his address during the congregational prayer on Friday (khuṭba/ḫuṭbe), the preacher (khaṭīb) recites 
a prayer for the ruler. It is this act, together with the issue of coinage in his name, that establishes the ruler’s 
legitimacy and independence. An established Muslim community also requires a ḳāḍī to settle disputes in 
accordance with Islamic law. 
  7 Faḳīh (Arabic: ‘jurist’): the title indicates a learned man.
  8 The author is following the tradition that makes Edebalı (and not ʿAbduʾl-ʿAziz) ʿOsmān’s father-in-law (see 1a 
and 1b above).
  9 That is, the standard which ʿAlāʾed-dīn had sent him.
10 In one of the genealogies of the Oġuz, Gök Ḫān (here Gök Alp) is the senior son of Oġuz Ḫān. 
11 Ḫaṭīb (Arabic): a preacher.
12 Ḳānūn: law, statute. See Chapter VII.
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does not sell shall pay nothing. Whoever undoes this ḳānūn of mine, may God undo his faith 
and his worldly welfare. Furthermore, to whomever I give a tīmār, it is not to be taken from 
him without good reason. When he dies, it is given to his son, even if the son is a child: let his 
servants (ḫidmetkār) campaign when there is a campaign until the son is able to go. Whoever 
infringes this ḳānūn of mine, may God be displeased with him. If any of my descendants is 
caused to lay down any ḳānūn but this, may God be displeased with him who lays it down and 
with him who causes him to lay it down’.13

3  The voice of the ʿulemā: how ʿOsmān became an independent ruler

3a  The Kitab-ı Cihan-nüma about why ʿOsmān and his descendants were called ġāzī

Abaḳa Khān14 made Masʿūd15 sultan of Armenia and Sivas . . . but he had no profit or benefit 
from these territories in any way at all: he possessed nothing but the mere name of sultan 
. . . After him, the House of Seljuk completely lost dominion, and there was no ḫuṭbe and no 
coinage in their name left on the face of the earth. The people of Rūm16 became divided, and 
every group had a king (malik) and a coinage and every city a ruler (emīr) and a ḫuṭbe . . . 
ʿOsmān Ġāzī captured Bilecik and Söġüd in 699 (1299/1300). In 700 (1300/1), the caliph in 
Egypt of the ʿAbbāsid line was al-Ḥākim bi-amriʿllāh . . . In the time of these rulers ʿOsmān 
Ġāzī was girded with the sword by Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn Kayḳubād b. Farāmurz17 and devoted 
himself to the ġazā, as his father Ertoġrul had done, and made the good intention (nīyet-i 
ḫayr):18 ‘I shall gain my bread solely from the ġazā . . .’19 And all the mighty sultans and noble 
kings of his time saw that he possessed sincerity of intention: so they did not object when he 
took Bilecik from the infidel, but said: ‘Whatever he conquers from the infidel, let that be 
lawful (ḥalāl) to him’. And that is why ʿOsmān and his descendants were called ġāzī, for their 
principle of action was not to bear sway by usurpation over the lands of the Believers, like 
other kings and sultans, but it was solely the ġazā and the cihād. 

3b  The Kitab-ı Cihan-nüma about how the drum and the standard came to ʿOsmān

His mother and his people came out one or two marches in order to welcome ʿOsmān. It 
happened that at that juncture, at the time of afternoon prayer, the drum and the standard and 
the berāt20 and the sword and the royal robe of honour came from Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn . . . 

13 At the time when ʿĀşıkpaşazāde was writing in the second half of the fifteenth century, military fiefs (tīmārs) 
were non-hereditary. Here the author is protesting what he sees as the illegal practices of his own day and is 
implicitly criticising Meḥmed II (1451–81). The tirade against ‘him who causes him to lay it down’ may refer to 
Meḥmed II’s vizier Ḳaramānī Meḥmed Paşa whom ‘Āşıḳpaşazāde blames for making tīmārs non-hereditary.
14 The Ilkhānid ruler (r. 1265–81/2)
15 The Seljuk sultan, a vassal of the Ilkhānids.
16 Rūm: Anatolia.
17 Neşrī is identifying the legendary Seljuk Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn with the historical Seljuk Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn [III] 
(1301–3) who was, in fact, a contemporary of ʿOsmān.
18 In Islamic law, an act of worship (ʿibāda), such as prayer, fasting, almsgiving or the waging of holy war must be 
performed with sincerity of intention (nīya) in order to be valid.
19 Holy War, if performed with sincere intent, is a legitimate means of earning a livelihood. 
20 Or: ‘a horse’. The Arabic letters brāt may be read as berāt (‘diploma of appointment’) or bir at (Turkish: ‘a 
horse’).
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When the drum and the standard21 came to ʿOsmān, he set aside one fifth of the booty and 
proposed to go to Konya with limitless gifts, to meet Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn, to receive his bless-
ing (himmet) and become his heir (velī ʿahd), for this sultan had no son and had sent the drum 
and the standard and the sword because he regarded ʿOsmān as his son. And although ʿOsmān 
had some sort of independence (istiḳlāl), yet he observed the due courtesies and maintained 
the ḫuṭbe and the coinage in the name of ʿAlāʾed-dīn. But when ʿOsmān had made ready to 
go to the sultan, word came that he had died. Since he had no son, his vizier Ṣāḥib took his 
place. When ʿOsmān heard that, he said: ‘It is God who gives the judgment’ and at once made 
Ṭursun faḳīh both ḳāḍī and ḫaṭīb for Ḳaraca-ḥiṣār, for this Ṭursun faḳīh was a holy man who 
acted as imām. 

4  Pagan Turkish tradition: the genealogy of the Ottoman sultans

4a Yazıcıoğlu ‘Alī on the line of ʿOsmān

Our pādişāh Sultan Murād22 b. Sultan Meḥmed Ḫān, the mighty pādişāh, lord of the sultans 
of the Arabs and the Persians, leader of the armies of those who declare God’s unity, slayer of 
the infidels and the polytheists, sultan and son of a sultan, the most noble of the Ottoman line, 
is most fitted to be pādişāh. He is superior in descent and in ‘bone’ to all the progeny of the 
other ḫāns of the Oġuz, indeed to the progeny of the Jenghizid Ḫāns.23 Thus, it is fitting, both 
by şerʿ and by ʿ örf,24 that the ḫāns of the Turks and the Tatars should come to his Porte to offer 
salutation and service. May the Almighty God make him to endure, and may his descendants 
be world rulers so long as the world lasts!

Near to the time of the Prophet, Ḳorḳut Ata arose from the clan of the Bayat. He was the 
sage of the Oġuz people. Whatever he foretold took place: he brought news from the unseen 
world, for the Almighty God would inspire him. He said: ‘In the final times the ḫānship will 
again return to the Ḳayı, from whose hands no-one will take it away’. And what he spoke of 
was the line of ʿOsmān. 

In short, the begs and kedḫudās25 of those lands [on the frontiers of Rūm] gathered and came 
to ʿOsmān Beg. They consulted together and said that ‘Ḳayı Ḥān was, after Oġuz himself, the 
aġa and the ḫān of all the Oġuz clans . . . According to the töre of the Oġuz, the ḫānship and 
the rank of pādişāh belong to the progeny of the ḫāns of no other clan so long as the progeny 
of Ḳayı exists. Henceforward we can expect no help from the Seljuk sultans, for most of their 
land has been lost to them and the Tatars have overcome them completely. Since the late 
Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn regarded you with favour, do you be ḫan, and we will serve you in the 
ġazā here’. ʿOsmān accepted; then they all stood up and bowed low three times in the fashion 
of the Oġuz. (In those days something of the Oġuz töre still remained; it was not completely 
forgotten, as it is now.) They sent for k.mrān (?) from the [. . . ?] and offered the goblet to 
ʿOsmān. When he drank, the çavuşes26 called benedictions, saying (shouting?): ‘Health and 

21 See note 3 above.
22 Murād II (1421–51).
23 Descent from Jenghiz Khan was regarded as bestowing a legitimate claim to rulership.
24 Şer‘ and ‘örf: sacred law and customary law.
25 Kedḫüdā (Persian: ‘deputy’): presumably a deputy of the lord (beg).
26 Çavuş: a herald, an usher in the sultan’s court. 
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wellbeing! May your rule be blessed (pādişāhlık mübārek olsun)!’27 Then they all moved off 
and advanced against the fortress of Bilecik, in the year 699 (1299/1300).

4b  Şükrullāh on the line of ʿOsmān

In the year 852 (1448/9) the late Sultan Murād sent me on an embassy to Mīrzā Cihānşāh.28 
After I had performed my duty, one day the şaġāvul 29 came and said: ‘The mīrzā wishes to 
speak with you privately’. I went to him, and in the course of the conversation he said: ‘Sultan 
Murād is my spiritual brother, and also he is related to me’. I asked what the relationship 
was. The mīrzā ordered them to summon Mawlānā Ismaʿīl, the history-reciter, and to bring 
the Oġuz histories. Mawlānā Ismaʿīl came and brought a book written in Mongol writing and 
reported from that book that Oġuz had six sons, Gök Alp,30 Yer Alp, Deñiz Alp, Gün Alp, 
Ay Alp and Yıldız Alp [=sky, earth, sea, sun, moon and star]. The mīrzā said: ‘My brother 
sultan is descended from Gök Alp the son of Oġuz, with 45 generations between Gök Alp and 
Ertoġrul: and Ḳara Yūsuf31 is descended in 41 generations from Deñiz Alp . . . The descent of 
my brother Sultan Murād is senior to mine, by as far as the sky is higher than the sea’. 

5  Conflation in the Oxford Anonymous Chronicle

The laudable qualities of the House of ʿOsmān, which have not been found united in other 
sultans. 

The sultans are descended from Ḳayı Ḫān, the descendant of Oġuz Ḫān. Oġuz Ḫān’s testa-
ment was that Ḳayı should be ḫān after himself, and thereafter Ḳayı’s descendants . . . For 
some time, the ḫānship remained in the line of Ḳayı; but later the Seljuks and other Turkish 
begs became ḫāns by force, down to the time of ʿOsmān. When calamity overtook the Seljuks, 
the great begs of the Turks, in accordance with the testament, made ʿOsmān Beg ḫān over 
themselves . . . From this it is clear how superior the Ottoman sultanate is to other sultanates.

Moreover, the sultanate of most sultans came about through treachery to their predeces-
sors and through aggression against Muslims, as the Khwārazmshāhs did to the Seljuks, the 
Seljuks to the Ghaznavids, the Ghaznavids to the Sāmānids, Timür to Emīr Ḥusayn32 and Ḳara 
Yūsuf to Sultan Aḥmed.33 But ʿOsmān and his predecessors, although they had no tīmār or 
pay (ʿulūfe) from the Seljuks but occupied themselves with the ġazā against the infidels on the 
borders (uc memleketinde) and supported themselves with booty (māl-i ġanīmet) yet, as long 
as the Seljuks bore the name of sultan, ʿOsmān Beg laid no claim to the sultanate. But when 
the Seljuks were destroyed through the invasion of the Mongols and the Muslims were left 
with no ḫān, he accepted the ḫānship for the sake of the Muslims at the request of the begs, 
who knew that he was marked for the ḫānship. 

He engaged in the ġazā and conquered cities and fortresses; and his descendants have 

27 The author is here referencing a ceremony in the Ottoman court, where the çavuşes in unison called down 
blessings on the new sultan.
28 The Ḳaraḳoyunlu ruler Cihānşāh (1436–67).
29 Şaġāvul: an escort, accompanying official visitors.
30 Alp (Turkish): ‘hero, warrior’, here used as title. Cf. n. 10 above.
31 Cihānşah’s grandfather (d. 1420).
32 Of Balkh, killed 1370.
33 Aḥmed Jalāyir, killed l410.
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followed in the same path. Most of their territories are lands conquered by them from the 
infidels; most of their revenue arises from the jizya.34 And their ḳuls,35 apart from their other 
troops, number some forty- or fifty-thousand, whereas no other pādişāh has possessed ten 
thousand such ḳuls.

But around them were various Muslim rulers (mülūk) who were evil and would harm the 
Well-protected Territories of the Muslims.36 Whenever there was the slightest disturbance 
(fitne) they would rise and plunder and kill the Muslims37 and would always urge on the infi-
dels. When the infidels marched against the Muslims, when it was obligatory (vācib) upon 
them [the mülūk] to assist the Muslims, they would seize the chance to attack from the other 
side. Consequently the eradication of these people was obligatory (vācib), by the sharīʿa (şerʿ) 
and custom (ʿörf), by reason (ʿaḳl) and transmitted authority (naḳl); so they expelled them and 
became sole rulers in Rūm.

Since their distinguishing qualities were to uphold the Faith and to protect the poor, each 
succeeding ruler has sought to outdo his predecessor in good works; and their subjects have 
imitated them. The lands of Rūm, which in the past were mostly dār al-kufr,38 have become 
ḳubbat al-islām:39 the temples and churches have become dervish-convents and mosques 
and medreses: no other land of Islam contains so many pious foundations; and the seyyids 
and şeyḫs and ʿulemā and fuḳarā40 and imāms and ḫaṭībs and waqf-officials (ehl-i vaḳf) who 
receive the alms (ṣadaḳa) of the Ottoman rulers number some forty-thousand. May God have 
mercy on the departed members of this House and support in felicity those who are living, and 
may He grant all the desires of our Ḫan, Sultan Bāyezīd b. Sultan Meḥmed, the Sultan of the 
Two Lands and the Ḫāḳān of the Two Seas, sultan of the sultans of the world.

s e c t i o n 2  t i t u l a t u r e:  c a l i p h a l c l a i m s

After their conquest of Anatolia in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the Seljuk sultans 
who ruled much of formerly Byzantine Anatolia in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries 
began to adopt titles of sovereignty (1) typical of the rulers of the old Islamic world.

These titles in turn passed, with many variations, to the independent emirs ruling in 
Anatolia in the fourteenth century (2) following the collapse of the Seljuk sultanate. 
Among these emirs were the Ottoman sultans (3–7).

These began to use titles proper to the caliph (Table 1.1) – in addition to that of sultan, 
as in passages 9 and 10 – as early as 1421 (8), but before the mid-sixteenth century 
their effect was rhetorical and did not, it seems, signal a serious claim to the caliphate. 
Promulgation of the idea of the Ottoman sultan as caliph, and therefore as successor to 
the Prophet and the four Orthodox Caliphs, began in earnest in the 1540s, with Ebūʾs-
suʿūd’s formulation of the claim (11).

34 Jizya: in Islamic law, a poll-tax payable by adult non-Muslim males in exchange for legal protection of life, limb 
and property.
35 Ḳul has the literal sense of ‘slave’. Here it might be understood as a ‘servant of the sultan’.
36 That is, the territories of the Ottomans.
37 Here ‘the Muslims’ specifically refers to the Ottomans. The implication is that the other rulers in Anatolia are not 
true Muslims.
38 Dār al-kufr (Arabic: ‘the abode of infidelity’): the non-Islamic lands.
39 Ḳubbat al-Islām (Arabic: ‘the cupola of Islam’): the city of Basra, a seat of Islamic learning.
40 Fuḳarā (Arabic: ‘poor people’; sing: faḳīr): dervishes.
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In Sunnī theory, the caliphate/imāmate is elective and not hereditary, and the caliph/
imām should be chosen from the Prophet’s own tribe, the Quraish. The Ottoman 
sultanate, however, was hereditary and not elective, and the Ottoman genealogy did 
not trace the line back to the Quraish and thus, in principle, the sultan could not be 
caliph. Ebūʾs-suʿūd bypassed this problem by asserting that the sultan was ‘heir’ to 
the ‘great caliphate’, implying that the Ottomans were the true successors to the four 
Orthodox Caliphs and that henceforth the caliphate was hereditary within the Ottoman 
dynasty.

The political use of the caliphal claim can be seen in (12) where the sultan’s mental 
incapacity is invoked as legal grounds for his deposition, and in a fatwa (13) where it is 
used to counter the Afghan Nāder Shāh’s claim to territories in Iran and the Caucasus 
held by the Ottomans.

The preamble to Süleymān I’s letter to the Habsburg Archduke Ferdinand [I] (14) 
listing the lands and seas under his rulership is typical of the Ottoman sultans’ cor-
respondence with foreign monarchs in the sixteenth century and later. Ferdinand is 
simply addressed as ‘King of Germany’ (Nemçe). By stating that the Ottoman sultans 
conquered their lands ‘by the sword’, the sultan is belittling the Habsburgs who acquired 
their lands through inheritance and dynastic marriages. 

Table 1.1

Titles adopted by the Ottoman sultans

Arabic	 Turkish	 Persian	 Ottoman
amīr		  mīr	 mīr
			   emīr
	 beg		  beg
malik			   melik
		  khudāwandgār	 ḫudāvendgār (> ḫünkār)
sulṭān			   sulṭān
khān 	 ḫān		  ḫān 
khāḳān	 ḫaġan		  ḫāḳān
		  shāh	ş āh
		  shāhānshāh	ş ehinşāh
		  pādishāh	 pādişāh

Caliphal titles

khalīfa	
amīr al-muʾminīn	
imām 	

Greek
αὐθέντης, whence Turkish efendi, Italian (Grand) Signor
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1  Inscription of Kayḫosrev II (1236–46) on a tower of the sea walls at Antalya

Has ordered the construction of this blessed tower the supreme sultan (al-sulṭān al-aʿẓam), 
the exalted shāhinshāh (shāhinshāh al-muʿaẓẓam),41 the master of the necks of the peoples, 
sultan of the sultans of the world, lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians, margrave of 
the horizons (marzbān al-āfāḳ), Ġiyāth al-Dunyā waʾl-Dīn, glory (ʿalāʾ) of Islam and of the 
Muslims, the shadow of God in the lands, Abūʾl-Fatḥ, Kayḫosrev b. Kayḳobād b. Kayḫosrev, 
partner (qasīm) of the Commander of the Faithful, in the year 641 (1244/5).

2  Inscription on the tomb of the Aydın-oġlu Muḥammad (d. 1334) at Birgi

This tomb has been built for the great emīr (al-amīr al-kabīr), the learned (al-ʿālim), the fighter 
in the holy war (al-mujāhid), the margrave (al-murābiṭ), the founder of pious works (abūʾl-
khayrāt), the sultan of the ġāzīs (sulṭān al-ġuzāt), Mubāriz al-Dawla waʾl-Dīn Muḥammad b. 
Aydın . . . 

3  Inscription of 1337 from the Şehadet Mosque in Bursa 

. . . the great emīr, the exalted (al-muʿaẓẓam), the fighter in the holy war, sultan, son of the 
sultan of the ġāzīs, ġāzī son of the ġāzī, Shujāʿ al-Dawla waʾl-Dīn, margrave of the horizons 
(marzbān al-āfāq), hero of the world (bahlavān[?]-i jihān), Orḫān b. ʿOthmān . . .42

4  Inscription from a bridge in Ankara, dated 1375

In the days of the rule of the just king (al-malik al-ʿādil), the ġāzī, the supreme (al-aʿzam) 
sultan Ġiyāth al-Dunyā waʾl-Dīn, Abūʾl-Fatḥ, Murād Ḫān b. Orḫān . . . 

5  Other inscriptions referring to Murād I

. . . al-malik al-kabīr . . . Murād Beg . . . (1378, Iznik) 

. . . al-malik al-muʿaẓẓam waʾl-khāḳān al-aʿẓam . . . sulṭān ibn sulṭān, Murād . . . (1385, 
Gallipoli)
. . . al-malik al-muʿaẓẓam al-khāḳān al-mukarram, sulṭān ibn sulṭān, Murād . . . (1388, Iznik)

6  Dedicatory notice in a Qurʾān preserved in the mausoleum of Murād I 

Waqf of our lord, the supreme Sultan al-Malik al-Ẓāhir Abū Saʿīd Barqūq43 (may God make 
eternal his rule), ruler (ḥākim) of the lands of Egypt and Syria and the Ḥijaz, to the tomb of 

41 The grammar in this phrase is faulty.
42 The date, reading and authenticity of this inscription have been much discussed. See R. C. Jennings, ‘Some 
thoughts on the Gazi-Thesis’, Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde des Morgenlandes, 86 (1986), 151–61; Heath W. 
Lowry, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State, Albany: SUNY Press (2003), 33–44; Colin Heywood, ‘The 1337 
Bursa inscription and its interpreters’, Turcica, 36 (2004), 215–31; reprinted in Colin Heywood, Ottomanica and 
Meta-Ottomanica, Istanbul: Isis Press (2013), no. 6. For further references, see Heywood, Ottomanica.
43 Mamlūk sultan, reigned 1382–99.
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the deceased (al-marḥūm), the martyr (al-shahīd), Murād Beg b. Orḫān b. ʿOthmān (may God 
sanctify his spirit and illuminate his tomb).

7  Inscription on the tomb of Bāyezīd I, dated 809/1406–7

This is the tomb of the felicitous and deceased sultan, Bāyezīd Ḫān b. Murād Ḫān: it was con-
structed by the supreme sultan, the lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians, Süleymān 
Ḫān44 b. Bāyezīd Ḫān . . . 

8  Title-page of an almanac (in Persian), dated 824 (1421)

For the perusal of the most glorious sultan and mighty shāhinshāh, possessor of the necks of 
the peoples and lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians . . . glory of the ġāzīs and of 
the fighters of the jihād, subduer of the infidels and the refractory, the shadow of God over the 
worlds, the caliph (ḫalīfa) of God in the lands . . . the sultan, son of the sultan, Sultan Meḥmed 
b. Bāyezīd b. Murād Ḫān . . . 

9  A reference in Ṭursun Beg’s History of Meḥmed II

Sultan of the two lands, ḫāḳān of the two seas, amīr al-muʾminīn, conqueror of the infidels and 
the polytheists, the sultan son of the sultan, Meḥmed Ḫān b. Murād Ḫān . . .

10  A reference in Celālzāde’s History of Süleymān I

. . . sultan of the ġāzīs and mujāhids, proof of the rulers and the cloistered, shadow of God on 
the two earths, sword of Islam and the Muslims, killer of infidels and polytheists, extirpator 
of rebels and the obstinate, conqueror of fortresses and taker of castles . . . the most mighty 
sultan and mighty ḫāḳān, lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians, proof of the men of 
the sword and of the pen, king of the two lands and the two seas . . . His Excellency Sultan 
Süleymān Ḫān son of Selīm Ḫān son of Bāyezīd Ḫān (may God make eternal the shadow 
of his sovereignty and make everlasting the glory of his majesty).

11  Ebuʾs-Suʿūd’s proemium to his statement on ‘state lands’

[When] the ḫāḳān of the face of the earth, the ḫalīfa (caliph) of the Apostle of the Lord of 
the Worlds,45 the one who prepares the path (mumahhid) for the ordinances of the manifest 
sharīʿa, upholder of the foundations of the firm Faith, manifestation of the Exalted Word, 
raising aloft the standards of religion to the extremities of distant lands, possessor (mālik) of 
the kingdoms of the world, the shadow of God over all the peoples, conqueror of the lands 
of the East and the West through God’s glorious assistance and His conquering army, leader 
of holy campaigns celebrated among the people and mighty battles (waqāʾiʿ) recorded on the 
pages of epics, the possessor of the Supreme Imāmate (hāʾiz al-imāma al-ʿuzmā), resplendent 

44 Süleymān was Bāyezīd I’s eldest son.
45 The Prophet Muḥammad.
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sultan, heir of the Great Caliphate46 (wārith al-ḫilafat al-kubrā) from generation to generation, 
the promulgator (nāshir) of the sultanic ḳānūns, the tenth of the Ottoman ḫāḳāns, breaker of 
Caesars,47 conqueror of princes, sultan of the Arabs, Persians and Romans (sulṭān al-ʿarab 
waʾl-ʿajam waʾl-rūm), the protector of the holy ground of the Two Sacred Sanctuaries48 . . . 
the sultan, son of the sultan, Sultan Süleymān Ḫān . . . 

12  The second deposition of Muṣṭafā I, 1623

The ʿulemā sent word to the pādişāh’s mother, saying: ‘Tomorrow, as your son, our pādişāh 
Sultan Muṣṭafā is sitting on his throne, we have, according to the sharīʿa, questions to put to 
him: first, “What is your name?”, then: “Whose son are you?” and “What day is it today?” If 
he can reply to these, then he is amīr al-muʾminīn49 and our pādişāh and may whoever looks 
at him askance be struck blind! But if not, then his imāmate is not licit (cāʾiz) according to the 
sharīʿa. The imāmate of a child is not licit, nor is that of a lunatic’.

13  Fatwās on the Ghalzay Ashraf, 1726

Question: Is it permissible for the Muslims to offer the bayʿa50 to two imāms at the same time?

Answer: It is agreed (icmāʿ) that two imāms cannot exist at the same time, unless they are 
separated by a great obstruction like the Indian Ocean,51 so that the one cannot extend protec-
tion over the territories of the other.

Question: If after all the Muslims have paid the bayʿa to and have appointed as imām the 
Sultan of the Two Lands and the Two Seas, the Servitor of the Two Noble Sanctuaries, Sultan 
Aḥmed Ḫān,52 whose glorious ancestors were rulers and imāms (mülūk ve eʾimme); if then 
Zeyd, on the ground that he has conquered by his sword territory in the vicinity of Isfahan, 
claims the position of imām and sultan for himself . . .?

Answer: Zeyd is a rebel (bāġī).53 If he abandons his presumptions and submits to the Shadow 
of God upon earth, well and good: if not, then his fate is expressed in the words: ‘. . . if one 
party wrongs the other, fight the one that does wrong until it returns to Allah’s command’54 
and in the ḥadīth:55 ‘If the bayʿa has been paid to two Caliphs, then kill the second of them’.

46 ‘Imāmate’ and ‘Caliphate’ are synonyms here. The reference is to the Four Rightly Guided Caliphs who 
succeeded the Prophet.
47 Probably a reference to Süleymān’s victories over the Habsburgs. ‘Caesar’ (Kaiser) was a title of Charles V as 
Holy Roman Emperor.
48 Mecca and Medina.
49 ‘Commander of the faithful’, the title of the Caliph.
50 Bayʿa (Arabic): in sunnī dogma, the oath of allegiance offered by the ‘men of loosing and binding’ to the newly 
elected caliph.
51 In sunnī dogma there can be more than one caliph only if ‘a great sea’ separates them.
52 Aḥmed III (1703–30).
53 Bāġī: a person who rebels against the legitimate Muslim sovereign, but without renouncing Islam.
54 Qurʾān 49:9.
55 Ḥadīth: a reported saying or deed of the Prophet.
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14  Süleymān I to Archduke Ferdinand of Austria, 1554

I who am the sultan of sultans, the proof (burhān) of the ḫāḳāns, granter of crowns to the kings 
of the earth, shadow of God over the earth, pādişāh of the White Sea,56 the Black Sea, Rūmeli, 
Anaṭolı, Rūm, Ḳaramān, Erżurūm, Diyārbekir, Kurdistan, Lūristān, Georgia, Zūʾl-ḳadriyye, 
Damascus, Egypt, Aleppo, Mecca and Medina and Jerusalem, and the whole land of Arabia, 
Baghdad, Jāzān, Yemen, Ṣanʿa, Aden, Basra and Algiers, of the lands of the Tatars and the 
Qipchak plain (dasht), and of the throne of Budin,57 and the places belonging to it, and of many 
other lands conquered by my sword – I, Sultan Süleymān-şāh, son of Sultan Selīm-şāh Ḫān: 
you King Ferdinand, who are king of the land of Nemçe58 and the places belonging to it, have 
sent a letter . . .
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Figure 2  A firman with the ṭuġra of Ahmed I



c h a p t e r i

The Dynasty: Legitimation and 
Titulature

s e c t i o n 1  t h e a s s e r t i o n s o f t h e c h r o n i c l e r s

The Ottomans, like any other dynasty, needed to legitimise their rule in the eyes of 
their subjects. The basis of their claims to rightful rulership and superiority over rival 
dynasties is embedded in the largely mythical accounts of the Empire’s origins found 
in the earliest Ottoman chronicles. These reflect popular oral traditions which circulated 
in the fifteenth century, and while they share much material in common, the variations 
between them often reflect the milieu in which they arose.

The anonymous passages 1a and 1b reflect the culture of the popular dervish groups 
that proliferated in the early Ottoman period. They tell how a holy şeyḫ interpreted the 
dream of ʿOsmān’s father, Ertoġrul, as foretelling the greatness of the Ottoman dynasty. 
By the device of making ʿOsmān (or, in some versions, Ertoġrul himself) marry the 
şeyḫ’s daughter, the tale links the Ottoman dynasty to the dervishes and provides it with 
a spiritual lineage

Passage 2 from the chronicle of ʿĀşıḳpaşazāde reflects the culture of active soldiers. 
In it, ʿOsmān scornfully rejects the legalistic view that his sovereignty, expressed 
through the performance of the Friday Prayer in Ḳaraca Ḥiṣār, should be by the licence 
of the Seljuk sultan: he is a sovereign ruler by right of conquest. To this, Aşıkpaşazade 
appends additional reasons for giving ʿOsmān the right to rule independently.

Passages 3a and 3b from the chronicle of Neşrī, by contrast, reflect the legalistic views 
of the ʿulemā, in making the last Seljuk Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn appoint ʿOsmān as his legal 
successor and ʿOsmān assume sovereignty only on ʿAlāʾed-dīn’s death without progeny.

In passage 4a, dating from the reign of Murād II (1421–51), Yazıcıoġlu is drawing 
on pagan Turkish tradition to assert the genealogical claims of the Ottoman dynasty. 
The sultan, he asserts, is a descendant of Ḳayı, the eldest son of the eldest son of Oġuz 
Ḫān, the eponymous ancestor the Oġuz, or western Turks. This line of descent gave the 
Ottoman sultan primacy among all western Turkish and Tatar rulers.

The tale in passage 4b makes use of this genealogical claim to assert the Ottoman 
Sultan Murād II’s superiority over the Ḳaraḳoyunlu Cihānşāh, his neighbour on his 
eastern frontier. 

The anonymous author of passage 5 conflates all these elements in his account of 
Osman’s achievement of sovereignty.



2    o t t o m a n h i s t o r i c a l d o c u m e n t s

1  The voice of the dervishes: the dream of Ertoġrul1

1a  From the Anonymous Chronicles

It is related that one night when Ertoġrul was still alive he dreamed a strange dream. In the 
morning he pondered the dream and went [from Ankara] to Konya, where there was an inter-
preter of dreams named ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz to whom he told his dream. Some have said that the 
interpreter was a holy şeyḫ named Edebali2 . . . Ertoġrul told him: ‘I saw a moon rise from your 
bosom and enter mine. Then a tree sprang from my navel; there were mountains in its shade, 
and from them streams flowed to water the land’. The şeyḫ said: ‘You will have a son named 
ʿOsmān who will fight many ġazās. Your descendants will be pādişāhs; your son will marry 
my daughter, and their line will be pādişāhs’. Some time later ʿOsmān was born. When he 
grew up, he married that şeyḫ’s daughter, and she bore him a son, Orḫān.

1b From the Tevārīkh-i Āl-i ʿOṣmān

Though Ertoġrul had many concubines (cāriye), he had no children and was continually praying 
to God to send him a son. He married a pious lady, and one night he dreamed a dream. In the 
morning he rode [from ‘Sögütçek’] to Konya and told his dream to a vizier of Sultan ʿAlāʾed-
dīn, named ʿAbdu’l-ʿazīz, who was a great astrologer. He said: ‘In my dream a spring (pıñar) 
flowed from my hearth (ocaḳ) and covered the world like a sea’. ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz consulted his 
astrolabe and his books and said: ‘God will give you a son whose descendants will rule the 
world’. Ertoġrul praised God and returned home. A son was born to him and named ʿOsmān. 
ʿOsmān succeeded his father after his death; he was an even mightier warrior, with over a 
thousand followers. The Byzantines (Rūm ṭā’ifesi) marched under the son of the Emperor of 
Constantinople to attack ʿAlāʾed-dīn. ʿOsmān divided his warriors into three groups, made 
a night attack from three sides and defeated them. He took much booty and sent half of it to 
ʿAlāʾed-dīn. ʿAlāʾed-dīn was astonished at ʿOsmān’s prowess and sent ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz to him 
with gifts of armour from the treasury, fifty files of camels, fifty files of [mules] and the White 
Standard of the Prophet which he had received from the Sultan of Egypt. ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz had 
a beautiful daughter: she too was sent and also a standard and a drum.3 ʿOṣmān went out to 
meet ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz and entertained him. Next morning ʿOsmān made the ġusl4 and went out 
riding with his followers. When they were about to turn back, a cloud of dust was seen. From 
it emerged an armed infidel beg who called: ‘Which of you is ʿOsmān?’ [The beg is named 
Miḫāl. The Prophet, appearing to him in a dream, had given him the name ʿAbduʾllāh and told 
him to seek out and join his servant ʿOsmān, who had the Prophet’s White Standard; Miḫāl’s 
descendants would make conquests as far as Hungary. Miḫāl came up and made the profession 
of faith before ʿOsmān. Several days later ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz returned to ʿAlāʾeddīn and told him 

1 For a full discussion of passages 1(a) and 1(b), see V. L. Ménage, ‘On the recensions of Uruj’s “History of the 
Ottomans”’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 30/2 (1967), 314–22. 
2 The redactor of this account evidently knew of two versions of the story: in this one, the dream is interpreted by 
a certain ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz, who lived in Konya; however, the redactor prefers and mainly follows another version in 
which the interpreter is a şeyḫ named Edebali (who, it is implied, also lived in Konya).
3 The standard and drum were symbols of sovereignty. The purpose of the story is to show that the Seljuk Sultan 
ʿAlāʾed-Dīn appointed ‘Osmān as his heir and successor.
4 This implies that the marriage has taken place. Ġusl is the total ritual ablution that would be required after the 
consummation of the marriage.
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what had happened. ʿAlāʾed-dīn sent to ʿOsmān the sword of the Caliph ʿOsmān, which the 
Sultan of Egypt had sent him. After ʿOṣmān had married ʿAbduʾl-ʿazīz’s daughter Rābiʿa, she 
bore him a son, Orḫān.]

2  The voice of the ġāzīs: how ʿOsmān became an independent ruler

When [ʿOsmān] took Ḳaraca-ḥiṣār, the houses of the town were left empty. Many men came 
from the land of the Germiyan-oġlı5 and other lands and asked for houses, and ʿOsmān gave 
them to them. Within a short time, the city began to flourish. He also gave many churches, 
which they made into mosques. They also set up a market. These people agreed among them-
selves and said: ‘Let us establish the Friday Prayer, and let us ask for a ḳāḍī’.6 There was a holy 
man (ʿazīz) named Ṭursun faḳīh,7 who acted as imām. The people put the matter to him, and he 
came and told ʿOsmān Gāzī’s father-in-law Edebalı.8 While they were still speaking, ʿOsmān 
came and asked [what was afoot] and learned what [the people] wished. He said: ‘Do whatever 
you think right’. Ṭursun faḳīh said: ‘My Ḫan! For this we need licence and permission from 
the sultan’. ʿOsmān said: ‘I took this city with my sword. What concern (daḫl) has the sultan in 
this, that I should seek permission from him? God, who made him sultan, has, through the ġazā, 
given me the rank of ḫān. And if the sultan would make a claim on me by virtue of that sancaḳ,9 
I carried that standard into battle against the infidel. And if he says: “I am of the line of Seljuk”, I 
say that I am the descendant of Gök Alp.10 And if he says, “I came to this land before they did”, I 
say that my grandfather Süleymānşah came before he did’. Hearing this, the people were satis-
fied, and he made Ṭursun faḳīh ḳāḍī and ḫaṭīb:11 the ḫuṭbe was first recited in Ḳaraca-ḥisār . . .

Once a ḳāḍī and a subaşı had been appointed and a market had been set up and the ḫuṭbe had 
been recited, then the people asked for a ḳānūn.12 A man came from Germiyan and said: ‘Sell 
the tolls (bāc) of this market to me’. The people said, ‘Go to the Ḫān’. He did so and made his 
request. ʿ Osmān Ġāzī said: ‘What is a “toll”?’ The man said: ‘I take money on whatever comes 
to the market’. ʿOsmān said: ‘Fellow, have you any claim on the people coming to this market 
that you should ask money from them?’ The man said, ‘My Ḫān! In all countries it is the tradi-
tional law and custom (töre ve ʿādet) that pādişāhs take it’. ʿOsmān said: ‘Did God command 
it, or did the rulers introduce it themselves?’ The man said: ‘It is the custom; it has existed 
from the beginning’. ʿOsmān became truly angry and said: ‘Fellow! What a man has gained 
is his own property. What money did I put with his that I should ask him to pay me? Get out! 
Do not mention this to me again, or you will suffer for it’. The people said: ‘My Ḫān! It is the 
custom that people should give something to those that look after (bekle-) the market’. ʿ Osmān 
said: ‘Since you say so, let everyone who brings a load and sells it pay 2 aḳçes, but he who 

  5 The ruler of Germiyan, the emirate adjoining Ottoman territory.
  6 As part of his address during the congregational prayer on Friday (khuṭba/ḫuṭbe), the preacher (khaṭīb) recites 
a prayer for the ruler. It is this act, together with the issue of coinage in his name, that establishes the ruler’s 
legitimacy and independence. An established Muslim community also requires a ḳāḍī to settle disputes in 
accordance with Islamic law. 
  7 Faḳīh (Arabic: ‘jurist’): the title indicates a learned man.
  8 The author is following the tradition that makes Edebalı (and not ʿAbduʾl-ʿAziz) ʿOsmān’s father-in-law (see 1a 
and 1b above).
  9 That is, the standard which ʿAlāʾed-dīn had sent him.
10 In one of the genealogies of the Oġuz, Gök Ḫān (here Gök Alp) is the senior son of Oġuz Ḫān. 
11 Ḫaṭīb (Arabic): a preacher.
12 Ḳānūn: law, statute. See Chapter VII.
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does not sell shall pay nothing. Whoever undoes this ḳānūn of mine, may God undo his faith 
and his worldly welfare. Furthermore, to whomever I give a tīmār, it is not to be taken from 
him without good reason. When he dies, it is given to his son, even if the son is a child: let his 
servants (ḫidmetkār) campaign when there is a campaign until the son is able to go. Whoever 
infringes this ḳānūn of mine, may God be displeased with him. If any of my descendants is 
caused to lay down any ḳānūn but this, may God be displeased with him who lays it down and 
with him who causes him to lay it down’.13

3  The voice of the ʿulemā: how ʿOsmān became an independent ruler

3a  The Kitab-ı Cihan-nüma about why ʿOsmān and his descendants were called ġāzī

Abaḳa Khān14 made Masʿūd15 sultan of Armenia and Sivas . . . but he had no profit or benefit 
from these territories in any way at all: he possessed nothing but the mere name of sultan 
. . . After him, the House of Seljuk completely lost dominion, and there was no ḫuṭbe and no 
coinage in their name left on the face of the earth. The people of Rūm16 became divided, and 
every group had a king (malik) and a coinage and every city a ruler (emīr) and a ḫuṭbe . . . 
ʿOsmān Ġāzī captured Bilecik and Söġüd in 699 (1299/1300). In 700 (1300/1), the caliph in 
Egypt of the ʿAbbāsid line was al-Ḥākim bi-amriʿllāh . . . In the time of these rulers ʿOsmān 
Ġāzī was girded with the sword by Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn Kayḳubād b. Farāmurz17 and devoted 
himself to the ġazā, as his father Ertoġrul had done, and made the good intention (nīyet-i 
ḫayr):18 ‘I shall gain my bread solely from the ġazā . . .’19 And all the mighty sultans and noble 
kings of his time saw that he possessed sincerity of intention: so they did not object when he 
took Bilecik from the infidel, but said: ‘Whatever he conquers from the infidel, let that be 
lawful (ḥalāl) to him’. And that is why ʿOsmān and his descendants were called ġāzī, for their 
principle of action was not to bear sway by usurpation over the lands of the Believers, like 
other kings and sultans, but it was solely the ġazā and the cihād. 

3b  The Kitab-ı Cihan-nüma about how the drum and the standard came to ʿOsmān

His mother and his people came out one or two marches in order to welcome ʿOsmān. It 
happened that at that juncture, at the time of afternoon prayer, the drum and the standard and 
the berāt20 and the sword and the royal robe of honour came from Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn . . . 

13 At the time when ʿĀşıkpaşazāde was writing in the second half of the fifteenth century, military fiefs (tīmārs) 
were non-hereditary. Here the author is protesting what he sees as the illegal practices of his own day and is 
implicitly criticising Meḥmed II (1451–81). The tirade against ‘him who causes him to lay it down’ may refer to 
Meḥmed II’s vizier Ḳaramānī Meḥmed Paşa whom ‘Āşıḳpaşazāde blames for making tīmārs non-hereditary.
14 The Ilkhānid ruler (r. 1265–81/2)
15 The Seljuk sultan, a vassal of the Ilkhānids.
16 Rūm: Anatolia.
17 Neşrī is identifying the legendary Seljuk Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn with the historical Seljuk Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn [III] 
(1301–3) who was, in fact, a contemporary of ʿOsmān.
18 In Islamic law, an act of worship (ʿibāda), such as prayer, fasting, almsgiving or the waging of holy war must be 
performed with sincerity of intention (nīya) in order to be valid.
19 Holy War, if performed with sincere intent, is a legitimate means of earning a livelihood. 
20 Or: ‘a horse’. The Arabic letters brāt may be read as berāt (‘diploma of appointment’) or bir at (Turkish: ‘a 
horse’).
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When the drum and the standard21 came to ʿOsmān, he set aside one fifth of the booty and 
proposed to go to Konya with limitless gifts, to meet Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn, to receive his bless-
ing (himmet) and become his heir (velī ʿahd), for this sultan had no son and had sent the drum 
and the standard and the sword because he regarded ʿOsmān as his son. And although ʿOsmān 
had some sort of independence (istiḳlāl), yet he observed the due courtesies and maintained 
the ḫuṭbe and the coinage in the name of ʿAlāʾed-dīn. But when ʿOsmān had made ready to 
go to the sultan, word came that he had died. Since he had no son, his vizier Ṣāḥib took his 
place. When ʿOsmān heard that, he said: ‘It is God who gives the judgment’ and at once made 
Ṭursun faḳīh both ḳāḍī and ḫaṭīb for Ḳaraca-ḥiṣār, for this Ṭursun faḳīh was a holy man who 
acted as imām. 

4  Pagan Turkish tradition: the genealogy of the Ottoman sultans

4a Yazıcıoğlu ‘Alī on the line of ʿOsmān

Our pādişāh Sultan Murād22 b. Sultan Meḥmed Ḫān, the mighty pādişāh, lord of the sultans 
of the Arabs and the Persians, leader of the armies of those who declare God’s unity, slayer of 
the infidels and the polytheists, sultan and son of a sultan, the most noble of the Ottoman line, 
is most fitted to be pādişāh. He is superior in descent and in ‘bone’ to all the progeny of the 
other ḫāns of the Oġuz, indeed to the progeny of the Jenghizid Ḫāns.23 Thus, it is fitting, both 
by şerʿ and by ʿ örf,24 that the ḫāns of the Turks and the Tatars should come to his Porte to offer 
salutation and service. May the Almighty God make him to endure, and may his descendants 
be world rulers so long as the world lasts!

Near to the time of the Prophet, Ḳorḳut Ata arose from the clan of the Bayat. He was the 
sage of the Oġuz people. Whatever he foretold took place: he brought news from the unseen 
world, for the Almighty God would inspire him. He said: ‘In the final times the ḫānship will 
again return to the Ḳayı, from whose hands no-one will take it away’. And what he spoke of 
was the line of ʿOsmān. 

In short, the begs and kedḫudās25 of those lands [on the frontiers of Rūm] gathered and came 
to ʿOsmān Beg. They consulted together and said that ‘Ḳayı Ḥān was, after Oġuz himself, the 
aġa and the ḫān of all the Oġuz clans . . . According to the töre of the Oġuz, the ḫānship and 
the rank of pādişāh belong to the progeny of the ḫāns of no other clan so long as the progeny 
of Ḳayı exists. Henceforward we can expect no help from the Seljuk sultans, for most of their 
land has been lost to them and the Tatars have overcome them completely. Since the late 
Sultan ʿAlāʾed-dīn regarded you with favour, do you be ḫan, and we will serve you in the 
ġazā here’. ʿOsmān accepted; then they all stood up and bowed low three times in the fashion 
of the Oġuz. (In those days something of the Oġuz töre still remained; it was not completely 
forgotten, as it is now.) They sent for k.mrān (?) from the [. . . ?] and offered the goblet to 
ʿOsmān. When he drank, the çavuşes26 called benedictions, saying (shouting?): ‘Health and 

21 See note 3 above.
22 Murād II (1421–51).
23 Descent from Jenghiz Khan was regarded as bestowing a legitimate claim to rulership.
24 Şer‘ and ‘örf: sacred law and customary law.
25 Kedḫüdā (Persian: ‘deputy’): presumably a deputy of the lord (beg).
26 Çavuş: a herald, an usher in the sultan’s court. 
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wellbeing! May your rule be blessed (pādişāhlık mübārek olsun)!’27 Then they all moved off 
and advanced against the fortress of Bilecik, in the year 699 (1299/1300).

4b  Şükrullāh on the line of ʿOsmān

In the year 852 (1448/9) the late Sultan Murād sent me on an embassy to Mīrzā Cihānşāh.28 
After I had performed my duty, one day the şaġāvul 29 came and said: ‘The mīrzā wishes to 
speak with you privately’. I went to him, and in the course of the conversation he said: ‘Sultan 
Murād is my spiritual brother, and also he is related to me’. I asked what the relationship 
was. The mīrzā ordered them to summon Mawlānā Ismaʿīl, the history-reciter, and to bring 
the Oġuz histories. Mawlānā Ismaʿīl came and brought a book written in Mongol writing and 
reported from that book that Oġuz had six sons, Gök Alp,30 Yer Alp, Deñiz Alp, Gün Alp, 
Ay Alp and Yıldız Alp [=sky, earth, sea, sun, moon and star]. The mīrzā said: ‘My brother 
sultan is descended from Gök Alp the son of Oġuz, with 45 generations between Gök Alp and 
Ertoġrul: and Ḳara Yūsuf31 is descended in 41 generations from Deñiz Alp . . . The descent of 
my brother Sultan Murād is senior to mine, by as far as the sky is higher than the sea’. 

5  Conflation in the Oxford Anonymous Chronicle

The laudable qualities of the House of ʿOsmān, which have not been found united in other 
sultans. 

The sultans are descended from Ḳayı Ḫān, the descendant of Oġuz Ḫān. Oġuz Ḫān’s testa-
ment was that Ḳayı should be ḫān after himself, and thereafter Ḳayı’s descendants . . . For 
some time, the ḫānship remained in the line of Ḳayı; but later the Seljuks and other Turkish 
begs became ḫāns by force, down to the time of ʿOsmān. When calamity overtook the Seljuks, 
the great begs of the Turks, in accordance with the testament, made ʿOsmān Beg ḫān over 
themselves . . . From this it is clear how superior the Ottoman sultanate is to other sultanates.

Moreover, the sultanate of most sultans came about through treachery to their predeces-
sors and through aggression against Muslims, as the Khwārazmshāhs did to the Seljuks, the 
Seljuks to the Ghaznavids, the Ghaznavids to the Sāmānids, Timür to Emīr Ḥusayn32 and Ḳara 
Yūsuf to Sultan Aḥmed.33 But ʿOsmān and his predecessors, although they had no tīmār or 
pay (ʿulūfe) from the Seljuks but occupied themselves with the ġazā against the infidels on the 
borders (uc memleketinde) and supported themselves with booty (māl-i ġanīmet) yet, as long 
as the Seljuks bore the name of sultan, ʿOsmān Beg laid no claim to the sultanate. But when 
the Seljuks were destroyed through the invasion of the Mongols and the Muslims were left 
with no ḫān, he accepted the ḫānship for the sake of the Muslims at the request of the begs, 
who knew that he was marked for the ḫānship. 

He engaged in the ġazā and conquered cities and fortresses; and his descendants have 

27 The author is here referencing a ceremony in the Ottoman court, where the çavuşes in unison called down 
blessings on the new sultan.
28 The Ḳaraḳoyunlu ruler Cihānşāh (1436–67).
29 Şaġāvul: an escort, accompanying official visitors.
30 Alp (Turkish): ‘hero, warrior’, here used as title. Cf. n. 10 above.
31 Cihānşah’s grandfather (d. 1420).
32 Of Balkh, killed 1370.
33 Aḥmed Jalāyir, killed l410.
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followed in the same path. Most of their territories are lands conquered by them from the 
infidels; most of their revenue arises from the jizya.34 And their ḳuls,35 apart from their other 
troops, number some forty- or fifty-thousand, whereas no other pādişāh has possessed ten 
thousand such ḳuls.

But around them were various Muslim rulers (mülūk) who were evil and would harm the 
Well-protected Territories of the Muslims.36 Whenever there was the slightest disturbance 
(fitne) they would rise and plunder and kill the Muslims37 and would always urge on the infi-
dels. When the infidels marched against the Muslims, when it was obligatory (vācib) upon 
them [the mülūk] to assist the Muslims, they would seize the chance to attack from the other 
side. Consequently the eradication of these people was obligatory (vācib), by the sharīʿa (şerʿ) 
and custom (ʿörf), by reason (ʿaḳl) and transmitted authority (naḳl); so they expelled them and 
became sole rulers in Rūm.

Since their distinguishing qualities were to uphold the Faith and to protect the poor, each 
succeeding ruler has sought to outdo his predecessor in good works; and their subjects have 
imitated them. The lands of Rūm, which in the past were mostly dār al-kufr,38 have become 
ḳubbat al-islām:39 the temples and churches have become dervish-convents and mosques 
and medreses: no other land of Islam contains so many pious foundations; and the seyyids 
and şeyḫs and ʿulemā and fuḳarā40 and imāms and ḫaṭībs and waqf-officials (ehl-i vaḳf) who 
receive the alms (ṣadaḳa) of the Ottoman rulers number some forty-thousand. May God have 
mercy on the departed members of this House and support in felicity those who are living, and 
may He grant all the desires of our Ḫan, Sultan Bāyezīd b. Sultan Meḥmed, the Sultan of the 
Two Lands and the Ḫāḳān of the Two Seas, sultan of the sultans of the world.

s e c t i o n 2  t i t u l a t u r e:  c a l i p h a l c l a i m s

After their conquest of Anatolia in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the Seljuk sultans 
who ruled much of formerly Byzantine Anatolia in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries 
began to adopt titles of sovereignty (1) typical of the rulers of the old Islamic world.

These titles in turn passed, with many variations, to the independent emirs ruling in 
Anatolia in the fourteenth century (2) following the collapse of the Seljuk sultanate. 
Among these emirs were the Ottoman sultans (3–7).

These began to use titles proper to the caliph (Table 1.1) – in addition to that of sultan, 
as in passages 9 and 10 – as early as 1421 (8), but before the mid-sixteenth century 
their effect was rhetorical and did not, it seems, signal a serious claim to the caliphate. 
Promulgation of the idea of the Ottoman sultan as caliph, and therefore as successor to 
the Prophet and the four Orthodox Caliphs, began in earnest in the 1540s, with Ebūʾs-
suʿūd’s formulation of the claim (11).

34 Jizya: in Islamic law, a poll-tax payable by adult non-Muslim males in exchange for legal protection of life, limb 
and property.
35 Ḳul has the literal sense of ‘slave’. Here it might be understood as a ‘servant of the sultan’.
36 That is, the territories of the Ottomans.
37 Here ‘the Muslims’ specifically refers to the Ottomans. The implication is that the other rulers in Anatolia are not 
true Muslims.
38 Dār al-kufr (Arabic: ‘the abode of infidelity’): the non-Islamic lands.
39 Ḳubbat al-Islām (Arabic: ‘the cupola of Islam’): the city of Basra, a seat of Islamic learning.
40 Fuḳarā (Arabic: ‘poor people’; sing: faḳīr): dervishes.
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In Sunnī theory, the caliphate/imāmate is elective and not hereditary, and the caliph/
imām should be chosen from the Prophet’s own tribe, the Quraish. The Ottoman 
sultanate, however, was hereditary and not elective, and the Ottoman genealogy did 
not trace the line back to the Quraish and thus, in principle, the sultan could not be 
caliph. Ebūʾs-suʿūd bypassed this problem by asserting that the sultan was ‘heir’ to 
the ‘great caliphate’, implying that the Ottomans were the true successors to the four 
Orthodox Caliphs and that henceforth the caliphate was hereditary within the Ottoman 
dynasty.

The political use of the caliphal claim can be seen in (12) where the sultan’s mental 
incapacity is invoked as legal grounds for his deposition, and in a fatwa (13) where it is 
used to counter the Afghan Nāder Shāh’s claim to territories in Iran and the Caucasus 
held by the Ottomans.

The preamble to Süleymān I’s letter to the Habsburg Archduke Ferdinand [I] (14) 
listing the lands and seas under his rulership is typical of the Ottoman sultans’ cor-
respondence with foreign monarchs in the sixteenth century and later. Ferdinand is 
simply addressed as ‘King of Germany’ (Nemçe). By stating that the Ottoman sultans 
conquered their lands ‘by the sword’, the sultan is belittling the Habsburgs who acquired 
their lands through inheritance and dynastic marriages. 

Table 1.1

Titles adopted by the Ottoman sultans

Arabic	 Turkish	 Persian	 Ottoman
amīr		  mīr	 mīr
			   emīr
	 beg		  beg
malik			   melik
		  khudāwandgār	 ḫudāvendgār (> ḫünkār)
sulṭān			   sulṭān
khān 	 ḫān		  ḫān 
khāḳān	 ḫaġan		  ḫāḳān
		  shāh	ş āh
		  shāhānshāh	ş ehinşāh
		  pādishāh	 pādişāh

Caliphal titles

khalīfa	
amīr al-muʾminīn	
imām 	

Greek
αὐθέντης, whence Turkish efendi, Italian (Grand) Signor
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1  Inscription of Kayḫosrev II (1236–46) on a tower of the sea walls at Antalya

Has ordered the construction of this blessed tower the supreme sultan (al-sulṭān al-aʿẓam), 
the exalted shāhinshāh (shāhinshāh al-muʿaẓẓam),41 the master of the necks of the peoples, 
sultan of the sultans of the world, lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians, margrave of 
the horizons (marzbān al-āfāḳ), Ġiyāth al-Dunyā waʾl-Dīn, glory (ʿalāʾ) of Islam and of the 
Muslims, the shadow of God in the lands, Abūʾl-Fatḥ, Kayḫosrev b. Kayḳobād b. Kayḫosrev, 
partner (qasīm) of the Commander of the Faithful, in the year 641 (1244/5).

2  Inscription on the tomb of the Aydın-oġlu Muḥammad (d. 1334) at Birgi

This tomb has been built for the great emīr (al-amīr al-kabīr), the learned (al-ʿālim), the fighter 
in the holy war (al-mujāhid), the margrave (al-murābiṭ), the founder of pious works (abūʾl-
khayrāt), the sultan of the ġāzīs (sulṭān al-ġuzāt), Mubāriz al-Dawla waʾl-Dīn Muḥammad b. 
Aydın . . . 

3  Inscription of 1337 from the Şehadet Mosque in Bursa 

. . . the great emīr, the exalted (al-muʿaẓẓam), the fighter in the holy war, sultan, son of the 
sultan of the ġāzīs, ġāzī son of the ġāzī, Shujāʿ al-Dawla waʾl-Dīn, margrave of the horizons 
(marzbān al-āfāq), hero of the world (bahlavān[?]-i jihān), Orḫān b. ʿOthmān . . .42

4  Inscription from a bridge in Ankara, dated 1375

In the days of the rule of the just king (al-malik al-ʿādil), the ġāzī, the supreme (al-aʿzam) 
sultan Ġiyāth al-Dunyā waʾl-Dīn, Abūʾl-Fatḥ, Murād Ḫān b. Orḫān . . . 

5  Other inscriptions referring to Murād I

. . . al-malik al-kabīr . . . Murād Beg . . . (1378, Iznik) 

. . . al-malik al-muʿaẓẓam waʾl-khāḳān al-aʿẓam . . . sulṭān ibn sulṭān, Murād . . . (1385, 
Gallipoli)
. . . al-malik al-muʿaẓẓam al-khāḳān al-mukarram, sulṭān ibn sulṭān, Murād . . . (1388, Iznik)

6  Dedicatory notice in a Qurʾān preserved in the mausoleum of Murād I 

Waqf of our lord, the supreme Sultan al-Malik al-Ẓāhir Abū Saʿīd Barqūq43 (may God make 
eternal his rule), ruler (ḥākim) of the lands of Egypt and Syria and the Ḥijaz, to the tomb of 

41 The grammar in this phrase is faulty.
42 The date, reading and authenticity of this inscription have been much discussed. See R. C. Jennings, ‘Some 
thoughts on the Gazi-Thesis’, Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde des Morgenlandes, 86 (1986), 151–61; Heath W. 
Lowry, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State, Albany: SUNY Press (2003), 33–44; Colin Heywood, ‘The 1337 
Bursa inscription and its interpreters’, Turcica, 36 (2004), 215–31; reprinted in Colin Heywood, Ottomanica and 
Meta-Ottomanica, Istanbul: Isis Press (2013), no. 6. For further references, see Heywood, Ottomanica.
43 Mamlūk sultan, reigned 1382–99.
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the deceased (al-marḥūm), the martyr (al-shahīd), Murād Beg b. Orḫān b. ʿOthmān (may God 
sanctify his spirit and illuminate his tomb).

7  Inscription on the tomb of Bāyezīd I, dated 809/1406–7

This is the tomb of the felicitous and deceased sultan, Bāyezīd Ḫān b. Murād Ḫān: it was con-
structed by the supreme sultan, the lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians, Süleymān 
Ḫān44 b. Bāyezīd Ḫān . . . 

8  Title-page of an almanac (in Persian), dated 824 (1421)

For the perusal of the most glorious sultan and mighty shāhinshāh, possessor of the necks of 
the peoples and lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians . . . glory of the ġāzīs and of 
the fighters of the jihād, subduer of the infidels and the refractory, the shadow of God over the 
worlds, the caliph (ḫalīfa) of God in the lands . . . the sultan, son of the sultan, Sultan Meḥmed 
b. Bāyezīd b. Murād Ḫān . . . 

9  A reference in Ṭursun Beg’s History of Meḥmed II

Sultan of the two lands, ḫāḳān of the two seas, amīr al-muʾminīn, conqueror of the infidels and 
the polytheists, the sultan son of the sultan, Meḥmed Ḫān b. Murād Ḫān . . .

10  A reference in Celālzāde’s History of Süleymān I

. . . sultan of the ġāzīs and mujāhids, proof of the rulers and the cloistered, shadow of God on 
the two earths, sword of Islam and the Muslims, killer of infidels and polytheists, extirpator 
of rebels and the obstinate, conqueror of fortresses and taker of castles . . . the most mighty 
sultan and mighty ḫāḳān, lord of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians, proof of the men of 
the sword and of the pen, king of the two lands and the two seas . . . His Excellency Sultan 
Süleymān Ḫān son of Selīm Ḫān son of Bāyezīd Ḫān (may God make eternal the shadow 
of his sovereignty and make everlasting the glory of his majesty).

11  Ebuʾs-Suʿūd’s proemium to his statement on ‘state lands’

[When] the ḫāḳān of the face of the earth, the ḫalīfa (caliph) of the Apostle of the Lord of 
the Worlds,45 the one who prepares the path (mumahhid) for the ordinances of the manifest 
sharīʿa, upholder of the foundations of the firm Faith, manifestation of the Exalted Word, 
raising aloft the standards of religion to the extremities of distant lands, possessor (mālik) of 
the kingdoms of the world, the shadow of God over all the peoples, conqueror of the lands 
of the East and the West through God’s glorious assistance and His conquering army, leader 
of holy campaigns celebrated among the people and mighty battles (waqāʾiʿ) recorded on the 
pages of epics, the possessor of the Supreme Imāmate (hāʾiz al-imāma al-ʿuzmā), resplendent 

44 Süleymān was Bāyezīd I’s eldest son.
45 The Prophet Muḥammad.
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sultan, heir of the Great Caliphate46 (wārith al-ḫilafat al-kubrā) from generation to generation, 
the promulgator (nāshir) of the sultanic ḳānūns, the tenth of the Ottoman ḫāḳāns, breaker of 
Caesars,47 conqueror of princes, sultan of the Arabs, Persians and Romans (sulṭān al-ʿarab 
waʾl-ʿajam waʾl-rūm), the protector of the holy ground of the Two Sacred Sanctuaries48 . . . 
the sultan, son of the sultan, Sultan Süleymān Ḫān . . . 

12  The second deposition of Muṣṭafā I, 1623

The ʿulemā sent word to the pādişāh’s mother, saying: ‘Tomorrow, as your son, our pādişāh 
Sultan Muṣṭafā is sitting on his throne, we have, according to the sharīʿa, questions to put to 
him: first, “What is your name?”, then: “Whose son are you?” and “What day is it today?” If 
he can reply to these, then he is amīr al-muʾminīn49 and our pādişāh and may whoever looks 
at him askance be struck blind! But if not, then his imāmate is not licit (cāʾiz) according to the 
sharīʿa. The imāmate of a child is not licit, nor is that of a lunatic’.

13  Fatwās on the Ghalzay Ashraf, 1726

Question: Is it permissible for the Muslims to offer the bayʿa50 to two imāms at the same time?

Answer: It is agreed (icmāʿ) that two imāms cannot exist at the same time, unless they are 
separated by a great obstruction like the Indian Ocean,51 so that the one cannot extend protec-
tion over the territories of the other.

Question: If after all the Muslims have paid the bayʿa to and have appointed as imām the 
Sultan of the Two Lands and the Two Seas, the Servitor of the Two Noble Sanctuaries, Sultan 
Aḥmed Ḫān,52 whose glorious ancestors were rulers and imāms (mülūk ve eʾimme); if then 
Zeyd, on the ground that he has conquered by his sword territory in the vicinity of Isfahan, 
claims the position of imām and sultan for himself . . .?

Answer: Zeyd is a rebel (bāġī).53 If he abandons his presumptions and submits to the Shadow 
of God upon earth, well and good: if not, then his fate is expressed in the words: ‘. . . if one 
party wrongs the other, fight the one that does wrong until it returns to Allah’s command’54 
and in the ḥadīth:55 ‘If the bayʿa has been paid to two Caliphs, then kill the second of them’.

46 ‘Imāmate’ and ‘Caliphate’ are synonyms here. The reference is to the Four Rightly Guided Caliphs who 
succeeded the Prophet.
47 Probably a reference to Süleymān’s victories over the Habsburgs. ‘Caesar’ (Kaiser) was a title of Charles V as 
Holy Roman Emperor.
48 Mecca and Medina.
49 ‘Commander of the faithful’, the title of the Caliph.
50 Bayʿa (Arabic): in sunnī dogma, the oath of allegiance offered by the ‘men of loosing and binding’ to the newly 
elected caliph.
51 In sunnī dogma there can be more than one caliph only if ‘a great sea’ separates them.
52 Aḥmed III (1703–30).
53 Bāġī: a person who rebels against the legitimate Muslim sovereign, but without renouncing Islam.
54 Qurʾān 49:9.
55 Ḥadīth: a reported saying or deed of the Prophet.
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14  Süleymān I to Archduke Ferdinand of Austria, 1554

I who am the sultan of sultans, the proof (burhān) of the ḫāḳāns, granter of crowns to the kings 
of the earth, shadow of God over the earth, pādişāh of the White Sea,56 the Black Sea, Rūmeli, 
Anaṭolı, Rūm, Ḳaramān, Erżurūm, Diyārbekir, Kurdistan, Lūristān, Georgia, Zūʾl-ḳadriyye, 
Damascus, Egypt, Aleppo, Mecca and Medina and Jerusalem, and the whole land of Arabia, 
Baghdad, Jāzān, Yemen, Ṣanʿa, Aden, Basra and Algiers, of the lands of the Tatars and the 
Qipchak plain (dasht), and of the throne of Budin,57 and the places belonging to it, and of many 
other lands conquered by my sword – I, Sultan Süleymān-şāh, son of Sultan Selīm-şāh Ḫān: 
you King Ferdinand, who are king of the land of Nemçe58 and the places belonging to it, have 
sent a letter . . .
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