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ABSTRACT

THE DEMYSTIFICATION OF THE MYSTICAL SYMBIOSIS:
FACTIONALISM AMONG THE DESCENDANTS OF RUMI AT THE TURN
OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

BAHADIR YOLCU
History, M.A. Thesis, June 2025

Thesis Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. SELCUK AKSIN SOMEL

Keywords: The Mevlevi Order, factionalism, Veled Celebi, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi,

Second Constitutional Period

This study delves into the intra-tariga schism that erupted in 1910 following the
dismissal of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi and the subsequent appointment of Veled Celebi as
the post-nisin of the Konya Mevlana Lodge. This factional rivalry, which has so far
only been addressed descriptively in the available literature, warrants an in-depth
analysis within its proper historical context. The central government’s appoint-
ment of Veled Celebi was the end product of a prolonged and cumulative process
in the nineteenth century, during which the intricate interplay between the state
apparatus and Sufi orders underwent a crucial reorientation. This transformative
process ultimately reconfigured the prevailing power dynamics, decisively shifting
the balance in favor of the increasingly centralized and bureaucratized Ottoman
administrative structure. In other words, the modern state formation deteriorated
the traditional mystical autonomy. Nevertheless, the appointment procedure did
not operate smoothly. Unprecedented complications brought the state apparatus to
the brink of a perilous societal crisis in Konya. The supposedly arbitrary decision
to replace ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi with Veled Celebi was protested first by those occu-
pying eminent positions within the Mevlevi order. It then escalated into a relatively
large-scale popular anti-government demonstration staged by various social segments
inclusive of artisans, merchants, scholars (‘ulema), and the gentry (esraf). It is par-
ticularly noteworthy that this discordant faction framed its discursive strategy in
the orbit of the libertarian principles promised by the proclamation of the Second
Constitutional Monarchy. Thus, this study prioritizes a bottom-up perspective over
a state-centered approach, which often obscures individual agency.
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OZET

MISTIK SIMBIYOZUN BUYUBOZUMU: YIRMINCI ASRIN DONUSUNDE
MEVLEVI CELEBILERI ARASINDA HiZiP CATISMASI

BAHADIR YOLCU
Tarih, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Haziran 2025

Tez Damsmani: Do¢. Dr. SELCUK AKSIN SOMEL

Anahtar Kelimeler: Mevlevilik, hizipgilik, Veled Celebi, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, II.
Megriitiyet Donemi

Bu ¢aligma, 1910 yilinda ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’nin azledilerek yerine Veled Celebi'nin
Konya Mevlevi Asitanesi'ne post-nigin olarak atanmasiyla patlak veren tarikat-ici
boliinmeyi ele almaktadir. Mevcut literatiirde simdiye dek yalnizca betimleyici bir
cercevede ele alinan bu hizip miicadelesi, tarihsel baglamina uygun bicimde derinlikli
bir analizi gerektirmektedir. Veled Celebi'nin merkezl hiikiimet tarafindan yapilan
atamasi, 19. asir boyunca devlet aygit1 ve tarikatlar arasindaki girift etkilegimin
koklii bir dontisiim gecirdigi kiimiilatif ve uzun soluklu bir siirecin nihai ¢iktisiydi.
Bu donitstiuriicii siireg, cari iktidar dinamiklerini yeniden sekillendirerek dengeyi
giderek merkezilesen ve biirokratiklesen Osmanli idari yapisi lehine degigtirmistir.
Bagka bir deyisle, modern devlet ingas1 geleneksel mistik ozerkligi agindirmigtir.
Bununla birlikte, atama prosediirii piirtizsiiz islememisti. Esi gortilmemis zorluklar,
devlet aygitini Konya’'da tehlikeli bir toplumsal krizle kars1 kargiya getirdi. Veled
Celebi’nin keyfi addedilen atama karari, evvela Mevlevi hiyerargisinde seckin mevk-
ileri iggal eden kimseler tarafindan protesto edildi. Miiteakiben esnaf, tiiccar, ulema
ve egraf gibi cesitli toplumsal kesimlerin katildigi, biiyiik 6lgekli hiiktimet-kargiti bir
halk gosterisine evrildi. Bu muhalif hizbin séylemsel stratejisini Ikinci Mesrutiyet’in
ilaniyla vaat edilen hiirriyet-perver ilkelerin yoriingesine oturtmasi bilhassa dikkat
gekicidir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢aligma, bireysel failligi sikca gizleyen devlet-merkezli bir
yaklagim yerine “asagidan yukariya” bir bakig agisim1 6ncelemektedir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the waning decades of the Ottoman Empire, the Mevlevi order, historically
revered for its cultural prestige and spiritual magnetism, became a site of acute con-
testation, not solely between the state apparatus and the Sufi elite but also within
the Celebi lineage itself. This thesis undertakes a multilayered examination of the
Mevlevi order’s political entanglements and internal fissures in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, with a particular focus on the surge of factionalism
among the descendants of Riim1 during the Second Constitutional Period. By prying
open this seemingly arcane intra-tariga rivalry, I aim to introduce a counterweight
to conventional, statist narratives that continue to dominate the historiography of
Ottoman Sufism—narratives which often portray Sufi orders as passive instruments

of state hegemony or, conversely, as uniform agents of resistance.

Virtually all contributors to the available literature appear to have come out of Ab-
diilbaki Golpinarli’s overcoat. His monumental work, Mevlana’dan Sonra Mevlevilik,
continues to serve as the foundational point of reference in the field. To cite a few
representative examples, Mehmet Onder’s Mevlind ve Mevlevilik, Irfan Giindiiz’s
Osmanlilarda Devlet-Tekke Minasebetleri, Mustafa Kara’s Tekkeler ve Zaviyeler:
Din, Hayat, Sanat Ac¢isindan, Hiiseyin Top’s Mevlevi Usil ve Addbi, and Ahmet
Cahit Haksever’s Modernlesme Sitrecinde Meuvleviler ve Jon Tiirkler all constitute,
in one way or another, appendices to Golpinarli’s legacy. In addition, Sezai Kigiik’s
Ph.D. dissertation, XIX. Asirda Mevlevilik ve Mevleviler, completed in a faculty of
theology, provides researchers of late Ottoman Mevlevism with a substantial reser-
voir of empirical data. Meanwhile, Serdar Osen’s Ph.D. dissertation, 19. Yiizyil
Osmanly Devlet ve Toplum Hayatinda Mevlevilik, stands out as a monograph con-
structed through meticulous engagement with the Ottoman archives and exhibits
a strong commitment to historical methodology. The present thesis enters into
dialogue with this corpus, while simultaneously offering a critical intervention, par-
ticularly by seeking to move beyond latent a priori assumptions and essentialist
perspectives. It is, in this regard, a deliberate effort to reevaluate and expand upon

prevailing narratives within the historiography of the Mevlevi order.



Rather than positioning the Mevlevi order as a mere appendage of the Ottoman
polity, this study foregrounds the political agency, strategic maneuvering, and self-
fashioning of Mevlevi actors operating within—and at times against—the shifting
tectonics of imperial governance. In doing so, I argue that the internal dynamics
of the Mevlevi order, particularly the rivalries among its Celebi figures, cannot be
understood in isolation from the broader structural transformations of the Ottoman
state during its final century. The Celebis were not timeless custodians of a mystical
legacy but active political actors embedded in the web of patronage, legitimacy, and

institutional competition that defined the late imperial order.

At the heart of this inquiry lies a methodological and epistemological commitment:
to write a theoretically informed social history that remains grounded in the rich
empirical terrain of the Ottoman archives. This thesis is animated by a set of
analytical questions: How did the Mevlevis navigate their place within the Ottoman
state’s evolving regime of power? What explains the intensification of factional
rivalries at a moment of constitutionalist reform? And how might we theorize the
internal politics of a Sufi order without reducing it to a mere reflection of the state’s

ideological configurations?

To address these questions, I draw on a constellation of theoretical frameworks
that are intended to reinforce the intertextuality of this thesis. For instance, from
Michel Foucault, I inherit a sensitivity to the dispersed modalities of power and the
irreducibility of political rationality to the state apparatus alone. Power, in this view,
is not exclusively sovereign but relational, circulating through rituals, discourses, and
institutional practices. Friedrich Nietzsche’s Apollonian-Dionysian dialectic provides
a metaphorical prism through which to interpret the tension between normativity
and ecstatic rupture within the Mevlevi tradition—a tension that resurfaces in the
political schisms of the early twentieth century. Finally, Pierre Bourdieu’s notion of
symbolic capital undergirds my analysis of prestige, reputation, and honor within
the Mevlevi hierarchy and in relation to the Ottoman ruling elite. These theoretical
strands are not deployed as rigid frameworks but rather as conceptual instruments

that illuminate the historical textures of the case at hand.

This thesis adopts a primarily genealogical and archival method. Rather than at-
tempting an exhaustive survey of Ottoman Sufism, I have pursued a close, histor-
ically contingent reading of a specific episode in Mevlevi history: the dismissal of
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi (d. 1925) and the contested rise of Veled Celebi (d. 1953) in the
first quarter of the twentieth century. My research is anchored in an extensive body
of primary sources, including Ottoman imperial correspondence, petitions, admin-
istrative decrees, and periodical press articles, most of which remain unexamined in

the existing secondary literature. The evidentiary bedrock of this study thus allows



for an interpretive intervention that is both historically grounded and theoretically

ambitious.

The structure of the thesis unfolds over three chapters. Chapter 2 offers a longue
durée historicization of the Mevlevi order’s relationship with the Ottoman state,
tracing the evolution of the Celebiship and the variegated forms of political engage-
ment pursued by successive generations of the Mevlevi leadership. Here, I disman-
tle the static dichotomies of collaboration versus resistance, and instead propose a
dialectical understanding of state-tariga interaction, one marked by negotiation, pa-
tronage, and intermittent friction. Chapter 3 turns to the transformations wrought
by the long nineteenth century, particularly the Ottoman state’s modernizing thrust
and the bureaucratization of Sufi orders. It is in this context that the symbolic and
administrative status of the Mevlevi order was both elevated and constrained. The
Mevlevis were simultaneously granted imperial recognition and subjected to the ra-
tionalized instruments of state surveillance. I conceptualize this paradox through
the twin lenses of symbolic power and state hegemony. Chapter 4, the centerpiece
of this thesis, presents a micro-historical analysis of the factional struggle between
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi and Veled Celebi, situating this contest within the broader con-
stellation of post-Hamidian politics, intra-Mevlevi rivalries, and the Committee of
Union and Progress (CUP) patronage networks. This chapter not only reconstructs
the archival narrative in meticulous detail but also reflects on the theoretical stakes

of spiritual succession, symbolic economy, and bureaucratic entanglement.

What emerges from this study is a vision of the Mevlevi order as a profoundly
political institution whose spiritual authority was constantly negotiated, contested,
and rearticulated in response to shifting regimes of power. Far from being a mono-
lithic community unified by a single charismatic leader, the Mevlevis appear as
a fragmented and heterogeneous collectivity, riddled with ideological ambiguities,
sectarian tensions, and competing sub-lineages. Their story is not one of straight-
forward co-optation by the state apparatus, but of strategic adaptation, internal
contestation, and institutional recalibration. In this regard, the Konya Mevlana
Lodge offers a particularly rich case study for interrogating the broader processes of
religious transformation, bureaucratization, and symbolic power in the twilight of

the Ottoman Empire.

By bringing together archival specificity and theoretical reflection, this thesis con-
tributes to the growing body of scholarship that attempts to de-center “the state”
as the default analytical category and foreground the dispersed agencies that ani-
mate its historical formations. It also makes an intervention into the historiography
of Ottoman Sufism by recasting the Celebis not as relics of a bygone mysticism,

but as political actors in their own right, negotiating the thresholds between sacred



legitimacy and administrative authority. In sum, this is a study of political mysti-
cism and mystical politics, of sacred descent and bureaucratic ascent, of charismatic
inheritance and factional rupture. It is, above all, an invitation to rethink the gram-
mar of Ottoman political theology through the lens of a Sufi order that, for better

or worse, refused to stay silent.



2. HISTORICIZING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE
STATE APPARATUS AND THE MEVLEVI ORDER

Seb-i lahitda manzime-i ecram gibi
Lafz-1 “Bisnev”le dogan debdebe-i ma ‘nayiz
Yahya Kemal Beyath

The state-tariga relations in the nineteenth-century Ottoman Empire are so elabo-
rate, complex, and multidimensional as to erode the thick boundaries of the roman-
tic, context-resistant, and unilateral paradigm often encountered in Turkish aca-
demic literature.! Quite contrary to popular belief, there was not a supra-temporal
symbiosis between Sufi circles and the state apparatus, which gradually evolved into
a modern centralized Leviathan by restraining the effectiveness of centrifugal ele-
ments. Rather, in accordance with the peculiar conditions and arrangements of the

period under study, confrontations with the central government would be character-

1. Mustafa Kara has produced pioneering studies on Sufi culture in its various aspects. However,
his totalist view of Islam as an indivisible civilization where all its elements seamlessly converge in
harmony points to a somewhat romantic line of thought. From his perspective, the state and Sufism
appear to embody the material and spiritual dimensions of a singular, unified ideal. Furthermore,
he is not reluctant to argue that due to the favorable impression that the dervish lodges have made
on the imperial elite, they have always operated with state support and enjoyed a certain degree
of independence and immunity in the Ottoman Empire. See Mustafa Kara, Din, Hayat, Sanat
Agisindan Tekkeler ve Zaviyeler (Istanbul: Dergah Yaymlari, 2019), 242. Even in a relatively
recent master’s thesis on the Assembly of Sheikhs (Meclis-i Mesayih), this cliché narrative has
been reserved a special place in the very first paragraph [the following translation and emphases
are mine]: “Since its foundation, the Ottoman state placed great importance on Sufi orders and
sheikhs, leveraging their religious, political, and social influence. In acknowledgment of the signif-
icant roles and positive contributions of dervishes during its formative period, the Ottoman state
tolerated, protected, and supported Sufi orders and dervish lodges in every respect” Mine Durmus,
“Meclis-i Mesayith’in Kurulusu ve Sultan II. Abdiilhamid Dénemi Faaliyetleri” (Master Thesis, Is-
tanbul, Marmara Universitesi, 2016), 1. A comparable interpretation, rooted in the ahistorical
claim that Sufi orders were incessantly endorsed by the Ottoman state, has been articulated in a
Ph.D. dissertation from the Faculty of Theology: Ismail Kaya, “Osmanllarda Devlet-Dini Gru-
plar Tligkisinde Bir Model Olarak Meclis-i Mesayih” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Ankara, Ankara Yildirim
Beyazit Universitesi, 2020), 4. Notwithstanding his seminal Ph.D. dissertation on the nineteenth-
century Mevlevi order, Sezai Kiigiik reiterates the same assumption, contending that the Mevlevi
order was persistently beholden to the Ottoman state throughout its formative period and sub-
sequent expansion. See Sezai Kiigiik, “Ortak Kader: Osmanlinin Son Yillar1 ve Mevlevilik,” in
Uluslararas: Mevland Sempozyumu Bildirileri, vol. 2 (Istanbul: Motto Project, 2010), 716.



ized by frictions, contestations, and negotiations triggered by conflicts of interest.
Regrettably, such historical moments in which Sufis performed as active subjects
have hardly entered the analytical frame of orthodox historiography. However, if
the state-tariqga dynamics, which have never been immune to cyclical changes at all,
are scrutinized without ignoring the political agency of Sufis in contact with the
state, the flaws of the state-centered approach that presents the state as an onto-
logically given substance (and thus every element on its periphery as an accident)
will be overcome to a great extent.? Furthermore, such a perspective will render
it possible to reveal that the technologies of power were not constantly applied to
society through top-down measures but were rather confronted with antagonistic

reflexes.?

Nevertheless, given the drawbacks of portraying the nineteenth-century Ottoman
microcosm as an isolated and self-contained entity in which major ruptures and
breakthroughs germane to the state-tariqa interplay took place, it is essential to
take a synoptic glance at the peculiarities of the historical trajectory that laid the
groundwork, in varying degrees and forms, for this arguably long period. In other
words, this chapter will be devoted to the longue durée analysis of the Mevlevi order
in engagement with the Ottoman policy-making machinery that was proven not to
be monopolized by the ruling dynasty from the late sixteenth century onward. The
piecemeal transformations, be they subtle or overt, in the overall imperial structure
and the social texture not only exerted a corrosive effect on existing patterns of
interaction but also paved the way for new modes of relationality. Sufi orders were
also subject to this ever-changing developmental line of the imperial modus operandi.
Therefore, rather than clinging to conceptual archetypes that epitomize the main
contours of the state-tariga relations irrespective of time and space, it would be
more reasonable to pinpoint the projections of an in-flux relationality with a special

emphasis on the historical context proper.

Specific to the Mevlevi order, its history, which was almost the same length as
the lifespan of the Ottoman Empire, is replete with specimens compatible with the

theoretical framework roughly outlined above. It is almost impossible to ascribe an a

2. Despite his praiseworthy conviction that the state-tariga relations did not follow a linear path
but rather exhibited a highly dynamic trajectory with ups and downs, Irfan Giindiiz’s political
imagination relegates Sufi orders to the status of mere objects in their interactions with the state.
The state is depicted as the sole agent, while Sufi orders are portrayed as useful instruments that
it often manipulated to consolidate its sovereignty. In moments of conflict, the state prioritized
maintaining control over Sufi institutions as a means of ensuring its own survival (beka’). See Irfan
Giindiiz, Osmanhlarda Devlet-Tekke Miindsebetleri (Istanbul: Ibn Haldun Universitesi Yaymlari,
2019), 12.

3. Bahadir Yolcu, “Bir Ben-Anlatisinin Arkeolojisi: Yenikapr Mevlevihanesi Postnigini Osméan
Seldhaddin Dede’nin Sultan II. Abdiilhamid’den ‘Afv-» Himdyin Niyaz Eden Mektubu,” Zemin,
no. 5 (2023): 215.



priori status invulnerable to the spatio-temporal contingencies to the Mevlevi order
vis-a-vis the state apparatus, for the latter did not maintain the same configuration
all along the stream of time.* To put it another way, there was no default position
for the Mevlevis in their unstable relationship with the Ottoman government. The
boundaries between the two were porous and fuzzy. By and large, reductionist
generalizations seem to have been employed to ossify this rather fluid interrelation.
For instance, the Mevlevi order, just like the other usual suspects of the Sunni
community, was often described as the faithful proponent of the Ottoman elite,
and vice versa.® This chapter will not aim to substantiate otherwise but will argue
that the form of relationship between the two sides was dialectical and far more
complicated than imagined. Various instances in its long-drawn-out history bear
testimony to this multi-faceted phenomenon that defies analysis hinged upon gross

oversimplifications.

That being said, it is indispensable to note at the outset that the scope of this
chapter will be confined to the Mevlevi order’s deep entrenchment in politics as
dictated by the main problematics of this study. There will be no all-inclusive
chronological narrative par excellence since it would be futile to recapitulate the
available literature on the Mevlevi order’s earlier history with a myriad of minute
details from its cultural capital to theology. Instead, I will foreground the maneuvers
made in vociferous moments of confrontation between the state apparatus and the
Mevlevi order, and the ways in which the shifts in power structures impinged upon
the Mevlevis. This largely narrowed-down approach will permit us not only to follow
the traces of the Mevlevis’ political agency in a retrospective manner, but also to

make diachronic comparisons while being mindful of the pitfalls of anachronism.

4. Contemporary historiography frequently characterizes the Mevlevi order as possessing an en-
duringly compliant disposition. The question-begging assumption is that the Mevlevi order has
perpetually embodied a demeanor of serenity and obedience, with its appeal to the Ottoman elite
stemming from this inherent conformity. Bruce McGowan projects the provenance of this quietist
attitude back to Rimi, highlighting how this “habitual quietism” became manifest in his impar-
tial treatment of the Mongols and his disapproving stance toward the politically engaged Ah?
brotherhood and their Turcoman (pastoral nomad) allies. Nevertheless, as McGowan unwittingly
acknowledges between the lines of his paper and is scrutinized in more depth by others, Rimi can
scarcely be depicted as a quietist Sufi master. Bruce McGowan, “On Mevlevi Organization,” Os-
manly Aragtirmalar: 40 (2012): 299-300. For alternative studies on Riimi’s involvement in politics,
see Andrew Peacock, “Sufis and the Seljuk Court in Mongol Anatolia: Politics and Patronage in
the Works of Jalal al-Din Rumi and Sultan Walad,” in The Seljuks of Anatolia: Court and Society
in the Medieval Middle East, ed. Andrew Peacock and Sara Nur Yildiz (London: I.B. Tauris,
2015), 206-26. Feridun Emecen, “Saruhanogullar: ve Mevlevilik,” in Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi Hatira
Kitabs (Istanbul: Istanbul Fetih Cemiyeti Yaymlari, 1995), 281-97.

5. Halil Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age 1300-1600, trans. Norman Itzkowitz
and Colin Imber (New Rochelle: Aristide D. Caratzas, 1989), 201. Nejat Goyling simplistically
contends that the diffusion of the Mevlevi order in Ottoman geography through the great support
from the ruling class was due to “the order’s humanitarian attitude based on love.” Nejat Goyiing,
“Osmanl Devleti'nde Mevleviler,” Belleten LV, no. 213 (1991): 358.



2.1 Early Mevlevi Sources

There is no harm in commencing with the fundamentals. The Mevlevi order’s early
sources consist mainly of hagiographies due to the lack of official records, except
for the foundation charters (vakfiye) of pious endowments. The first work in this
genre is Risale-i Sipehsalar be Menakib-1 Hudavendigar by Feridiin bin Ahmed-i
Sipehsalar (d. 1312[?]).5 This treatise was penned under the instruction of and
copied by Sultan Veled (d. 1312), the son and successor of Mevlana Celaleddin-
i Rimi (d. 1273), eponym of the Mevlevi order.” Sultan Veled’s Ibtidd-ndame in
the form of mathnawi, a literary genre based on rhyming couplets in accord with
a specific meter, served as the major source for Risale-i Sipehsalar.® The second
is Menakibii’l-‘arifin by Ahmed Eflaki (d. 1360).° This work was composed by
the order of Ulu ‘Arif Celebi (d. 1320), the son and successor of Sultan Veled and
was followed by an abbreviated version titled Sevakibi’l-menakib by ‘Abdiilvehhab
es-Sabiini el-Hemedani (d. 1547).19

Needless to say, this trio of reference sources is rife with a plethora of obstacles to
the factual data or, to use the Rankean precept, wie es eigentlich gewesen (what

actually happened).! In voicing that, I do not intend to underestimate the immense

6. Ferid{in bin Ahmed-i Sipehsalar, Mevlana ve Etrafindakiler: Risdle, trans. Tahsin Yazici, Ter-
ciiman 1001 Temel Eser 103 (Istanbul: Terciiman Gazetesi, 1977). The death date of Sipehsalar
is a matter of contention. Sahith Ahmed Dede (d. 1813), the author of Mecmi ‘atu’t-Tevarihi’l-
Mevleviyye, records it as 1306 (H. 706), whereas Abdiilbaki Gélpinarh places it between 1284-1312
(H. 683-712). Franklin Lewis suggests it to be around 1295. Sahih Ahmed Dede, Mevlevilerin
Tarihi: Mecmi ‘atu’t- Tevarihi’l-Mevleviyye, ed. Cem Zorlu (Istanbul: Insan Yayimnlari, 2003), 148.
Abdiilbaki Golpmarli, Mevidnd Celdleddin: Hayati, Felsefesi, Eserleri, Eserlerinden Se¢meler (Is-
tanbul: Inkilap Kitabevi, 1952), 32. Franklin Lewis, Rumi: Past and Present, East and West;
The Life, Teaching, and Poetry of Jalal al-Din Rumi (Oxford: Oneworld, 2000), 244. For a con-
cise biographical account of Sipehsalar, see Nuri Simsekler, “Sipehsalar, Feridtin,” in TDV Islam
Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: TDV Yayinlar1, 2009), 37:260.

7. Muhittin Celal Duru, Tarihi Simalardan: Mevlevi (Istanbul: Kader Basimevi, 1952), 100.

8. As Golparl asserts, Ibtidd-ndame is the oldest and most reliable source of information about
Rami’s vita and devotees. The work is originally titled Mesnevi-i Veledi (and later Veled-name).
Since it starts with the word “ibtida” (beginning) and is the first mathnawi of Sultan Veled, it
turned out to be known as such. Sultan Veled, Ibtidd-ndme, trans. Abdiilbaki Golpmarli (Ankara:
Giiven Matbaasi, 1976), XV.

9. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri, trans. Tahsin Yazici, 2 vols. (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi,
1986-7). For its English translation, see Ahmad Aflaki, The Feats of the Knowers of God: Manageb
al-‘arefin, trans. John O’Kane (Leiden: Brill, 2002). Clément Huart translated Menakibii’l-‘arifin
into French and published it with explanatory notes. Clément Huart, Les Saints Des Dervishes
Tourners: Récits Traduit Du Persan et Annotés, 2 vols. (Paris: Editions Ernest Leroux, 1918-22).
Information about Eflaki’s life is limited to indirect anecdotes found in his work. See Tahsin Yazici,
“Ahmed Eflaki,” in TDV Islim Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: TDV Yaymlari, 1989), 2:62.

10. Duru, Tariht Simalardan: Mevlevi, 101-3.

11. Leopold von Ranke, “Preface: Histories of the Latin and Germanic Nations from 1494-1514,”
in The Varieties of History: From Voltaire to the Present, ed. Fritz Stern (London: MacMillan &
Co. Ltd., 1970), 57.



significance of these late medieval and early modern texts from an obsolete positivist
perspective. Considering the contributions of the cultural turn in historiography;,
these texts might be perfectly made the objects of narrative-oriented scholarly pur-
suits inspired mostly by post-structuralist debates that hurled the stone of criticism
at the obsession with objectivity.'?> On the other hand, it is by all means self-
evident that hagiographies often sketch a highly idealized or reverential portrayal
of saintly figures’ vitae and deeds, thereby obfuscating historical reality. Further-
more, hagiographies cater to various religious or ideological agendas, molding the
representation of saints/Sufis to fit particular theological or doctrinal viewpoints.
This can lead to biases and cherry-picking of information, potentially distorting the
true complexity of the vitae and teachings of the individuals being depicted. Last
but not least, hagiographies may neglect or downplay aspects of a saint’s vita that
do not align with the desired narrative such as personal flaws or worldly concerns.
Therefore, this highly selective nature of remembrance and backward-looking por-
trayal undoubtedly circumscribes a more nuanced and balanced understanding of

venerated figures.

Other early modern biographical compilations regarding Rimi’s lineage and sheikhs
of various Mevlevi lodges built and proliferated in due course, namely Sefine-i Nefise-
i Mevleviyan by Sakib Dede (d. 1735) and Tezkire-i Su‘ara-y1 Mevleviyye by Esrar
Dede (d. 1797), were also susceptible to this textual criticism. The former is some-
what an addendum (zeyl) to Menakibii’l-‘arifin, albeit in its extended scope, until
Sakib Dede’s own period.'® The latter, as its title is self-explanatory, is constituted
by a comprehensive selection of poetries accompanied by the credentials of Mevlevi
poets (terctime-i hal).'* Notwithstanding the literary and cultural value of these
sources, their apocryphal content that failed to convey historical facts did not go
unnoticed by Abdiilbaki Golpinarli. He amply demonstrates how both Sefine and
Tezkire fall short of factual credibility.!® It is unattainable to wring the truth out

12. It suffices to remind Lawrence Stone’s renowned paper on the revival of narrative as opposed
to the hegemony of analytical, structural, and quantitative studies. Lawrence Stone, “The Revival
of Narrative: Reflections on a New Old History,” Past & Present, no. 85 (November 1979): 3-
24. Hayden White’s “Metahistory,” a theoretical framework that treats the historical text as
“a verbal structure in the form of a narrative prose discourse” also serves as an alternative way
of interpretation. Hayden White, Metahistory (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
1973).

13. Sakib Mustafa Dede, Sefine-i Nefise-i Mevleviydn (Misir: Matbaa-1 Vehbiyye, 1283 [1867]).
For its annotated transliteration, see Fatih Odunkiran, “Mevlevi Tezkiresi: Sefine-i Nefise-i
Mevleviyan (Inceleme-Metin)” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Istanbul, Istanbul Universitesi, 2020).

14. Esrar Dede, Tezkire-i Su‘ard-ye Mevleviyye, ed. Tlhan Geng (Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir Merkezi
Bagkanligr Yayinlari, 2000).

15. Abdiilbaki Gélpmarh, Mevlindg’dan Sonra Mevlevilik (Istanbul: Inkilap Kitabevi, 1953), 16
and passim. As a cautionary remark, one should not lean toward a wholesale rejection regarding
the entire corpus as to the Mevlevis’ early history. The degree of reliability varies from one source
to another. To illustrate, compared to Risale-i Sipehsalar, a relatively sober account that did not
leave much room for supernatural content, the mythical aspects take center stage in Menakibii’l-



of them unless a comparative method and source-criticism are applied. Yet, since
the aforementioned sources are the sole ones accessible, it is not viable to entirely

relinquish them.

Having said that, as is to be expected from these early sources, Rimi is invariably
represented as a receptacle of divine unveiling within a thick fog of mystification. His
spiritual authority is reinforced through a genealogical link to the first rightly guided
caliph, Ebti Bekir (d. 634).'® However, Franklin Lewis, in his close- and cross-
examination of the early sources, reveals that this ancestral linkage is fabricated
by the disciples of Bahdeddin Veled (d. 1231), Rami’s father. It is likely due
to deliberate perplexity surrounding his paternal great-grandmother, who was the
daughter of Ebii Bekir es-Serahsi, a distinguished jurist who passed away in 1090.17
The inclusion of es-Serahsi in his lineage must have further solidified the prevalent
recognition of Riimi as an embodiment of jurisprudential (and thus exoteric [zahiri])
erudition. As per traditional Mevlevi consensus, Bahaeddin Veled was bestowed
with the esteemed title of sultanu’l-‘ulama’'® Therefore, through the combination
of esoteric (batini) and exoteric sciences, Riimi’s jurisdiction was emphasized to
have encompassed both metaphysical and profane realms. Contrary to numerous
prominent Sufi figures from the medieval who took pride in being “illiterate” (imms),
the Mevlevi culture prioritized a robust association with scholarly education from

its inception.!? Riimi himself was first a religious scholar and then a Sufi master.?’

Since Riimi’s biography is not within the scope of this thesis, we may now fix our

‘arifin since it broadly lends its credence to miraculous incidents between Sems-i Tebrizi and Rmi.

16. Feridiin bin Ahmed-i Sipehséalar, Risdle, 17-18. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 1986,
1:91.

17. Lewis, Rumi, 91. References to this alleged lineage also appear in certain manuscripts of
Sultan Veled’s Ibtidd-ndme. However, Golpmarli, confirming that this genealogical chain is a
figment, surmises that a subsequent copyist might have inserted these remarks by drawing on
Sipehsalar and Efliki. For Golpmarl’’s commentary on the relevant passage in Ibtidd-ndme, see
Sultan Veled, Ibtidd-name, 237. Golpmarl, Mevidnd Celdleddin, 35-40. Another genealogy in
circulation spiritually linked Rimi with ‘Ali, the Prophet’s son-in-law, and the third rightly guided
caliph. This is not peculiar to Mevlevis but is a tradition visible in almost every Sufi order as a
channel for the transmission of prophetic wisdom and gnostic science. For a documentation of this
‘Alid genealogy, see Ahmed Eflaki, Arifierin Menkibeleri, 2:252. Golpmarli, Mevldnd’dan Sonra
Mevlevilik, 199-204.

18. According to Eflaki, three hundred jurists saw in a dream one Friday night that this title had
been conferred to Bahdeddin Veled by Prophet Muhammad. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri,
1986, 1:92.

19. Hiiseyin Yilmaz, Caliphate Redefined: The Muystical Turn in Ottoman Political Thought
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2018), 120.

20. In addition to the aforementioned sources pertinent to Rimi’s vita, the following studies on his
biography and oeuvre can be consulted for further elaboration: Bediiizzaman Flrtzanfer, Mevland
Celdleddin, trans. Feridun Nafiz Uzluk (Istanbul: MEB Yaymlari, 1963). Reynold A. Nicholson,
Rumi: Poet and Mystic (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1950). Annemarie Schimmel, The
Triumphal Sun: A Study of the Works of Jalaloddin Rumi (London: East-West Publications,
1980). William Chittick, The Sufi Path of Love: The Spiritual Teachings of Rumi (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1983).
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gaze upon the intersections with politics in the early history of the Mevlevi order.
As another specimen of the praxis of inventing traditions rampant in hagiographies,
Eflaki attributes a political nobility to Rimi’s pedigree, declaring Bahdeddin Veled’s
mother to be a princess of the Khwarazmian dynasty.?! This is beyond doubt a myth
to be debunked. Lewis attests that this lineage lacks chronological authenticity, yet
it was widely embraced in late medieval hagiography. The tendency to associate
religious lineage with political prestige was a recurring trope in Iranian hagiographic
literature, and thus ought to be viewed with a strong dose of skepticism.?? On the
other hand, the reason why Bahaeddin Veled and his family departed from Balkh was
seemingly conflicts with the ruling authority with whom they were claimed to possess
familial bonds.?? According to Eflaki, he did not hesitate to outspokenly criticize
the Sultan and those who belonged to his inner conclave like Fahreddin er-Razi
(d. 1210), an eminent Muslim polymath whose fields of expertise included exegesis
(tefsir), theology (kelam), philosophy, jurisprudence (fikh), and natural sciences.
After labeling them as “illicit innovators” (bid ‘at¢ilar), Bahdeddin Veled ignited the
hatred of scholars and was forced to leave the city.?* Leaving aside the typical
exaggeration of hagiographies, modern researchers lay heavy stress on the fact that
Bahéeddin Veled, along with many others, escaped the advancing Mongol armies
that were devastating Khorasan and drawing closer to his hometown.?> Considering
the Mongol conquest of Balkh in 1221, shortly after Bahdeddin Veled’s departure
(the exact departure date is a matter of contention though), this argument is more
sound relative to the one predicated upon political discontent. Still, even though
the fictitious ingredients of hagiographies are deconstructed by analytical methods,
what is particularly noteworthy in these imagined representations is the proximity
of Rlimi’s lineage to the political power and their audacity to raise dissenting voices

against it.

21. Appearing in his Vizier’s dream, the Prophet instructed ‘Aldeddin Muhammed Kwarazmshah
to arrange the marriage between his daughter and Celadleddin Hiiseyin Hatibi. Ahmed Eflaki,
Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 1986, 1:92.

22. Lewis, Rumi, 91.

23. Claud Field, Mystics and Saints of Islam (London: Francis Griffiths, 1910), 148.

24. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 1986, 1:93. The animosity appears to have arisen from
antagonistic orientations toward the interpretation of sacred texts. Fahreddin er-Rézi and those in
the same vein were the applicants of diverse instruments of Greek philosophy to Islamic ontology.
Bahéeddin Veled, on the contrary, opposed such scholarly pursuits and was consequently sidelined
for failing to garner support. For an alternative version of the story, see Feridiin bin Ahmed-i
Sipehsalar, Risdle, 20.

25. Nicholson, Rumi: Poet and Mystic, 18. Lewis, Rumi, 55—64.
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2.2 Entangled Spheres of Politics and Spirituality in the Making of the
Mevlevi Order

The transient itinerancy that had begun with the exodus from Balkh ended in Konya
after traversing the Baghdad and Hijaz routes. Bahaeddin Veled’s search for a haven
of asylum bore fruit thanks to the patronage provided by ‘Aldeddin Keyktbad (r.
1220-1237).26 To state the obvious, Konya is where the young Celaleddin evolved
into Mevlana (an Arabic appellation literally translated as “our lord”) in the af-
termath of his acquaintance with Sems-i Tebrizi (d. 1247[7]).2”7 However, during
his spiritual quest for divine love and transcendent unity (vahdet), Rmi did not
establish a tariga despite attracting a prodigious number of adherents around him.
Following the provisional leaderships of Husdmeddin Celebi (d. 1284) and Sheikh
Kerimiiddin (d. 1292),?® it was Sultan Veled who laid the foundation of the Mevlevi
order per se by first securing charitable bequests (waqfs) and then anchoring them
to the purview of the office of Celebiship.?? Maintaining the legacy bequeathed by
his father, Ulu ‘Arif Celebi was distinguished for the consummation of this institu-
tionalization process of the Mevlevi order.> The consolidation and dissemination
of the Mevlevi identity with its rules of conduct and rituals through the opening
of Mevlevi lodges in various locations in Anatolia were the direct outcomes of their

constitutive entelrplrises.31

However, the social base upon which the Mevlevi order was built was less inclusive

than imagined. The extent to which it found wide coverage, especially among the

26. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 1986, 1:96-102. Feridiin bin Ahmed-i Sipehsélar, Risdle,
22-23.

27. Although there are various speculations about the madhab (school of thought within Islamic
jurisprudence) to which he belonged and the extent of his scholarly knowledge, the available lit-
erature seems to have arrived at a consensus that Sems-i Tebrizi was a rind (“one whose exterior
is liable to censure, but who at heart is sound”) and kalender-type (a sobriquet influenced by an
unorthodox and loosely organized group of wandering dervishes prone to self-blame and volun-
tary exposure to condemnation [melamet]) personality with a very strong Sufi attraction. Fuad
Kopriilii, Tiirk Edebiyatinda Ik Mutasavuiflar (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1976),
219-21. William Chittick, Me and Rumi: The Autobiography of Shams-i Tabrizi (Louisville: Fons
Vitae, 2004), XI-XXV.

28. The term Mevlevi is first encountered on the tombstone of Sheikh Kerimiiddin, who was
buried in the same shrine as Riami. Duru, Tarihi Simalardan: Mevlevi, 108.

29. Hiillya Kiiciik, “Sultan Walad’s Role in the Foundation of the Mevlevi Sufi Order,” Mawlana
Rumi Review 3 (2012): 46.

30. Sezai Kiiciik, “XIX. Asirda Mevlevilik ve Mevleviler” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Istanbul, Marmara
Universitesi, 2000), 26. Golpinarl, Mevldand’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, T7.

31. Asaf Halet Celebi (d. 1958), one of the most distinguished poets of the early Republican period
who merged Eastern literary repertoire with a modern Western style, expressed the formation of
the Mevlevi order with a somewhat poetic vocabulary: “Riimi inspired (ilham) the Mevleviyye;
Hiisameddin Celebi vivified (ihya’) it; Sultan Veled founded it; and Ulu ‘Arif Celebi cemented
(te’kid) it” Asaf Halet Celebi, Mevlind ve Mevlevilik (Istanbul: Everest Yaymlari, 2020), 142.
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rural communities in Anatolia, should be regarded with a vigilant skepticism. Ac-
cording to Fuad Koprilii, the Mevlevi order was, in fact, an urban phenomenon that
appealed to “the high aristocracy and middle- and upper-bourgeoisie,” opposed the
heterodox Sufi coteries from its inception, and sought to sustain the well-established
social and political status quo.?? Although Kopriilii resorts to a sort of conceptual
stretching in exploiting the terms “high-aristocracy” and “bourgeoisie,” his effort
to problematize the Mevlevi order’s performance to galvanize grass-root support

deserves merit.

The early Mevlevi sources commonly espoused a strong affinity with the Seljuk
rule.? The affiliation with the Seljuks held significance beyond merely situating
the Mevlevl dynasty within broader narratives of Islamic history. This histori-
cal connection also invoked the narratives pertaining to the Islamization of Riim,
wherein both dynasties claimed to have purported a notable role. The propaga-
tion of Islam through military conquest, termed gaza’, was an integral part of both
Seljuk and Ottoman political ideologies.?* In the same vein, other Sufi orders, par-
ticularly Bektashis, identified themselves as faithful companions in these sanctified

campaigns.35

Inspired by Edward Said’s conception of a somewhat humanistic form of “secular
criticism,” I take Islam neither at face value nor as a “totalizing and reified concept”
in parallel with blanket assumptions glossing over nuances and complexities.?6 A
specific variant of Islam, namely Sunni (orthodox) Islam, is here singled out, even
though it is not a monolithic block in itself. Left aside the entire variations in its
multi-layered fabric, it is the accustomed category into which the Mevlevi order falls.
Characteristics at odds with the Sunni structure are either conveniently ignored
or grudgingly tolerated. In Ahmet Yagar Ocak’s parlance, Rimi was a syncretist

who harmoniously reconciled different Sufi ideas into an entirely new system, which

32. Fuad Képrili, Osmanle Devleti’nin Kurulusu (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlary, 1991),
95. Claude Cahen also shares the same opinion. Claude Cahen, “Baba Ishaq, Baba Ilyas, Hadjdji
Bektash et Quelques Autres,” Turcica 1 (1969): 53.

33. Ahmet Yasar Ocak, “Tiirkiye Tarihinde Merkezi Iktidar ve Mevleviler (XITI-XVIII. Yiizyillar)
Meselesine Kisa Bir Bakis,” Selcuk Universitesi Tiirkiyat Arastirmalar: Dergisi 11, no. 2 (1996):
19.

34. For an in-depth reassessment of the gaza’ debate, see Linda Darling, “Reformulating the Gazi
Narrative: When Was the Ottoman State a Gazi State?,” Turcica 43 (2011): 13-53.

35. Cemal Kafadar puts emphasis on the Bektashi self-description as intermediaries of heavenly
grace onto the Ottoman regime. Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the
Ottoman State (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), 30. Omer Liitfi Barkan designated
the involvement of ‘missionary’ and ‘colonizer’ dervish communities as “spiritual conquests” pre-
ceding the territorial expansion. Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Osmanlh Imparatorlugunda Bir Iskdn ve
Kolonizasyon Metodu Olarak Vakiflar ve Temlikler: Istila Devirlerinin Kolonizatér Tiirk Dervisleri
ve Zaviyeler,” Vakiflar Dergisi 11 (1942): 283.

36. Edward Said, The World, the Text, and the Critic (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1983), 29.
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mirrored the following tripartite composition: Necmiddin-i Kiibrd’s (d. 1221) school
of Sufism, which is human-centered, partially ascetic (zihdz), and based on Sunni
principles; Ibn Arabi’s (d. 1240) school of the unity of being (vahdet-i vicud),
which he formulated as an impeccable metaphysical and mystical understanding;
and the Kalenderi Sufism, which derives from the Melametiyye of Khorasan, is based
on an enthusiastic divine love and ecstasy, complementing asceticism.3” The first
component ostensibly compatible with the dominant Sunni ethos is regularly put
into prominence, rather than the last two, which respectively evoke the Neoplatonist

philosophical position and the mystical teachings of pre-Islamic Iran.

The Sunni orientation was aligned with the theo-political choices that the Seljuk
state promoted. Remaining faithful to the traditions of the Great Seljuk Empire,3?
the Anatolian Seljuks preserved Sunnism and handsomely contributed to the dif-
fusion of madrasas and tarigas through which a resilient Sunni milieu was created
especially in urban locales.?? The Turkic principalities established after the Mongol

invasion and the Ottoman Empire retained this cultural heritage.

It would be unduly credulous to suppose that the Mevlevi order flourished with a
purely spiritual consciousness that entailed adherence only to the esoteric realm at
the disposal of a select few and complete detachment from worldly affairs. It was
quite the inverse. Much like Riimi himself,** his descendants also partook in the
compelling processes of negotiation and bargaining with various power hubs and
interest groups to establish a durable socio-economic infrastructure on which the
order’s identity could blossom. To put it bluntly, given the chaotic atmosphere in
post-Mongol Anatolia exacerbated by the political fragmentation and the disorderly
social setting,*! it sounds fairly reasonable to envisage that the formation of theo-

political relations was broadly determined by patronage networks.

Ulu ‘Arif Celebi’s frequent contacts with the principalities situated in Western Ana-
tolia such as Mentege, Aydin, Germiyan, Karesi and Saruhan yield illuminating in-

sights into this matter.*? Paul Wittek interprets these Mevlevi visits as removing the

37. Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Tiirk Sifiligine Bakislar (Istanbul: Tletisim Yaymlari, 1996), 142.

38. For a revisionist study challenging the Great Seljuk ‘myth’ that renders the Seljuk rulers to
be the upholders of Sunni Islam, see Omid Safi, The Politics of Knowledge in Premodern Islam:
Negotiating Ideology and Religious Inquiry (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press,
2006), 1-42.

39. Osman Turan, Selguklular Tarihi ve Tirk-Islim Medeniyeti (Istanbul: Otiiken Nesriyat,
2008), 312-15. Koprilii, Osmanly Devleti’nin Kurulusu, 94-102.

40. Through the careful analysis of Riimi’s letters, Peacock brings to light his heavy dependence
on the ruling elite for protection, financial backing, and employment. Yet, it was never a zero-sum
game. The elite stratum in return won the spiritual blessings of a staunch ally deemed to be a
source of legitimation. Peacock, “Sufis and the Seljuk Court in Mongol Anatolia,” 210-16.

41. Claude Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey: A General Survey of the Material and Spiritual Culture
and History c. 1071-1330, trans. J. Jones-Williams (New York: Taplinger, 1968), 269-314.

42. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 1987, 2:179 and passim. Goélpmarh, Mevldnd’dan Sonra
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ruling families who gained fame in the conquests from the influence of ‘abominable’
(implying heterodoxy) Turcoman Babas and winning them over to the Mevlana dy-
nasty.*> What is here tacitly asserted is the Mevlevi order’s strategic position in the
Sunni cluster. Yet, this subtext does not refer to a black-and-white situation but is
rather reminiscent of a canvas reflecting a remarkably blurred image due to Ulu ‘Arif
Celebi’s sui generis character that does not fit the formal Sunni normativity. He was
extremely fond of wine and gained widespread notoriety for his habitual misconduct
at odds with well-entrenched moral codes. Wine here does not stand for a literary
metaphor commonly utilized in mystical poetries on the ecstatic experience of union
with the divine. A number of cases where Ulu ‘Arif Celebi either captivated his au-
dience with wine consumption or was denigrated consequently were enumerated by
Eflaki who insistently put forward the esoteric meaning of his penchant for wine.*
According to Golpmarli, he had a flavor of Sems-i Tebrizi and therefore belonged
to the coterie of spiritual rinds, who exceeded the mundane restraints of those with
intelligence by uprooting the world of appearances, that is, the empirical plane of

being.*?

Adding up to Wittek’s interpretation, Feridun Emecen views the Mevlevis’ activism
in this regard as part and parcel of the Karaman principality’s project to outstrip the
other principalities in the struggle to lay claim to the sovereignty over Anatolia.*6
Not only does this dubious assumption not draw its inspiration from a historically
verified source, but it also condemns this not-yet-institutionalized Mevlevi mobility
to a more passive and subordinate position by construing it as a remotely controlled
missionary activity. I am rather in favor of bringing the cognizant and calculated
Mevlevi praxis to the fore because the Mevlevi order was not wholly subordinate
to the Karaman principality but became embroiled in several heated confronta-
tions with the ruling elite in Konya over the neutral stance against the Mongols.*”
The Mevlevi order’s maneuver flexibilities in a decentralized political configuration,
which vacillated in the spasms of social instability, urge us to cast our analytical net
more widely to better conceive their versatile agenda. Frankly speaking, they were
at the center of potential alliance-making struggles, thereby exerting a gravitational
force in the orbit of which were various powerholders. Hence, Ulu ‘Arif Celebi’s
direct contacts with the Beys of the other self-governing polities in Anatolia are

indicative not only of an expansionist policy to stimulate local involvement in the

Mevlevilik, 73-75.

43. Paul Wittek, Mentese Beyligi: 13-15%nci Asirda Garbi Kiigik Asya Tarihine Ait Tetkik,
trans. Orhan Saik Gokyay (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Yaymlari, 1944), 60.

44. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 1987, 2:190-97.

45. Golpmarli, Mevlina’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 76-77.

46. Emecen, “Saruhanogullar1 ve Mevlevilik,” 284.

47. Ahmed Eflaki, Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 1987, 2:216.
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Mevlevi order but also of an attempt to diversify the portfolio of patrons. This
initiative must have helped to break the monopoly of the Konya-centered Karaman

principality as the sole guarantor.

2.3 Oscillating between the Apollonian and the Dionysian: A Dialectic
of Mevlevi Piety

As slightly touched upon above, the prevailing description of the burgeoning Mevlevi
organization as an entity enmeshed deeply and inextricably into the very fabric of
Sunnism cannot escape careful questioning. The obstinate emphasis on the Sunni
bond seems to operate within the confines of an epistemic regime*® that has per-
meated relevant historiography. Much ink has been spilled on the Mevlevi order’s
Sunni basis, and thus its docile and innoxious position in the established political
order. According to Inalcik’s binary classification, the Mevlevi order, like the Hal-
vetl and Nagshbandi orders, was closely aligned with the Sunni image of the state
apparatus due to its institutional organization, standardized rites, and waqf rev-
enues, which were predominantly financed by state representatives. At the opposite
pole of the spectrum were the wandering dervishes with an intense Melami orien-
tation such as the Kalenderis, Haydaris, and Hamzavis. Their distinctive features
included secrecy, esotericism, political dissent, and a non-Sunni set of attitudes and
behaviors with Shiite overtones.* The former, backed by the upper echelons of so-
ciety,% constituted one of the fundamental pillars of the established order, whereas
the latter were marginalized and subjected to state violence due to their perceived
threat to the status quo. In light of the qualitative discrepancies inherent to this
dichotomy, Ocak designates the former as “conformist Sufism” due to its compli-
ance with the political authority, and the latter as “non-conformist Sufism,” which

at times assumed a militant character.??

48. The term “epistemic regime” refers to the set of norms, practices, and rules that govern the
production, validation, and dissemination of knowledge within a specific domain or community. In
other words, an epistemic regime determines the definition of legitimate knowledge, the processes
by which it is produced, and the power structures that regulate its circulation and consumption.
The term is indeed a derivative of Foucault’s episteme, which establishes a correlation between the
“conditions of possibility” within the space of knowledge and a given temporal context. See Michel
Foucault, The Order of Things (London: Routledge, 2002), XXIV. The relation of an epistemic
regime to historiography is discernible in the formation and conventionalization of historiographical
trends.

49. Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age 1300-1600, 190-91.

50. Feridun Emecen, Osmanl Imparatorlugu’nun Kurulus ve Yiikselis Tarihi (1300-1600) (Istan-
bul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2016), 129.

51. Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Osmanl Sufilijine Bakislar (Istanbul: Timas Yaynlari, 2010), 76.
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This bilateral analysis may genuinely offer insight into a historically verifiable phe-
nomenon that unveils the partitioned composition of the Sufi populace. It serves to
elucidate that the Sufi institution was not a wholly separate and insulated entity
within its totality, but rather one that was profoundly affected by intra-religion
schisms. However, as is the case with all dichotomies, it is plagued by interpretative
hurdles such as reductionism, exclusion of nuances, and oversimplification of com-
plexities. The lines of demarcation between the two opposing categories were not
clear-cut, as had been assumed, but were rather blurred. If we are to zoom in on
the particularities of the Mevlevi order classified among the conformist group, the

structural errors of the above dichotomous picture become detectable.

To claim through the lens of an essentialist perspective that the Mevlevi order main-
tained a consistent spiritual theology and ethics from its inception to its demise,
thereby creating a uniform tradition within the Sunni framework, would be to ad-
vance a narrative that is hardly substantiated by empirical evidence.’? On the
contrary, the Mevlevi order nurtured a heterogeneous cultural capital that facili-
tated the incorporation of non-Sunni mystical inclinations (negve). In bold outline,
the Mevlevi order seems to have harbored two contradictory modes of spirituality.
The initial approach aimed at channeling Riimi’s ecstatic piety into an array of pru-
dent practices abiding by social norms and legal standards. Those adhering to this
conformist vein were collectively referred to as “the branch of Veled” ( Veledr), after
Sultan Veled, who was widely recognized as the pioneer of this particular form of
spirituality.®® The second, however, was borne of an unwavering commitment to
refrain from imposing any restrictions on ecstatic spiritual experiences. Due to their
being associated with the anomalous reputation of Sems-i Tebrizi, these antinomian

dissidents attained the designation of “the branch of Sems” (Semsi).>*

In an early sixteenth-century hagiography by Vahidi, entitled Menakib-» H “ace-i
Cthan ve Netice-i Can, a group of vagabond dervishes called the Sems-i Tebrizis

was mentioned. They shaved their beards, moustaches, and eyebrows, wore black

52. Ahmet T. Karamustafa posits that the primary rationale for conceiving of the Mevlevi order as
sharia-bound can be attributed to the retrospective projection of a relatively strong affinity between
the Ottoman court and several Mevlevi sheikhs in late Ottoman history. Ahmet T. Karamustafa,
God’s Unruly Friends: Dervish Groups in the Islamic Later Middle Period 1200-1550 (Salt Lake
City: University of Utah Press, 1994), 82.

53. Sharing a similar line of thought with Golpinarli, Victoria Holbrook underlines Sultan Veled’s
discreet, balanced, and rational accommodation to the exigencies of his time as an organizer
who turned a passionate spiritual fervor into an orderly and manageable system. Golpinarl,
Mevlana’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 35. Victoria Rowe Holbrook, “Diverse Tastes in the Spiritual Life:
Textual Play in the Diffusion of Rumi’s Order,” in The Heritage of Sufism: The Legacy of Medieval
Persian Sufism (1150-1500), ed. Leonard Lewisohn, vol. II (Oxford: Oneworld, 2003), 102.

54. Notwithstanding the objections raised by some Mevlevis, Golpinarli argues that this duality
has been an intrinsic aspect of the Mevlevi identity. Golpmarl, Mevland’dan Sonra Mevlevilik,
208.
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and white woolen clothes, placed a truncated felt cap on their heads, consumed
wine, and were noted for their flamboyant and atypical devotional practices with
the incessant chanting of divine names and prayers.”®> Upon inquiry as to their
affiliation, they responded that they were servants of ‘Ali and devotees (efgende) of
Hasan and Hiiseyin.’® Vahidi vehemently denounced them, as he had done with
other Sufi communities such as the Kalenderis, Abdalan-1 Rim, Haydaris, Camis,
and Bektashis, whom he believed to have been imbued with Shiite- Batinite tenets.
In contrast, he eulogized the Mevlevis, whom he saw as a completely distinct group
from the Sems-i Tebrizis due to the concordance of their spiritual mysteries (esrar-
ma‘nevi) with the sharia and Sunna.’” According to Ahmet T. Karamustafa, the
Sems-i Tebrizis, segregated by Vahidi from the Mevlevis, “were none other than the
followers of Sems within the Mevleviyye”® In so arguing, Karamustafa concurs
with Golpmarh that the Semsiyye was a trend immanent to the Mevlevi order.
Moreover, both emphasize that this spiritual dualism was not a quality exclusive to
the sixteenth-century Mevlevi order, but rather a defining attribute of it well into
the twentieth century. The subsequent chapters of this study will provide further
evidence to support this argument, demonstrating the continued existence of the

Semsi branch during the late Ottoman period.

If we are to remember Ulu ‘Arif Celebi’s affection for wine and his socially uncon-
ventional and flagrant behaviors that even Eflaki could not overlook, it is plausible
to postulate that the Semsi vein was hard-wired into the Mevlevi order as of its early
phases. What is more, the early sixteenth century, when Vahidi penned his account,
seems to have marked the pinnacle of the outward manifestation of unrestrained ec-
static exposure, notably among Mevlevi figures such as Yisuf Sinegdk (d. 1546),
Divane Mehmed Celebi (d. after 1544), and Sahidi Ibrahim Dede (d. 1550), the
latter’s disciple, whose Giilsen-i Esrar is an invaluable source for Divane Mehmed
Celebi’s vita.%? They were notoriously indifferent to and in outright contravention
of the sharia. They adopted the practice of shaving their heads and faces, displayed

a starkly Kalenderi-like character,®! indulged in wine and weed, and performed so-

55. Vahidi, Hdce-i Cihdn ve Netice-i Cin, eds. Turgut Karabey, Biilent Sigva, and Yusuf Babiir
(Ankara: Akgag Yayinlari, 2015), 229.

56. Vahidi, 234.

57. Vahidi, 235-69.

58. Karamustafa, God’s Unruly Friends, 82.

59. Going one step further, Golpinarli posits that Alevite tendencies were observable among the
Mevlevis, particularly those representing the Semsi branch. He devotes an entire subchapter to
this topic. Goélpinarli, Mevldna’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 224-43.

60. For a critical textual analysis of Glilsen-i Esrar and its Persian facsimile, see Nuri Simsekler,
“Sahidi Ibrahim Dede’nin Giilsen-i Esrar’1 (Tenkitli Metin-Tahlil)” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Konya,
Selguk Universitesi, 1998).

61. Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Osmanh Imparatorlugunda Marjinal Sifilik: Kalenderiler (XIV-XVII.
Yiizyillar) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1999), 197.
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cially reprehensible outbursts.%? Therefore, the concurrence of Vahidi’s hagiography
and these unorthodox Mevlevis must have been more than a historically contingent
phenomenon, but a heavily thought-provoking temporal overlap. Briefly put, as
opposed to the simplistic categorization of the mainstream literature, it is largely, if
not thoroughly, speculative and misleading to describe the Mevlevi order as firmly
glued to the Sunni cluster. Its polymorphic structure resists stereotypical depictions

of any kind.

One potential interpretation of this duality reflective of the incohesive variations
of the Mevlevi tradition can be formulated through the prism of the Apollonian-
Dionysian opposition proposed by Friedrich Nietzsche in his early work The Birth
of Tragedy (1872). In this seminal text, Nietzsche delves into the intrinsic tension
between two opposing forces that shaped Greek art and culture, as well as the
human condition. Named after the Greek god Apollo, the Apollonian represents
order, reason, harmony, moderation, and individual identity. Apollo, the god of the
sun, light, clarity, dream, and prophecy embodies rationality, self-control, and the
aspiration for form and structure. The Apollonian mode of existence enables humans
to construct a “dreamlike” world, a refuge from the cruelty and vicissitudes of reality,
through the application of reason and restraint. In contrast, the Dionysian, named
after Dionysus, the Greek god of wine, fertility, intoxication, and ecstatic revelry,
represents chaos, passion, instinct, and the dissolution of boundaries. Dionysus
embodies excess, irrationality, mysticism, and the erasure of individual identity in
the overwhelming experience of collective euphoria. The Dionysian impulse is tied
to raw, unbridled forces of nature, instinctual drives, and an immersion in life’s
most primal aspects—pain, joy, ecstasy, and suffering.% Nevertheless, these two
impulses, though oppositional, were in a relationship of complementarity. It is the
fluctuating equilibrium of their combination that gives rise to the supreme form of
art found in Greek tragedy. If either were left unchecked by the other, each would

be prone to drifting toward extremity.%4

Needless to say, the Veledi branch corresponds to the Apollonian, and the Semsi
branch to the Dionysian. More importantly perhaps, the political implications of
the Apollonian-Dionysian dichotomy can contribute to a deeper apprehension of the
relationship between the Mevlevi order and the state apparatus. The Apollonian
principle can be seen as a metaphor for governmental structures that prioritize or-
der, stability, and surveillance, yet concomitantly suppress dissenting, irrational, or

destabilizing elements. On the other hand, the Dionysian principle can be linked

62. Golpinarl, Mevland’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 114-27.

63. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, trans. Douglas Smith (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), XVI.

64. Nietzsche, XIX.
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to movements that challenge established orders, defy rigid societal boundaries, and
embrace the chaotic and unpredictable components of human experience. The var-
ious phases of Ottoman history have demonstrated that the Apollonian proclivity
prevailing over the Dionysian impulse in the Mevlevi order has been conducive to

the processes of adjustment and accommodation to the state apparatus.

2.4 Where Mysticism Meets the State: The Early Modern Mevlevi

Order as a Power Hub

Prior to the fifteenth century, there is a paucity of documented evidence concerning
the Mevlevi order’s contact with the Ottoman state. The expansionist undertakings
of Ulu ‘Arif Celebi, who paid visits to several Anatolian principalities and culti-
vated a strong rapport with the Mongol rule, did not extend to the budding Ot-
toman polity.?> Moreover, Sahih Ahmed Dede’s Mecmii ‘atu ’t- Tevarihi’l- Mevleviyye
alludes to Sultan Veled girding (taklid-i seyf) Osman I (d. 1324) with a sword,
which has led to the assumption that the privilege of girding Ottoman sultans was
henceforth entrusted to the Celebis.%6 However, this is merely a myth manufactured

and diffused in the later Ottoman periods.5”

One of the late sixteenth-century chronicles, Tacti t-tevarih by Hoca Sadeddin Efendi
(d. 1599), attests to the efforts of Siilleyman Pasha (d. 1357[7]), the son of Orhan
(r. 1324-1362), to garner the endorsement and prayers of the Mevlevis on his cam-
paigns for the conquest of Rumelia.?® Rare examples of this kind indicate that the
Mevlevis were known to the early Ottomans, yet the degree of communication was
comparatively less efficacious than that observed between the Mevlevis and other
principalities. One of the earliest recorded instances of the Ottoman government’s
engagement with the Mevlevi order occurred during the reign of Murad II (r. 1421-
1444 and 1446-1451). Notwithstanding the lack of clarity surrounding the date of

its construction, he built a well-designed and large-scale Mevlevi lodge in Edirne

65. Mehmet Onder, Mevlind ve Mevlevilik (Istanbul: Aksoy Yaymcilik, 1998), 176-77.

66. Betiil Saylan, “Mevlana Ailesi ve Mevlevilik’te Celebilik Makami: Sefine-i Nefise-i Mevleviyin
Ornegi” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Istanbul, Marmara Universitesi, 2013), 347-48.

67. This myth was so pervasive that it was also cited by foreign observers. For instance, Charles
Eliot (d. 1931) quotes an alternative version that Rimi was dispatched by ‘Aldeddin Keyktbad
(d. 1237) to confer a sword of honor upon Osman I. See Charles Eliot, Turkey in Europe (London:
Edward Arnold, 1908), 183. A cursory examination of the death dates of these figures would have
sufficed to uncover the utter lack of veracity in this fictional account. Further information and
discussion on the invention of this myth will be provided in Chapter 3.

68. Hagim Sahin, Dervisler, Fakihler, Gaziler: Erken Osmanli Déneminde Dini Ziimreler (1300-
1400) (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yaymlari, 2020), 210.
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as part of his eponymous complex (k‘dlliye).ﬁg Although the precise reason remains
unclear, he evinced a great sympathy for the Mevlevi order.”™ According to Ocak,
it was in fact an output of the early Ottoman state’s deliberate policy of latitudi-
narianism and inclusivity towards the majority of Sufi orders, which was employed
with the intention of legitimizing its authority as it gradually proceeded to assume

control of the Anatolian principalities.”

The passe-partout explanation of the piecemeal incorporation of the Mevlevi order
into Ottoman politics hinges upon the growing Safavid propaganda in Anatolia.”
In defiance of the Batinite-Shiite infiltrations by means of Turcoman tribes, some
of which would be labeled heretical Kizilbas later on,” the Ottoman raison d’état
adopted an increasingly rigid and dogmatic Sunni creed as the key element of its
official ideology.” This political maneuver waging war against heresy of any kind
precipitated a somewhat systematic persecution of unorthodox Sufi coteries. For
instance, the leading representatives of the Bayrami-Melami order, Ismail Ma‘stiki
(d. 1539) and Hamza BA&li (d. 1573), were sentenced to death to safeguard the Sunni
creed, the former by the fatwa of Grand Mufti Civizdde Mehmed Efendi (d. 1587)
and the latter by the fatwa of Grand Mufti Ebussutid Efendi (d. 1574).7

In this stifling atmosphere, the Mevlevi order was instrumentalized to reinforce
the Sunni front. One might argue that the Apollonian proclivity within the Mevlevi

order was at work in this process of integration into the overarching imperial project

69. Sitheyl Unver, “Edirne Mevlevihanesi Tarihine Giris,” in Edirne: Serhattaki Payitaht, ed.
Emin Nedret Isli and M. Sabri Koz (Istanbul: Yap: Kredi Yaynlari, 1998), 623. Aziz Nazmi Sakir
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“the old Mevlevi lodge” (zaviye-i Mevland-hane-i kéhne). Based on this specific denomination, he
left a question mark as to whether a “new” lodge was also built. However, there is no trace of a
second Mevlevi lodge in the available sources. Aziz Nazmi Sakir, “Edirne ve Civarinda Osmanl
Kiiltiir ve Bilim Muhitinin Olugumu” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Istanbul, Istanbul Universitesi, 2004),
146.

70. Franz Babinger, Mehmed the Conguerer and His Time, trans. Ralph Manheim (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1978), 413.
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Age 1300-1600, 191. Goyiing, “Osmanli Devleti'nde Mevleviler,” 352.

73. Nilgtin Dalkesen, “15. ve 16. Yiizyillarda Safevi Propagandasi ve Etkileri” (Master Thesis,
Ankara, Hacettepe Universitesi, 1999), 69-75.

74. Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Osmanl Toplumunda Zindiklar ve Miilhidler (15-17. Yiizyillar) (Istan-
bul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 2013), 109. For a study, which construes the formation of Kizilbag
communities as a collective movement in opposition to the Ottoman central authority within the
context of a transformation in the center-periphery relations, see Fariba Zarinebaf-Shahr, “Qizil-
bash, ‘Heresy,” and Rebellion in Ottoman Anatolia during the Sixteenth Century,” Anatolia Mod-
erna 7 (1997): 1-15. A revisionist study, however, brings forward the concern for geo-political and
financial legitimacy in explicating the Ottoman state’s policies against the Kizilbag, rather than the
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antithetical to the absolute other in disguise of Batinite-Shiite encroachments. From
the reign of Bayezid II (r. 1481-1512) onwards, the Ottoman sultans and members of
the ruling elite attempted to elevate the Mevlevi order, especially the Celebi lineage,
to a higher status through generous grants and charitable contributions such as the
donation of revenue-bearing endowments and the covering of the maintenance and
repair costs of the lodges.”® For instance, the first full-fledged Mevlevi lodge in
Constantinople was established in Galata in 1491, when Iskender Pasha, a statesman
during Bayezid II's reign, donated a portion of his hunting estate.”” In addition,
Husrev Celebi (d. 1561), the incumbent of the office of Celebiship during the reigns
of Bayezid II, Selim I (r. 1512-1520), and Stleyman the Lawgiver (r. 1520-1566),
enjoyed a modus vivendi in an uncensored opulence, akin to that of a local magnate,
thanks to the wealth amassed through the pious endowments bestowed upon the

Konya Mevlana Lodge.®

In Golpmarli’s parlance, the sixteenth century witnessed the transition of the
Mevlevi order from rural to urban locales, and thus its absorption into itself, re-
maining within the sphere of influence of the upper strata of society.” Golpiarl’s
critique of the Mevlevi order’s possessing an urban and elitist image is most likely
related to the regression of the Dionysian/Semsi impulse. Although he does not em-
ploy the same terminology, he arguably implies that the mounting influence of Apol-
lonian dynamics via political and financial patronage rigidified the inclusive Mevlevi
culture, confining it significantly to confessional boundaries. However, what stands
out as a curious case is the contemporaneity of the politically fortunate upsurge of
the Mevlevi order under the auspices of the ruling elite and the overtly anti-Sunni
activities of those from the Semsi branch such as Divane Mehmed Celebi and Ytsuf
Sinecak. It is an extremely demanding task to explicate the tolerance towards the
representatives of the Semsi vein by the state apparatus at a particular historical
juncture when the Hurifis, proponents of a syncretic mysticism with Kabbalistic

0

repercussions that attributed occult meanings to letters,2? as well as the Kalenderis

and Bayrami-Melamis, were persecuted as heretics.8! The most viable answer to

76. For a detailed list of the imperial donations to the Konya Mevlana Lodge, spanning from
the early sixteenth century to the late nineteenth century, see Barihiida Tanrikorur, “Tirkiye
Mevlevihanelerinin Mimari Ozellikleri,” vol. II (Ph.D. Dissertation, Konya, Selcuk Universitesi,
2000), 14-19. For the religio-political analysis of a Friday mosque adjacent to the shrine of Riimi,
commissioned by Siileyman the Lawgiver as a memorial monument, see Giilru Necipoglu, The Age
of Sinan: Architectural Culture in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2005), 63-64.

77. Baha Tanman, “Galata Mevlevihanesi,” in TDV Islim Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: TDV Yayin-
lar1, 1996), 13:317.

78. Hiiseyin Top, Mevlevi Usil ve Adab: (Istanbul: Otiiken Nesriyat, 2016), 293.

79. Golparh, Mevland’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 247.

80. For further information, see Fatih Usluer, Hurufilik (Istanbul: Kabalc1 Yaymevi, 2009), 107
82.
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this historical multiformity is that the Semsi vein did not turn into an anti-state
popular movement, nor did it forge ties with Iran. This relative neutrality vis-a-vis

the politics of the time must have helped eschew state violence.

To borrow terminology from Antonio Gramsci, the evolution of the Mevlevi order
into an “organic” social institution, coupled with its waxing susceptibility to the
political “hegemony” of the state apparatus, attained its apogee in the seventeenth

82

century.®” Golpiarh calls the seventeenth-century Mevlevi order a “state institu-

tion,” insinuating that the preponderant class vested it with a substantial degree

83 Nevertheless, it would be a colossal mistake to consider this po-

of privilege.
litical rapprochement as a mono-directional investment by the ruling elite, driven
by a reverence for Riimi’s saintly memory. One might, of course, ponder over the
potential role of Apollonian dynamics within the Mevlevi order in the further im-
provement of relations with the Ottoman government. Yet, on top of that, as a
well-established dynasty with a vast network of connections and clients throughout
the imperial geography, the Mevlevi order represented a power hub, and thus an un-
deniable ally. Albeit its unfortunate low reception and reverberation so far, Suraiya
Faroqhi’s analysis on three major Sufi orders—namely the Mevlevis, Bektashis, and
Bayramis—run by dynastic rules justifiably emphasized that these mystical organi-
zations cannot be evaluated only within their spiritual devotions but also through
their economic and administrative operations and far-reaching networks.®* In this
regard, the Mevlevi order, the Celebi family in particular, should not be reduced to
a mere passive community at the discretion of the state apparatus. Instead, it can
be construed as a party to a partnership due to its considerable financial resources

and well-organized administrative structure.

In so arguing, I am in broad agreement with the recent theoretical contributions
of revisionist historiography concerning the transformation of the early modern Ot-
toman Empire. The Mevlevi order’s growing reputation did not unfold in a vacuum
but was rather the offshoot of an imperial setting on the verge of change. Hence, it
is imperative to contextualize this phenomenon by coming to grips with historically
specific social relations intertwined with economic fluctuations. First and foremost,

the turn of the seventeenth century has been conventionally identified with a crisis

persecution in various cities and towns, particularly in the Balkans. Many of those who were
identified as heretics were executed and their bodies burned. Ocak, Osmanl Toplumunda Zindiklar
ve Milhidler (15-17. Yizyllar), 155.
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national Publishers, 1992), XVII-XCVI.
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Tarihi Semineri: Metinler/Tartismalar, ed. Osman Okyar and H. Unal Nalbantoglu (Ankara:
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that was documented all over the Ottoman Empire. The soaring crisis was aggra-
vated by a confluence of demographic, economic, social, and political factors. Above
all, the so-called masterful socio-political fine-tuning, which found expression in the
“circle of equity” (da’ire-i ‘adliye),85 had been disrupted as the sultan’s undisputed
patrimonial authority diminished.®0 The breakdown of the timar and devsirme sys-
tems resulted in the fact that the lines of division separating societal groups such as

the ‘askeri (ruling) class and the re‘aya (the tax-paying subjects) were diluted.®

Furthermore, the expansion of the Janissary Corps induced the kapikulus to prevail
over the Ottoman capital and the central government.®® Coalitions and rival factions
decided state affairs as the primary arbiters of political power. Most notably, this
‘transitional period’ was marked by the commercialization of agriculture and the
gradual privatization of the ‘ancien régime’ or fiscal economy.?” In Rifa’at Abou-
El-Haj’s terms, it was “a change in the mode of production from the feudal one,
primarily based on the timar mode of production, to one based on production for
the market.” This transition altered the balance of powers between the center
and the provinces as the power concentrated in the center became fractured and
dispersed. Out of a highly competitive environment, a new elite made up of the

Janissaries, urban and rural notables, the ulama, and the central grandees cropped

up.

Still, despite the deterioration of the sultanic authority and the conversion of the
imperial capital into a theater of alliances and partnerships, the Ottoman adminis-
trative center continued to be the nexus of all the contractual relations by means
of its redistributive policies. In his book The Second Ottoman Empire, Baki Tezcan
describes this reconstructed imperial layout, which was premised upon a more uni-

fied currency and legal system, a more market-oriented economy, and a relatively
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generations, with the idea of the “circle of equity” or the societal division into four distinct classes
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limited government, as “a spider web with the monarch at the center but not on top

791 This metaphor conveys a refined approach to imperial governance,

of anyone else.
where central authority is redefined not as an instrument of domination but rather

as a matrix of interdependent ties.

In this broader context, Aslihan Giirbtizel’s recent contribution merits mention for
its portrayal of the Mevlevi order as a local magnate with a considerable magnitude
of socio-political leverage, which grew into an ally receptive to lending endorsement
to multiple contenders for power in early modern Ottoman politics.?? She situates
the Mevlevi order within the widening public sphere of the seventeenth-century Ot-
toman Empire, which allowed for alternative sovereignties of military, bureaucratic,
and ulama households alongside the House of Osman,”® thereby rendering the polit-
ical stage much more pluralistic. In a volatile political climate where the absolutism
of the Ottoman government was shattered, the Celebis embarked upon promoting
their image as “kingmakers and partners in the Ottoman order” beyond the confines
of Mevlevi circles.? The Mevlevis’ vast waqf holdings (evkaf-: Celaliye) constituted
the nucleus of their power throughout the Ottoman territories, with Konya as the
central stronghold.? The waqf property networks functioned as a conduit for the
economic interconnectivity between the Mevlevi lodges and the adjacent towns and
villages, positioning the Celebis as key intermediaries between these localities and

the governing authorities.

The evkaf-1 Celaliye, which fell within the category of evkaf-1 miistesna®® that were
overseen by their own trustees independently of external intervention (e.g. that of

the Chief Black Eunuch [Darii’s-sa‘ade Agasi] in charge of the superintendency for

91. Baki Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire: Political and Social Transformation in the Early
Modern World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 193.

92. Ashihan Giirblizel, Taming the Messiah: The Formation of an Ottoman Political Public
Sphere, 16001700 (Oakland, California: University of California Press, 2023), 97.

93. For the rise of military households and their increasing cooperation with local elites, see
Metin Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants: The Transformation of Ottoman Provincial Government,
1550-1650 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1983), 57-93. For a specific case study on the
rise of Grand Mufti Feyzullah Efendi’s (d. 1703) household amassing extraordinary wealth and
power, see Michael Nizri, Ottoman High Politics and the Ulema Household (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2014).

94. Giirbiizel, Taming the Messiah, 111.

95. For comparative analyses of the financial performance of the Konya Mevlana Lodge with a
particular focus on its income-generating waqf holdings and expenditures from the late sixteenth
through the first half of the seventeenth centuries, see Suraiya Faroghi, “Agricultural Crisis and
the Art of Flute-Playing: The Worldly Affairs of the Mevlevi Dervishes (1595-1652),” Turcica 20
(1988): 43-70. Kayhan Orbay, “Financial Development of the Waqfs in Konya and the Agricultural
Economy in the Central Anatolia (Late Sixteenth-Early Seventeenth Centuries),” Journal of the
Economic and Social History of the Orient 55, no. 1 (2012): 94-108.
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evkaf- miilhaka, and evkaf-i miistesna, see Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Islim Hukukunda ve Osmanl Tat-
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imperial waqfs), was a combination of both charitable (hayr?) and familial (zdirr?)
types of waqf.?” That is to say, a specified portion of the revenue generated was
allocated to philanthropic causes, whilst another portion was reserved for ensuring
the Celebi family’s sustenance. Occupying the position of trusteeship of the pi-
ous endowments attached to the Konya Mevlana Lodge, the Celebis also received

generous salaries from the Imperial Treasury.”®

The Celebis’ financial resilience was further bolstered by sizeable contributions from
the Ottoman government, including substantial cash disbursements and tax exemp-
tions.? Court registers document the continuous influx of migrants to the Ttirbe-i
Celaliye neighborhood, named in honor of Rimi’s shrine, due to its tax-exempt
status.!%0 Likewise, cadastral survey (tahrir) registers indicate that, in exchange
for exemption from taxes like ‘avariz (a levy imposed on the public in times of
emergency), the neighborhood residents offered a range of services to the lodge,
its mosque, and other communal facilities.'%" Additionally, apart from its formal
possessions, the Konya Mevlana Lodge did not abstain from harnessing its social
and symbolic capital to procure the usufruct of lands that were not officially regis-
tered under its proprietorship. To put it differently, the financial ledgers submitted
by the Mevlana Lodge to inspectors only gave an incomplete picture of its actual
wealth. For instance, although the Ottoman tax registers from the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries enumerate a multitude of revenue-generating gardens and vine-
yards (bag) at the disposal of the Konya Mevland Lodge, the financial records of
the seventeenth-century Mevlana Lodge make little to no mention of this source of
revenue.'%? Local authorities, like preachers and judges, occasionally sought to chal-
lenge these privileges; however, due to the overwhelming influence wielded by the
Celebi family in the region, they often lacked the capacity to revoke the Mevlevis’

economic prerogatives.03

97. For an overview of the waqf terminology, see Omer Hilmi Efendi, Ithafi’l-Ahlaf Fi Ahkami’l-
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Feyzi Halict (Konya: Ulkii Basimevi, 1983), 74.

99. For the sums provided directly by the Ottoman administration, see Faroghi, “Agricultural
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2.5 Beneath the Robes of Reverence: Interventionist Policies Against
the Mevlevi Order

On the other hand, the state apparatus’ positive treatment of the Mevlevi order
did not invariably guarantee a cordial relationship. Quite paradoxically, the seven-
teenth century, in which the Mevlevi order ascended to become a “state institution”
according to Golpinarh, was in fact a tumultuous period replete with a series of
prohibitions, oppressive measures, and violent onslaughts that wreaked havoc on
not only the Mevlevis but also other Sufi circles like the Halvetis. The puritanical
Kadizadeli movement, which sought to revive the religio-legal and moral standards
of the golden age (‘asr-v sa‘adet) of Prophet Muhammad and represented an al-
lergy against illicit innovations (bid‘a), managed to resonate in the imperial palace,
thereby provoking the Ottoman central administration to instigate anti-Sufi restric-
tions.104 “If the Sufis were not tamed, the Kadizadelis argued, the entire community

£7105 Their discursive strategies were based on the

would be plunged into unbelie
Quranic principle of “enjoining right and forbidding wrong” (al-amru bi-l-ma‘rufi
wa-n-nahyu ‘ani-l-munkari), which served as a legitimate means of denouncing Sufi
practices such as zikr-i cehri (vocal invocation of divine names), devran (musical
audition accompanied by a rhythmic circular movement), and sema‘ (whirling rit-
ual) as well as the consumption of coffee, tobacco, and opium.!% Nevertheless, the
Kadizadeli movement did not hold sway for the entirety of the century but instead
traversed an unstable trajectory, displaying fluctuations in both scope and inten-

sity. The movement exerted its greatest impact across three distinct phases, the first

104. The peculiarities of this far-reaching movement have been thoroughly studied within the
context of historically specific socio-economic dynamics. Consequently, a substantial corpus of
scholarly research has already been accumulated on this subject. A representative sample of the
pertinent literature is provided below: Necati Oztiirk, “Islamic Orthodoxy among the Ottomans in
the Seventeenth Century with Special Reference to the Qadizadeh Movement” (Ph.D. Dissertation,
Edinburgh, University of Edinburgh, 1981). Madeline Zilfi, Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema
in the Postclassical Age (1600-1800) (Minneapolis: Bibliotheca Islamica, 1988), 129-81. Marinos
Sariyannis, “The Kadizadeli Movement as a Social and Political Phenomenon: The Rise of a
‘Mercantile Ethic’?,” in Political Initiatives ‘from the Bottom up’ in the Ottoman Empire, Halcyon
Days in Crete VII, 9-11 Jan. 2009, ed. A. Anastasopoulos (Rethymno: Crete University Press,
2012), 263-89. Baki Tezcan, “The Portrait of the Preacher as a Young Man: Two Autobiographical
Letters by Kadizade Mehmed from the Early Seventeenth Century,” in Political Thought and
Practice in the Ottoman Empire: Halcyon Days in Crete IX — A Symposium Held in Rethymno,
9-11 January 2015, ed. Marinos Sariyannis (Rethymno: Crete University Press, 2019), 187-249.
In my recently published paper, I have set out to address an omission in the available literature by
arguing that the Sufi community did not react against the Kadizadeli incursions as a monolithic
block due to intra-Sufi discords, neither were the lines of division between the Kadizadelis and Sufis
clearly delineated. Bahadir Yolcu, “The Composite Sufi Front vis-a-vis the Puritanical Kadizadeli
Movement in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire,” Zemin, no. 5 (2023): 160-78.
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Journal of Near Eastern Studies 45, no. 4 (1986): 254.

106. Zilfi, Politics of Piety, 136-37.

27



spearheaded by Kadizdde Mehmed (d. 1635), followed by Ustiivini Mehmed Efendi
(d. 1661), with Vani Mehmed Efendi (d. 1685) leading the final.'%” During the
third phase under the aegis of Vani Efendi, a Bektashi shrine in Edirne was burned
to the ground.'®® Further, Karabag-1 Veli (d. 1686) and Niyazi-i Misri (d. 1694),
two prominent Halveti sheikhs, who had founded two sub-branches, were banished
from Istanbul.!% The religious policies promoted by Vani Efendi incited a wave of
condemnatory rhetoric and physical abuse directed towards the dervish lodges, ul-
timately culminating in an imperial prohibition on sema‘ that was enacted in 1666.
This prohibition endured for 18 years until 1684.1° In the subsequent Mevlevi ac-
counts, it was referred to as “the wicked prohibition” (yasag-: bed), which denotes
the Hijri equivalent (1077) of the beginning year of the prohibition according to the
abjad numerals, an alphanumeric system where each of the 28 letters of the Arabic
alphabet is assigned a corresponding numerical value.'™ The prohibition embodied
a previously unparalleled instance of direct governmental intervention in Sufi mores

both in public and private spheres.

However, the Mevlevi order was compelled to grapple with the interventionist mea-
sures of the Ottoman government at a much earlier date. Despite his initial affinity
with the Mevlevi order, which led him to sponsor the enlargement of the Konya
Mevlana Lodge through the restoration of the dervish cells, Murdd III (r. 1574-1595)
became the first sultan to intervene in the intra-tariga autonomy of the Mevlevi or-
der by deposing Ferruh Celebi (d. 1601[?]), who, like his father and predecessor,
Husrev Celebi, enjoyed an extravagant and prosperous life.''? This was also the
first occasion when the disputes and factional rivalries within the Celebi family were
thrust into the limelight.!'3 To elucidate, the official complaints that necessitated
governmental intervention did not originate from an outsider religious group that

harbored grievances against the Mevlevi order, but from Ferruh Celebi’s own blood

107. For a small section from Ustiivini’s Risdle on the disavowal of the must-be-forbidden Sufi
practices, see Mustafa Kara, Metinlerle Osmanlilarda Tasavvuf ve Tarikatlar (1stanbul: Dergah
Yayinlari, 2021), 178-80.
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Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 114.
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Akademik Aragtirma Dergisi 2, no. 6 (2001): 40. Niyazi-i Misri, who arguably bore most the
brunt of the Kadizadeli encroachments, was an outspoken dissident. He even took the bold step of
proposing that the Ottoman dynasty be supplanted by the Crimean khans. Derin Terzioglu, “Sufi
and Dissident in the Ottoman Empire: Niyazi-i Misr1” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Cambridge, Harvard
University, 1999), 346.

110. The Mevlevis ascribe sanctity to the number 18 and call it nezr-i Mevland (Mevlana’s gift).
The primary reason for this consecration is the fact that Rmi himself wrote down the first 18
couplets of the Mesnevi. See Top, Mevlevi Usil ve Addbi, 182. Celebi, Mevidnd ve Mevlevilik, 105.
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relatives. A rival faction, purportedly concerned about the equitable distribution of
ever-increasing waqf revenues, seems to have breached the sacred covenant (bey‘at)
that they were obliged to uphold with their oath-bound leader and succeeded in re-
moving him from office.!'* Ferruh Celebi was exiled to Istanbul and was away from
his spiritual office for what may be regarded as an exceptionally symbolic length of
time, 18 years.''® However, the precise temporal alignment between this exile and
his tenure as “the Celebi Efendi” remains uncertain. This is because no historical
source mentions the name of another Celebi Efendi between him and Bostan Celebi
(d. 1630), who succeeded him as the post-nisin of the Konya Mevlana Lodge upon
his death.

In contrast to the preceding period, Bostan Celebi’s tenure ushered in a process of
revival and proliferation, during which new Mevlevi lodges were established in Is-
tanbul. Among these were the Yenikap: Lodge (1597[7]), the Besiktas Lodge (1622),
and the Kasimpasa Lodge (circa 1625).'16 The Mevlevi network experienced a resur-
gence across the provinces as well. Bostan Celebi dispatched his disciples to various
locations such as Damascus, Gelibolu, and Bursa, with the objective of planting the
seeds of new Mevlevi lodges.!!” These expansionist enterprises were undoubtedly
the progeny of his intimate connections with the imperial elite and ruling dynasty in
Istanbul as the supply of resources through the transfer of property and the financial
injection was provided by them.!'® Albeit not exclusively reserved for the Mevlevis,
Ahmed I’s (r. 1603-1617) benevolence toward Sufis was a harbinger of the onset
of an opportune episode of imperial patronage for the Mevlevi order. Last but not
least, the number of Bostan Celebi’s disciples and sympathizers from different strata
of society was exceedingly large and his spiritual charisma and fame had eclipsed
that of his predecessors.'? Much-celebrated Mevlevi figures such as Isma‘il Rusiihi
Ankaravi (d. 1631), whose sobriquet was the Respected Commentator of Mesneuvi

(Hazret-i Sarih-i Mesnevi), were among his disciples.!?°

Quite reminiscent of a vicious cycle, the ascendance of Ebtibekir Celebi (d. 1638)
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to the office of Celebiship upon the death of Bostan Celebi signaled a dramatic
reversal characterized by a series of challenging negativities such as governmental
intervention, exile, and internal turmoil within the Mevlevi order. Ebtibekir Celebi’s
tenure coincided with the reign of Murad IV (r. 1623-1640), upon whom Kadizade
Mehmed was able to exercise undue influence. The escalating tension between the
Sultan and the Celebi Efendi eventually propelled the latter’s deposition. One of the
speculated reasons for this deposition was the Celebi’s refusal to comply with the
Sultan’s command to have Riimi’s grave opened in order to ascertain whether his
body had decomposed. According to an alternative account by the first official court
chronicler (vak‘a-nivis), Na‘ima (d. 1716), the Celebi had embezzled the poll tax
revenues of the nearby Sugla village that had been endowed to the Konya Mevlana
Lodge.'! However, the fundamental reason seems to have been the Celebi Efendi’s
profound social prestige and dignity, which radiated even to the local functionaries,

judges, and notables.

Despite his initial inclination to do so, the Sultan opted against ordering the exe-
cution of the Celebi Efendi, having been persuaded otherwise by Grand Mufti Zek-
eriyyazade Yahya Efendi (d. 1644).'?2 Consequently, Ebfibekir Celebi faced exile
in Istanbul in 1637. Notwithstanding these misfortunes on the part of the Mevlevis,
the Sultan’s involvement in their internal affairs continued unabated. He went on
to appoint ‘Arif Celebi (d. 1642), a maternal-line descendant, as the succeeding
overseer of the Konya Mevlana Lodge. In accordance with the long-established
Mevlevi hereditary transmission, only those from the paternal Celebi line (zukur)
were deemed eligible to serve as the Celebi Efendi. Conversely, those from the ma-
ternal Celebi line (inas) were restricted to occupying inferior positions, such as the
Afyon Karahisar Lodge, where ‘Arif Celebi was stationed prior to being summoned
by Murad IV to Konya.'?3 ‘Arif Celebi represents the sole inas Celebi who has ever
held the office of Celebiship in Konya.'?* In their accounts, Mevlevi biographers

have conveyed a tone of disapproval regarding this disruption, which they viewed as
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a deviation from the well-entrenched customary regime for succession.??

‘Arif Celebi was succeeded by Ferruh Celebi’s grandson, Hiiseyin Celebi (d. 1666),
whose tenure was beset by a pervasive spirit of disharmony and factional rivalry
among members of the Celebi family, which manifested in various forms of internal
conflict and competition. Thus, the effective governance of the Mevlevi order as
a whole was at risk, as the existing leadership was no longer unchallenged. Of
particular note was the prevalence of inheritance disputes, often driven by concerns
related to livelihood. The contentious matters that seemed to be irreconcilable
were given a political dimension, resulting in the Ottoman government receiving an
array of complaints that prompted its intervention.' In this context, it is striking
that a contingent of the Celebi family arrived in Istanbul with the avowed motive
of removing Hiiseyin Celebi from his office and ensuring the appointment of their
preferred candidate, Dervis Celebi. Despite the appeal being rejected, the Ottoman
government did not acquiesce to their departure with empty-handed and designated

Dervig Celebi as the new incumbent of the Galata Mevlevi Lodge.'?”

This case is, by all means, worthy of reflection from a variety of perspectives. Above
all, as in the case of Ferruh Celebi, a dissident faction, discontented with the extant
administrative and financial management of the Mevlevi order, organized collec-
tively and sparked a movement aimed at overturning the status quo. Furthermore,
they politicized an intra-tariqa conflict by calling for the intervention of the state
apparatus. However, the stance adopted by political decision-makers was to refrain
from taking sides in the polarization within the Celebi family by offering a mod-
est compensation to the opposition wing even if it did not fully align with their
demands. Besides, the appointment to the Galata Mevlevi Lodge by an imperial
decree is of particular significance insofar as it reveals the limits of the centraliza-
tion pertinent to the Mevlevi order. It can be reasonably concluded, therefore, that
the Celebi Efendi did not operate as an authoritarian figure at the helm of a vast
Mevlevi network, overseeing appointments and dismissals of any kind. Despite the
symbolic and spiritual subordination of the Mevlevi lodges dispersed throughout
the Ottoman geography to the Celebi Efendi, he largely functioned in an advisory
capacity with regard to the appointment and dismissal procedures in these lodges.
In other words, the Mevlevi lodges retained a degree of autonomy, and the ad-
ministrative transitions were not handled through top-down decisions, but rather
through bottom-up processes. Still, the right for intervention on the part of the

Konya Mevlana Lodge was consistently reserved in cases where no resolution for
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succession had been achieved within other lodges.!?

In close temporal proximity, an incident is reported to have occurred in which the
widespread influence and power of the Celebis unsettled the Ottoman central au-
thority. The purported participation of the Celebis in the upheaval spearheaded by
Abaza Hasan Pasha (d. 1659) ostensibly demonstrated their aptitude for exercis-
ing political agency in alignment with anti-establishment forces. For an extended
duration, stories were circulated in Istanbul suggesting that Hiiseyin Celebi had en-
dorsed Abaza Hasan Pasha by ceremonially adorning him with the Mevlevi novice
hat (‘arakiyye). According to Sdkib Dede’s Sefine, upon the revelation that the
allegations were mere rumors, the Celebi Efendi was left to pursue his endeavors
unimpaired.'?® On the other hand, a vivid anecdote from Ferdizizdde Mehmed
Said’s (d. 1835) Tarih-i Gulsen-i Ma‘arif encourages a reconsideration of the na-
ture of the relationship between the Mevlevis and Abaza Hasan Pasha. It recounts
that an Ottoman inspector dispatched to Konya suspected the Mevlevi dervishes of
involvement in the upheaval. Isma‘ll Pasha, the official in charge, detained eight
individuals clad in Mevlevi attire. To verify their authenticity, he demanded that
they prove their affiliation: one recited Mesnewvi, another played the ney (reed-flute),
and two performed the sema‘ ritual. However, the remaining four failed to display
any Mevlevi practices, leading the inspector to conclude that they were members of

Abaza Pasha’s entourage masquerading as dervishes.?

Before closing down this chapter, it is worthwhile to cite one final incident that
pitted the state apparatus and the Mevlevi order against each other at the dawn
of the eighteenth century. Despite ascending to the office of Celebiship immedi-
ately following the cessation of “the wicked prohibition,” Kara Bostan Celebi’s (d.
1705[7]) tenure was fraught with challenges arising from disputes over the revenues
of the evkaf-1 Celaliye. Among the contenders who drew the Ottoman government’s
attention to Konya by submitting petitions pointing out the grievances caused by
the conferral of certain financial privileges upon the Mevlevi order were high-ranking
Konya ulama. In consequence of the growing frequency of complaints, Kara Bostan
Celebi was banished to Cyprus, and some endowment revenues and scholarly posts
were revoked from the Mevlevis. Unsurprisingly, the subsequent tenure of his son
Sadreddin Celebi (d. 1711) was yet another period marked by heightened factional-

ism within the Celebi family.!3!
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2.6 Conclusion

When viewed in its entirety, the task assigned to this chapter was to contextu-
alize the checkered relationship between the state apparatus and the Mevlevi or-
der, a structurally atypical Sufi order that grew into an exceptional specimen of a
dynastically-run social organization wielding extensive financial and political power.
By conducting a genealogical analysis of this specific relationship through the lens of
historicizing, I intended to set forth that the appointment of Veled Celebi to replace
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi in 1910 was not an isolated phenomenon, but part of a series of

occasionally recurring events rooted in the past.

In response to the particular political dynamics of various historical periods, the
Mevlevis’ agency did not adhere to a linear trail. Nor were the governing bodies
of the Ottoman state the static sacrosanct entities resistant to change across the
span of ages. At first, the Mevlevis set out to enrich their political portfolio by
forging alliances with a multitude of polities, a strategy that was necessitated by
the highly fragmented political landscape of Anatolia during the period of the prin-
cipalities. Their constitutive attempts were never tension-free as evidenced by the
unpleasant confrontation with the Karaman principality due to their almost con-
ciliatory attitude towards the Mongol rule. Albeit not significantly linked in the
nascent stages of the Ottoman state, following its incorporation into the broader
project of fortifying the Sunni front against Safavid Iran, the Mevlevi order emerged
as a locus of power that thrived on the generously transferred resources of the Ot-
toman political economy. Nevertheless, as the patrimonial and autocratic structure
of the Ottoman Empire began to disintegrate, centrifugal forces gained prominence
in the political scene; therefore, the Celebi dynasty, as a local magnate, acquired a
strong negotiating power vis-a-vis the ruling elite. This was also suggestive of the
dialectics of the early modern history of the Mevlevi order: simultaneously being
both an ally and contender to imperial sovereignty. To address the elephant in the
room, the formation of a somewhat financial autonomy through revenue-bearing
waqf resources was the primary catalyst for factional rivalries that fueled this bi-
furcation. In some instances, the state apparatus intervened without any external
stimulus, while in other instances it was prompted to intervene at the instigation of

intra-tariqa interest groups.

In addition, it was equally important to underline the non-homogeneous identity of
the Mevlevi order and its embodiment of an intrinsic duality. The persistence of
this duality until the early twentieth century precludes the conceptualization of the

Mevlevi order in its totality as a mere constituent of the Sunni milieu. Its resistance
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to being confined within a fixed confessional category is undoubtedly one of the
unique characteristics of the Mevlevi order. This perplexing ambiguity, compounded
by alienation from the core pillars of political ideology, necessitates a multi-layered

interpretation of the Mevlevis’ relationship with the state apparatus.
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3. THE MYSTICAL AUTONOMY VIS-A-VIS THE MODERN
STATE FORMATION

Miiceddid oldugu Sultan Selim’in din i dinyaya
Nimayandiwr bu nev-piusidesinden kabr-i Monla ya
Galib Dede

The appointment of Veled Celebi by the central government was the end product
of a prolonged and cumulative process in the nineteenth century, during which the
intricate interplay between the state apparatus and Sufi orders underwent a cru-
cial reorientation. This transformative process ultimately reconfigured the hitherto
existing interrelationship, shifting the balance of power decisively in favor of the in-
creasingly centralized and bureaucratized administrative structure of the Ottoman
state. In other words, the modern state formation, which enabled the Ottoman
government to cast its watchful gaze upon every corner of the imperial geography in
the nineteenth century, played a pivotal role in reshaping the historically established

relationship with Sufi orders.

I hereby draw on Weberian terminology to conceptualize the Ottoman Empire’s
experience of modern statehood spanning the late eighteenth to the early twenti-
eth centuries. Max Weber defines the modern state as a political organization that
holds “the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force” within a defined territo-

132 This legitimacy, sanctioned by societal recognition, distinguishes

rial boundary.
the state from other competitive entities, such as centrifugal power-holders possess-
ing private militias. At the heart of its encompassing structure is the principle of
rational-legal authority, based on impersonal rules and administration rather than
traditional customs or charismatic leadership.'®® It is further characterized by a
professionalized ‘monocratic’ bureaucracy, entrusted with implementing laws and

policies to ensure effective and systematic governance.134 At least on paper, its

132. Max Weber, Economy and Society, ed. Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich (Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1978), 54-56.

133. Weber, 217-20.

134. Weber, 223.
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concentrated governmental machinery consolidates power, facilitating the efficient
coordination of resources, the enforcement of laws, and the maintenance of social
order. In a nutshell, Weber’s framework captures the transition from pre-modern
governance, embedded in personal or traditional authority, to a rationalized, insti-
tutionalized and depersonalized system of rule that is typical of modern political

systems.

Moreover, I subscribe wholeheartedly to Gianfranco Poggi’s assertion that the mod-
ern derivative of state-building is an artificially engineered operation rather than a
spontaneously evolved organic formation through accretion.!3® That being said, I
intend to further build on his insights to shed light on the singularizing nature of
the modern state. The attainment of unitary internal sovereignty is the sine qua
non for the nineteenth-century state apparatus. To borrow David Easton’s concep-
tualization, all social activities pertaining to the “authoritative allocation of val-
ues”136 at the level of the public sphere are entrusted to a singular decision-making
authority—the state itself—irrespective of the complexity or internal differentia-
tion of these activities. Neither individuals nor corporate bodies may partake in
governing functions, except in their capacity as organs, agents, or delegates of the

state.137

Given the Ottoman state’s moves toward administrative and financial centralization
throughout the long nineteenth century, there might only be little doubt regarding
the applicability of this theoretical framework to the Ottoman context. However,
this analytically-informed abstraction of the enhanced scope and functionality of the
state apparatus inevitably introduces a significant limitation of state-centrism: the
portrayal of the state as a self-contained, transcendent entity, detached from the
relational dynamics and power struggles among competing interest groups. This

fallacy, which can be described as a form of ‘reification’®® of the state apparatus,

135. Gianfranco Poggi, The Development of the Modern State (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1978), 95.

136. David Easton’s definition of politics is the “authoritative allocation of values,” through which
a political system exercises authority to determine, distribute, and regulate values in diverse forms,
such as material resources, rights, laws, and social norms. It is ‘authoritative’ because the gov-
ernmental mechanism is granted the legitimate power to enforce decisions. Analytically speaking,
demands serve as inputs to the political system, while decisions are its outputs. The real crux of
this abstraction lies in the embeddedness of the political system in an environment that subjects it
to potential influences. For a concise summary, see David Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political
Life (New York: Wiley, 1965), 17-33.

137. Poggi, The Development of the Modern State, 93.

138. I rely on Gajo Petrovié’s interpretation of reification: “The act (or result of the act) of
transforming human properties, relations and actions into properties, relations and actions of
man-produced things which have become independent (and which are imagined as originally in-
dependent) of man and govern his life” Tom Bottomore, ed., A Dictionary of Marxist Thought
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2001), 463—65. For a detailed analysis and discussion on reification, see Georg
Lukécs, History and Class Consciousness, trans. Rodney Livingstone (Cambridge: The MIT Press,
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obscures the mediation of property relations and overlooks the phenomenon of sur-
plus extraction being monopolized by a much narrower elite through centralizing
measures. Instead of taking the state apparatus for granted, I view it as a fluid con-
glomeration of political-economic relations, continuously moulded by a multiplicity
of stakeholders within its surrounding environment. Therefore, I will once again
prioritize human agency in reconstructing the transformation of the state-tariqa re-
lations in the late Ottoman period, when the Mevlevis did not falter in adapting to

the exigencies of the zeitgeist.

This chapter will focus on the institutional reconfiguration that laid the legal and
political infrastructure for state intervention driven by the factionalism among the
Celebis in 1910, the gradual erosion of the intra-tariqa autonomy, and the Mevlevis’
integration into the evolving socio-political landscape. In doing so, it will devote
scrupulous attention to the strategies devised by those belonging to an ingrained
mystical tradition in order to co-opt with, react against, or manipulate the new
normativity that had played into the state’s hands. Notwithstanding critical junc-
tures such as the abolition of the Janissary Corps, the establishment of the Evkaf-
v Himayun Nezareti (the Superintendency/Ministry of Imperial Endowments) in
1826, and later the Meclis-i Mesayih (the Assembly of Sheikhs) in 1866—which re-
sulted in the incremental expansion of the state’s zone of influence over Sufi orders—
the Mevlevis appear to have opportunely forged close-knit associations with the

state, thereby extracting the utmost utility.

3.1 Opponents and Proponents of the Selimian Reformation in the
Mevlevi Order

The available literature on the Ottoman Empire’s modernization often depicts Selim
IIT (r. 1789-1807) as an astute and forward-thinking reformer, formulating strategies
to revitalize the empire’s faltering institutions even prior to ascending the throne.!39
Frequently celebrated as a pioneer of Western-inspired reforms through the New

Order (Nizam-1 Cedid),"* a wide-ranging reform project that was not confined to

1972), 83-110.

139. Enver Ziya Karal, Selim III’in Hatt-1 Himayunlar: (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1942), 7. Kemal Beydilli, interpreting Selim III within the historical context of his own period,
regards him as a figure of the Age of Enlightenment and refers to him as “an enlightened monarch.”
See Kemal Beydilli, “III. Selim: Aydinlanmig Hitkiimdar,” in Nizam-1 Kadim’den Nizam-1 Cedid’e
III. Selim ve Dénemi, ed. Seyfi Kenan (Istanbul: ISAM, 2010), 27-57.

140. The term Nizam-1 Cedid was not coined by Selim III. It originally denoted a set of regulations
distinct from the early Ottoman legal codes and traditional customs, commonly known as kanun-1
kadvm or mizam-1 kadim. A notable example of this is Grand Vizier Kopriiliizdde Fazil Mustafa
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the military organization,'! Selim III has been portrayed as falling short in his
efforts to dismantle the empire’s corrupt structures. Nevertheless, his vision and
initiatives have been credited with leaving a lasting legacy, shaping the reformist

policies of subsequent rulers, particularly Mahmud II (r. 1808-1839).142

The reformist ethos of the Selimian era was not exclusively inspired by Western
(primarily French) advancements but was also deeply intertwined with the contem-
porary revivalist Sufi orders. Kahraman Sakul insightfully addressed the rise of
[slamic orthodoxy in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, arguing
that it arose as a reaction to both the Russian expansion and the mounting pressure
from European powers.'? A key indication of the ‘internal’ source of nourishment
for the so-called reformists within the Islamic revivalist camp lies in their affiliation
with the Nagshbandi-Mujaddidi order. Butrus Abu-Manneh was the first to stress
the robust connection between the Nagshbandi-Mujaddidis and the Ottoman ruling
elite, asserting that particularly following Selim III’s ascension to the throne, there
was a notable propensity towards a more assertive promotion of orthodox Sunni
Islam in the imperial capital.'** The reign of Selim III also coincided with the
dissemination of the Halidl branch of the Nagshbandi order, founded by Halid el-
Bagdadi (d. 1827). For instance, Sheikh Burusevi/Kerkiiki Mehmed Emin Efendi
(d. 1813), a deputy (halife) of Halid el-Bagdadi and representative of the third wave
of Nagshbandi influence in Istanbul, succeeded in gaining access to broader elite

circles of both the ulama and the high-ranking statesmen.!4?

However, Selim III's aesthetic tastes, forged by his passionate interests in poetry and
music, must have guided him in blending his personality with the Mevlevi culture,
thus paving the way for the fortunate upsurge of the Mevlevi order. Alongside his
regal status, Selim III was a remarkably gifted artist, particularly in his musical
aptitude. He was a prolific composer, producing a substantial corpus of works en-

compassing both religious and non-religious instrumental and vocal compositions.

Pasha (d. 1691), who labeled the fiscal measures that he enacted to enhance the tax revenues as
nizam-1 cedid, setting them apart from the traditional practices referred to as nizam-: kadim. See
Kemal Beydilli, “Nizam-1 Cedid,” in TDV Islim Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: TDV Yayinlari, 2007),
33:175.

141. Carter V. Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789-
1922 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), 113.

142. Stanford Shaw, Between Old and New: The Ottoman Empire under Sultan Selim III, 1789-
1807 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971), 180.

143. Kahraman Sakul, “Nizam-1 Cedid Diigiincesinde Batililagma ve Islami Modernlesme,” Divin
19 (2005): 140.

144. Butrus Abu-Manneh, Studies on Islam and the Ottoman Empire in the 19th Century (1826-
1876) (Istanbul: The Isis Press, 2011), 7.

145. Aysel Yildz, Crisis and Rebellion in the Ottoman Empire: The Downfall of a Sultan in the
Age of Revolution (London: 1.B. Tauris, 2017), 141.
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Notably, he composed fifteen makams, % hitherto absent from the extant repertoire
of classical Turkish music. In addition to his musical accomplishments as a com-
poser, Selim III was also proficient in the tanbur (a long-necked, fretted, plucked
lute) and the ney (reed-flute). The Mevlevi Ayin-i Serif, composed in his own inven-
tion, the Suz-i dil-ara makam, stands as a unique exemplar of his profound musical
genius.'4" Selim III's contributions to the domain of music are multifaceted, but a
particularly salient aspect pertains to the organization of musical notation systems.
It was under his patronage that ‘Abdiilbaki Nasir Dede (d. 1821), the sheikh of the
Yenikapr Mevlevi Lodge, developed a musical score, thereby ensuring the preserva-
tion of numerous compositions that would have otherwise been lost through oral

transmission. 148

In the late eighteenth century, it is implausible to posit that the Mevlevi order as
a whole formed a cohesive entity in terms of their spiritual temperament or their
relationship with contemporary politics. Several factors must have contributed to
this lack of cohesion. These might include the personalities and reputations of the
sheikhs leading the Mevlevi lodges, the ways by which they were appointed, the
extent of their reliance on the Celebi Efendi in Konya, the management of waqf
resources available to the Mevlevi lodges, the prevailing political climate, and the
interactions of the Mevlevis with other Sufi orders and the state apparatus. In
periods of political turbulence, social change, and new orientations, differentiation
of this sort is more likely to be expected to become more pronounced. In fact, this
was the case during the reign of Selim III, when the New Order was in the making to
empower the central authority to pull the strings. The majority of prominent figures
from the Mevlevi lodges in Istanbul, most importantly those from the Yenikap: and
Galata lodges, which had achieved a degree of independence from the Konya Mevlana
Lodge,'*? were supportive of Selim III's reform efforts. Galib Dede (d. 1799), the

146. The makam is a fundamental concept in classical Turkish (as well as Eastern) music for
constructing melodies, encompassing the arrangement of tonal relationships, range, initial and
reciting tones, as well as the final cadence. Additionally, it provides a general framework for
melodic contours and patterns. The closest parallel in Western music is the medieval notion of
mode. Karl L. Signell, Makam: Modal Practice in Turkish Art Music (Washington: Asian Music
Publications, 1977), 16.

147. Cem Dilgin, “Seyh Galib’in Mevlevihanelerin Tamirine Iligskin Siirleri,” Osmank Arastirmalars
14 (1994): 31.

148. Dilg¢in, 32. For a comprehensive analysis of the musical manuscripts of ‘Abdiilbaki Néasir Dede,
see Cem Behar, Kadim ile Cedid Arasinda: III. Selim Déneminde Bir Mevlevi Seyhi ‘Abdiilbiki
Naswr Dede’nin Musiki Yazmalar: (Istanbul: Yapr Kredi Yaymlari, 2022).

149. Specifically in the case of the Yenikapt Mevlevi Lodge, from the appointment of Seyyid
Ebiibekir Dede (d. 1775) as the post-nisin in 1746 until the official closure of the dervish lodges in
1925, the lodge was run exclusively by his descendants for approximately 180 years. Celebi Efendi’s
role was simply to approve the appointment of a pre-designated successor upon the death of the
incumbent. For an in-depth analysis of the family of Seyyid Ebiibekir Dede, see Mustafa Erdogan,
“Istanbul’da Kiitahyali Bir Seyh Ailesi: Seyyid Ebubekir Dede ve Ahfadi,” Istanbul Arastirmalar:
7 (1998): 125-69.
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illustrious author of the literary masterpiece Hiisn i ‘Ask (Beauty and Love )150 and
the sheikh of the Galata Mevlevi Lodge, was a faithful companion of Selim III, who
became a regular visitor to the Galata Lodge. After his appointment to the Galata
Mevlevi Lodge in June 1791, Galib Dede wrote a long ode to Selim III, in which he
asked for the restoration of the lodge.® The Mevlevi sympathizer Sultan did not
refuse this request and the repairs, which began in February 1792, were completed in
July of that year. Furthermore, in 1793, a fountain was built in the lodge courtyard

152

and the sema‘-hane, where the whirling ritual took place, was overhauled."”* Selim

I1I also gave Géalib Dede the exclusive right to appoint all the officials in charge of
reciting the Mesnevi and allocated new funds to help maintain the Mevlevi waqgfs.1?3
As if in accordance with the principle of quid pro quo, Galib Dede became the
most ardent advocate of reform efforts under the umbrella of the New Order. He
frequently employed terms such as nev (new), tecdid (renewal), intizam (orderliness),
nizam (order), ruh-i nev (new spirit), kanun-iv nev (new law), nizam-1 nev (new
order), hisn-i nizam (beauty of order), tertib-i devlet ([re-Jorganization of the state),
and nev-‘asker-i miiretteb (new orderly army) which implicitly relate to reforms,
carry distinct connotations within the political terminology of the era, and serve as
markers of ideological alignment.'* Much like the prominent role that he attributed
to himself in the realm of poetry, he explicitly referred to Selim III as a miiceddid
(renovator /renewer) in several instances. The couplet cited as an epigraph for this
chapter is one such example, wherein he bestows the title of miceddid upon the

Sultan in recognition of his act of renewing the cover on Rimi’s tomb in Konya.

Selim III'’s overt investment and partisanship in the Mevlevi order appear not only
to have served the purpose of promoting the New Order and ensuring its favorable
reception among the public but also to signal strategic foresight. It was deemed to
be a calculated maneuver against the Janissary Corps, which had turned out to be
a decentralizing force functioning as a form of checks and balances. By fostering the
Mevlevi order, Selim III likely sought to establish a counterweight to the Janissaries,
whose socio-cultural identity was intertwined with the Bektashi order. The leaning

towards the orthodox front against a supposedly deviant group that was thought to

150. For an extraordinarily nuanced study of Beauty and Lowve, see Victoria Rowe Holbrook, The
Unreadable Shores of Love: Turkish Modernity and Mystic Romance (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1994).

151. Sema Arikan, ed., IIl. Selim’in Swr Katibi Ahmed Efendi Tarafindan Tutulan Rizndme
(Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu Yaymlari, 1993), 63.

152. Besir Ayvazoglu, Kugunun Son Sarkis: (Istanbul: Kapr Yaymlari, 2015), 67.

153. Yasemin Bozoglu-Erding, “The Relationship between the Mevlevi Order and the Ottoman
State in the Late Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries” (Master Thesis, Istanbul, Bogazici
University, 2002), 100. Also see George W. Gawrych, “Seyh Galib and Selim III: Mevlevism and
Nizam-1 Cedid,” International Journal of Turkish Studies 4, no. 1 (1987): 107.

154. Behar, Kadim ile Cedid Arasinda, 173-74. Dilgin, “Seyh Galib’in Mevlevihanelerin Tamirine
Tligkin Siirleri,” 36-38.
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have strayed from mainstream religious doctrine seamlessly fits the realpolitik of the

Selimian era. In Cevdet Pasha’s (d. 1895) parlance,

The Janissaries belonged to the Bektashi order, [but] in those days the
New Order was gaining momentum. Due to the necessity of the gradual
(refte refte) abolishment of the phenomenon of the Janissaries, it was
not unusual at that time for one of the sublime orders (furuk-1 ‘aliyye)
to thrive at the expense of the Bektashi order. Since the Mevlevi order
was in conformity with the idea of the New Order, it shone brightly.!®>

However, striking opposition and resistance to the New Order, championed by El-
Héac Mehmed Celebi (d. 1815), the post-nisin of the Konya Mevlana Lodge, sig-
nificantly complicates the overall picture. At a time when the Mevlevis were being
lavishly funded, honored, and nurtured by the state apparatus, the dissent exhibited
by the order’s main executive body was symptomatic of its evolution into a major
power-broker, akin to a local magnate, as elaborated in the previous chapter. In the
first place, the attainment of Celebiship by El-Hac Mehmed Celebi was rooted in a
highly curious political mise-en-scene. In May 1785, the governor of Karaman ap-
prised the Grand Mufti of the demise of Ebii Bekir Celebi sans progeny (bila-veled)
and of the appointment of a candidate from Riim1’s line as stipulated by the order’s
unbroken tradition.'®® Obviously, the emphasis on the absence of a male heir from
the deceased Celebi Efendi’s own sub-lineage evokes the notion of a royal household,
wherein the right to rule was transmitted from father to son. This phenomenon fur-
ther implies that a single Celebi among the vast populace of the Celebis could rise
to the position of primus inter pares, thereby monopolizing Rimi’s spiritual office
for his own particular sub-lineage. The propensity to homogenize power in defiance
of numerous competing claimants can be regarded as a latent driver of factional-
ism, revealing the paradox inherent in the pursuit of singularity within a terrain of

plurality.

While one might expect the issue of succession to be resolved through intra-tariga
reconciliation, the reality has proven to be quite the opposite. The large number of
disputing candidates for the leadership upon the death of Ebt Bekir Celebi points
once more to the never-ending endurance of factionalism, given the Celebi family’s
failure to set up an electoral assembly, which would assign a new leader as a reflection

of the collective will of the stakeholders. Aspiring candidates eager to capitalize on

155. Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tdrih-i Cevdet, vol. VI (Istanbul: Tasvir-i Efkar Matbaasi, 1286), 166.
This perspective is shared by Golpmarli. See Golpinarl, Mevlana’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 271.

156. “mukteza-y1 tarikleri lizere yine stilale-i Mevlana’dan birisi intihab ve makam-1 mesthate ta‘yin
olunacagr” BOA. AE.SABH.I. 5/461 (n.d.)
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the power vacuum flocked to the imperial capital, each unequivocally asserting their
claim to the position. The advisory council, composed of the Judge of Istanbul, the
Chief Military Judges of Rumelia and Anatolia (sadreyn-i muhteremeyn), and the
Grand Mufti, with Grand Vizier Sahin ‘Ali Pasha (d. 1789) presiding, chose El-Héac
Mehmed Celebi over the other three candidates on the grounds of his maturity, piety,
and merit. His appointment was sealed by the imperial edict. Among the reasons
for the elimination of other candidates were lack of consciousness, the execution
(siyaseten katl) of one’s brothers, and multiple exiles. The presence of such serious
legal offenses in these Celebis’ records is suggestive of their conspicuous activities
at odds with the local authorities. The negative public visibility of the Celebis,
hence, reasserts the necessity to break the well-entrenched myths about Rimi’s
lineage, which have canonically portrayed them as redeemed and pure as in the
epithet stlale-i tahire. What is more, it was decided by the council to banish one
of the candidates, the Mesnevi-han (Mesnevi-reciter) Efendi, to Manisa due to his
ill-reputation and suspicion of harassing the appointed Celebi Efendi in the near

future. 157

At the inception of his Celebiship, El-Hac Mehmed Celebi was treated with the same
utmost reverence and financial support as his predecessors. For instance, accord-
ing to an archival document containing the final decision marked with a buyuruldu
dated August 26, 1789, the trusteeship of a village called Gozler in the Sincanlu
district (kaza), which had become vacant (mahlul) following the death of Ebt Bekir
Celebi, was reassigned to El-Hac Mehmed Celebi at his request.'®® However, after a
while, he became embroiled in a major dispute with the local population regarding
the allocation of tax payments for the expenditures of the menzil.'® According to
a document dated July 11, 1797, although the waqfs affiliated with the Tomb of
Mevlana had been exempted from the ‘avariz-i divaniye and tekalif-i ‘orfiye (ex-
traordinary levies) by an imperial decree, the increase in taxes and the ensuing

quarrel between the people of Konya and the Celebi Efendi led to a division of the

157. “mimaé-ileyhimden Mesnevi-hadn Efendi’nin simdi boylece Konya'ya ‘azimetine ruhsat ver-
ilmek lazim gelse seyh olan zata bir diirli rdhat vermeyiib megihatina ve umiiruna miimana‘at
edecegi zahir olmagla” BOA. AE.SABH.I. 16/1378 (n.d.).

158. BOA. C.EV. 348/17654, 4 Zi’l-hicce 1203 (August 26, 1789).

159. Christoph K. Neumann, “19’uncu Yiizyila Girerken Konya Mevlevi Asitanesi ile Devlet
Arasindaki Iligkiler,” Selcuk Universitesi Tiirkiyat Arastirmalar, Dergisi 11, no. 2 (1996): 175
76. The Ottoman Empire, due to its vast geographical area spanning Africa, Asia, and Europe,
constructed primary thoroughfares in Anatolia and Rumelia, with an abundance of secondary
(talr) routes providing essential connections. These roads were meticulously laid out to ensure effi-
cient delivery and dissemination of orders and other communications, with strategic halting places
(menzilhanes) positioned at various intervals in accordance with the conditions of the topography.
The menzils were also instrumental in the provision of accommodation and supplies for the army
during the campaign season. For further information, see Yusuf Halacoglu, Osmanlhlarda Ulasim
ve Haberlesme (Menziller) (Istanbul: Tlgi Kiiltiir Sanat Yaymcilik, 2014).
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tax burden into six parts. One-sixth was to be paid by the evkaf-1 Celaliye, while the
remaining amount was to be borne by householder subjects (hane-kes re‘aya) and
others previously exempt from taxation. While the evkaf-1 Celaliye’s one-sixth share
continued to be paid, certain ashab-1 garaz (malicious individuals) in Konya spread
rumors that the evkaf-1 Celaliye was exempt from all taxes and sought to have it
subjected to full taxation. During this quarrel, when the menzil of Konya became
nonoperational, El-Hac Mehmed Celebi Efendi was asked to contribute 3,000 gurus
for its expenses. However, he refused to pay this sum, became displeased with the
people of Konya, and relocated to Karahisar-1 Sahib, leaving his son Hiiseyin Celebi

in charge of his affairs in Konya.!6Y

In another related document, to resolve the aforementioned tax dispute, it was
concluded that local usurpers (mitegallibe)—particularly Murtaza Oglu—should be
barred from interfering in the province’s affairs, and that the private steward of the
governor of Konya should be dispatched to Karahisar-1 Sahib to invite the Celebi
Efendi back to Konya. Pursuant to the preferred language of the document, one of
the Sultan’s highest aspirations was to fulfill the necessity of respect and reverence

61 As can be inferred, in a provincial conflict of

for Rimi’s impeccable lineage.!
this sort, the state apparatus under Selim III opted to prioritize the interests of
the Mevlevi order. What is even more striking in this case, however, is that the
tax administration responsibilities delegated to local authorities were not perfectly
shielded from interference and manipulation by loci of power at the provincial level,
against which the Celebi Efendi was obliged to take action in response. The discord
among the various segments of the Konya community and the Celebi Efendi escalated
to such a degree in the subsequent years that a group of mischievous individuals

plotted to murder him and his adherents.!6?

The parameters of alliance and antagonism within the triangle comprising the people
of Konya, the Celebi Efendi, and the state apparatus dramatically changed with
the onset of the year 1804, as the former two united in opposition to the latter
through a concerted act of resistance.'® The primary catalyst for the upheaval
was the directive issued to Kadi ‘Abdurrahman Pasha (d. 1808), the governor of
Karaman, to enlist troops on behalf of the New Order army. When he embarked on
his conscription mission in Konya, Candaroglu Ebiibekir Agha, a prominent figure

from among the local notables of Konya, the Janissaries in Konya, and the Celebi

160. BOA. C.EV. 347/17612, 6 Muharrem 1212 (July 11, 1797).

161. “Mevlana Celaleddin-i Rimi kuddise sirrihu’l-‘aziz hazretlerinin da’ire-i fahire ve stilale-
i tahireleri hakkinda ifa-y1 vacibe-i ri‘dyet i hiirmet aksa-y1 makasid-1 padigdhaneleri olduguna
bind’en” BOA. HAT. 1434/58945 (n.d.)

162. Neumann, “19’uncu Yizyila Girerken Konya Mevlevi Asitanesi,” 168.

163. Golpinarh, Mevilanad’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 171-73.
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164 On January 12, 1804, separate

Efendi formed an alliance to impede his progress.
official letters were dispatched to both ‘Abdurrahman Pasha and the Celebi Efendi.
The detailed letter addressed to the Pasha instructed him to station his forces in the
nearby village of Kavak, identified the Janissaries as the principal instigators of the
rebellion, and mentioned a communication sent from the Grand Mufti due to the
involvement of the Mufti of Konya.!%> Additionally, it emphasized the necessity of
ensuring the Celebi Efendi’s clandestine and secure departure from Konya, urged for
a peaceful resolution of the unrest, and recommended the use of force only as a last
resort.!06 The letter addressed to the Celebi Efendi exhorted him, in deference to his
noble lineage, to distance himself from the unrest. Given the circulation of rumors
that his endorsement fueled resistance to ‘Abdurrahman Pasha’s entry into the city,
an imperial decree was issued commanding his temporary relocation to Karahisar-1
Sahib or Kiitahya to mitigate suspicion and restore order.'®” Another document
reveals that a footman (¢uha-dar) named Hasan Agha was tasked with discreetly
delivering the order for the Celebi Efendi’s departure from Konya. To obscure
his true mission, Hasan Agha was dispatched under the guise of a fee (bedeliye)

collector.168

Law and order in Konya could not be restored overnight. Rather than departing
from Konya, the Celebi Efendi chose to remain and actively sought to tarnish the
Pasha’s reputation, thereby intensifying the conflict in a bid to sustain the resis-
tance. However, the Tarikat¢i Dede, a senior figure in the Mevlevi hierarchy, and
several others who had traveled to Istanbul to deliver the complaint authored by the
Celebi Efendi were reprimanded, arrested, and subsequently exiled, all after being
subjected to beatings with logs.'% Whereupon, another letter was sent to the Celebi
Efendi, reminding him of the Quranic principle of obedience to the ulu’l-emr (liter-
ally translated as “those in authority”) and advising him against associating with
rebels.!™® Undoubtedly, the fact that these letters, all conveying the same message

d'™! is the greatest evidence of the con-

to the Celebi Efendi, remained unanswere
centration of power in his hands. Meanwhile, a bandit (eskwya’) named Deli Ismail,

invited by the people of Konya, launched an attack on ‘Abdurrahman Pasha’s army

164. Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsih, “Nizam-1 Cedid Ricalinden Kadi Abdurrahman Pasa,” Belleten
XXXV, no. 138 (1971): 254.

165. For the letter addressed to the Mufti of Konya advising him not to commit misconduct
against the Pasha but to endeavor to resolve the crisis, see BOA. HAT. 217/11908, 29 Ramazan
1218 (January 12, 1804).

166. BOA. HAT. 217/11957, 29 Ramazan 1218 (January 12, 1804
167. BOA. HAT. 215/11835, 29 Ramazan 1218 (January 12, 1804
168. BOA. HAT. 217/11908, 29 Ramazan 1218 (January 12, 1804
169. BOA. HAT. 214/11767, 9 Zi’l-ka‘de 1218 (February 20, 1804
170. BOA. HAT. 215/11796, 9 Zi’l-ka‘de 1218 (February 20, 1804).

171. For another letter requesting the Celebi Efendi to leave Konya, see BOA. HAT. 218/11978,
2 Zi’l-hicce 1218 (March 14, 1804).

).
).
).
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172" Eventually, the edict sent to ‘Abdurrahman

Pasha on March 20, 1804, declared that if the Celebi Efendi refuses to comply with

the order to leave Konya, the city could be forcefully entered with reinforcements led

with his militia but was repelled.

by Cebbarzade Stleyman Bey. The most eye-catching detail in this document is the
mention of the Celebi Efendi’s potential exile to Cyprus as a worst-case scenario, a
provision that was subsequently crossed out, indicating its rejection.!'™ Confronted
with this ostensibly insurmountable military menace, the tumult in Konya swiftly
subsided. Selim III was greatly relieved that the crisis had been settled without the
use of violence and proclaimed that there was no longer a requirement for the Celebi

Efendi to depart from Konya, and as such, he should not face any persecution.'™

It is challenging to explicate how the Celebi Efendi survived this domestic conflict
unscathed. While the notion that Selim III’s profound affinity for the Mevlevi order

175 1 remain skeptical about the

could serve as a rationale is frequently proffered,
explanatory capacity of emotionally charged personal bonds to adequately account
for a crisis of such magnitude that engulfed the imperial administration and military
forces. Whilst I harbor some reservations against his ‘aristocratic’ characterization
of the Rim1 lineage, I am rather inclined to prioritize Christoph Neumann’s empha-
sis on the unshakable local power of the Celebi family at the dawn of the nineteenth

century. 176

El-Hac Mehmed Celebi’s insistence and determination to remain in
Konya clearly testify to his negotiating power, which must have enabled him to ex-
ercise authority over those within his sphere of influence. Furthermore, the absence
of any discernible resistance from other Mevlevi lodges, despite the ongoing strife led
by the center of the order, reflects both the Celebi Efendi’s restricted control over
his own representatives and the heterogeneity within the Mevlevi order. In sum, the
Celebi Efendi’s ability to weather this turbulent episode intact throws light on the
resilience of entrenched local power that he inherited from his predecessors, whereas
the lack of wider Mevlevi dissent illustrates the structural fragmentation of the
order—a complexity that defies simplistic interpretations rooted solely in imperial

favor or emotional allegiance.

172. BOA. HAT. 218/12010, 2 Zi’l-hicce 1218 (March 14, 1804).

173. BOA. HAT. 217/11953, 8 Zi’l-hicce 1218 (March 20, 1804).

174. “Benim vezirim, bu stretle olduguna haz eyledim. Celebi Efendi’nin ihraci artik iktiza eyle-
mez. Te’kid olmasin.” BOA. HAT. 39/1950, 16 Muharrem 1219 (April 27, 1804).

175. Serdar Osen, “19. Yiizyll Osmanl Devlet ve Toplum Hayatinda Mevlevilik” (Ph.D. Disser-
tation, Kayseri, Erciyes Universitesi, 2011), 60. Géolpinarh, Mevldnd 'dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 174.
Behar, Kadim ile Cedid Arasinda, 177.

176. Neumann, “19’uncu Yizyila Girerken Konya Mevlevi Asitanesi,” 179.
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3.2 The Bureaucratization of the Sufi Community

The strategic maneuver of the central government against the Janissaries, who man-
aged to build the linchpin of a political front capable of opposing and even replacing
the ruling order, persisted during the reign of Mahmud II, a period chiefly marked by
the intensification of authoritarianism through the enforcement of autocratic poli-
cies in the aftermath of the gradual elimination of the provincial notables.!”” The
culmination of this negative stance was, without a doubt, the abolition of the Janis-
sary Corps in 1826.17® The dramatic downfall of the Janissaries, later known as the
“Auspicious Event” (Vak‘a-y: Hayriyye), constituted a significant watershed in the
broader history of Ottoman reform. The Sultan orchestrated a major crackdown,
not only on the Janissary Corps but also on the Bektashi order. Having obtained a
fatwa (legal opinion) accusing the Bektashis of heresy, the Ottoman government en-
acted stringent measures against the Bektashi lodges inclusive of the hangah (central
convent) of Haci Bektag-1 Veli (d. 1271[?]).17 Many were demolished, repurposed
as mosques, or transferred to the control of Nagshbandi sheikhs known for their
strict commitment to the essential tenets of the Sunna.'® Additionally, following
the purge of the outlawed Bektashis, their moral authority over the army, along
with the official privileges and entitlements that had previously been held by them,

was passed on to the Mevlevis. 8!

A pivotal element of this campaign was the appropriation of lands that had been
endowed to the Bektashi order over centuries of its alliance with the Ottoman dy-

nasty.182 The seizure of the Bektashis’ landed waqfs by the state apparatus was

177. For a concise review of Mahmud II’s reforms, see Stikriit Hanioglu, A Brief History of the Late
Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008), 60—64.

178. Mahmud II's early reign was plagued by relentless political harassment from the Janissaries,
leaving him psychologically traumatized and filled with resentment. Despite their defeat in 1826,
he remained unconvinced that the threat that they posed had been fully eradicated. Consequently,
the Sultan pressed his ministers and officials to remain alert to any indications of Janissary plots
after the so-called Auspicious Event of 1826. For a detailed study on Mahmud II’s anxiety about a
potential Janissary countermove after 1826, see Mehmet Mert Sunar, “Chasing Janissary Ghosts:
Sultan Mahmud II’s Paranoia about a Janissary Uprising after the Abolition of the Janissary
Corps,” Cihanniima: Tarih ve Cografya Arasturmalary Dergisi VIII, no. 1 (2022): 145-68.

179. Seyfettin Ergahin, “Westernization, Mahmud II, and the Islamic Virtue Tradition,” The
American Journal of Islamic Social Sciences 23, no. 2 (2006): 40. Es‘ad Efendi (d. 1848),
the eye-witness and the official chronicler, narrates in a highly biased manner how the Bektashi
order deviated from Sunni orthodoxy. Sahhéaflar Seyhizade Es‘ad Efendi, Uss-i Zafer, ed. Mehmet
Arslan (Istanbul: Tbn Haldun Universitesi Yaymlari, 2023), 222-28.

180. Giindiiz, Osmanlilarda Devlet-Tekke Miindsebetleri, 152.

181. Kara, Tekkeler ve Zaviyeler, 160—61.

182. For a recent revisionist study on the confiscation of Bektashi properties, see Hasan Fatih
Oyiik, “Revisiting the 1826 Bektasi Purge: Political-Economy of Confiscating Endowment Lands,”
Kadim 7 (2024): 71-91.
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legally rationalized based on the argument that acquiring state-owned lands (arazi-i
miriye) through a temlik grant (or tahsis, the assignment of a state-owned land by
the sovereign to someone as a miilk [freehold]) and converting them into waqf was
inherently invalid.'®3 The designation of the mrz lands as private property or waqf
was fundamentally untenable. Since the temlik grant was unsound, the waqf itself
was likewise rendered invalid. Furthermore, even if the temlik had been valid; since it
was granted to heretics, alluded to as the ehl-i bid‘a (followers of illicit innovations),
the resulting waqf was deemed invalid and could therefore be legally nullified.'8*
As a cautionary remark, it is worthwhile to approach this reasoning presented in
Uss-i Zafer—a propaganda work targeting the Janissaries and the Bektashis—with
a modicum of doubt. Since the law was, and still is, nothing more than the insti-
tutionalization of existing social property relations, the legitimacy-making of this

sort was merely a variant of the practice of tailoring the rules to suit the sovereign’s

needs.

The revenue generated from the confiscated Bektashi waqfs was assumed by the
Mansure treasury and allocated to the newly established Mansure army under Mah-
mud II. Evidence of the Sultan’s primary focus on funding his new military force
can be observed in the foundation edict of the Ministry of Imperial Endowments.
The opening lines of this edict, which announced that the imperial waqfs would be
managed by an institution independent of the Darbhane (the Imperial Mint) with
the former Nisanc: el-Hac Yusuf Efendi as its head, were devoted to detailing the

expenditures of the rapidly expanding ‘Asakir-i Mansure-i Muhammediye.

The establishment of the Ministry of Imperial Endowments in tandem with the
abolition of the Janissary Corps was far more than a mere stroke of historical co-
incidence. Following the eradication of the Janissary Corps, a constant pain in the
‘imperial’ neck, the Sultan not only dismantled a formidable oppositional force but
also found renewed confidence to penetrate the domain of waqfs, previously over-
seen by the state’s dignitaries. Mahmud II likely viewed the establishment of the

Ministry of Imperial Endowments as a means to curtail the overarching influence of

183. The miri lands that were premeditatedly alienated by the sovereign in the form of temlik
with the purpose of turning them into waqf were designated as the wvakf-: irsddi and put under
the category of evkaf-v gayr sahiha (unsound waqfs). See Omer Hilmi Efendi, [thdfi’l-Ahlif Fi
Ahkami’l- Evkaf, 39.

184. Sahhaflar Seyhizade Es‘ad Efendi, Uss-i Zafer, 235.

185. “Bi-hamdillahi ta‘dla tertib ve tanzimine muvaffak olunup bir tarafdan tevfir ve teksirine
bakilmakda olan ‘Asakir-i Mansiire-i Muhammediyye’nin masarifati mukabili karguluk irdd tedarik
olunmadik¢a ne derece ‘usret gekilecegi zahir ve derkar olduguna binden [..] evkaf dahi Darb-
hane’den ayrilup bagkaca idare olunmak {izere “Evkaf-1 Hiimaylin Nezareti” unvaniyla niganci-1
sdbik el-Hac Yisuf Efendi’ye..” BOA. HAT. 290/17362 (1242/1826). For this imperial edict’s
transliteration, see Seyit Ali Kahraman, Evkdf-e Hiimdyin Nezdreti (Istanbul: Kitabevi Yaymlari,
2006), 108-9.
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the ulama, another alternative power base, as its expansion paralleled the strength-
ening of his absolutist ambitions.!® The ulama had enjoyed a relatively high degree
of economic autonomy vis-a-vis the Ottoman government, thanks to the revenue-
generating waqf assets, which were at their disposal and amounted to huge sums.'®7
Therefore, the Sultan tackled two objectives at once: he not only made the ulama
more dependent on the central authority but also appropriated an important source

of revenue within his grasp.

The Ministry of Imperial Endowments came to occupy a paramount role as the
institutional embodiment of the Ottoman state’s control over waqf property. Func-
tioning as the quintessential centralizing agent of the Ottoman waqf administration,
it cultivated an exclusive sphere of state coercion through its unyielding grip on tax-
ation and legislation, thereby reinforcing the government’s hegemony in the realm
of waqf affairs. However, this strategic concentration ultimately proved to be a
double-edged sword in the long run. As the economic output generated by waqf as-
sets was channeled into the alleviation of financial deficits prevalent in a multitude
of bureaucratic branches, scant attention was devoted to the vital task of tending to
the physical rehabilitation and preservation of waqf properties as well as addressing
the fundamental requisites of social coteries, notably Sufis, whose livelihoods were

intricately interwoven with the very fabric of these waqfs.!®®

The Ottoman government’s policy of exercising direct control over Bektashi prop-
erties was in due course extended to encompass the waqf revenues of all Sufi orders
throughout the empire. An official decree was issued in 1840, stipulating that these
revenues would no longer be administered independently but would instead be sub-
ject to tax (tithe) collection by government-appointed agents.'®9 Additionally, one
of the core objectives of the Tanzimat project was to halt unapproved governmental
expenditure on the sustenance of Sufi lodges, thereby turning the dervish community

into a state-dependent cohort of individuals receiving regular salaries.'

186. Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968),
93. Ali Akyildiz, Osmanl Biirokrasisi ve Modernlesme (Istanbul: Tletisim Yayinlari, 2012), 54.
187. For principal state functionaries, local magnates, and the ulama, the waqf system was a
tool to buttress and justify their investments towards “dynastization”. One remarkable specimen
was Grand Mufti Feyzullah Efendi’s (d. 1703) efforts to conserve his patrimony through the
operationalization of waqfs granted by the sultan as temlik. Nizri, Ottoman High Politics and the
Ulema Household, 191.

188. John R. Barnes, An Introduction to Religious Foundations in the Ottoman Empire (Leiden:
Brill, 1987), 73-86. Nazif Oztiirk, Tiirk Yenilesme Tarihi Cercevesinde Vakif Miiessesesi (Ankara:
Tirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Yayinlari, 1995), 68—75. Murat Cizakca, A History of Philanthropic Founda-
tions (Istanbul: Bogazici University Press, 2000), 82-86. Akgiindiiz, Islim Hukukunda ve Osmanh
Tatbikatinda Vakif Miiessesesi, 282-86.

189. Barnes, An Introduction to Religious Foundations in the Ottoman Empire, 92.

190. Muharrem Varol, “Bektasiligin flgas1 Sonrasinda Osmanli Devleti’'nin Tarikat Politikalar:
(1826-1866)" (Ph.D. Dissertation, Istanbul, Marmara Universitesi, 2011), 94-116.
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Brian Silverstein lays heavy stress upon the mechanisms introduced in the nineteenth
century to broaden “the optic and practice of governmentality” through which Sufi
orders would be incorporated into both the new regime of knowledge and the refur-

9% In other words, Sufi orders would be beholden to a

bished technologies of power.
systematic process of instilling discipline through the implementation of rationalized
procedures, thereby becoming a bureaucratic extension of the restructured political
ideology. To give a concrete illustration, by the imperial decrees issued in 1812 and
1836, it was made attainable for the Bab-1 Mesihat (the Office of the Grand Mufti)
as an accredited representative of the state apparatus to intervene in the internal
affairs of Sufi orders. The former was prompted by a petition from the Sa‘di order
that unmasked the abuse of the Sa‘di lodges by unqualified (na-ehil) individuals. In
the decree of 1812 that specifically addressed Muhammed Emin Efendi (d. 1836),

192 a5 the main interlocutor, the

the post-nisin of the ‘Abdiisselam Lodge in Istanbul,
Ottoman government proclaimed three major regulations designed to be uniformly
applied to all Sufi orders. First, whenever possible, the lodge where the eponym (the
Pir, founder, or patron saint) of the order is interred should be recognized as the
central lodge (asitane) to which all other lodges of the same order are affiliated. The
sheikh of this central lodge is held responsible for the management and organization
of all associated lodges. Second, contrary to the conventional practice that autho-
rized the incumbent sheikh to appoint his own successor, sheikh positions left vacant
due to the death or departure of their previous holders should be filled through ap-
pointments made by the central lodge, with the opinion of the Grand Mufti taken
into consideration. This verdict is of particular significance since it empowered the
state apparatus to wield its influence over Sufi orders through the delegated au-
thority of the Grand Mufti, a key component of the broader bureaucratic web. To
put it another way, it was a major step towards the formal bureaucratization of
Sufi orders. Lastly, the appointment of sheikhs should be based on the candidates’
competence, with rigorous measures in place to prevent the selection of unqualified

candidates through corrupt practices, such as bribery or the offering of gifts.1%3 As

191. Brian Silverstein, Islam and Modernity in Turkey (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 67.
192. Despite not being the oldest and most senior lodge of the order in Istanbul (that distinction
belonging to the Lagari Lodge in Eyilip-Taghburun), the Abdiisseldm Lodge has been acknowledged
as the Sa‘di central lodge. Baha Tanman, “Abdiisselam Tekkesi,” in TDV Islim Ansiklopedisi
(Istanbul: TDV Yaymlari, 1988), 1:303.

193. BOA. C.EV. 238/11874, Evahir-i Cumade’l-ahire 1227 (July 1812). What is surprisingly
noteworthy is the inclusion of a fourth verdict, by Mustafa Kara and those who have directly
quoted him like Brian Silverstein, Sezai Kiiciik, and Serdar Osen, which stressed the transfer of
the supervision of lodge waqfs to the Ministry of Imperial Endowments. Given that the Ministry
was established in 1826, it is impossible for such a verdict to be included in an imperial decree
dated 1812. The flagrant mistake made by Kara and his followers can be traced in multiple stages.
It is likely that Kara’s inclusion of a fourth verdict in this imperial decree stems from a misreading
of Irfan Giindiiz’s 1983 work entitled Osmanlilarda Devlet-Tekke Miindsebetleri, as Giindiiz outlines
the decisions derived from this decree in three consecutive articles. He then proceeds directly to the
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demonstrated in the register numbered 6290/1 among the Kepeci Tasnifi registers
in the Ottoman Archive, the practice of central lodge continued until the final quar-
ter of the nineteenth century. An examination of the status of 252 dervish lodges
in Istanbul between 1283/1866 and 1297/1882 revealed that they were under the

auspices of 35 central lodges.!?*

The decree of 1836, likewise, attempted to subject Sufi orders to more stringent
supervision and administrative control, aligning with a broader political project to
render an increasing array of micro-level social practices and institutions more vis-
ible and systematically calculable. Central to this effort was the requirement that
these orders be officially registered, thereby embedding them within the legal and
regulatory framework of the state apparatus. According to the decree, members
of each order were instructed to don attire specific to their respective affiliation,
thereby reinforcing visible markers of identity and organizational distinction. Addi-
tionally, every dervish was required to carry identity documentation authenticated
by the seal and signature of their sheikh to ensure traceability and accountability.
The conferment of icazet-name, signifying authoritative knowledge of a particular
order’s traditions, was to be restricted to qualified individuals, with decisions sub-
ject to the collective judgment of multiple sheikhs rather than a single authority. In
the appointment of sheikhs, careful consideration was prescribed to ascertain that
the candidate belonged to the order specified in the relevant waqf deeds, while the
practice of assigning multiple sheikh positions to a single individual was explicitly
prohibited. Furthermore, the decree forbade the public display of lodge properties,
including banners, flags, and musical instruments, even for traditional ceremonies
associated with pilgrimages to Mecca. Most importantly perhaps, individuals who
participated solely in the zikr-i cehri and the devran, without engaging in canonical

worship or core ritual recitations like salat-1 serife (vocal invocation of God’s bene-

establishment of the Ministry of Imperial Endowments, highlighting the expanding scope of state
intervention. After expressing his views on the various functions of this institution, he introduces
article 4, where he explains that lodge waqfs were no longer managed by independent trustees
but were instead placed under direct state control. Finally, he goes on to introduce article 5,
which discusses the degeneration of the Bektashi order due to Shiite infiltration. As can be clearly
gauged, articles 4 and 5 are entirely devoted to post-1826 developments and have nothing to do
with the 1812 decree. Kara, probably overlooking article 5, included only the first four articles in
his 1985 paper entitled “Tanzimat’tan Cumhuriyet’e Tasavvuf ve Tarikatlar.” This mistake has not
been corrected in the book that I cited earlier, Metinlerle Osmanhlarda Tasavvuf ve Tarikatlar,
which is a compilation that includes reprinted versions of the relevant sections from his 1985
paper. Silverstein, in turn, quoting Kara directly, translates these four articles, unperturbed by
the historical inconsistency. Due to citing Kara without critique, Sezai Kiiciik and Serdar Osen,
too, fall into the same trap in their doctoral dissertations. It is quite disappointing to encounter
such a methodological flaw, arising from a failure to examine the primary source of research, in the
works of professional scholars. See Silverstein, Islam and Modernity in Turkey, 73. Kara, Metinlerle
Osmanbilarda Tasavvuf ve Tarikatlar, 242. Kigilik, “XIX. Asirda Mevlevilik ve Mevleviler,” 302.
Osen, “19. Yiizy1l Osmanl Devlet ve Toplum Hayatinda Mevlevilik,” 72.

194. BOA. KK.d. 6290/1. See also Gundiiz, Osmanhlarda Devlet-Tekke Mindsebetleri, 197.
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diction on Prophet Muhammad), were to be excluded from the order’s activities,
reflecting a commitment to preserving the spiritual rigor and the doctrinal integrity

of Sufi practices.!?

Foucauldian concepts such as biopolitics and the panoptic nature of state mecha-
nisms provide a cogent lens through which to interpret the wider ramifications of the
1836 decree. In the first place, the requirement for dervishes to wear distinct garb
and carry identity papers authenticated by their sheikhs exemplifies a strategy of
making individuals legible to governmental structures. Such measures resonate with
the notion of panoptic surveillance and the creation of a population that is classified,
monitored, and regulated.'® By codifying external markers of affiliation, the state
apparatus could extend its gaze into the social fabric, rendering even spiritual com-
munities discernible and manageable within an overarching system of bureaucratic
control. Moreover, the regulation that multiple sheikhs must approve the confer-
ral of icazet-name represents a disciplinary technique, where knowledge production
and the credentialing of spiritual authority are subject to diffuse oversight rather
than localized, charismatic power. This shift diminishes the autonomy of individual
sheikhs and integrates Sufi orders into a network of power-knowledge relations.™”
Foucault’s concept of docile bodies—subjects moulded through regimes of control—
becomes manifest in the state’s prohibition on participation by those seeking only

the performative aspects of the Sufi path.!8

By excluding those uninterested in
core ritual obligations, the decree enforces a regime of normative spiritual practice,
fostering a disciplined religious subjectivity aligned with state-sanctioned orthodoxy.
The prohibition on the public display of lodge items underscores the idea of spatial
enclosure and control over ritual objects as instruments of symbolic power. Limit-
ing the mobility of ceremonial paraphernalia signals an attempt to contain spiritual
authority within prescribed institutional boundaries, further reinforcing the state’s
regulatory grip. In sum, the decree is the output of a state-driven project that
seeks to codify, regulate, and discipline Sufi communities to enhance legibility, en-
sure conformity, and extend sovereign control into the domain of faith. Through

these measures, Sufi orders were transformed from autonomous spiritual entities into

195. BOA. C.EV. 335/18014, 29 Safer 1252 (June 15, 1836).

196. “With the emergence of political economy, with the introduction of the restrictive principle
in governmental practice itself, an important substitution, or doubling rather, is carried out, since
the subjects of right on which political sovereignty is exercised appear as a population that a
government must manage.” Michel Foucault, The Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the Collége de
France, 1978-79, ed. Michel Senellart (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 22.

197. “Knowledge and power are integrated with one another, and there is no point in dreaming
of a time when knowledge will cease to depend on power.” Michel Foucault, Power/Knowledge:
Selected Interviews and Other Writings 1972-1977, ed. Colin Gordon (New York: Pantheon Books,
1980), 52.

198. Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan Sheridan (New
York: Vintage Books, 1995), 135-69.
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components of a bureaucratically managed and ideologically oriented social order.

However, these radical steps towards the legislative formalization of Sufi orders by
the raison d’état should not be hastily viewed as purely top-down interventions.
The imperial decrees were not only a typical modern state reflex to control the
public sphere, of which Sufis were a part, but also a response to complaints from
within the Sufi coterie. From the late eighteenth century onwards, the problem of
“cradle sheikhs” or evladiyet (the appointment of a son, upon the death of a post-
nigin, regardless of his youth or lack of knowledge and credentials) was the primary
topic of heated debates among Sufis.'% This hereditary transmission of leadership
within Sufi lodges, often without regard to the recipient’s qualifications or spiritual
maturity, was criticized for leading to the decline or corruption of Sufi institutions.
It was reflective of concerns about nepotism and the weakening of spiritual authority
due to the prioritization of lineage over merit.?%Y Hence, it might be inferred from
this bottom-up aspect that the Sufi masters in need of fixing issues at variance with

the long-established mystical tradition were prone to negotiate reform proposals.

On the other hand, the wide-ranging structural and institutional reform program
inaugurated by Mahmud II, who was determined to eliminate all stumbling blocks
such as the Janissary Corps, the provincial notables, and the ulama, inevitably pro-
voked antagonism and alienation among the Muslim population. The reportedly
draconian and unjust innovations incited the Muslims to call Mahmud IT “the Infi-
del Sultan” even though he was devoted to stoking religious zeal.2?! Nevertheless,
the Mevlevis did not seem to be affected by the popular outrage; instead, they tight-
ened their adherence to the Sultan, thereby delivering the much-needed legitimate
underpinning. Mahmud II's cordial affiliation with the Mevlevis could be traced
through the medium of a contemporary source, the Defter-i Dervisan (the diaries
of the Yenikapt Mevlevi Lodge). As Abdulbaki Nasir Dede narrated, the Sultan
frequented the Mevlevi lodges in Istanbul for certain occasions such as the recita-
tion of the Quran and the ceremony of whirling, and granted gifts and donations.
He also had the Yenikap:r Mevlevi Lodge and Riimi’s shrine in Konya repaired.?%?

Furthermore, although it still remains a mystery, some contemporary sources, as

199. For a Celveti lodge where the practice of cradle sheikhship was observed to have continued
for more than a century and a half, see Salih Cift, “Istanbul’un Tasavvuf Hayatin1 Besleyen Bursa
Merkezli Bir Celveti Dergahi: Selami Ali Efendi Tekkesi,” Uludag Universitesi Iahiyat Fakiiltesi
Dergisi 16, no. 1 (2007): 153-70.

200. In 1913, it was also Sufis who proposed to solve the problems of the cradle sheikhship by es-
tablishing an instructive institution called the Medresetii’l-Mesayih. Kara, Metinlerle Osmanlilarda
Tasavvuf ve Tarikatlar, 294.

201. Frederick E Anscombe, “Islam and the Age of Ottoman Reform,” Past & Present, no. 208
(2010): 188.

202. Bayram Ali Kaya and Sezai Kiigiik, eds., Defter-i Dervisin: Yenikapr Mevlevihanesi Giinliik-
leri (Istanbul: Zeytinburnu Belediyesi Kiiltiir Yayimlari, 2011), 147, 303, 345.
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reported by Frederick Hasluck, implied that Mahmud II was girded with the sword
by a Mevlevi sheikh.??3 The main reason for the wide circulation of this assumption
must have been the pervasive dissemination of the unsubstantiated legend that the
girding ceremony was the exclusive prerogative of the Mevlevis all along. Accord-
ing to contemporary chronicles by Cabi Omer Efendi?** (d. 1814[?]) and Sanizade
Mehmed Ataullah Efendi?®® (d. 1826), Mahmud II was girded by then Nakibii'l-
egraf Diirrizdde ‘Abdullah Efendi (d. 1828), who would subsequently become the
Grand Mufti, although they report slightly different dates for the girding ceremony.

A vivid anecdote narrated by Ihtifalci Mehmed Ziya (d. 1930), a disciple of Mehmed
Celaleddin Dede (d. 1908), the son and successor of ‘Osmén Seldhaddin Dede (d.
1887), contains candid dialogues indicative of Mahmud II's professed intimacy with
the Mevlevis:

One snowy and stormy day, Sultan Mahmud, accompanied by Prince
Abdiilmecid and Prince Abdiilaziz, paid a visit to the Yenikapi1 Mevlevi
Lodge. As Sheikh ‘Osmaén, in accordance with the time-honored cus-
tom, rushed out with incense burners to greet them, Sultan Mahmud
remarked with a dervish-like tone, “Sheikh Efendi, it is your heart that
brought us here in this weather. If it had been left to these two (gestur-
ing toward the princes), they would not have come.” Years later, after
ascending the throne, Sultan Abdiilmecid returned to the lodge on an-
other snowy day. As Sheikh ‘Osmén greeted him once more, the Sultan
echoed his father’s words, saying, “Sheikh Efendi, my father once said,
‘If it were up to them, they would not come.” So, tell me—did I manage
to come after all?”206

It is unsurprising to encounter this anecdote, which illustrates the esteem that Mah-
mud IT and his successors accorded to the Mevlevi order, in the oeuvre of an author
who was himself a Mevlevi devotee. Mehmed Ziya recounts similar stories, having
received them orally within the Mevlevi circle to which he belonged. Due to its rel-

atively contemporary nature, this oeuvre has often been cited by scholars without

203. Hasluck postulates that the Mevlevis cultivated a greater propensity towards tolerance and
enlightenment than the ulama party, which always upheld the legal superiority of Muslims intimi-
dated by Mahmud II. That is why the Sultan assisted and allied with them. Frederick W. Hasluck,
Christianity and Islam under the Sultans (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1929), 613-22.

204. Cabi Omer Efendi, Cdbi Tdrihi (Tarih-i Sultdn Selim-i Sdlis ve Mahmiid-1 Sdni), ed. Mehmet
Ali Beyhan, vol. I (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, 2003), 191.

205. Sani-zdde Mehmed Ataullah Efendi, Sani-zdade Tdrihi, ed. Ziya Yilmazer, vol. I (Istanbul:
Camlica Yayinlari, 2008), 47—48.

206. Mehmed ZiyA, Merdkiz-i Mihimme-i Mevleviyye’'den Yenikapu Mevlevihdnesi (Dari’l-
hilafeti’l-‘aliyye, 1329), 182. For the transliterated publication of this work, see Mehmet Ziya,
Yenikapr Mevlevihanesi, ed. Yavuz Senemoglu, Terciiman 1001 Temel Eser 86 (Istanbul: Tercii-
man Gazetesi, 1970).
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source-criticism.2” However, a simple comparison of the birth and death dates of
the key figures in the account raises serious doubts about its plausibility. ‘Osméan
Selahaddin Dede, to whom Mahmud II is presented to have been devoted, was born
in March 1, 1820,20% while the Sultan died in June 28, 1839. Even assuming that
the visit occurred in 1839, it strains credulity to suggest that Mahmud II could have
developed a profound attachment to a sheikh who would have been only 19 years
old at the time. Therefore, while indulging in this highly romanticized narrative,
shrouded in a mist that blurs the boundaries between reality and fantasy, one can-
not help but analytically assess the rather marginal likelihood of this visit within

the broader realm of possibilities.

The Tanzimat era, inaugurated by the Giilhane Edict in 1839, whose tenets were
firmly grounded in Muslim thought and political understanding, as highlighted by
Butrus Abu Manneh,?%? somewhat inhibited the radicalism of Mahmud II. However,
the implementation of state-driven control-intensive policies remained persistent.
The Sublime Porte (Bab-1 ‘Alr) halted the escalating tensions against the Bek-
tashi and Melami orders, and to a certain extent rehabilitated their lodges.?!? Yet,
through the medium of the Meclis-i Vala, the imperial legislative and decision-taking
council that was also responsible for providing financial assistance and supplies to
the dervish lodges, the Ottoman government maintained a vigilant audit of their

activities.?11

The pinnacle of the formal bureaucratization of Sufi orders was the establishment
of the Meclis-i Mesayih (the Assembly of Sheikhs) in November 15, 1866.2!2 This
institution, which organized the dervish lodges within the empire into a hierarchical
structure under a central supervisory authority, was directly affiliated with the Bab-
v Mesihat. The relegation of the Sufi community to the shadow of the ulama cadres

was a decisive blow to the mystical autonomy.?!3 According to a petition penned

by Grand Mufti Mehmed Refik Efendi (d. 1871), the establishment of the Assembly

207. Golpmarh, Mevldnd’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 271. Kigik, “XIX. Asirda Mevlevilik ve
Mevleviler,” 308.

208. Hiiseyin Vassaf, Sefine-i Evliyd, ed. Mehmet Akkus and Ali Yilmaz, vol. 5 (Istanbul: Kitabevi
Yayinlari, 2006), 240.

209. Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The Islamic Roots of the Giilhane Rescript,” Die Welt Des Islams 34
(November 1994): 173-203.

210. For an in-depth study on the restoration of the Bektashi order especially with the arrival of the
Tanzimat period, see Ozkan Karabulut, “The Rehabilitation of the Bektashi Order (1826-1876)”
(Master Thesis, Istanbul, Sabanci University, 2017).

211. flber Ortayli, “The Policy of the Sublime-Porte towards Nagshbandis and Other Tarigas
during the Tanzimat Period,” in Nagshbandis in Western and Central Asia, ed. Elisabeth Ozdalga
(Istanbul: Swedish Research Institute, 1997), 71.

212. BOA. .MVL. 563/25320-4, 7 Receb 1283 (November 15, 1866).

213. Tlhami Yurdakul, Osmanl llmiye Merkez Teskilit:'nda Reform (1826-1876) (Istanbul: Tletigim
Yayinlari, 2008), 208-14.
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had actually commenced two years prior; however, it did not achieve full functional-
ity and a comprehensive organizational structure until 1866.2'* Another significant
point of ambiguity concerning the Assembly pertains to the identity of its first ex-
ecutive chief. According to Bilgin Aydin, the much-celebrated and widely revered
‘Osméan Selahaddin Dede, the post-nisin of the Yenikapt Mevlevi Lodge, assumed
the position. This appointment, endorsed by Sultan Abdilaziz (r. 1861-1876)—
himself a Mevlevi sympathizer and an accomplished reed-flute player—represented
a deliberate continuation of the policy initiated by Mahmud II to replace the Bek-
tashis with the Mevlevis.?!® Feyzullah Efendi (d. 1867), the Halidi sheikh of the
Murad Molla Lodge, was also claimed to be the first executive chief.?'® However, as
Muharrem Varol rightfully pointed out, the foundational documents of the Assem-
bly neither specify an executive chief nor indicate a hierarchical structure among
the select seven members, who were collectively referred to as the suleha-y: mesayih
(virtuous sheikhs).?!” That being said, notwithstanding the oddity of its absence in
the yearbooks (sal-name) of 1283/1866 and 1284/1867, the Assembly of Sheikhs was
mentioned in the ‘Imiyye section in the yearbook dated 1285/1868, where ‘Osmén
Selahaddin Dede was described as the executive chief.2!'® Therefore, while the claim
that Sheikh ‘Osman held this privileged role in 1866, before the creation of the po-
sition for an executive chief, is inaccurate, it would not be misleading to assert that,
insofar as available archival evidence can be trusted, he was indeed ‘technically’ the
first executive chief to whom this title was formally attributed after the position was
established.

The establishment of the Assembly represented a revolutionary departure from the
deep-seated convention concerning the succession of sheikhdom. What had once
been an internal affair handled independently by Sufi orders was now irrevocably
subsumed under state authority, with the government enforcing its surveillance

219

through explicitly defined precepts. The initial provisions of the Assembly’s

founding charter were intended to regulate the complexities and the multiple contin-

214. BOA. I.MVL. 563/25320-2, 27 Cumade’l-ahire 1283 (November 6, 1866).

215. Bilgin Aydin, “Osmanli Devleti’'nde Tekkeler Reformu ve Meclis-i Megayih’in Seyhiilislamlik’a
Bagh Olarak Kurulusu, Faaliyetleri ve Arsivi,” Istanbul Arastirmalar:s 7 (1998): 95.

216. Giinduz, Osmanlilarda Devlet-Tekke Miinasebetleri, 209.

217. Muharrem Varol, “Osmanli Devleti'nin Tarikatlar1 Denetleme Siyaseti ve Meclis-i Megayih’in
Bilinen Ancak Bulunamayan ki Nizamnamesi,” Tiirk Kiiltiri Incelemeleri Dergisi 23 (2010): 44.
The seven members in question were as follows: Sheikh Feyzullah Efendi of the Murad Molla
Lodge, Sheikh ‘Osméan Efendi of the Yenikapi Mevlevi Lodge, Sheikh Serdfeddin Efendi of the
Kadiri Lodge, Sheikh Nireddin Efendi of the Merkez Efendi Lodge, Sheikh ‘Ata Efendi of the
Stdliice Lodge, Sheikh Hoca Mustafa Efendi of the Eyytibi Lodge, and Sheikh Muhyiddin Efendi
of the Nasiihi Lodge. Thus, the Assembly was composed of the sheikhs from the Nagshbandi,
Mevlevi, Kadiri, Halveti, Sa‘di, and Siinbiili orders. See BOA. .MVL. 563/25320-1.

218. Varol, 45.

219. Kara, Tekkeler ve Zaviyeler, 232—41.
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gencies of succession. Specific articles were designated for the dervish lodges where
sheikhs were childless, where the sheikhdom was jointly held, or where multiple
children vied for succession. FEach scenario was addressed with tailored regulations,
emphasizing that the Assembly would play a decisive role in evaluating the com-
petence and merit of prospective successors. Furthermore, the Assembly was obli-
gated to collaborate with the Ministry of Imperial Endowments in the appointment
process, as the administration of waqf revenues and the tutelage for the spiritual
development of Sufi disciples would be entrusted to a sheikh who was expected
to demonstrate proficiency in both the zahir (external/material) and bafin (inter-
nal/spiritual) realms. The dress code prescribed in the 1836 decree was reaffirmed,
underscoring the prohibition of imposters who donned the attire of sheikhs without

holding the position.

The Assembly was also vested with somewhat judicial responsibilities, particularly
in identifying breaches of the sharia and tariga etiquette within the dervish lodges.
However, the Office of the Grand Mufti was ultimately positioned as the supreme
authority, superseding this vaguely judicial function. Additionally, the Assembly
was charged with verifying the genealogical and spiritual pedigrees of Sufis arriv-
ing in Istanbul to claim a vacant post. This practice is symptomatic of the mod-
ern state’s typical strategy of integrating social communities into its heteronomous
regime through meticulous record-keeping. Given the fluid, decentralized, and ob-
scure nature of Sufi networking, the unrecorded Sufis could be seen as potential
fomenters of resistance, intentionally or unintentionally subverting the homogeniz-

ing tendencies of imperial governance.

One of the most striking elements of the charter is its dedicated article concern-
ing the Mevlevi order. Unlike other Sufi orders, it was explicitly stated that all
intra-tariqga practices of the Mevlevis required the approval of the Celebi Efendi,
who resided in the Konya Mevlana Lodge. Therefore, the Mevlevis were granted
immunity from the new regulations (usul-1 cedid) introduced with the establishment
of the Assembly. While the Assembly retained the authority to intervene in legal
cases involving Mevlevi dervishes, the execution of any potential disciplinary mea-
sures was contingent upon the consultation of the Celebi Efendi.??? Needless to say,
this specific article not only confirms the continued, albeit limited, autonomy of the

Mevlevis but also reflects their reinforced alliance with the state apparatus.

Whereas some of the Halidis became embroiled in some protest movements and plots

like the Kuleli Vak‘asi of 1859221 because of observing deviations from the sharia

220. For the transliterated version of the founding charter, see Varol, “Osmanl Devleti'nin Tarikat-
lar1 Denetleme Siyaseti,” 60-63.
221. The Kuleli Vak‘as: was a failed conspiracy against the rule of Sultan Abdiilmecid in 1859. For
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in Tanzimat reforms,??? the Mevlevis sided with the Ottoman government, thereby
adeptly leveraging this allegiance to secure and further amplify their own prosperity
and influence. Briefly put, the first three-quarters of the nineteenth century saw
the unfolding of the Mevlevis’ heyday in terms of their positive reception by the
imperial court and the Sublime Porte. The primary role anticipated from the urban,
well-educated, and culturally sophisticated Mevlevi party appears to have been to
furnish a legitimizing basis for the execution of reformist breakthroughs. They
played their part and put their stamp upon the functioning of the state apparatus
by forging a circle of sympathizers made up of courtiers and high-ranking officials.
Metaphorically speaking, while the modern Ottoman bureaucracy was swinging over

Sufi orders like the sword of Damocles, the Mevlevis won the day.

3.3 The Hamidian Regime: The Unfortunate Turn of Historical

Contingency

The available literature on Abdilhamid II's (r. 1876-1909) orientation towards
Sufi orders is somewhat in agreement on the Sultan’s ambitious project to fortify
the crumbling empire from within by exploiting the social prestige and gravity of
the Sufi masters with diverse backgrounds.??3 Spencer Trimingham places a special
emphasis upon the Sultan’s well-calculated and remarkably instrumental future pro-
jection aimed at the ideal of the unification of Islam (ittihad-1 [slam) by stressing the
potentiality of Sufi orders to “transcend all boundaries of political loyalties within Is-
lam.”?24 The intimate and frequent contacts with the Sufi leaders, therefore, turned
out to be a practical means of propaganda for the diffusion of the Sultan’s offi-
cial ideology. In Selim Deringil’s terms, the functionality of Sufism in “galvanizing

grass-root support and reinforcing legitimacy” insomuch as controlled by the central

the earliest study on this case, see Ulug Igdemir, Kuleli Vak‘as: Hakkinda Bir Arastirma (Ankara:
Tirk Tarih Kurumu Yaylari, 1937).

222. Riiya Kilig, “Osmanli Devleti'nde Yonetim-Naksibendi Iligkisine Farkli Bir Bakig: Halidi
Siirgiinleri,” Tasavouf: Ilmi ve Akademik Arastirma Dergisi VII, no. 17 (2006): 113.

223. Giindiz, Osmanlhlarda Devlet-Tekke Miinasebetleri, 218. Kara, Metinlerle Osmanlilarda
Tasavvuf ve Tarikatlar, 271. Kiiciik, “XIX. Asirda Mevlevilik ve Mevleviler,” 322. Cezmi Eraslan,
II. Abdiilhamid ve Islam Birligi: Osmanl Devleti'nin Islam Siyaseti, 1856-1908 (Istanbul: Otiiken
Nesriyat, 2019), 210-11. Hiir Mahmut Yiicer, Osmanl Toplumunda Tasavvuf (19. Yiizyd) (Is-
tanbul: Insan Yaymlari, 2021), 713. “Sultan Abdiilhamid was anxious to conciliate, not alienate,
the tariga leaders. He declined to use armed force against religious notables and was generally
reluctant to pursue radical measures that might offend them.” Goékhan Cetinsaya, “The Caliph
and the Shaykhs: Abdiilhamid II’s Policy towards the Qadiriyya of Mosul,” in Ottoman Reform
and Muslim Regeneration: Studies in Honor of Butrus Abu-Manneh, ed. Itzchak Weismann and
Fruma Zachs (London: I.B. Tauris, 2005), 105.

224. Spencer Trimingham, The Sufi Orders in Islam (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1973), 126.
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authority was an invaluable weapon.??> Among the most eminent Sufi protagonists
in proximity to the Hamidian regime were the Sazeli-Medeni sheikh, Muhammed Za-
fir Efendi??® (d. 1903) of North African descent, and the Rifa‘i sheikh, Ebu’l-Huda
es-Sayyadi??” (d. 1909) born in Aleppo. The fact that both authoritative figures
were of Arab origin appears to align with the Sultan’s broader political strategy of
unifying his Muslim subjects across the Middle East and North Africa by buttress-
ing his image as the undisputed divine Caliph. Both sheikhs, located in the vicinity
of the Yildiz Palace as an outward manifestation of the Sultan’s obsession with
surveillance, penned treatises propagating for Abdiilhamid II's caliphate, thereby

providing a legitimate groundwork for his absolutist reign.?2®

Nevertheless, this over-exploited, one-dimensional representation stems from a state-
centered perspective tied to the person of the Sultan, who was in pursuit of prag-
matic remedies to navigate the perils posed by global imperialist agendas. It is thus
deprived of the potency to unravel the complex interplay between the state appara-
tus and Sufi orders within the context of domestic politics. As Ismail Kara points
out, Abdiilhamid IT’s communication with other Sufi orders rooted in the core ge-
ography of the Ottoman Empire was weak, occasionally detached, and recurrently

quite problematic.??? Perhaps the zenith and the most crystallized variant of this

225. Selim Deringil, The Well-Protected Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power in the
Ottoman Empire, 1876-1909 (London: 1.B. Tauris, 1999), 65.

226. According to Hiiseyin Vassaf (d. 1929), a renowned biographer of the Sufi sheikhs at the
turn of the twentieth century, the Sultan became a disciple of Sheikh Muhammed Zafir during his
princedom. According to Ayse Osmanoglu (d. 1960), the daughter of Abdiilhamid II, however,
the Sultan pledged spiritual fealty to Sheikh Hamza Zafir (d. 1904), Sheikh Muhammed Zéafir’s
brother. A letter allegedly written by the Sultan in 1912 to another Sazeli sheikh Mahmtd Ebu’s-
Samat (d. 1922) was later presented as evidence of his discipleship. Since no other documentary
evidence exists, it is prudent to approach Osmanoglu’s narrative with critical distance, particularly
considering that she was only ten years old in 1903 when Sheikh Zafir passed away. What is more, it
was revealed by Tufan Buzpinar that the aforementioned letter utilized even by prominent scholars
like Kemal Karpat is fake. Hiiseyin Vassaf, Sefine-i Fvliyd, ed. Mehmet Akkug and Ali Yilmaz, vol.
1 (Istanbul: Kitabevi Yayinlari, 2006), 308. Ayse Osmanoglu, Babam Sultan Abdiilhamid (Istanbul:
Timas Yayimlari, 2019), 28. Kemal Karpat, The Politicization of Islam (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001), 194-95. Tufan Buzpinar, Hilafet ve Saltanat: II. Abdilhamid Doneminde Halifelik ve
Araplar (Istanbul: Alfa, 2016), 173-78.

227. For various analyses of the Rifa‘1 sheikh, see Butrus Abu-Manneh, “Abdtlhamid IT and Shaikh
Abulhuda Al-Sayyadi,” Middle Eastern Studies 15, no. 2 (1979): 131-53. Thomas Eich, “The For-
gotten Salafi: Abwl-Huda As-Sayyadi,” Die Welt Des Islams 43, no. 1 (2003): 61-87. Muharrem
Varol, “Rasputinlegtirilen Bir Seyh: Ebt’l-Huda Sayyadi,” in Tarihimizden Portreler: Osmanls
Kimligi, ed. Zekeriya Kursun and Haydar Coruh (Istanbul: Ortadogu ve Afrika Arastirmacilar:
Dernegi, 2013), 57-81.

228. The treatises penned by Sheikh Zafir Efendi involving praise and sublimation of Abdiilhamid
IT’s caliphate were El-Envari’l-Kudsiyye fi tenzihi turuk:y’l-kavmi’l-aliyye and En-Nuru’s-sati’ ve’l-
Biirhanii’l-katy’. Buzpmar, Hilafet ve Saltanat, 187. For the two treatises namely Da‘i’r-Resdad
li Sebili’l-Ittihad ve’l-Inkiwydd and En-Nefhati'n-Nebeviyye fi Hidmeti’l-Hilafeti’l- Hamidiyyeti’l-
Osmaniye penned by Ebu’l-Huda es-Sayyadi particularly for the legitimation of the caliphate,
see Ismail Kara, ed., Hilafet Risaleleri, vol. 1 (Istanbul: Klasik Yaymlar1, 2021), 161-251.

229. Ismail Kara, Miisliman Kalarak Avrupal Olmak (Istanbul: Dergah Yayimnlari, 2019), 174.
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anomaly is particularly the Istanbulite Mevlevis’ failure to be hard-wired into the
Hamidian regime, which was eventually followed by their partial incorporation into
the dissident flank represented by the Young Turks at the time. Falling out of the
imperial grace was an unfortunate turn for the Mevlevis, who previously managed

to display the necessary flexibility to adjust to the changing conditions.

Ihtifalci Mehmed Ziy4 attributes the transformation of the Yenikap: Mevlevi Lodge
into a prominent hub of intellectual and political engagement to the exceptional
erudition, profound wisdom, moral integrity, and astute political acumen of ‘Osman
Selahaddin Dede. The lodge had become a favored gathering venue for high-profile
statesmen, including Kegecizdde Fu'ad Pasha (d. 1869), Mehmed Emin Ali Pasha
(d. 1871), Ytsuf Kamil Pasha (d. 1876), Mustafd Fazil Pasha (d. 1875), Grand
Mufti Sa‘deddin Efendi (d. 1866), and Midhat Pasha (d. 1884).23Y Sheikh ‘Osman’s
reputation for sagacity and influence was so extensive that his recommendations
or endorsements were often considered in official appointments.??! While still a
prince, Abdiilhamid II, seemingly influenced by Sheikh ‘Osméan’s esteemed social
standing, prestige, and gravitas, met with him through the mediation of Midhat
Pasha and ascended the throne with his backing.?32 Apparently, the destinies of
Midhat Pasha—Ilater exiled due to his purported complicity in the assassination of
Sultan Abdiilaziz—and Sheikh ‘Osman, along with the broader Mevlevi community,

were inextricably linked.?33

The default position of the Mevlevis as the patronized tariqa was gradually broken
down. In 1878, Sheikh ‘Osméan was replaced by Riigen Efendi (d. 1891), the Celveti
sheikh, as the chief executive of the Assembly of Sheikhs.?3* The Yenikap: Mevlevi
Lodge was subjected to rigorous inspection, with numerous reports from informants
(jurnals) submitted to the Yildiz Palace, one of which branded Sheikh ‘Osmén as

230. Mehmed Ziya, Merakiz-i Miithimme-i Mevleviyye’'den Yenikapu Mevlevihanesi, 180.

231. For special feedback delivered to Sheikh ‘Osmén about the appointment of a teacher to the
Fatih Namine Mektebi, see BOA. MF.IBT. 10/113, 29 Cumade’l-ula 1294 (June 11, 1877)

232. According to Mehmed Ziya, negotiations between Abdiilhamid IT and Sheikh ‘Osman occurred
multiple times and in various locations. A written pledge promising the proclamation of the
constitution was even delivered by the prospective Sultan. During Abdiilhamid IT’s enthronement
ceremony, when the fatwa announcing the deposition of Murad V (r. 1876) was delayed, Sheikh
‘Osmén took the initiative and asked, “Is not the assembly and consensus of the ummah (ictima‘-
dmmet) itself a fatwa?” Following this, the crowd paid homage to Abdiilhamid II. Mehmed Ziya,
Merakiz-i Mithimme-i Mevleviyye’den Yenikapu Mevlevihanesi, 183—84.

233. Mehmed Ziya, 188. Golpinarlh, Meviland’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 272.

234. BOA. Y.PRK.AZJ. 2/7, 19 Cumade’l-ahire 1295 (June 20, 1878). This petition of gratitude,
submitted by the members of the Assembly of Sheikhs and other distinguished sheikhs for Riigen
Efendi’s appointment, indirectly reflects their satisfaction with ‘Osmén Seldhaddin Dede’s dismissal
when interpreted in the reverse sense. Mustafa Kara, on the other hand, drawing upon the ‘ilmiyye
yearbook of 1297 (1880), situates Riigen Efendi’s appointment to this position in 1880. His lack
of access to an earlier document must have led him to this misconception. Kara, Tekkeler ve
Zaviyeler, 238.

29



the “source of evil.”?3® Similarly, the Konya Mevlana Lodge endured massive pres-
sure from provincial governors assigned to the region, such as ‘Al Sirtirl Pasha
(d. 1890) and Ferid Pasha (d. 1914).236 As Abdiilhamit Kirmiz1 observes, the un-
derlying cause of the tension between a sheikh of significant stature, who held the
highest position within the Mevlevi order, and Abdilhamid II’s appointed gover-
nors emanated from the affiliation of the heir apparent, Mehmed Resad Efendi (r.
1909-1918), with the Mevlevi order.23" In line with this, Ismail Kara underlines that
the Sultan, possessing a hysterically suspicious disposition, was justified in his own
way both to repress Sufi orders, which wielded a wider sphere of influence, com-
pared to the ulama, due to their physical and incorporeal affinity with the public
masses, and to be wary of the members of the royal family, who formed close-knit
associations with them.?3® Although this skeptical and vigilant posture fitted the
autocratic mindset of the Sultan particularly in eliminating the constitutionalists, it
proved to be counter-productive, generating anti-conformist individualities flocking
to the dissident front. As the political tides shifted, the Mevlevis turned against the
Hamidian regime. According to Bilgin Aydin, the Mevlevis’ implacable animosity
toward Abdilhamid II largely arose from the loss of their previously privileged sta-
tus and impact upon the imperial administration, which they had maintained until

the latter part of the century.?3?

Notwithstanding the progressive deterioration of relations with the state apparatus,
the Mevlevis insisted on to some extent keeping up with the status quo, albeit to no
avail. Following his dismissal from official positions and the suspension of Mesnevi
lectures at the palace, Sheikh ‘Osman composed a lengthy personal letter to the
Sultan, seeking imperial pardon (‘afv-1 himayun). The language employed by the
sheikh was characterized by its romanticism and sophistication, showcasing a vast
repertoire of rhetorical devices, including panegyrics and expressions of veneration,
as well as self-abasement—a stylistic feature commonly found in Sufi literature. The
sheikh asserts that certain individuals within the Sultan’s inner circle compete and

conspire against him, distorting the pure affection and loyalty that he holds for the

235. BOA. Y.EE. 75/15, 3 Cumade’l-ula 1295 (May 5, 1878). “Re’y-i bendegdnem Seyh ‘Osmén
mazanne-i su’ ve menba‘-1 su’ olmak i‘tikddindayim.”

236. Abdiilhamit Kirmizi, Avlonyals Ferid Pasa (Istanbul: Klasik Yaymlari, 2014), 136-37.

237. Abdiilhamit Kirmizi, Abdilhamid’in Valileri: Osmanh Vilayet Idaresi, 1895-1908 (Istanbul:
Klasik Yayinlari, 2008), 194. Tahsin Pasha (d. 1930), the First Secretary (Mabeyn-i Hiimayun
Ser-katibi) to Abdiilhamid II, recounts in his memoirs that the Sultan harbored concerns that
Mehmed Resadd Efendi, with the support of the Celebi Efendi in Konya, could rally a substantial
Mevlevi community around him and potentially spearhead an anti-regime movement. Tahsin Paga,
Abdiilhamit ve Yildiz Hatwralar, (Istanbul: Muallim Ahmet Halit Kitaphanesi, 1931), 67.

238. Ismail Kara, Islimcilarin Siyasi Gorisleri (Istanbul: Iz Yaymeihik, 1994), 76.

239. Bilgin Aydin, “Osmanli Siyasi Tarihinde Mevleviler ve Sultan II. Abdiilhamid ile fligkilerine
Dair Yeni Belgeler,” in Osmanli, ed. Giiler Eren, vol. 2 (Ankara: Yeni Tirkiye Yaymnlari, 1999),
391.
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Sultan through baseless rumors, suspicions, and slander spread by mischief-makers.
Consequently, the sheikh claims to have succumbed to a debilitating illness that
was slowly destroying him.?*Y Due to health concerns, he was unable to attend the
ninth anniversary of Abdiilhamid II’s accession to the throne and instead delegated
his son, Kemaleddin Efendi, to represent him at the ceremony.?*! In fact, the
letter can be construed as a palpable demonstration that the political affairs of the
Mevlevis had been taken off the rails as an outcome of their defeat against rival
factions and interest groups, who pointed the finger at them by leveling ill-founded
accusations. Whereas the twilight merged into the Yenikapi Mevlevi Lodge, the
gloomy air induced by the despotism (istibdad) of Abdilhamid II did not drag
the Mevlevis into a total subordination, passivity, or conformity. Instead, they
demonstrated a defiant political agency, resisting the Hamidian regime’s objectifying

dynamics.

The lodge remained under close surveillance and was periodically investigated by po-
lice and intelligence agents (hafiye) during the tenure of Mehmed Celaleddin Dede,
who succeeded ‘Osméan Selahaddin Dede following his death in 1887.242  Sheikh
Celaleddin was no less a political figure than his father.?43 The opposition to Abdul-

hamid IT resonated in his social milieu. This antithetical orientation was not merely

240. BOA. Y.EE. 14/130, 15 Sevval 1302 (July 28, 1885). “..‘uzmé-y1 makarbdn-1 bargah-1
‘adalet-penah-1 hazret-i hilafet-pendhilerinden ba‘zilar1 hakk-1 derviganemde rekabete kiyam ve
ba‘zilarinin dahi hakk-1 kemterdnemde muhéaleset-i mec‘iileleri fasid olarak kurb-1 sdhanelerinden
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tartiiméar olmak derecesine varmis...” For the complete transliteration of this letter, see Yolcu, “Bir
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the by-product of unilateral motivations. It rather converged with the efforts of the
anti-regime movement chasing to establish a solid and sufficiently comprehensive so-
cial base where the role of religious elements was deemed crucial. The Committee of
Union and Progress (CUP) organs published in Paris were read, discussed, and dis-
tributed in the lodge and Sheikh Celdleddin through the mediation of N&’ili Efendi
(d. 1908), the Bedevi sheikh and a member of the CUP branch in Istanbul, was
even invited to cooperate in the coup d’état aimed at the enthronement of Mehmed
Resad Efendi.?** This has proven, as claimed by Mehmed Ziy4, the Mevlevis’ “gen-
uine devotion” to liberty.24> The logistics of the transfer of the heir apparent from
Besiktas to intra muros Istanbul, were deliberated within the Yenikap: Mevlevi
Lodge. However, Sheikh Celaleddin declined to participate, emphasizing the po-
tentially catastrophic drawbacks of such a significant undertaking.?*6 It is hardly
unexpected that a plan favoring Mehmed Resad Efendi, a devoted disciple of ‘Os-
méan Selahaddin Dede,?*” was brought to Sheikh Celaleddin for consultation. A
compilation of “daily incidents” derived from intelligence reports was even assem-

bled concerning Mehmed Resad Efendi, who maintained occasional correspondence
with Sheikh Celaleddin.?4®

Moreover, the circle of coercion of the Hamidian regime was not confined to the
Yenikap1 Mevlevi Lodge. Veled Celebi was interrogated because of the inclusion of
concepts like hutbe (religious sermon, which is also connotative of the ascendancy
to the throne) and resad (literal meaning of which is to walk on the rightful path)
in one of his poems published in the Mektep journal in 1895.24° The publication
of Tahirt’l-Mevlevi’s (d. 1951) newspaper, Resimli Gazete, was suspended immedi-
ately after its first issue on October 26, 1899, due to an intelligence report implying
the makeup of a committee for the unification of the Mevlevis.2Y Sheikh Celaleddin
was also questioned, as it was deemed likely that this newspaper was subject to the
administration and opinions of Sheikh Celdleddin, to whom Tahirii’l-Mevlevi was
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devoted as a disciple. Tahiri’l-Mevlevi appears to have been a radically out-
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spoken and candid individual in his book dedicated to the memory of his beloved
sheikh Celaleddin Dede. He outcries with an inflammatory tone of voice that Sheikh
Celaleddin passed away being burned by the sparks of cruelty and animosity arising

from the despotism.?52 253

He curses “soothsayer and trickster” (sehhar-i mekkar)
Ebu’l-Huda es-Sayyadi because of striving to remove the family in charge of the
sheikhdom in the Yenikapi Mevlevi Lodge for nearly one hundred and fifty years
and describes the Mevlevis, much like Mehmed Ziya, as “liberty-lovers” (‘agik-1
azadegr).?>*

Although their socio-political significance and influence were relatively marginal,
certain Mevlevi lodges located in peripheral regions cultivated connections with
the Young Turks, thereby attracting the government’s undivided attention. For
instance, in Izmir, a Mevlevi sheikh, also known as Resdd Efendi, facilitated or-
ganizational meetings with the Young Turks, led by Refik Nevzad (d. 1960), as
part of efforts to set up a local branch there. However, these clandestine activities
were uncovered, resulting in their arrest and subsequent exile.?>® Another example
of a hint of the bond with the Young Turks is Seftk Dede (d. 1931), the sheikh
of the Mevlevi Lodge in Tripoli (present-day Lebanon), who allied with the CUP
and turned the lodge into a shelter for exiles.?*® In addition, Hiiseyin Arif Efendi
(d. 1940), the son of Sheikh Semsi Dede (d. 1886) of the Hanya Mevlevi Lodge,
was taken into custody because of being connected to the CUP; his residence was
searched and several of his books were seized.?’” Last but not least, Mehmed Ziya
recounts that during his tenure as director at the Bursa High School (i‘dad), they
used to read the journals published in Paris in the assemblies convened under the
presidency of Mehmed Semseddin Dede (d. 1930), the sheikh of the Bursa Mevlevi
Lodge.?%®

In the meantime, perhaps the most formidable figure to be subdued resided in
Konya. ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi (d. 1907), who assumed the position of post-nigin in
July 22, 1888,2%Y was undoubtedly a significant concern from the vantage point of

the Hamidian regime. His non-conformist, autonomous, and idiosyncratic nature
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led to meticulous surveillance and eventual suppression. Governor Ferid Pasha,
during his tenure in Konya from 1898 to 1902, consistently reported the Celebi
Efendi’s activities to the palace, thereby bolstering his own standing—a factor that

contributed to his subsequent appointment as the Grand Vizier.260

Prior to his sheikhdom in the Konya Mevlana Lodge, ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi, while
serving as the sheikh of the Manisa Mevlevi Lodge, was involved in a highly con-
troversial legal case. In 1877, ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi had inflicted injury upon Yaver,
the servant of his elder brother and the former Celebi Efendi, Sadreddin Celebi (d.
1881), during an altercation. Despite the absence of a formal complaint, he was
sentenced to three years of shovel penalty. In December 14, 1882, a petition was
submitted by Mustafa Safvet Celebi (d. 1888), the post-nisin of the Konya Mevlana
Lodge, requesting a pardon for ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi.?6! Subsequent inquiry by the
Ministry of Justice confirmed the occurrence of the 1877 incident and the deferred
1882 sentencing.?62 ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi himself made an impassioned personal plea
for clemency, underlining the dearth of an initial complaint and attributing the de-
layed prosecution to malicious individuals.?63 The case resurfaced six years after
the incident, following ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s appointment to the sheikhdom of the
Manisa Mevlevi Lodge, suggesting potential internal disputes within the Mevlevi
order. Ultimately, in July 3, 1883, the Sultan granted his pardon.?64

In the early stages of his Celebiship, a multitude of grievances were filed against ‘Ab-
diilvahid Celebi, citing his encroachment on local governance and his malfeasance in
matters pertaining to waqfs. In a petition dated May 3, 1890, several local headmen
raised multiple complaints regarding the exploitation of evkaf-1 Celaliye lands, not-
ing that, under ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s directives, waqf trustees harassed the owners
of approximately 2,000 houses and 200 shops by demanding exorbitant rents and
manipulating officials, which led to biased judicial outcomes and public harm. More-
over, the trustees had unlawfully seized land and communal pastures in the Konya
plain, improperly certified an unverified endowment deed, and employed coercive
practices in registering additional properties. The petitioners further alleged that
those affiliated with the Mevlevi sheikhs were beneficiaries of military service ex-
emptions, a discriminatory treatment that adversely affected public sentiment. The
petition concluded with a call for corrective measures to deal with these abuses.?6%

Following the submission of this petition to the Konya governorship, Governor ‘Ali
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Sirtir? Pasha addressed the Mabeyn-i Himayun (Imperial Chancellery) on May 5,
1890. In his letter, he asserted that any Sufi sheikh’s interference in state affairs was
unacceptable. Due to the Celebi Efendi’s apparent ingratitude for the tolerance ex-
tended by the Sultan, Siirtirl Pasha argued for a significant curtailment of his duties
and proposed dismantling the illusory authority that he claimed to possess, thereby

calling for measures to contain the disorder stemming from his misconduct.266

The most striking of the complaints received by the Yildiz Palace about ‘Abdiilvahid
Celebi was the Bektashi propaganda, which was a red flag for the Hamidian regime.
In a letter dated August 17, 1891, bearing the seal of the Governor of Konya, Es-
seyyid Hasan Hilmi, it was reported that during Muharram, the month of mourning
for the Alevites, the Bektashis, and the Shiites, ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi and his disciples
wore black caps, fasted, and recited the Hadikatii’s-su‘ada’; the prose work of the
illustrious sixteenth-century poet, Fuzili (d. 1556), about the incident of Karbala.
These private practices of the Celebi Efendi were attended by members of the riffraff
(eclaf) as well as three travelers who starkly exhibited Persian characteristics in
appearance and language. The governor also noted that even those occupying the
higher echelons of the Mevlevi hierarchy, such as the Tirbedar Dede, did not find
these demeanors appropriate for the Mevlevi order. In an effort to rectify this
situation, which was deemed unseemly due to its resemblance to Bektashi customs,
the governor promptly expelled the three Persian-looking individuals from Konya.267
However, a misreading of the document by Cem Kara has led to the erroneous
assertion that it was the Celebi Efendi who was expelled, rather than the three

individuals in question.?%8

According to Goélpinarh, ‘Abdilvahid Celebi, a representative of the Semsi branch
entailing a passionate love for the ehl-i beyt (the Prophet’s family) and for Alevite
sympathies, was truly a Bektashi Baba, even though he concealed it in a letter to
Yaver-i Ekrem (Chief Adjutant to the Sultan) Dervig Pasha (d. 1896). He received
a Bektashi hilafet-name from both Rihi Bey Baba (d. 1900) and Mehmed ‘Ali
Hilmi Dedebaba (d. 1907).2%° ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi, Hasan Nazif Dede (d. 1860), the
sheikh of the Begiktag/Bahariye Mevlevi Lodge, and his son and successor Hiiseyin
Fahreddin Dede (d. 1911), whose father-in-law was ‘Osméan Seldhaddin Dede, were
“the most involved among the Mevlevis in Alevism.”?® Under Hiiseyin Fahreddin

Dede in particular, the Bahariye Mevlevi Lodge proved to be a center of the rind
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variant of the Mevlevi order.27!

The 7rind, the inspired libertine, inculcated an
antinomian attitude toward conventional modes of piety personified by the zahid,
the pious ascetic. Specific to the Mevlevi order, the long-standing legacy of the

Semsi/Dionysian branch was incarnated by the rind temperament.

In addition to the Konya governors and low-ranking local officials, the ulama—
consisting of madrasa professors in Konya, the majority of whom were members of
the Nagshbandi order—had also engaged in hostilities against the Celebi Efendi.?"
In 1899, thirty-seven of them complained about the Celebi Efendi to the Bab-:
Mesihat because of his deeds in defiance of the sharia. The allegations levied
against the Celebi Efendi were as follows: he appropriated the so-called girding
privilege, a mere fabrication; he openly displayed his Alevite inclinations by deni-
grating the companions of Prophet Muhammad (ashab-1 giizin); he was implicated
in the engagement in the prostitution trade; he meddled in the province’s political
affairs, pursuing covert machinations; and, lastly, he sought to resurrect a Bektashi
lodge in Konya.?™® Thereupon, the Ministry of Internal Affairs (Dahiliye Nezaretq)
sent a highly trusted bureaucrat named Fu’ad to Konya to investigate ‘Abdiilvahid
Celebi.?™ Although Fu’ad Bey’s report confirmed the incriminatory statements on
a large scale, he was ostensibly instructed to terminate the enmity with Governor
Ferid Pasha by acting as a mediator rather than causing harm or humiliation to
the Celebi Efendi.?”® What is particularly noteworthy in this context is the adept-
ness of both the governor and local ulama in crafting a discursive strategy that
was explicitly tailored to provoke the government’s anxieties regarding the Bektashi

order.

Another episode that pitted the Celebi Efendi against the state apparatus occurred
due to his attempt in 1898 to depose ‘Ali Egref Dede, the sheikh of the Selanik
Mevlevi Lodge for approximately thirty years, due to his mismanagement of waqf
assets. Having received the removal decision, ‘All Egref Dede, who was previously
awarded an imperial honor of the third rank (uginci dereceden nisan-v ‘ali-i ‘Os-
mani) by virtue of his military service,?™0 directly resorted to Abdiilhamid II to
sustain his office.2”” The decision was overturned by the Sultan’s decree, but the

Celebi Efendi dared not to enforce the imperial decree in the first place by showing
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resistance because Hakki Dede, the substitute for ‘Ali Esref Dede, was a more suit-
able candidate to rely on. Celdleddin Dede of the Yenikapi Mevlevi Lodge played an
intermediary role in this process and embarked upon persuading the Celebi Efendi
to return ‘All Egref Dede, who had strong connections in the imperial capital, to his
former office.?”® The Celebi Efendi was ultimately forced to throw up the sponge
and ‘All Egref Dede reclaimed his office. In light of the governmental intervention
in intra-tariga matters, as codified with the formation of the Assembly of Sheikhs
in 1866, the involvement of the state apparatus in this conflict does not stand as
particularly surprising. What is rather thought-provoking is the cooperation of the
sheikh of a lodge with the state apparatus against the sheikh of the Asitane thanks
to his network of patronage in the imperial capital. Such an action likely disrupted
the functioning of the Mevlevi hierarchy and strengthened the position of the Ot-
toman government. Therefore, the Sultan did not bypass the chance to curb the
reach of the Celebi Efendi within his own order. Besides, allegations of irregularity
and corruption in other Mevlevi lodges facilitated the optimum usage of means of

pressure against the Celebi Efendi.?™

Against all odds, Abdiilhamid IT did not appear to have canonically disapproved
of the Mevlevis whose activisms had never resembled the harmony of an orches-
tra. He never cut off the in-kind aids or the flow of money to the Mevlevi lodges;
on the contrary, he continued to fund their necessary reparations and restorations
in various locales such as Kiitahya, Afyonkarahisar, Kilis, and Bursa.?®? In par-
ticular, the construction of the Bahariye Mevlevi Lodge—following the demolition
of the Begiktag Lodge—was maintained by handsome donations from Abdiilhamid
IT. Setting aside the moral and ideological dimensions, the state-directed financial
support for these dervish lodges, whose endowments were already under stringent
control, can, in realpolitik terms, be understood as a strategy to secure their loyalty.
For instance, Hiiseyin Fahreddin Dede was not enthusiastic to promote the reformist
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trend that championed a constitutional monarchy,*®* despite his unorthodox Alevite

tendencies.

Additionally, there were other Mevlevi sheikhs, who managed to enjoy a stable and
healthy relationship with the Yildiz Palace. One among them, namely ‘Ali Efendi
(d. 1906),2%2 the sheikh of the Kasimpasa Mevlevi Lodge, was nominated as the
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new executive chief of the Assembly of Sheikhs by Grand Mufti Mehmed Cemaleddin
Efendi (d. 1917) upon the death of Sheikh Riigen Efendi and the recommendation
was confirmed by an imperial decree.?®3 In a nutshell, coercion was predominantly
directed towards those who were suspected of constituting potential loci of power.
In other words, the primary line of cleavage separating the desirable Mevlevis from

the undesirable ones was their level of obedience and loyalty to the Sultan.

3.4 Conclusion

The nineteenth century was a period of great transition, during which the state ap-
paratus deployed a series of control-intensive policies and regulations geared towards
dominance over the public sphere. The Ottoman government was not immune to
this global trend but rather was highly agile and flexible in its adaptive capacity to
engage in the process of modern state-building. As mechanisms of surveillance and
control reshaped the social texture, the pre-modern shell of Sufi culture was dis-
mantled; the traditional autonomy of Sufi orders in regulating intra-tariga practices
was significantly curtailed; and the watchful eye of the state apparatus intruded
into all private domains of Sufism. The establishment of the Ministry of Imperial
Endowments placed considerable financial duress on Sufi orders, whose survival was
heavily reliant on waqf-generated resources. The imperial decrees of 1812 and 1836
regulated not only forms of worship within the confines of the dervish lodges but
also the ways in which the social visibility of Sufi devotees would be administered.
Finally, the Assembly of Sheikhs officially formalized the bureaucratization of the
Sufi community under the auspices of the Office of the Grand Mufti.

The Mevlevi order, on the other hand, consciously served as a supporting pillar
in the creation of state hegemony through its close ties with the ruling elite. The
inclusion of a specific article for the Mevlevis in the founding charter of the Assem-
bly of Sheikhs indicates both the institutionalization of the Celebi Efendi’s spiritual
authority and the strong instrumental position of the Mevlevi order in terms of
imperial politics. Therefore, the first three quarters of the nineteenth century sym-
bolize the halcyon days for the Mevlevis, who evolved into one of the organic bodies

of the state apparatus.

The advent of the Hamidian regime brought an end to the height of the Mevlevis’
glory. The fact that the heir-apparent was an adherent of the Mevlevi order instilled
profound anxiety in Abdiilhamid II, leading the Mevlevi lodges in Istanbul to become
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a focal point of intelligence reports. Surveillance intensified to the extent that even
the wedding of Celaleddin Dede’s son and successor, ‘Abdiilbaki Dede (d. 1935), was
framed as an anti-government conspiracy.2®* Moreover, ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s uncon-
ventional personality, which jeopardized the regime’s ideological bedrock steeped in
Sunni orthodoxy, further exacerbated state repression. That being said, the Hamid-
ian regime and the Mevlevis did not make diametrically opposed images, nor was
there a stark polarization. This was largely due to the fact that the Mevlevis were
not a uniform community under the binding rule of a singular, charismatic, and om-
nipotent spiritual leader. Instead, they comprised individuals who either endorsed
the regime, remained neutral and disengaged, or vehemently opposed the Sultan’s
despotic measures. However, none confined themselves solely to the mystical realm
as passive recipients of divine revelation; rather, they delved into the sphere of pol-
itics, making subtle calculations to secure favorable outcomes. Hence, Abdiilhamid
IT did not carry out quixotic attacks on non-existent enemies. He activated the
means of coercion to forestall the potential perils posed by those who did not abide

by his autocratic vision.
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4. THE SURGE OF FACTIONALISM IN THE KONYA
MEVLANA LODGE DURING THE SECOND
CONSTITUTIONAL PERIOD

Kalmadi beyninde ashab-v tarikin ihtilaf,
Ehl-i Hakk™n birbirine toplaywp berkittiler.
Neyzen Tevfik

In consonance with the traditional scholarship represented by Tarik Zafer Tunaya,?®

Ernest Ramsaur,?8® and Serif Mardin,?®” Feroz Ahmad portrays the CUP as a
derivative of the reform-minded movement burgeoning in the nineteenth century,
especially driven by the Young Ottomans.?®® The fulcrum of their political men-
tality was the universal claims that emanated from the Enlightenment. The Young
Turks envisioned themselves as the heirs of les philosophes, who laid the intellectual
groundwork of the 1789 Revolution by casting the light of reason, emancipation,
and progress.?®? Therefore, the logic of the Enlightenment was espoused to be the
tonic of every socio-political ailment in the Ottoman Empire and was operational-
ized en route to the transformation of the Empire into a state-of-the-art country.
However, the ideological discourse on paper that sounded like music to the ears of
each social segment thrilled by the promises of the Revolution was shelved as the

new constitutional regime became increasingly authoritarian.??? In other words,
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the abstract universe of ideas was antithetical to the concrete realm of praxis. A
political atmosphere cropped up in which a cult of loyalty and allegiance held sway

rather than a merit-based order.

It should not be an undue oversimplification to interpret the appointment of Veled
(elebi in conjunction with this authoritarian transformation that signified the CUP’s
tightened grip on power. As discussed earlier, the nineteenth-century state-driven
maneuvers had already buttressed the means of surveillance, harnessing, and dis-
ciplining germane to Sufi orders. As the draconian measures akin to Jacobinism
were translated into action, a further dimension was added to the social engineering
project run by the CUP. Until then, no late Ottoman sultan had ventured to dismiss
or affront a Celebi Efendi occupying the head office of the Mevlevi order, as the de-
scendants of Rlimi were accorded a level of reverence comparable to that extended to
the descendants of the Prophet. Although the reign of Abdiilhamid IT was shrouded
in the shadows of autocracy and hardened by the iron clasp of repression, even he
refrained from severing the thread of ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s office—a figure whose
unorthodox spirit and defiant nature made him a thorn in the Sultan’s side and a
flickering flame watched warily from the halls of power. In this light, the dismissal
of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was a rare rupture—one that not only ignited the embers
of factional discord within the Mevlevi order but also laid bare the far-reaching
hand of state interventionism, forged in the crucible of the pragmatic imperatives

of nineteenth-century modern state formation.

This chapter will attempt to contextualize this particular outbreak of factional-
ism that transpired within the Konya Mevlana Lodge. The subject in question
has heretofore been addressed only superficially in the existing literature but never

thoroughly critiqued and analyzed.?!

Drawing upon previously overlooked archival
sources, this chapter opens up with a comprehensive examination of ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi’s tenure, which commenced in 1907. It then proceeds to explore, in detail,
the political and institutional dynamics that ultimately led to his dismissal in 1910.
The chapter further reconstructs a multi-layered account of the internal rivalries
that characterized Veled Celebi’s leadership until 1919. Finally, it investigates the
germinating tensions between the Konya Mevlana Lodge and other Mevlevi lodges

during Veled Celebi’s administration.

However, what is most striking is not that the CUP has taken the initiative inde-

pendently of all the variables of the political equation, but rather that a dissident
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faction within the Mevlevi order has, through a bottom-up activism, achieved the
impeachment of their spiritual leader to whom they owed sacred allegiance. In
other words, the political, administrative, and even legal justifications for ‘Abdiil-
halim Celebi’s eventual removal from office were not merely imposed from above,
but rather emerged through the articulation of an oppositional subjectivity—one
that, through the concerted agency of multiple signatories, succeeded in inscribing
itself within the gaze of sovereign power. Whilst the equitable distribution of waqf
revenues appears to have been a determining factor,??? this thesis introduces, for
the first time, a more fundamental driving force: it was in fact a somewhat con-
stitutionalist uprising against an intra-tariqa royalty that came to define the final
century of the Mevlevi order. Following the passing of El-Hac Mehmed Celebi in
1815, the Konya Mevlana Lodge was overseen by his sub-lineage through his son,
Sa‘id Hemdem Celebi (d. 1859), who was the grandfather of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi.??
Nevertheless, in defiance of the principle of hereditary succession, Veled Celebi was
proposed as a candidate by the electoral committee of the dissident faction and was
subsequently endorsed and appointed by key elements of the Ottoman administra-
tive apparatus, including the ‘Imiyye bureaucracy. Rather than conceiving of the
Celebis as members of a monolithic dynastic authority, they are better understood
as competitive actors embedded within distinct genealogical sub-lineages. Therefore,
the movement that precipitated Veled Celebi’s appointment may be interpreted as
a liberatory gesture—an effort to dismantle the hegemonic hold of ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi’s paternal line, which had long monopolized the leadership of the Mevlevi

order.

4.1 ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s Early Tenure

Born in 1874, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi received his primary education in Manisa due
to his father ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s occupation as the sheikh of the Manisa Mevlevi
Lodge. Following his father’s appointment as the post-nisin of the Konya Mevlana
Lodge in July 22, 1888,2% he was designated as the sheikh of the Manisa Mevlevi
Lodge at the remarkably young age of fourteen.?”®> The consideration of the ap-

pointment to the Manisa Mevlevi Lodge as a preliminary step toward candidacy
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for the sheikhdom of the Konya Mevlana Lodge—in imitation of early Ottoman
succession practices—is particularly noteworthy, as it reflects the elevated role of
spiritual authority that the Mevlevi order ascribed to itself during the late Ottoman

period.2%

That being said, the ascent of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi to the helm of the Konya Mevlana
Lodge in 1907 unfolded under disputed conditions, exposing the deeper structural
tensions that had long shaped the order’s lineage politics. On September 26, 1907,
upon receiving news of ‘Abdulvahid Celebi’s death during the night in Konya, ‘Ab-
diilhalim Celebi, without awaiting his father’s funeral proceedings, dispatched a
telegram to the chief secretary of the Yildiz Palace, formally requesting his appoint-
ment as the post-nisin of the Konya Mevlana Lodge.?” Furthermore, according to
a document drafted by the Grand Vizierate to be forwarded to the Office of the
Grand Mufti, members of ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s family, too, requested, on the same
day, that ‘Abdilhalim Celebi be appointed to the Konya Mevlana Lodge and that
his brother, Murtaza Celebi, be assigned to the position in Manisa that ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi would be vacated. It was specifically stressed by the Grand Vizierate that the
request was in conformity with the long-established methods and customs (usul-i
kadimeye ve te‘amiile de muvafik).?*® What was the potential reason behind such
an accelerated pace? The demise of ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi appears to have functioned
as a catalyst, awakening resentments that had long remained dormant beneath the
surface. On September 29, an alternative group of the Celebis submitted a petition
to the Yildiz Palace through the medium of Ebu’l-Huda es-Sayyadi, who had secured
the trust of Abdilhamid IT and consequently incurred the enmity of numerous oth-
ers. The petition requested the appointment of ‘Amil Celebi (d. 1922), the current
sheikh of the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge, to the vacant position in Konya.??? It is no
coincidence that ‘Amil Celebi, a highly controversial figure, rose to prominence as
a prospective candidate during this pivotal moment. His involvement would prove
crucial in securing the appointment of Veled Celebi in 1910, and he would later be
reinstated as the sheikh of the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge, a position that he would
lose under the administration of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi.3%° The repercussions of this
reappointment, which sparked significant unrest, will be explored in detail in the

subsequent pages.

However, the ‘Amil Celebi faction must have likely not yet cultivated a sufficiently
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strong network of contacts and alliances, as evidenced by the fact that their request
was not accorded due consideration by the Hamidian regime. Following the favor-
able assessment of Grand Mufti Mehmed Cemaéleddin Efendi, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s
appointment was sealed with an imperial decree on September 30, 1907.39% Approx-
imately two weeks later, he was granted with an imperial mecidi honor of the first
rank.3%2 The unwavering stance adopted by the state apparatus during this transi-
tional phase not only demonstrated the profound influence wielded by the family of
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi in the imperial capital but also facilitated the ephemeral con-
tainment of the gradually mounting opposition within the Mevlevi order, insofar as

the prevailing political regime retained its hold on power.

This ostensibly seamless succession, nevertheless, did not signify the unmediated
transmission of the privileges once vested in ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi to his son and
successor. A major field of struggle emerged, necessitating the reissuance of all
contracts, waqf trusteeships, promissory notes pertaining to outstanding debts, and
stipend allocations drawn from the central treasury—previously registered under
the name of ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi—in favor of ‘Abdilhalim Celebi. Thus, a series
of attempts were launched that required navigating the complex functioning of the
Ottoman fiscal bureaucracy. First, concerned that his siblings might fall into destitu-
tion following the cessation of their stipends upon their father’s death, ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi petitioned for the allocation of a monthly stipend of two hundred piasters
(gurus) for each of them. He also requested that his own stipend, previously fixed at
five hundred and thirty-nine piasters and tied to his father’s office, be increased to
one thousand six hundred piasters. A notable aspect of his petition is the revelation
that, after the proper enumeration of his father’s estates (metrukat) in accordance
with the sharia, no liquid assets were identified; instead, a substantial debt burden
exceeding two hundred and fifty thousand piasters was uncovered.??3 This request,
conveyed from the Governorate of Konya to the Grand Vizierate, was subsequently
ratified by an imperial decree dated December 23, 1907.3%4 The presence of Ferid
Pasha, who had once capitalized on ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s allegedly suspicious activ-
ities by constantly reporting him to the Yildiz Palace, as the Grand Vizier, and his
involvement in the decision to provide financial support to the late Celebi Efendi’s

family, appears as a striking irony of history, if not a twist of fate.

However, the approval of the stipend allocation by the Sultan did not ensure the
smooth execution of the payment process. Upon being informed that the monthly

allocation of two hundred piasters for each of ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi’s children would
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be processed through the category of the “needy arrangement” (muhtacin tertibi)
and thus granted on a temporary basis, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi submitted an additional
petition, requesting that the aforementioned stipends be made contingent upon the
recipients’ lifetime.?*® Moreover, since ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi had not yet received a
penny from his own stipend for almost half a year, an official correspondence from
the Grand Vizierate to the Ministry of Imperial Endowments instructed that the
stipend, previously allocated to ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi, be disbursed to ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi, effective from the date of his appointment.?*® A document written by the
Minister of Finance reveals that the main reason behind the delay in payments was
the deficit in the fiscal budget. It was specifically noted that the required sum of one
thousand sixty-one piasters, necessary to raise the previous stipend of five hundred
thirty-nine piasters to one thousand six hundred piasters, was unavailable within the
existing budget. Consequently, the proposed increase could only be accommodated
by expanding the fiscal budget through an adjustment.??” This is of particular
significance, as it illustrates the additional strain placed on Ottoman finances—
already grappling with systemic crises—by the economic privileges extended to the

descendants of Rmi.

From the standpoint of a strictly rationalist paradigm of modern fiscal governance,
such seemingly ‘wasteful” expenditures—undermining the coherence and sustainabil-
ity of the existing budget—may appear profoundly irrational. However, to borrow
Pierre Bourdieu’s terminology, the stipend payment functions as a transfer not of
mere funds but of symbolic capital—where the state apparatus, even in moments of
financial strain, must perform its allegiance to a sacred genealogy.?’® The descen-
dants of Riimi, as spiritual aristocracy, command a form of transcendental credit
which the Ottoman government honors not out of financial rationality, but to main-
tain its own moral legitimacy in the eyes of the wider Islamic public. Addition-
ally, there is a metaphysical dimension in this gesture of reverence that implies the
sacralization of the state. The Sultan, by supporting the Celebi family through fiscal
means, partakes in spiritual economy in anticipation of conserving cosmic order and

divine favor. In a performative act of “symbolic power,”3% the Sultan, therefore,
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happens to be the ultimate arbiter not only of material welfare but also of spiritual
continuity. In other words, the paradox of financially burdensome stipends to the

descendants of Riimi is indicative of the Sultan’s Body Politic’s overriding his Body
Natural 310

Unsurprisingly, the stipend payment from the Ministry of Finance was not the sole
type that was bestowed upon the Celebi family as an expression of reverence and
esteem. An official document authored by the Minister of Imperial Endowments,
Turhan Pérmeti Pasha (d. 1927), reveals another request for the monthly stipend
of one thousand nine hundred piasters—originally allocated to Safvet Celebi from
the revenues of the Mahmud IT endowments and subsequently transferred to his
brother ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi by an imperial decree upon Safvet’s death—to now be
reassigned to ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi.3!! On January 11, 1908, following deliberations
in the Council of State (Sura-y: Devlet), a positive decision on the payment of
the desired sum was reached, and the matter was referred to the Grand Vizierate
for further action.®? The imperial decree in favor was issued two months later
on March 20.313 Nevertheless, the discovery, a week later, of a clerical error—one
of the many human contingencies that might further entangle the workings of the
fiscal bureaucracy—necessitated a revision of the previously determined amount
to be paid. According to another document penned by Turhan Pérmeti Pasha,
the stipend amount, which was originally set at one thousand one hundred and
ninety-five piasters, had been mistakenly recorded as one thousand nine hundred.?
Consequently, a correction was required to restore the figure to its accurate value.
One cannot resist but wonder how many similar numerical inaccuracies might have

led to financial losses for the Ottoman central treasury.

Another vivid example of a reassignment attesting that the Celebi family’s relation-
ship with revenue-generating waqf resources stretched beyond the evkaf-1 Celaliye
was the trusteeship of the fountain (sadirvan) endowed by Sultan Selim I (r. 1512-

1520) in Konya. On the grounds that it was customary (mdite‘amil) to assign the
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trusteeship of this endowment to the sheikhs of the Konya Mevlana Lodge, Turhan
Pérmeti Pasha referred the matter of appointing ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi as the trustee
with a monthly stipend of one thousand piasters to the Council of State for delib-
eration.?! While the imperial decree formally confirming the appointment has yet
to be located, the available evidence strongly suggests that ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was
likewise appointed to this position. Briefly put, by petitioning for the reinstatement
of grants and privileges historically conferred upon his lineage, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi
effectively sought to complete his own portfolio of institutional and endowment-

based revenues.

Although ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi had been officially appointed on the final day of
September 1907, it appears that the berat-1 ‘ali (the official title of privilege) bear-
ing the Sultan’s hatt-1 himayun (royal calligraphy) was not issued until nearly six
months later. The date of Turhan Pérmeti Pasha’s correspondence to the Grand
Vizierate on this matter is recorded as March 20, 1908.3'6 The principal reason that
this procedure was overseen by the Ministry of Imperial Endowments rather than by
the Assembly of Sheikhs or the Office of the Grand Mufti lies in the fact that the ap-
pointment was intimately tied to the trusteeship of the evkaf-1 Celaliye, thus falling
under the purview of the Ministry’s administrative jurisdiction. A document penned
by Grand Vizier Ferid Pasha two days later indicates that the Sultan’s permission
had been secured for the inscription of the royal calligraphy on ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s
berat-u ‘ali.?'” However, it remains somewhat uncertain whether the document was
ever formally issued or delivered at that time because immediately following Sultan
Mehmed V Resad’s accession to the throne, official correspondence was exchanged
between the Ministry of Imperial Endowments and the Grand Vizierate to have
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s berat-i ‘ali adorned with the royal calligraphy and delivered
to him.3'® Ultimately, the imperial decree ratifying ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s berat-2
‘ali was issued on June 26, 1909.3' Even if, with a historian’s naivety, one might
question whether the renewal of the berat-» ‘ali was prompted by the coronation of a
new sultan, there is no indication in any of the 1909 documents that such a renewal
was demanded. Consequently, the most plausible explanation is that the dispatch
of the berat-1 ‘ali was delayed for over a year. The precise reasons for this delay,

however, remain, at present, impossible to ascertain.

Given the oppression that they suffered under the Hamidian regime, relief had

flooded through the Mevlevis together with the proclamation of the Second Con-
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stitution and later the enthronement of Sultan Mehmed V Resdd. For instance,
the Yenikapr Mevlevi Lodge, which had been severely damaged by a huge confla-
gration in 1906 during which its well-stocked library with precious pieces utterly
vanished,??? underwent a major restoration handled by Architect Keméaleddin Bey
(d. 1927).32! The Mevlevis were re-given certain privileges that had been previously
revoked during the reign of Abdiilhamid I1.322 Therefore, the lingering wounds of
unpleasant memories were gradually healed. What is more, the suppression of the
31 March Incident3?? was warmly welcomed by ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, who sent a tele-
gram filled with expressions of praise and glorification to the Action Army led by
Mahmid Sevket Pasha (d. 1913) and the Chamber of Deputies (Meclis-i Meb ‘usan):

Your strength and sense of justice have astonished the entire civilized
world. The millet, in its entirety, stands united in gratitude and satis-
faction with your deeds. Abdiilhamid II, aided by his treacherous clique,
exploited religion for his own ends. In his attempt to restore tyranny
(istibdad), he acted in defiance of the sharia and betrayed its princi-
ples. Therefore, he is no longer worthy to bear the sacred sword of our
exalted Prophet. We respectfully propose that this sword of justice be
taken from him and bestowed upon hands more deserving. Know that
we stand with you, resolutely and as one.324

The girding ceremony conducted following the enthronement of Mehmed V Resad
became a stage upon which the Mevlevis asserted their enduring political relevance,
strategically reaffirming their proximity to the imperial center through ritual per-
formance. On May 10, 1909, in the interior of the Tomb of Ebli Eyyiib el-Ensari (d.
674), ‘Abdilhalim Celebi officiated the traditional girding ceremony by fastening
the sword of ‘Omer (d. 644), the second rightly guided caliph, onto Sultan Resad’s
waist. The illustrated journal Musavver Muhit published a pencil drawing depicting
this moment (see Appendix). Interestingly, however, the 35-year-old ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi was portrayed as an elderly man with an unusually long beard, while Sultan

Resad, who was 65 years old at the time, was represented with noticeably more
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youthful features.3?® According to Yeni Gazete, another periodical of the time, ‘Ab-
diilhalim Celebi was accompanied by several prominent Mevlevi sheikhs: Celaleddin
Celebi (d. 1918), the sheikh of the Karahisar-1 Sahib Mevlevi Lodge; ‘Abdiilbaki
Dede?26 (d. 1935), the sheikh of the Yenikap: Mevlevi Lodge; Hiiseyin Fahreddin
Dede, the sheikh of the Bahariye Mevlevi Lodge; Semseddin Dede (d. 1909), the
sheikh of the Kasimpaga Mevlevi Lodge; Ahmed Celaleddin Dede (d. 1946), the
sheikh of the Uskiidar Mevlevi Lodge; and lastly Veled Celebi, who was then serv-
ing as the deputy sheikh of the Galata Mevlevi Lodge.??” In his memoirs, Veled
Celebi recounts that, following the proclamation of the Second Constitution, he was
appointed by ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi as the deputy sheikh of the Galata Mevlevi Lodge,
in place of the ailing ‘Ataullah Dede (d. 1910), whose advanced age had left him in
frail health. He further notes that he was formally installed as the principal sheikh
a year later. Curiously, however, he makes no mention whatsoever of the girding

ceremony.>?8

Rather than immediately returning to Konya, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi appears to have
prolonged his sojourn in Istanbul for a considerable duration. Accompanied by a
delegation including the Ertugrul Committee and the Deputy of Konya, ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi paid a visit to the Privy Chamber of the Sacred Relics (Hirka-1 Sa‘adet
Da’iresi) and the Imperial Treasury at the onset of June 1909.3%° During his stay,
he was accommodated within the Topkap: Palace, with all associated expenses borne
by the Imperial Treasury.?3? In the midst of his arrangements to leave for Konya in
early August, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was granted with a nisan-1 ‘ali-i ‘Osmani of the
first rank upon the formal request by Grand Mufti Pirizdde Mehmed Sahib Efendi
(d. 1910).33!

Notwithstanding the esteem and accolades bestowed upon him in the imperial cap-
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ital, ‘Abdilhalim Celebi experienced a year marked more by turbulence than tran-
quility until his dismissal in June 1910. As elucidated in an official document dated
February 17, 1910, issued by the Ministry of Internal Affairs and addressed to both
the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of War (Harbiye Nezareti), a bundle of
problems concurrently erupted, the repercussions of which proved to have redounded
to his detriment. First, the Ministry of Finance was asked to investigate the thirty
thousand acres of endowed land along the Beggehri route, which ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi
claimed and appropriated as part of the evkaf-1 Celéliye, and to provide informa-
tion regarding the cessation of the Celebi Efendi’s stipend of five thousand piasters
during the readjustment of general stipends (ma‘asat-1 ‘umumiyye). Second, the
Ministry of War was requested to furnish a response regarding a petition sent from
Konya under the signature of a complainant named Muhammed Zeki, which argued
that exempting individuals from the noble lineage of Rimi, as well as the dervishes
(dedegan) residing in the cells (hicre-nigin) of the Konya Mevlana Lodge, from mili-
tary service was contrary to the principles of constitutionalism (kava ‘id-i mesrutiyet)
and equality.?3? Although I have not been able to ascertain with precision the source
of this stipend of five thousand piasters, the fact that the Ministry of Finance was
notified of it permits a strong inference that ‘Abdulhalim Celebi’s earlier stipend
paid from the central treasury was revised upwards following Mehmed V Resad’s

accession to the throne.

In the response from the Ministry of Finance, it was stated that no delegation
had been dispatched from the central treasury to Konya to conduct an investigation
into the aforementioned lands. It was further reported that the stipend of the Celebi
Efendi, which had previously been suspended, had now resumed. Particularly note-
worthy is the information that the stipend was included in the “exception” (istisna’)
list submitted to the Chamber of Deputies. Accordingly, should the Chamber reject
it, the stipend would naturally cease to be disbursed; conversely, if approved, the
payments would continue.?3® Besides, in the response received from the Ministry
of War, it was conveyed that, in accordance with the requirements of constitu-
tional governance, the universal application of military service to all individuals was
deemed necessary. It was further noted that this principle was explicitly stated in
one of the articles of the new conscription law, which was drafted by the Chamber
of Deputies.?3? This infringement on one of the traditional prerogatives of the de-
scendants of Riimi1 appears to have eluded even the intervention of the Sultan, who

was himself a Mevlevl devotee.

332. BOA. DH.MUI. 67/52-1, 4 Subat 1325 (February 17, 1910).
333. BOA. DH.MUI. 67/52-3, 11 Subat 1325 (February 24, 1910).
334. BOA. DH.MUI. 67/52-5, 18 Subat 1325 (March 3, 1910).
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Last but not least, whilst contending with the regulations introduced by the newly
established order and disputes over endowed lands, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was simulta-
neously submitting applications for the necessary repairs to Riimi’s tomb.?3> Upon
the inquiry from the Grand Vizierate, the Minister of Imperial Endowments, Serif
‘Ali Haydar Pasha (d. 1935), replied that the relevant repairs had previously been
undertaken by the Ministry of Finance and thus fell within its sphere of responsi-
bility.33¢ However, it is understood from the imperial decree issued in response to
Veled Celebi’s application that the repairs could not be carried out during ‘Abdiil-
halim Celebi’s tenure, and that the need for restoration had, by then, extended to

the entire complex.337

4.2 The Outbreak of Factionalism and the Downfall of ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi

The available literature, the preponderance of which is inspired by Golpinarli, seems
to arrive at a consensus on the nature of Veled Celebi’s appointment: Veled Celebi,
as a prolific Turkist writer producing myriad works to convey the significance of the
Turkish language,3® had forged an alliance with the CUP, which in return yielded
a favorable result on his behalf.?3 This argument holds a measure of credibility, as
Veled Celebi recounts in his memoirs that, while still working as a civil servant
in Istanbul, he was actively engaged in one of the city’s branches of the CUP.
There, alongside figures such as Na’ili Efendi, who served as a distributor (muvezzi)
of secret documents and banned newspapers, he attended clandestine meetings in

venues inaccessible to informants and perused CUP publications printed in Paris.34

However, despite its factual accuracy, the explanatory power of this line of argument
in accounting for ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s dismissal remains relatively limited since it
fails to mention a legitimate rationale for the forfeiture of his office. In the biograph-

ical account of Hiiseyin Vassaf, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s misconduct incompatible with

335. BOA. BEO. 3712/278400-2, 17 Safer 1328 (February 28, 1910).
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337. BOA. I.MBH. 3/25-3, 28 Receb 1328 (August 5, 1910).
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339. Golpmarl, Mevlind’dan Sonra Mevlevilik, 177-78. Duru, Tarihi Simalardan: Mevlevi, 122.
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his much-esteemed office are specified as the underlying reason for his dismissal.?*!
Yet, Hiiseyin Vassaf omits any reference to Veled Celebi’s close association with
the CUP, instead offering a tendentious portrayal conspicuously devoid of critical
commentary. Nor does he share any concrete information regarding the particulars
of instances of misconduct. Golpinarli, in contrast, asserts that the dismissal of
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was precipitated by unsubstantiated rumors and defamations
stemming from his personal affairs.34? It is a cognitively demanding task to wring
the truth out of the two diametrically opposed accounts. Consulting the memoir
of Veled Celebi further contributes to muddying the already clouded picture. The
inherently selective character of recollection in personal narratives crafted to project
one’s persona retrospectively onto the canvas of history does not elude the reader’s
investigative gaze. Indeed, what might be termed “the politics of memory” pervades
Veled Celebi’s memoir. He is content to highlight the sympathy and respect that
he received from high-ranking CUP officials, while strategically eschewing any sub-
stantive mention of his formal activities within the organization or the extent of his
involvement both prior to and immediately following the 1908 revolution. He does
not neglect to absolve himself, insisting that he was never implicated in any intrigue
against others. Rather, what he brings to the fore is his frequent communication

with the courtiers, particularly with Sultan Regad.343

Taking these partial narratives into consideration, the argument that Veled Celebi’s
appointment took place due to his affiliation with the CUP does not lure us into a
false comprehension. For he would be dismissed in 1919 along with the downfall of
the CUP and ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi would reclaim his former office,?** building up the
most overt causality with regard to Veled Celebi’s political allegiance to the CUP
appears to rest on more than speculative grounds. What still remains a perplexing
question is the legal justification for the dismissal of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, who, as
illustrated above, did not hesitate to demonstrate a swift alignment with the CUP
and to laud the Action Army. Mere political sympathy may not have sufficed; rather,
the degree of proximity to the center of political power must have been a critical
variable in this complex equation. In other words, it was likely for the CUP to

promote a person with proven loyalty among themselves.

That being said, the appointment procedure cannot be totally envisioned as a top-
down measure since it was first provoked by a collective initiative crystallized in a

petition. On June 10, 1910, twenty-six of the Celebis, several trustees of various

341. Hiiseyin Vassaf, Sefine-i Evliya, 2006, 5:255.
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Mart 1335 (March 27, 1919).

82



pious endowments, and a member of the ulama penned a petition addressed to the
Sultan for the replacement of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi.?*> The most serious of the accu-
sations was that the Celebi Efendi had acquired the sacred office of Riimi not out of
devotion to its spiritual duties, but rather as a means to accumulate wealth, display
grandeur, tyrannize other Celebis and dervishes, and lead a life of indulgence in Is-
tanbul. Contrary to established custom, he had, they claimed, left all matters of the
Mevlevi path in the hands of outsiders. The revenues generated from the endowed
properties were allegedly appropriated largely for his personal use and extravagantly
spent in Istanbul on pursuits considered illegitimate by the petitioners. The petition
further accused him of scandalous behavior, both in Konya and Istanbul, to such
a degree that the dignity of the Mevlevi rites and the honor of the sacred office of
Rmi had been gravely compromised. By monopolizing the income of the waqf for
himself, they stated, many members of the order were left in a state of destitution,
suffering from hunger and deprivation. The petitioners emphasized that the Celebi
Efendi was entirely unqualified for his position, unfamiliar with the responsibilities
of the path, and negligent in fulfilling his duties. His prolonged absence had led to
disorder and mismanagement. Due to the lack of discipline and leadership, a number
of unruly and ignorant dervishes had begun to engage in behavior unbecoming of
the Mevlevi tradition, provoking widespread public disapproval. If left unaddressed,
the petitioners claimed, this situation would soon result in the complete erasure of

the Mevlevi order’s dignity, prestige, and distinctiveness.

The petition continues by noting that the assembled complainants had convened at
the sacred tomb of their spiritual ancestor and collectively vowed never to recognize
the Celebi Efendi as their leader again, as all prior efforts at reform had proven
futile. Out of deference to the recipient of the petition, the signatories refrained from
enumerating his disgraceful actions in detail, although they asserted that many of
these were already widely known. They requested a formal inquiry into his conduct
from individuals familiar with him in both Konya and Istanbul. Most importantly
perhaps, the petitioners pointed out that, in accordance with imperial custom, the
appointment and dismissal of the Celebis rested solely with the sovereign authority
of the Sultan. Referring to past precedents, they formally requested the dismissal
of ‘Abdilhalim Celebi and, in his place, the appointment of Veled Celebi, described
as a qualified, pious, and knowledgeable descendant. The petition concludes with
an appeal to the spiritual authority of the addressee, affirming confidence that the
Sultan, well known among Mevlevi devotees for his knowledge and insight, would
not tolerate the continuation of what they defined as a sorrowful and shameful state

of affairs. On June 18, a nearly identical petition, bearing the signatures of eighteen

345. BOA. 1.ILM. 9/6-2, 1 Cumade’l-ahire 1328 (June 10, 1910).
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of the Celebis and featuring only minimal revisions, was submitted to the Grand

Vizierate.346

This petition by a group of the dissident Celebis may be read not merely as an
internal complaint, but as an emblematic instance of a constitutionalist challenge to
dynastic privilege within the Mevlevi order. Its tone and content reveal a striking
departure from the traditional reverence expected toward the Celebi Efendi occupy-
ing the spiritually sacrosanct office of Rimi. By denouncing ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s
alleged moral lapses, fiscal misconduct, and absentee leadership, the petitioners ef-
fectively reframe the office not as a hereditary entitlement, but as a moral and
administrative trust—one subject to communal accountability. Their invocation of
the broader spiritual community’s deprivation and dishonor, alongside a call for the
appointment of a qualified, pious, and capable figure, signals an attempt to rein-
terpret authority within the Mevlevi hierarchy. Thus, this act may be understood
as a localized, spiritually coded echo of the broader constitutionalist ethos of the
Second Constitutional Period, translating the language of legitimacy, reform, and

meritocracy into the context of Sufi governance.

In accordance with the bureaucratic hierarchy, the investigation of the charges
against ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was first delegated to the chief executive of the Assem-
bly of Sheikhs, Hasirizade Elif Efendi (d. 1927).347 In his response, Hasirizade Elif
Efendi acknowledged that the complaints against ‘Abdilhalim Celebi had become
widely circulated and substantiated, rendering his continued incumbency untenable,
while endorsing Veled Celebi as a figure of learning, piety, and public esteem suit-
able for the position.?*® Afterwards, Grand Mufti Hiiseyin Hiisnii Efendi (d. 1911),
who confirmed the decision of the Assembly of Sheikhs, forwarded the matter to the
Grand Vizierate for final approval 4 On June 26, the imperial decree was issued,
formally announcing the appointment of Veled Celebi to the position.?®® As reported
by Yeni Gazete’®' and Tanin,®>? the following day, Veled Celebi was admitted to

an audience with Sultan Resad, during which he voiced his gratitude.

Prior to the issuance of the imperial decree, ‘Abdiulhalim Celebi, having been in-
formed of this oppositional attempt to depose him, stated in a telegram addressed
to the Grand Vizierate that this conspiracy was the result of the incitement by

certain malicious individuals (garaz-karan) who, seizing every opportunity, sought
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to undermine his own household. Accordingly, he requested that, in this cherished
era of constitutionalism (devr-i dil-ara-y1 mesrutiyet), wherein everyone’s rights are
safeguarded, his own lawful rights be protected from any infringement.?>3 However,

this eleventh-hour intervention proved to be futile.

The dissident faction led by ‘Amil Celebi demonstrated clear impatience regarding
the appointment decision, as evidenced by the telegram that they sent to the Office
of the Grand Mufti on the eve of the imperial decree’s announcement. In this tele-
gram, they expressed their dissatisfaction with the lack of response to their earlier

354 The assertive

petitions and indicated an inability to remain in a state of patience.
and demanding tone of this telegram is indicative of a sense of political empower-
ment that likely stemmed from a close alignment with the ruling CUP. Rather than
approaching the state apparatus with customary deference, the petitioners articu-
lated their demands as matters of urgency and entitlement, a posture that would

have been unthinkable without the assurance of political backing.

On the other hand, the adherents of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, who had become aware of
the developments unfolding against the existing status quo, expressed their profound
disbelief that such an unjust and unwarranted treatment—one that would not have
been condoned even during the autocratic Hamidian regime—could be sanctioned
in this auspicious era of constitutionalism. They declared that unless a material ba-
sis was presented or substantiated through evidence, and unless it was legitimized
by the principles of the sharia and secular legality, this course of action could not
be reconciled with the imperatives of the constitutional order. They further re-
iterated that the entire community of brethren (¢hvan), sympathizers (muhibban),
and dervishes held an exceptional sense of gratitude and contentment toward ‘Ab-
diilhalim Celebi. Among the signatories were the high-ranking functionaries within
the Mevlevi hierarchy such as Ser-tarik (the vice chief of the order, the deputy
of the Celebi Efendi) Ahmed ‘Adil Celebi, Ser-tabbah (the chief cook) Nizdmeddin
Celebi, Tirbe-dar-i (the tomb keeper) Rtimi Osman Celebi, Ttirbe-dar-1 Sems Riza
Celebi, Tiirbe-dar-1 Ates-biz-1 Veli Ya‘'kiib Celebi, and Ser-neyzen (the chief reed-
flute player) Muhammed Celebi.?> Another group of fifty-two signatories also sent
a similar telegram of support prior to the announcement of the imperial decree,
asserting that ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s rights should not be violated.?*® However, their

last-ditch efforts were to no avail.

Subsequent to the arrival of news regarding the supposedly arbitrary decision to
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dismiss ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, a deluge of petitions from Konya began to inundate
nearly every department of the state apparatus. The emerging wave of protest was
not only composed of the Mevlevis. It rapidly turned into a relatively large-scale
popular anti-government demonstration staged by various social segments inclu-
sive of artisans (esnaf), merchants (ticcar), the ulama, and the gentry (esraf). In
telegrams sent to the Ministry of the Interior,*” the Ministry of War3®® and the
Ministry of Imperial Endowments,?* the protesters built their discursive strategy

in the orbit of the libertarian principles promised by constitutionalism:

We protest with all our being the [illicit] treatment meted out as a
result of the intrigues of ‘Amil Celebi, the former sheikh of Aleppo,
and we respectfully declare that, unless a legitimate judicial ruling is
presented for [‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s] removal, we shall not accept his
successor, Veled Celebi, whose past conduct has already become the
subject of widespread gossip in our province. A cabinet grounded in the
principles of justice and truth must, above all, uphold the procedures of
constitutional governance. The people of our province are in turmoil and
do not view this treatment as consistent with the constitutional order.

In a telegram addressed directly to Sultan Resad, the prominent figures of the
Mevlevi order and local notables, using more tempered language, again requested

360 whereas in another telegram, apparently authored by

the reversal of the decision,
younger and less experienced dervishes, a forceful demand was made for the rein-
statement of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, accompanied by a threat to abandon the Konya

Mevlana Lodge, should their appeal be denied.36!

One of the most striking aspects reflecting both the heterogeneous composition and
the large size of the faction supporting ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi is the fact that members
of the non-Muslim population were not reluctant to offer favorable testimony on
his behalf. In a telegram bearing the signatures of Bishop Antonious on behalf of
the Greek Catholics, Deputy Despot Ohannes on behalf of the Armenians, Deputy
Metropolitan Papa Nikola on behalf of the Greeks, as well as representatives of the
French Assomption School, Konya’s Latin Catholics, and Protestants, it was noted
that ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s exemplary moral conduct and pious lifestyle had made
him extraordinarily beloved by all. The petitioners insisted on the immediate ces-

sation of the inequitable treatment to which he had been exposed and called for his
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reinstatement to office.?62 Obviously, the support extended to ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi
by local non-Muslim leaders suggests that his influence transcended confessional
boundaries and that his dismissal was perceived not merely as an internal Mevlevi

matter, but as a broader disruption of Konya’s intercommunal harmony.

Evidence of a step taken by ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi to diversify his discursive strategies
is his declaration in a telegram addressed directly to the Sultan that he was, in fact,
bereft of ambition for the worldly purposes. As he argued, his sorrow did not stem
solely from separation from the office of sheikhdom, but from being deprived of the
imperial favor that resided at the very heart of his existence. He regarded himself
as deserving and worthy of the boundless compassion and mercy of the Sultan, as a
member of the loyal lineage that had, for over seven hundred years, offered prayers
for the imperial household and entrusted its fate to divine justice. However, he did
not neglect to mention his desire to continue serving in the sacred presence of the
saintly founder of the Mevlevi order, fulfilling his duties with the same devotion.
Reiterating his conviction that he had not deserved the treatment to which he had

been subjected, he once again petitioned for compassion and clemency.363

According to a document reflecting the scale and intensity of the protest that erupted
in Konya, a crowd of five thousand people congregated at the government offices
to denounce what they considered to be an unlawful treatment, declaring that,
unless ‘Abdilhalim Celebi was returned to his position, they themselves would carry
out this task based on the sacred entitlement of national sovereignty (hakimiyet-i
milliye).3%* Hence, the aspiration to furnish the insurgent collective movement with
a legitimate basis was further cemented by means of another conceptualization in

sync with the prevailing spirit of the age.

Since such petitioning would amount to functioning as a manifesto in opposition
to governmental executions, Minister of the Interior Tal‘at Bey (d. 1921) stipu-
lated that, should there be any statements or actions observed that could serve
this purpose, legal proceedings be immediately initiated against the instigators
(misevvikler). Furthermore, he asked to be promptly informed of the amount of
military force required to ensure public order, if such a measure were deemed es-
sential. In response, it was reported that the telegrams sent from Konya were com-
posed indiscriminately at the behest and arrangement of the former Celebi Efendi’s
supporters, and that following the recent instructions and admonitions from the
Sublime Porte, the signatories had expressed remorse (nedamet) and offered apolo-

gies. Accordingly, it was concluded that the deployment of military force was not

362. BOA. BEO. 3770/282704-5, 14 Haziran 1326 (June 27, 1910).
363. BOA. BEO. 3770/282704-7, 13 Haziran 1326 (June 26, 1910).
364. BOA. BEO. 3770/282704-8, 14 Haziran 1326 (June 27, 1910).

87



warranted.36°

The sequence of communications reveals a clear dynamic of state intimidation and
strategic containment in response to the mass protest in Konya. Faced with what
was perceived as a challenge to governmental authority, the state apparatus swiftly
reasserted central control by signaling the possibility of legal prosecution and mil-
itary intervention. This veiled coercion appears to have been effective as the gov-
ernment’s deterrent posture succeeded in neutralizing dissent without the need for
direct confrontation. In this context, the protest movement’s rapid demobilization
underscores both the limits of provincial autonomy in the Second Constitutional
Period and the CUP’s capacity to suppress intra-communal opposition through a

calibrated blend of statist legalism and latent force.

Truly, the telegrams of gratitude sent in response to Veled Celebi’s appointment
illustrate a profoundly polarized Konya, with the population virtually bifurcated
into two solid camps during the crisis. While some of these telegrams were endorsed

by a considerable number of the Celebis,366

others bore the signatures of affiliates of
merchants, the ulama, the gentry, and even the mayor (reis-i belediye) and municipal
council members.36” Briefly put, the microcosm of factionalism over the Mevlevi
leadership seems to have served as a contested site where the larger tensions in

Konya were expressed.

After the propaganda machine against Veled Celebi had been relatively quelled, the
state apparatus turned its primary attention to ensuring his safe arrival in Konya, as
he continued to receive threatening letters, presumably from the ardent supporters
of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, while still in Istanbul.3®® Given that ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s
presence in Konya was perceived as a potential jeopardy to Veled Celebi’s security,
it was deemed appropriate for him to be relocated to Manisa in order to dispel the
prevailing unrest and silence adverse rumors.?%? Moreover, in order to forestall any
potential objection upon his arrival in Konya, Veled Celebi’s berat-i ‘ali bearing the

royal calligraphy was hastily issued before his departure from Istanbul.370

The day before his scheduled departure, Veled Celebi, accompanied by Hiiseyin
Fahreddin Dede, was admitted to the imperial palace to bid farewell and was pre-
sented with a jeweled (murassa‘) gold watch by the Sultan.®”' On Wednesday,

July 13, he was assigned a special carriage on the mail train departing from the
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Haydarpasa train station en route to Konya. As a precautionary measure, it was
arranged that Veled Celebi would disembark at the Pinarbas: train station, approx-
imately two hours from the city, rest there for a day, and proceed to Konya on

Friday morning in a specially dispatched vehicle.3"?

His near-daily reports to the
Sublime Porte throughout the journey point to the gravity with which the entire
situation was regarded. Upon his arrival, he reported in his letter to the Grand
Vizierate that from Eskigehir onward, thousands of people lined the route to ex-
press profound affection and devotion toward him. At the Konya train station, an
official welcoming ceremony was held by provincial authorities and local residents.
Amidst the emotional cries of the poor and devout, he managed to reach the sacred
shrines of Sems-i Tebrizi and Riimi, where prayers were repeatedly recited for the
well-being of the Sultan.3"

4.3 Veled Celebi’s Turbulent Tenure

Although Veled Celebi ascended to the head office of the Mevlevi order under the
auspices of Sultan Resad and the CUP, his tenure was not characterized by triumph,
but rather was a storm-laden chapter tinged with deep disillusionment. In his mem-
oirs, Veled Celebi recounts that, despite receiving extraordinary compliments from
the state apparatus, none of his applications, particularly those related to endow-
ment affairs, were given due consideration. He attributes this neglect primarily to
the CUP’s indifference toward the revival of the dervish lodges and the entire Sufi
institution. Up until his dismissal, he further notes, he had grown weary of the
constant official complaints and the intrigues orchestrated by other Celebis, who
sought to claim a portion of the already meager revenues of the evkaf-1 Celéliye for

their own sustenance.3™

Soon after his arrival in Konya, Veled Celebi was bestowed with the nisan-v ‘Os-
mani of the second rank. What is noteworthy is not that he was duly given this
honor, but that Hasirizdde Elif Efendi was simultaneously re-awarded (miceddeden)
the imperial mecidi honor of the third rank in the same imperial decree.3™ Tt is
improbable that Elif Efendi, whose testimony had been instrumental in bolstering
Veled Celebi’s position, received an imperial distinction at the same time by sheer

coincidence. It was rather a deliberate act of political choreography by the state
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apparatus, which symbolically rewarded loyalty and collaboration.

Seeking to maintain robust ties and communication with both the imperial palace
and the Sublime Porte, Veled Celebi strategically leveraged religious commemora-
tions as opportunities. For example, he dispatched a formal letter of congratulation
to the Grand Vizier on the occasion of the Night of Ascension (Mi‘rac Kandili),
which fell on the night of August 3, 1910.376 At first glance, such congratulatory
gestures by the head of the Mevlevi order might appear purely ceremonial; how-
ever, the presence of ‘Amil Celebi at the imperial palace on the same night lends
credence to the notion that these acts of communication were deeply embedded in
the dynamics of realpolitik.>”" Besides, this report in Yeni Gazete sheds light on the

growing breadth of ‘Amil Celebi’s network of influence and affiliations.

However, the ascendancy of Veled Celebi and the proponent faction led by ‘Amil
Celebi proved to be but a fleeting glimmer, a short-lived episode in the ever-turning
wheel of power. The first stirrings of opposition that would haunt Veled Celebi’s
tenure arose before the second month of his rule had waned. In the wake of the
information disseminated concerning the congregation of a coterie of five Mevlevis,
under the leadership of Dervish ‘Osman and Dervish ‘Abdullah, with Ahmed Riza
Bey (d. 1930), the president of the Chamber of Deputies, during his sojourn to
Konya, both the Konya Mevlana Lodge and the Governorate of Konya undertook
expeditious measures. The magnitude and solemnity of the incident were vividly
articulated by Veled Celebi:

My predecessor was dismissed by the command of the sharia and the
Caliph’s decree, and I, a humble servant, was appointed to the venerable
lodge of Rimi. Despite this decree, five dervishes who, in defiance, have
acted rebelliously and even joined forces with certain individuals to file
complaints, were banished (seyyah vermek) by me, according to the
custom of the path. However, they have refused to vacate the region and,
contrary to the principles and etiquette of the order, have taken residence
in the house of my predecessor, thereby emboldening certain circles to
act against me. If [ am unable to enforce upon these dervishes the rulings
of the path as every sheikh has traditionally done, the integrity of the
order will be lost and the sheikhdom will be annihilated. I therefore
earnestly request that the Governorate [of Konyal be strictly instructed
to ensure the full execution of the authority of the order, which is already
sanctioned by an imperial decree.3"®
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In a petition addressed to the Grand Vizierate and signed foremost by Ser-tarik
Ahmed ‘Adil Celebi, senior figures within the Konya Mevlana Lodge contended that
a small ungrateful group of dervishes, misguided by close relatives of ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi, had instigated inappropriate agitation against Veled Celebi. The signatories
asserted that, owing to his moral virtues and spiritual refinement, Veled Celebi was
uniquely positioned to serve the interests of both the Mevlevi path and Konya.3™
Additionally, in his report on the incident, the Governor of Konya, ‘Arifi Pasha (d.
1915) stated that the rebel group was found to have ties with those who had pre-
viously sent threatening letters to Veled Celebi, prompting the initiation of police
investigations. In light of Veled Celebi’s apprehensions regarding a potential assas-
sination attempt, the suspected dervishes who had been expelled from the Konya
Mevlana Lodge were relocated to the Kiitahya Mevlevi Lodge. The report also noted
that a separate petition submitted by twenty-eight of the Celebis from the maternal
line (inas), who sought to exploit the current situation in order to claim shares from

the evkaf-1 Celaliye, should not be taken into consideration.?%"

This incident reveals a complex and multilayered socio-political drama that invites
interpretation on several fronts. The audacity exhibited by a group of dervishes
in directly appealing to Ahmed Riza Bey, a prominent figure within the CUP, to
demand the reinstatement of ‘Abdilhalim Celebi, underscores the precariousness of
Veled Celebi’s authority in the nascent stages of his leadership. Yet, the ultimate
failure of the attempt in question suggests that the prevailing political winds still
blew in favor of Veled Celebi. On the other hand, Veled Celebi’s decision to appeal
to the state apparatus, demanding prompt and stringent action, demonstrates the
boundaries of his spiritual authority within the Mevlevi order itself. This appeal
must be regarded not as a mere tactical maneuver, but rather as a manifestation of

an underlying crisis of legitimacy.

Equally revealing is the conduct of Ser-tarik Ahmed ‘Adil Celebi, formerly a close
associate of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi and second in command within the hierarchy of
the order. Notwithstanding the political transition, he retained his position and,
remarkably soon after, began offering public commendations for Veled Celebi. This
points to the permeability and fluidity between opposing factions, challenging the
assumption of monolithic blocs. Personal pragmatism and shifting loyalties shaped
the internal dynamics of the order. Finally, the emergence of a group of the Celebis
from the maternal line, driven purely by economic motives and seeking shares from
the evkaf-1 Celaliye, highlights another layer of contention. Whether they were act-

ing independently or were covertly incentivized by ‘Abdilhalim Celebi to sabotage
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his rival remains uncertain. What is clear, however, is that this group embodied
a broader pattern of intra-tariga competition—one increasingly entangled with the

politics of inheritance, livelihood, and institutional control.

Efforts to secure Veled Celebi’s dismissal were not limited to solely establishing lines
of communication with politically powerful figures or, so to speak, forming a pro-
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi lobby in Istanbul. In their efforts to destabilize Veled Celebi’s
administration, his opponents structured their campaign in terms of ostensibly ra-
tional and tangible grievances, thereby avoiding the appearance of acting on mere
personal ambition or abstract discontent. For instance, in a petition that was sent
to the Grand Vizierate and that bore the signatures of thirty-one Celebis, it was
claimed that Veled Celebi, being unfamiliar with administrative affairs, was unable
to properly manage the sacred office of Rimi and instead delegated the reins of
authority to various others, thereby causing harm to the waqf. In order to prevent
the continued erosion of the waqf’s legal rights, it was requested, by way of a plea
for compassion, that Veled Celebi be appointed to another position more suited to
his current capacity, and that ‘Abdulhalim Celebi, who had long suffered unjustly,
be graciously reinstated to his former position. The petition also called attention to
the deplorable state of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s family and requested that their suffer-
ing be alleviated through an act of benevolence and imperial favor.38! A group of
fifteen individuals, comprising members of the ulama, the gentry, and merchants,
lent their endorsement to this petition of the opposing Celebis in a telegram sent to
Istanbul.?®? Moreover, a salient feature of the case under scrutiny is the emotional
tenor of another petition submitted by ‘Abdilhalim Celebi’s mother and sisters,
in which they pleaded for his reinstatement. Strikingly, their petition makes no
mention whatsoever of Veled Celebi. Framing themselves as victims of ‘Abdiilhalim
Celebi’s misfortune, the female members of the family appealed to the compassion
of the state, portraying their household as broken and in need of protection. The
appeal strongly emphasized that official intervention would not only restore their

dignity but also provide much-needed relief to the orphans under their care.3%3

Aware of the discordant voices undermining his administration, Veled Celebi com-
posed a letter articulating the unfolding events from his own perspective. In this
letter, he elaborated on his consistent approach of acting with humility and a con-
ciliatory intent, despite persistent provocations from his opponents. He portrayed
them as morally degraded individuals resistant to religious discipline and motivated

by mundane interests. When his efforts at reconciliation failed, he argued, they
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resorted to the dissemination of misleading information to official channels. He
stressed the imperative for disciplinary measures within the order to prevent further

discord and appealed for state support in countering these disruptive elements.3%4

Veled Celebi’s insistent recourse to state intervention offers a telling commentary on
a fundamental tension at the heart of his leadership. Rather than relying solely on
the traditional moral and spiritual sway expected of a Celebi Efendi, he consistently
turned to bureaucratic power to assert control and suppress internal dissent. This
pattern not only illustrates a gradual disintegration of autonomous spiritual gover-
nance but also signals an underlying fragility in his position. More pointedly, Veled
Celebi’s appeals reflect an implicit admission of vulnerability. His characterization
of the opponent Celebis as morally bankrupt and resistant to piety suggests that
his leadership was not universally recognized or respected within the order. The
fact that he was unable or unwilling to enforce discipline without official backing
hints at limitations in his spiritual or personal influence. This may stem from the
contested nature of his appointment, the fragmentation within the Mevlevi ranks,
or his own lack of institutional charisma. On the other hand, this reliance on the
state apparatus is not simply a sign of weakness. It also speaks to a broader strategy
of legitimacy: by aligning himself with the political authority, Veled Celebi aimed
to reinforce his status not just as a spiritual leader, but as a state-sanctioned ac-
tor. In doing so, he positioned his rivals not merely as internal dissenters, but as
opponents of political order and religious orthodoxy—a maneuver that reveals both
political acumen and the blurred boundaries between religious authority and state

power during the Second Constitutional Period.

The loss of the sheikhdom entailed not only the forfeiture of spiritual authority but
also the concomitant fiscal privileges. In an effort to mitigate the economic hardship
that followed his dismissal, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi petitioned the Grand Vizierate38
and the Sultan himself3®¢ at various intervals, requesting the re-payment of his
stipend. These appeals, however, went unanswered for a sustained stretch of time.
At long last, according to the Cabinet (Meclis-i Viikela) decision dated May 12, 1912,
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was allocated a monthly stipend of five thousand piasters from
the ‘ilmiyye budget.>®” The emphasis that was placed during the Cabinet meeting
on the notion that “given the dignity of the position, it is not befitting the honor
of the Ottoman government for him to remain in a state of distress and misery”
is particularly noteworthy as it mirrors that his family’s sustenance was still seen

as the state’s special responsibility. Although the relevant decision document did
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not bear the signature of Mustafa Hayri Efendi (d. 1921), the Minister of Imperial
Endowments, Grand Vizier Mehmed Sa‘id Pasha (d. 1914) ordered the inscription
of the stipend statement.388

Quite interestingly, as Grand Mufti Mehmed Cemaleddin Efendi noted in his cor-
respondence to the Grand Vizierate dated December 12, 1912, the stipend decision
taken by the Cabinet had not been executed.?®” In the same document, the Grand
Mufti also pointed out that appointing ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi to a position within the
scholarly bureaucracy (da’ire-i ‘ilmiyye) would not be possible due to his lack of
knowledge in matters of Islamic law (umur-1 ser‘iyye). Therefore, an alternative
option to the cancellation of the stipend payment had also been shelved. The con-
currence of the decision and its subsequent non-implementation with the period of
political and military turmoil beginning with the Italo-Turkish War and extending
through the Balkan Wars is likely the most plausible explanation for ‘Abdiilhalim

Celebi’s failure to receive his stipend.

Nevertheless, one indication that ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was not entirely overwhelmed
by the political turbulence of the moment is his calculated attempt to engage with
the shifting dynamics of realpolitik. On January 10, 1913, he addressed a letter to
Kéamil Pasha of Cyprus (d. 1913), recently appointed Grand Vizier for the fourth
time, in which he interpreted the latter’s reappointment as a sign of divine provi-
dence. The timing of his appraisal, which coincided with a period of relative weak-
ness within the CUP,?"° serves to demonstrate his underlying anti-CUP sentiments.
Seizing the opportunity, he once again petitioned for reinstatement to his former of-
fice, requesting an inquiry into the circumstances of his dismissal and the restoration

of what he described as his usurped rights (hakk-1 magsub).?!

Ironically, he could
not have foreseen that merely two weeks after submitting this letter, the Storming of
the Sublime Porte (the coup d’état) would erupt, compelling Kamil Pasha to resign
from office—a twist of fate that rendered his appeal futile almost as soon as it was
made. Therefore, with the Ottoman government firmly under the exclusive control
of the triumvirate of Enver, Tal‘at, and Cemal, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s prospects were,

in all likelihood, entirely extinguished.

Having said that, we may now turn to an assessment of Veled Celebi’s capacity

to exercise authority over the Mevlevi lodges, nominally under his jurisdiction, by
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examining episodes of unrest that emerged within them. The most consequential
of these was the crisis that engulfed the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge. According to a
document dated March 30, 1911, sent from the Grand Vizierate to the Office of the
Grand Mufti, ‘Amil Celebi, previously dismissed amid complaints during the tenure
of ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, was reappointed by Veled Celebi to the Aleppo Mevlevi
Lodge.3?2  As Sezai Kiiciik specified, among the grounds cited for ‘Amil Celebi’s
previous dismissal were allegations of embezzling revenues from certain endowed
properties of the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge through their sale, as well as neglecting

other waqf lands, resulting in their significant depreciation.3?3

This reappointment, however, met with resistance from the incumbent sheikh of the
lodge, Sa‘deddin Efendi, who refused to vacate his position. The matter escalated to
the level of the Ottoman central government when Veled Celebi formally requested
state intervention to enforce Sa‘deddin Efendi’s removal. Notably, this vociferous
incident garnered scrupulous attention from the Istanbul press. According to a
report in Tanin newspaper, Veled Celebi along with a number of signatories initially
proposed ‘Amil Celebi’s appointment to the Senate (Meclis-i A ‘yan) on the basis of
his moral standing; however, the prevailing view favored assigning him to a suitable
Mevlevi lodge, given his lack of prior service within the ‘lmiyye bureaucracy. At
the end of the report, it was noted that an imperial decree was issued confirming

his appointment to the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge.3?*

Nevertheless, a highly sarcastic and cynical article titled “Such Things Can No
Longer Be Tolerated” was published in Hakikat newspaper in response to this recent
incident. The article relayed that ‘Amil Celebi, who had become the sheikh of
the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge due to his affiliation with the Sayyadi household, was
removed from Aleppo following the proclamation of the Second Constitution, as
a result of the CUP’s intervention. The deliberate emphasis on his connection to
the Sayyadis is a noteworthy detail, as it helps explain how ‘Amil Celebi had been
able to submit a petition for his own appointment as the post-nisin of the Konya
Mevlana Lodge in 1907 through the mediation of Ebu’l-Huda es-Sayyadi. Thus, this
reference effectively completes a missing piece of the historical puzzle. Furthermore,
the article opens up a specific parenthesis regarding the notion that this was in fact
‘Amil Celebi’s reward offered as a reciprocal gesture in return for his meritorious
services (hidemat-» mebrure) that he rendered during Veled Celebi’s appointment.
It draws attention to the fact that Veled Celebi’s initial recommendation for ‘Amil

Celebi’s appointment to the Senate held no real political significance, underlining
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that petitions of this sort essentially function as a means of placing the matter
straight onto the highest desks of power. Perhaps the most eye-catching detail in
the article is that the news of ‘Amil Celebi’s appointment by an imperial decree
had not been conveyed through official state channels but rather was communicated
directly to Sa‘deddin Efendi by Veled Celebi himself, acting on his own initiative.
This was described as a remarkably bold move, creating the impression that the
Celebi Efendi was acting as if he were the Sultan’s proxy. The article concludes
by noting that, in response to this procedural irregularity, Sa‘deddin Efendi had
begun to make the necessary formal appeals.?”® The fundamental question posed
pertained to the issuance of such an imperial decree. Was there any possibility that

it was complete fabrication?

Another article, published in Tasvir-i Efkar, took the tone of caustic critique to
even greater heights, delivering a scathing account of ‘Amil Celebi’s alleged mis-
management and moral bankruptcy during his tenure at the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge.
The author, evidently driven by personal grievance—claiming his own brother had
been swindled by ‘Amil Celebi in a land transaction—painted a portrait of a man
deeply entangled in corruption. Echoing claims previously aired in Hakikat, the
article asserted that ‘Amil Celebi maintained intimate ties with the Sayyadi house-
hold and illicitly appropriated the lodge’s endowment revenues. However, with the
proclamation of the Second Constitution, the article recounts, ‘Amil Celebi, like his
Sayyadi affiliates, fled Aleppo in haste, fearing popular retribution from an outraged
citizenry. After retreating to Konya, he managed to secure appointments first to
the Kiitahya Mevlevi Lodge, and later to the one in Antalya. Yet, even there, his
reputation preceded him; public resistance in Antalya, fueled by persistent rumors,
compelled him to abandon his office and once again set his ambitions on the Aleppo
Mevlevi Lodge. Perhaps the most explosive claim of the article is that although a
number of Mevlevi sheikhs in Istanbul allegedly supported his reappointment, no
imperial decree was ever issued to legitimize it. The author closes with a triumphant
declaration: as long as the Constitutional regime endures, ‘Amil Celebi shall never
set foot in Aleppo again. Lastly, in the brief note titled “Enmity”, appended directly
beneath this article, it is reported that ‘Amil Celebi and the Celebi Efendi, both of
whom were naturally quite aggrieved by the exposure of the schemes (¢evrilen firil-
daklar) surrounding the Aleppo Mevlevi sheikhdom, attempted retaliatory actions

against the editorial board of the journal.3?6

Truly, ‘Amil Celebi failed to achieve his objective for two years. Yet, he remained

steadfast in his pursuit. A ciphered telegram dated October 6, 1913, sent from
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Aleppo to the Ministry of the Interior, reported that private telegrams had cir-
culated among certain locals announcing the reappointment of ‘Amil Celebi, pre-
viously dismissed in disgrace, as the sheikh of the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge. The
telegram urged authorities in Istanbul to consider the content of prior appeals sent
to the Sublime Porte, the Office of the Grand Mufti, the Assembly of Sheikhs, and
the Chamber of Deputies, as well as earlier telegrams by former governor Hiiseyin
Kézim Bey (d. 1934), to fully grasp the devastating consequences of such a deci-
sion. It was emphasized that ‘Amil Celebi, known for serious misconduct and devoid
of moral integrity, was being reinstated without any justifiable cause, an act that
would only serve to disturb public order. The mere rumor of his return had already
provoked widespread indignation. The telegram concluded by strongly urging that,
if Sa‘deddin Efendi must be removed, a suitable alternative be appointed—under

no circumstances should ‘Amil Celebi be reinstated.397

It appears that the warnings issued to the Ottoman government were heeded, ef-
fectively closing the chapter on ‘Amil Celebi’s ambitions in Aleppo. While he per-
sistently sought reappointment to the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge, he was not entirely
without an official post. In the list of active Mevlevi lodges included in Veled Celebi’s
Menak:b, dated 1912, ‘Amil Celebi was recorded as the sheikh of the Kastamonu

398 This title was also attributed to him in connection with the

Mevlevi Lodge.
Mevlevi Battalion that participated in the First World War. It can therefore be
inferred that, during this period, he was compelled to settle for his existing posi-
tion. Even if a de jure appointment to Aleppo had been issued, he was never able

to assume de facto control of the lodge again.

Another instance demonstrating Veled Celebi’s limited authority over the Mevlevi
lodges under his administration is the chaos that broke out following his interven-
tion in the Antalya Mevlevi Lodge. At the very beginning of 1913, following the
appointment of Sa‘ld Hemdem Dede as the sheikh of the Antalya Mevlevi Lodge,
the incumbent sheikh, Hiisdmeddin Dede, contested the decision and refused to
vacate and relinquish control of the lodge. In response, Sa‘idd Hemdem Dede sub-
mitted a petition to the Teke Sub-Province (liva’), requesting the enforcement of
his appointment and the removal of the current occupant. He further appealed to
the Teke Sub-Province Pious Endowments Commission (Evkaf Komisyonu) and the
Police Commissioner’s Office for an investigation into the matter.3* This tension

gave rise to a veritable petition war, in which both parties endeavored to legitimize
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their respective positions by furnishing various documents as evidence in an attempt

to secure a more convincing legal and moral standing.

According to a petition dated January 16, 1913, submitted by Hiisdmeddin Dede,
the first unlawful interference in the Antalya Mevlevi lodge, whose administration
and trusteeship had been held by his family line for generations (eben-‘an-cedd),
occurred when the Celebi Efendi attempted to appoint ‘Amil Celebi to this posi-
tion. Following appeals to the Sublime Porte, the Office of the Grand Mufti, and the
Council of State, the matter was reviewed by the Meclis-i Tedkikat-1 Ser‘iyye (Coun-
cil for the Review of Religious Affairs), which ultimately blocked the appointment of
‘Amil Celebi. Although Hiisdmeddin Dede had already been recognized through an
[slamic legal ruling as the legitimate trustee, the Celebi Efendi’s renewed attempt to
appoint yet another individual as sheikh was, in Hiisdimeddin Dede’s view, a direct
violation of his lawful rights. One particularly significant detail in this petition is
Hiisdmeddin Dede’s emphasis that the structure currently referred to as a Mevlevi
lodge had, until recently, been nothing more than a mosque (mescid).**® On the
basis of this claim, he would later underscore the central role played by his lineage in
transforming the structure into a functioning Mevlevi lodge, asserting that this pro-
cess had occurred independently of any contribution or involvement by the Celebi
Efendi.

Following the petition submitted by Sa‘ldd Hemdem Dede, the Teke Sub-Province
requested that he provide the relevant endowment and property records concerning
the Mevlevi lodge. In the documents that he submitted, it was explicitly stated
that the trusteeship (tevliyet) of the endowment was registered under Hiisameddin
Dede’s father and predecessor, Semseddin Dede. What is particularly striking, how-
ever, is the official confirmation that no record pertaining to the Antalya Mevlevi
Lodge or its endowments could be found in the archives of the Defter-i Hakani

401 This absence of documentation consti-

Nezareti (Imperial Land Registry Office).
tutes compelling evidence, corroborating Hiisameddin Dede’s own assertions, that

the Antalya Lodge had only recently acquired its formal status as a Mevlevi lodge.

In response to these developments, Veled Celebi penned a petition to the Grand
Mufti in a notably assertive and demanding tone. Dissatisfied with the investiga-
tion initiated by the Teke Sub-Province, he expressed his deep frustration with the
Governor of Konya’s non-interventionist stance, lamenting that his “clear and un-
deniable right” had been violated while the government, in his view, stood idly by.
More importantly perhaps, Veled Celebi claimed that the Director of Correspon-
dence (Tahrirat Midiri) at the Governorate of Konya had told him, “You hold no

400. BOA. DH. iD. 84/19-20, 3 Kantin-1 Sant 1328 (January 16, 1913).
401. BOA. DH. ID. 84/19-19, 26 Kaniin-1 Sani 1328 (February 8, 1913).

98



official position. Had this belonged to the Patriarchate, we would have seized [the
occupant] by the arm and thrown him out.” That is to say, Veled Celebi laid finger
at the painful irony of the state showing greater regard for the legal rights of the Pa-

triarchate than for the legacy of his own sacred lineage.0?

In essence, Veled Celebi’s
petition reveals a deep discontent with the legal and bureaucratic process underway
at the local level. Expecting his decision to be executed unquestioningly under the
auspices of state authority, he rejected the legitimacy of the ongoing investigation
and called instead for direct and extra-judicial intervention by the Ottoman central

government.

This call appears to have borne fruit. According to the decision of the Assembly of
Sheikhs dated March 4, 1913, the authority to appoint and dismiss sheikhs of Mevlevi
lodges, by virtue of the imperial privilege granted to the Celebi Efendi, rested entirely
under his jurisdiction. Consequently, it was affirmed that decisions made by him
regarding such appointments must be executed by the pertinent state functionaries
without contest.?®3 On the very day this decision was issued, Hiisdimeddin Dede
submitted a petition to the Governorate of Konya, expanding on his objection to
his dismissal, which he claimed lacked any concrete legal basis. In his petition, he
undertook a detailed examination of the endowment and property records related
to the lodge, seeking to affirm beyond doubt his family’s legitimate trusteeship.4%*
However, the state apparatus ultimately chose not to uphold the legal standing of
a relatively minor Mevlevi sheikh. Instead, it opted to comply with the demands
of the Celebi Efendi, who held hierarchical authority over Hiisdmeddin Dede. In an
official communiqué dated March 10, Grand Mufti Mehmed Es‘ad Efendi (d. 1918)
requested from the Ministry of the Interior to issue the necessary orders to local
authorities for the enforcement of the Celebi Efendi’s appointment decision, thereby

prioritizing his prerogatives over any local legal contestation.40?

In an effort to steer the process in their favor, supporters of Sa‘id Hemdem Dede
simultaneously intensified their initiatives. In a petition signed by a dervish named
Celaleddin, it was claimed that Hiisameddin Dede had been dismissed due to his
alleged misappropriation of the endowment of the Antalya Mevlevi Lodge. The pe-
titioner further accused him of acting with near-barbarity by refusing to hand over
the lodge to the newly appointed sheikh. Dervish Celdleddin also asserted that the
officials in Konya were intimidated by the “sparks” (serare) that Hiisimeddin Dede
might ignite, implying a fear of unrest or retaliation. He expressed astonishment at

the government’s inertia, describing it as deeply perplexing and lamentable, espe-
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cially in light of what he saw as blatant defiance against the appointed authority.*%6

The Ottoman government, in fact, did not remain unresponsive to these develop-
ments; on the contrary, it endorsed the decision for the eviction and instructed that
it be enforced. A ruling by the Council of State dated March 24 emphasized that
the dispute should be resolved in favor of Sa‘idd Hemdem Dede.?07 Merely two days
later, Hiisameddin Dede submitted a petition to the Governorate of Konya, assert-
ing that albeit his legal claim to the trusteeship was firmly established, the Celebi
Efendi’s top-down intervention evoked the authoritarianism of the Hamidian regime
(devr-i istibdady taklid).**® On the same day, the Governor of Konya requested a
formal explanation from the Director of Correspondence, Dimitraki Efendi, in re-
sponse to allegations that he had humiliated Veled Celebi. In his reply, Dimitraki
Efendi claimed that a misunderstanding had arisen from rhetorical questions posed
by Veled Celebi during their exchange. For instance, when Veled Celebi asked, “If a
metropolitan is dismissed by the Patriarchate but refuses to leave the metropolitan’s
house (metropolithane), what is to be done?” Dimitraki Efendi had responded, “If
the metropolitan’s house belongs to the community and congregation, the govern-
ment must be consulted and action must be taken in accordance with the Patriar-
chate’s regulations.” In return, the Celebi Efendi implied that whereas institutions
of other religious communities were governed by clear legal codes (nizamname), the
absence of such a codified regulation for the Mevlevi order had led to such complica-
tions.4?? This suggestion reflects a conspicuously vocal demand within the broader
phenomenon of the bureaucratization of the Sufi community, a legacy extending
into the twentieth century. By drawing attention to the lack of a legal code, Veled
Celebi tacitly conveyed his desire to abolish the already diminished autonomy of
Sufi orders altogether and to envision a Sufi community operating entirely within

the framework of the state apparatus.

One day after the interrogation of Dimitraki Efendi, the Governor of Konya, ‘Ali
Riza Bey (d. 1928), submitted an official memorandum to the Ministry of the In-
terior, in which he provided a comprehensive summary of the escalating tensions
and expressed his reservations regarding the enforcement of the decree ordering the
forcible eviction of Hiisimeddin Dede.*19 In other words, the governor subtly indi-
cated that he found Hiisameddin Dede’s legal arguments more compelling, thereby
demonstrating a degree of bureaucratic resistance to implementing the directive is-

sued by his administrative superiors. This act holds exceptional significance, as it

406. BOA. DH. ID. 84/19-23, 9 Mart 1329 (March 22, 1913).
407. BOA. DH. ID. 84/19-24, 11 Mart 1329 (March 24, 1913).
408. BOA. DH. ID. 84/19-25, 13 Mart 1329 (March 26, 1913).
409. BOA. DH. ID. 84/19-5, 13 Mart 1329 (March 26, 1913).
410. BOA. DH. ID. 84/19-26, 14 Mart 1329 (March 27, 1913).
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provides tangible evidence of the governor’s moral alignment with the legal struggle
of a disadvantaged individual. His hesitation to execute the eviction order indicates
not only a bureaucratic anomaly but also an instance of principled dissent within

the Ottoman administrative hierarchy.

The governor’s stance appears to have significantly delayed the implementation of
the eviction order. On June 28, 1913, Sa‘idd Hemdem Dede submitted a formal com-
plaint to the Ministry of the Interior, stating that the failure to evict Hiisdmeddin
Dede had impeded the restoration of the Mevlevi lodge’s endowments and left the
resident dervishes in a state of hunger." Shortly thereafter, Veled Celebi also ad-
dressed the same ministry, reiterating his demand for immediate intervention. He
accused Hiilsameddin Dede of deliberately stalling the process through a campaign of
defamatory propaganda and emphasized the urgency of his removal.*'? Nonetheless,

these repeated appeals appear to have remained unresolved for nearly a year.

On December 28, 1913, Minister of the Interior Tal‘at Bey issued a directive to the
provincial authorities; however, the outcome that Sa‘id Hemdem Dede had antici-
pated would not materialize for another six months.*'3 It was only on July 6, 1914,
that a definitive order was finally dispatched to the Governorate of Konya, explicitly
demanding the eviction of Hiisameddin Dede.*! In short, the fact that the sheikh
of a Mevlevi lodge was able to resist the Celebi Efendi’s decision for over a year
and a half constitutes yet another remarkable example of his inability to assert uni-
form authority over those nominally under his jurisdiction. It further elucidates the

shrinking boundaries of the Celebis’ power in the twilight of the empire.

In his memoirs, Veled Celebi frequently laments that many of his initiatives were
left unrealized, attributing this stagnation to the CUP, which, in his view, sought to
placate him with mere decorations and honors in lieu of genuine support.*!® Indeed,
on July 13, 1913, he was awarded the imperial mecidi honor of the first rank,*'6
yet another token gesture in a series of ceremonial recognitions. It would not be
an exaggeration to argue that, up until the outbreak of the First World War, the
trajectory of Veled Celebi’s leadership was marked by volatility, punctuated more
by personal frustrations and institutional setbacks than by triumphs. Therefore,
this last chapter should be wrapped up by 1914, as the proclamation of the sacred
mobilization redirected the Ottoman Empire’s dwindling resources toward the sin-

gular goal of wartime survival. Following this critical juncture, the factional strife
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among the descendants of Rimi appears to have been quietly swept under the rug.
And yet, before turning the final page, one cannot forgo mention of the role that

the Mevlevis played in that great conflagration.

As Nuri Kostiiklii elaborates on in his archival-rich book, preparations for the Bat-
talion of the Mevlevi Volunteers commenced in December 1914, culminating in their
departure from Istanbul for the Palestinian Front on February 13, 1915.417 The bat-
talion was led by Veled Celebi himself, with his deputy being ‘Abdilbaki Dede, the
sheikh of the Yenikapi Mevlevi Lodge. As Neyzen Tevfik (d. 1953), the Turkish
poet and gifted reed-flute player distinguished by his satire, wryly noted in the epi-
graph to this chapter, sectarian rifts among the brethren of the path (ashab-v tarik)
had seemingly dissolved, and the adherents of the Truth (ehl-i Hakk) were united
and invigorated under a single banner. Representatives from nearly every Mevlevi
lodge across Anatolia joined the ranks of this battalion.*!® By late March, they
had reached Damascus, and with its numbers exceeding one thousand, the battalion
was elevated to the status of a regiment.*'? However, its members did not engage
in direct combat. Rather, they assumed a vital role in sustaining morale behind
the front lines, offering spiritual fortitude to the weary soldiers.*?? In his memoirs,
Cemal Pasha praised Veled Celebi and his dervishes for their patriotism, noting their
exceptional service to the army.#?! In contrast, Golpmnarli, viewing the initiative as
a calculated maneuver orchestrated by the CUP, interpreted it with unmistakable
cynicism as a somewhat charade.??? Following the Ottoman retreat and the military
debacle in Syria, the Mevlevi Regiment was officially disbanded in late September
1918.123

In the wake of the catastrophic devastation wrought by the First World War and the
subsequent collapse of the CUP, ‘Abdulhalim Celebi swiftly embarked on efforts to
reclaim the position that he believed had been unjustly stripped from him.*?* A pe-
tition submitted to the Grand Vizierate, bearing the signatures of thirty-six Celebis
among his loyal supporters, leveled harsh accusations against Veled Celebi. Cit-
ing his overt affiliation with the CUP and holding him accountable for the grievous
losses associated with the ill-fated Mevlevi Battalion, the petitioners urged that ‘Ab-
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diilhalim Celebi be reinstated as the post-nisin.*?> Given the climate of the time,
in which Unionist sympathies were increasingly equated with treachery against the
state, such a dramatic repudiation of the previous regime and its affiliates was hardly
unexpected. In the end, Veled Celebi, now politically compromised, was removed
from his office, and on the first day of June 1919, ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi was formally

restored to his former position.*26

4.4 Conclusion

This chapter has sought to illuminate the multifaceted dynamics underlying the
factional strife that escalated among the descendants of Rtimi in the first quarter of
the twentieth century. By doing so, it has posited the necessity of a multilayered
interpretive approach. Despite ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s public display of loyalty to
the regime, which included ceremoniously girding Sultan Resdd with the sword
and enthusiastically cheering the arrival of the Action Army, he was nonetheless
dismissed from his position, ostensibly on the grounds of rumors provoked by his
flamboyant public presence. He was replaced by Veled Celebi, who had, during
the Hamidian regime, participated in clandestine CUP meetings in Istanbul. The
fact that ‘Abdilhalim Celebi did not pose any overt threat to the newly founded
constitutional order makes it difficult to explain his dismissal purely in terms of
realpolitik. We are therefore compelled to turn our gaze elsewhere in search of a

more compelling rationale.

One plausible explanation lies in the emergence of a dissident faction within the
Mevlevi order, whose collective effort from below initiated the process of his removal.
‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s paternal lineage had held the helm of the Konya Mevlana
Lodge for over a century, hinting at the formation of an intra-tariga dynasty. The
campaign mounted by Veled Celebi’s supporters against this entrenched line of spir-
itual authority seems, in sync with the spirit of the age, to reflect a constitutionalist
ethos. Moreover, when one considers ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi’s familiarity, much like
that of his father ‘Abdiilvahid Celebi, with Bektashi and Alevite affinities, one is
tempted to ask whether this internal opposition might be read as an Apollonian re-
volt against Dionysian hegemony within the Mevlevi order. Yet this question must
remain suspended in ambiguity, for none of the complaints lodged against him in-

voke the heterodoxy charges once hurled at his father. This conspicuous absence is
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almost certainly tied to the relative tolerance extended to Bektashi and even Melami
sympathies under the CUP regime—an ideological latitude quite unlike the stric-
tures of the Hamidian era. Thus, it seems likely that any accusation of heresy would

have been discredited as politically ineffective from the outset.

On the other hand, this chapter has demonstrated, through numerous archival in-
stances, that despite the backing of the state apparatus, Veled Celebi’s tenure was
marred by erratic setbacks and persistent instability. The ever-shifting power dy-
namics in Istanbul, compounded by political turbulence and a relentless series of
military campaigns beginning with the Italo-Turkish War, rendered many of Veled
Celebi’s ambitious undertakings ineffectual. His attempts to consolidate authority
over other Mevlevi lodges met with determined resistance, offering compelling evi-
dence of the gradual erosion of both the influence and autonomy once vested in the
office of the Celebiship. Last but not least, perhaps most telling is Veled Celebi’s
decision to reward ‘Amil Celebi, a figure whose leadership paved the way for the
eventual dissolution of the Aleppo Mevlevi Lodge. Rather than signifying an au-
thoritarian “one-man rule,” this gesture unveils a subtler dynamic: an indebtedness
to those key actors who had propelled him into the sacrosanct office of Riimi. In
the final analysis, the study postulates that his administration was not one of un-
challenged dominance but rather one beholden to the demands of a loyal faction,
thereby tethering his leadership to the pressures and expectations of intra-tariga

allegiance.
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5. CONCLUSION

This thesis has sought to excavate the dense entanglements between the Mevlevi
order and the late Ottoman state by tracing the fissures, contestations, and recali-
brations that emerged within the ranks of Rlimi’s descendants at a moment of dra-
matic political volatility. In doing so, it has not merely revisited a series of episodic
power struggles internal to the Mevlevi hierarchy, but has rather situated these
struggles within the broader epistemic, political, and bureaucratic transformations
that marked the transition from imperial absolutism to constitutional governance
in the early twentieth-century Ottoman Empire. The factionalism that unfolded
between ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi and Veled Celebi serves as both a lens and a labora-
tory through which to rethink the modalities of Sufi agency, state power, and the

discursive production of legitimacy in a rapidly modernizing Islamic empire.

The overarching historiographical intervention made here is a rejection of what might
be termed the “statist dogma”—the deeply entrenched historiographical tendency
to reduce the role of Sufi orders, particularly the Mevlevis, to passive receptacles
of state patronage or mere appendages of imperial ideology. Instead, drawing on
the insights of Michel Foucault, Friedrich Nietzsche, Antonio Gramsci, and Pierre
Bourdieu, this study has privileged a genealogical, power-sensitive, and agency-
centered approach. The state is not treated here as a fixed metaphysical given, but
as a contingent, contested, and socially embedded apparatus of power, continuously
reconstituted through both material practices and symbolic struggles. In turn, the
Mevlevi order is construed not as a monolithic or static institution but as a nexus
of social forces wherein agents maneuvered for recognition, prestige, and symbolic

capital under changing historical conditions.

At the core of this inquiry lies an attempt to understand how particular Celebis,
equipped with varying degrees of charisma, lineage, and strategic alliances, posi-
tioned themselves vis-a-vis both the Ottoman state and rival claimants within the
order. The notion of “symbolic capital,” as elaborated by Bourdieu, has proven

especially fruitful in making sense of the ways in which different Celebis leveraged

105



their genealogical proximity to Réimi, their rhetorical performances of piety, and
their embeddedness in elite social networks to accrue legitimacy. It was not merely
theological erudition or mystical charisma that sustained one’s position in the up-
per echelons of the order, but rather the ability to translate cultural, familial, and

political capital into enduring forms of institutional authority.

Gramsci’s notion of the “state apparatus” has likewise illuminated the ways in which
state power functioned not solely through coercion but through a complex web of
ideological institutions, legal procedures, and administrative mechanisms. Indeed,
the Mevlevi order’s entanglement with state power during the Second Constitu-
tional Period—whether through the allocation of stipends, the bestowal of impe-
rial honors, or the orchestration of ceremonial spectacles such as the sword-girding

” wherein

rituals—reveals the pervasiveness of what Gramsci called “integral state,’
civil and political society become mutually reinforcing. On the other hand, the Ot-
toman government’s direct and indirect interventions in intra-Mevlevi conflicts, far
from being anomalous, were symptomatic of its broader strategy to regulate and

instrumentalize religious capital in the service of political consolidation.

The second chapter of this study provided a longue durée perspective by historicizing
the evolution of state-tariga relations in the Ottoman Empire, meticulously high-
lighting both the continuities and disjunctures in the state’s approach to the Mevlevi
order. Contrary to the grain of earlier romanticized or reductionist accounts, this
chapter underscored the variegated nature of state-Mevlevi interactions, revealing
episodes of conflict, mutual accommodation, and strategic alliance. The chapter
traced how the Mevlevi order managed to position itself as an elite and semi-official
body within the Ottoman religious field, often benefitting from state patronage while

simultaneously maintaining internal operations and modes of governance.

Chapter 3 situated the Mevlevi order within the matrix of nineteenth-
century Ottoman transformations—including centralization, bureaucratization, and
modernization—all of which exerted significant pressure on Sufi networks. This
chapter unpacked how the Tanzimat reforms, and later the Hamidian reconfigura-
tion of the state apparatus, redefined the status, functions, and fiscal infrastructures
of religious institutions. It also traced the subtle yet profound impact of modern
statecraft on Sufi orders: the administrative centralization of waqfs, the proliferation
of inspection regimes, and the gradual erosion of the informal autonomies enjoyed
by Sufi orders. The chapter’s principal contribution was to show how these reforms
inaugurated new regimes of visibility, accountability, and legitimacy, compelling

Sufi orders to readjust their institutional conduct.

The final and most analytically rich chapter turned to the case study of factionalism

106



among the Celebis in the first quarter of the twentieth century. Here, the tension
between ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi and Veled Celebi was not treated as a mere episode
of personal rivalry, but as a paradigmatic struggle over the redefinition of spiritual
authority under modern conditions. ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi, despite his initial support
for the constitutional regime and his symbolic gestures toward military-political
legitimacy (such as praising the Action Army), was dismissed under opaque and os-
tensibly arbitrary circumstances. The appointment of Veled Celebi, whose previous
affiliations with the CUP were discreet but politically significant, marked a shift in

the composition of state-tariqa alliances.

This transfer of power cannot be fully explained by formal legal considerations or bu-
reaucratic regularities. Rather, it must be understood as the culmination of multiple,
intersecting dynamics: (1) the agency of a rival faction within the Mevlevi hierar-
chy that mobilized a collective petitioning campaign against ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi; (2)
the CUP’s ideological preference for a more “constitutionalist” or “modern” spiritual
figure aligned with its vision of Ottoman progress; and (3) the increasing tendency
of the state apparatus to intervene in religious/spiritual leadership appointments
as part of its broader strategy of centralizing symbolic authority. In this sense,
the intra-Mevlevi conflict offers a compelling microcosm of the political economy of

sanctity in late imperial governance.

The archival data examined throughout this thesis, ranging from petitions and im-
perial decrees to financial records and correspondence, underscore the entanglement
of moral discourse, economic interest, and institutional politics in shaping the con-
tours of the Mevlevi leadership. Particularly revealing were the strategies employed
by both factions to mobilize not only spiritual capital but also bureaucratic and
social networks, including governors, ministers, and even non-Muslim notables. The
fact that both ‘Abdiilhalim Celebi and Veled Celebi were able to secure imperial
honors during their respective careers further complicates any simplistic reading of

their relationship as a zero-sum contest of legitimacy.

Equally instructive were the examples of resistance that undermined Veled Celebi’s
authority even after his official appointment. His repeated failure to enforce deci-
sions across the network of Mevlevi lodges, as seen in the protracted disputes in
Aleppo and Antalya, not only testifies to the limits of his power but also reveals
the residual forms of local autonomy and intra-Sufi dissent that persisted despite
the centralizing imperatives of the CUP regime. In some cases, such as the standoff
with Hisameddin Dede, state authorities hesitated or outright refused to enforce
Veled Celebi’s appointments, thereby exposing the fragility of the Celebi Efendi’s

authority when decoupled from grassroots acceptance.
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Moreover, the spectacle of the Mevlevi Battalion that was sent to the Palestinian
front during the First World War illustrates the final attempt by Veled Celebi to
reposition the order as an instrument of national unity and military morale. While
praised by figures like Cemal Pasha, this episode also attracted criticism and sar-
casm in the Mevlevi order itself. Here again, the Mevlevi order oscillates between
performative loyalty and political subordination, underscoring the instability of its

symbolic role in an empire on the brink of collapse.

In the final analysis, the thesis contributes to an emergent body of literature that
seeks to re-theorize Sufi orders not as residual relics of a pre-modern past but as
dynamic actors embedded in the political, economic, and symbolic structures of
modernity. It invites scholars to think beyond binary oppositions between “spir-
itual” and “political,” “center” and “periphery,” or “tradition” and “modernity.”
Instead, it urges a more nuanced appreciation of how power circulates through reli-
gious institutions—not merely as an imposition from above, but as a negotiation, a

struggle, and sometimes a betrayal among the actors within.

In short, the story of the descendants of Riimi at the dawn of the twentieth century
is not simply a parochial episode in Ottoman religious history. It is a narrative
replete with theoretical resonance—a case study in the constitution of authority,
the fragility of legitimacy, and the performative dimensions of sanctity under the
rubric of modern statehood. It is a tale of spiritual heirs entangled in the me-
chanics of bureaucracy, of divine genealogy filtered through the sieve of paperwork,
and of charisma caught in the web of modern sovereignty. Such stories, and the
archives that preserve them, deserve to be read with the seriousness and theoretical

imagination that they demand.
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APPENDIX A

Figure A.1 The Girding Ceremony of Mehmed V Regad in the interior of the Tomb
of Ebli Eyyib el-Ensari
Musavver Muhit, no: 26 (4), 30 Nisan 1325 (May 13, 1909).
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