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SYNOPSIS

During the rule of the Kara Koyunlu over Armenia, from the late 14th century to
the demise of the dynaéty as a Near Eastern power in A.D. 1469, the Van region
was governed essentially by a series of local Kurdish principalities whose princes
derived their power from tribal allegiance. Owing to the tribal interrelationships
within the respective principalities, to the transhumance patterns of the constituent
tribes, and to geographical factors, the principalities formed ‘a local political system
which was by and large in equilibrium, that is to say there was little tendency for
borders, tribal allegiance and summer and winter pastures to change. In so far as
there was a tendency towards such change, the Kara Koyunlu provided the small
counterbalance necessary. The Kara Koyunlu achieved this merely by demanding
submission from the local principalities and enforcing it where necessary; otherwise
they abstained from interference in the principalities’ internal affairs. The Kara
Koyunlu did directly administer a group of districts in the north-east of the region,
but seem to have maintained only a minimum apparatus in those districts too. The
tilesis emphasises the study of local political institutions and of the interaction
between them. They seem to be the key, not only to building up a wider picture of
government by successive rulers of the period, but also to an understanding of the

lives of the subject Christian populations.

The text of this thesis, exclusive of notes and appendices,

contains approximately 85,000 words.
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TRANSLITERATION, LAYOUT ETC.

A. SPELLING AND TRANSLITERATION

L. Proper names

1. Place names. Turkish spelling has been preferred throughout. Occasionally, if a text is
under close discussion, a strict transliteration of the spelling found in the text has been
chosen. For example, "Mush" instead of "Mus" in the discussion of a 16th-century
Persian text.

1.2. If the place in question is not in modern Turkey, then an Anglicised form of
the name is put. There are also occasional cases of modern Turkish names which are not
etymologically descended from the medieval name. In that case an Anglicised version of
the medieval name has been chosen. For example, "Vostan"; modern Turkish name
"Gevag".

1.3. Exact transliterations of most names, including ones given here in their
modern Turkish form, are given at various points in the text of this thesis, particularly in
Appendix 1. Other transliterations can be found by consulting the list at the end of the

thesis: this list gives equivalents for Anglicised forms found in the text.

vii



2. Personal names, tribal names etc.. These have mostly been spelt in an Anglicised form

of the name which does not attempt to be a strict transliteration. The spelling chosen will
be that already accepted in English, or an approximation using strictly the English alphabet
only. If the name occurs in more than one language, an appropriate choice of language
from which to take the form to be Anglicised has been made. The appropriate language
will vary according to context and according to the original text used.

2.2. If the bearer of a name is a Turk and the name is current in modern Turkey,
then the modern Turkish form of the name is used: for example "Iskender”.* In the case
of "Iskender" and one or two other cases even the modern Turkish spelling has been
simplified: here the dot over the capital I has been dropped.

2.3. At the end of the thesis a list of non-transliterated personal and tribal names
is included with strict transliteration equivalents in the relevant languages.

2.4. In the main text of this thesis the transliterated form has only been used as the
standard form of a personal or tribe name etc. if it occurs rarely or if a non-transliterated
spelling would be thoroughly misleading as to pronunciation. For example, the tribal name
"Ruzagi" is extremely common, but removing the diacritical marks (correctly translit.
"Ruzagi") is not significantly misleading as to pronunciation. However to remove those
marks from the word "Pazuki" (also a tribal name) would be highly misleading;
nevertheless the name "Pazuki" occurs commonly in this thesis.

2.5. On occasion the same name has been spelt differently to reflect different
contexts: for example "Siilleyman" (the modern Turkish spelling) used to name an Ottoman
sﬁltan, but "Sulayman” used to name a Kurdish prince.

2.6. In sum, personal names are represented in this thesis according to a variety

* Cf. "William" instead of "Guillaume" in the writing of English medieval history.

viii



of different policies. In principle one could find representations of names according to
these different policies (time-honoured conventional form, Anglicisation, modern Turkish
form, strict transliteration etc.) in the same paragraph. The object is to reduce the
typographical complications to a minimum; to keep to familiar forms as far as possible;
and generally to lighten the burden of reading.® Despite the complexity of the overall
policy employed, the text reads more easily and without the unnecessary worry introduced,
especially when one of the languages in question is unknown to the reader, by precise
transliteration. A transliterated form is nearly always available, whether in the text or in

the list at the end.

3. Technical terms. (a) If a term is reasonably common in English (whether scholarly
literature or not) then it is put in an Anglicised form, following a similar policy to that for
personal names. The word is not italicised. For example, "sanjak".

(b) If the term is reasonably common in modern Turkish (whether scholarly
literature or not) but not so in English, the modern Turkish form is put, but italicised. For
example: tahrir, timar. Sometimes an adjustment has been made in order to indicate more
exactly the spelling in Arabic script: e.g. ze ‘amet.

(c) Otherwise an Anglicised form of the term is generally chosen, and is put in

italics. The precisely transliterated form can be found in the list of names at the end of the

* Among other reasons is the incompatibility between the transliteration systems for the
different languages written in the Arabic script. The incompatibility is in part inevitable, assuming
that variations in pronunciation are to be reflected, and partly the result of lack of foresight. These
transliteration systems are also to an extent incompatible with that used for Armenian. Given the
differences, which are engrained in scholarly practice, it seems better to apply the systems more
or less as they are. But this means it is no longer possible to talk of accuracy where a name or
word occurs in two different languages, unless two or more different forms are put down
simultaneously. The argument that approximation by means of Anglicised forms is inaccurate
therefore collapses.

ix



thesis.

(d) In some contexts, especially where the emphasis is on the word in an original
text, the transliterated form is used. In some cases the transliteration has been varied
according to context: nahiya (Pers.) in the late medieval context; ndhiye in an Ottoman
context, where the meaning of the term is considerably different; nahiye (the modern
Turkish form) also in an Ottoman context, but where less emphasis is placed on original

texts, or in a modern Turkish context.

II. Arabic, Persian and Ottoman spellings

For Arabic, a modified version of the Encyclopaedia of Islam system; for Persian, a
modified version of that employed by Steingass in his dictionary;* for Ottoman, the very
rigorous system now in use by European scholars. The latter includes the underlining of
vowels which are pronounced short but written long. The latter feature has occasionally
(in the present thesis) been applied to Persian as well. In order to cut down the possible
misunderstandings and confusions, the modern Turkish equivalents in sound and the
transliteration symbols denoting the equivalent sound in Classical (nor Modern Western)

Armenian have been included in the following table.

* F.Steingass, A Comprehensive Persian-English Dictionary (1892, repr. Beirut 1970, 1975).
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\o(,\c;l\o-\‘v?s—%-cgc\,c\\.b-\/(]‘\]’k? > 0 -

Arabic Persian Ottoman Modern Class. No.

b

G

Turkish Armn,
a, if long a a, ditto a, ditto a
t t t : t t
th s s s ¢}
] J c c j
h h h h @
kh kh h h X A3)
d d d d d
dh z z z @
YA -/ z z Z
S S S S S
sh sh § ] § &)
$ $ $ $ ©)
d 7 z z )
t t t t ®
z z z z ®
‘ ¢ ) (10)
gh gh g g t an
q q (pron."gh") k k (12)
k k k, g, i k, g n (13)
@ w @v,u @ v @ v (14)
(i) @ (i) @ (i) @ (i) 0
(iii) 0, & (iii) @i, & etc.  (iii) @, &, u,
(iv) small, 0
spscerpt. w
h h h h h
y, 1 y, 1, & y, 1 y, y 15)
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s ’ ’ ’

(16)
‘ﬁ’ u, o u, o etc. u, 0 u an
—‘3 I 1 1 i’ .i.’ € i, i’ € (18)
Short Q, (’) C.L) e; a’/e; 'L/ L/ a.' e} l“)l) (19)
vowels e L, w 0,0 w W 0,6 w il
) ) 27 7’

Explanations of sounds and transliteration symbols
ey Pers. and Ott. pron. "s", no diff. from .

) Rough h.

3 Scrape, back of throat

(4)  Arab.: voiced "th", e.g. Engl. "that". Pers. and Ott.: "s".
5) Eng. "sharp".

(6)  Letter "s:d". Arab.: emphatic "s" hissed with tongue against front teeth. Pers. and
Ott., indisting. from v”,

(7)  Letter "dad". Arab.: "d" with tongue against upper front teeth. Pers. and Ott.,
indisting. from ;.

(8)  Letter "fa". Arab.: "t" equiv. to /dad. Pers. and Ott.: indisting. from</t.

) Letter "za". Arab.: "z" equiv. to » /dad. Pers. and Ott., indisting. from ;/z.

(10) Letter "‘ayn". Arab.: guttural sound with constricted throat. Pers.: similar, but
often not pron.. Sometimes lengthens preceding vowel. Ott.: generally not pron..
Mod. Tk.: not pron..

(11) Letter "ghayn". Arab.: limited scrape in throat. Pers.: similar. Ott.: similar; or
else the semi-vanishing sound of mod. Tk. §. This takes the form of a /w/ or /y/
sound or a stop in the breath. Armn. 1 is similar to Arab., but velar, i.e. the

sound is made by contact with the soft palate rather than the throat.

(12) Arab.: clicked "k" at back of throat. Pers.: "gh", as #; but sometimes pron. as
Arabic.* Ott.: indisting. from STk,

(13) Ott.: can represent g, esp. in verbal suffixes; and n, esp. in noun suffixes.

2 Information from Prof. C.J.F.Dowsett, passed on from Profs. Lambton and Gandjei.
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(14)

(I) Arab.: either (i) /w/ sound or (ii) long u, as in "shoot".

(ID) Pers.: (§)) in place of Arab. /w/ sound. If between two vowels, at
beginning or end of word, or after a consonant, then pron.
v. If before a consonant, a /w/ sound, here translit. "u".

(Purpose: to obviate temptation to pron. /v/.)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(ii) If represents long u, same as Arab..
(iit) If a short vowel represented, as in some place names, then u,
i, o, 0. etc. (e.gljjg_, "Bingol")

(iv) In some cases the combination /9, represented a vanished g and
a long a. Translit. with small superscript w.
E.g. "KhYarizmshah" (translit.),
"Khwarizmshah", without expl. that w is
unsounded, in Anglicised form,

(11) Ott.: 1) in place of Arab. "w" sound, "v" in all cases.
(i)  If represents long u, same as Arab..
(i)  If represents short vowel, then u, i, o, 9.

Arab.: either consonantal y, or long i as in "street". Pers.: beside the sound values
possible in Arabic, can also represent the long glide ei, as in the English surname
"Paish”. E. g.gﬁ_{ is translit. "b€g", not "big".* Ott.: same as Pers., but € replaced
by .

Wsually,
Letter "hamza", [writtén above other letters. Arab.: glottal stop. Pers.: if used as
sign of ezdfe, then omitted in translit.. Ott.: as Pers..

As combination at beginning of word. Pers. and Ott.: short vowel.
As combination at beginning of word. Arab.: rare, but can indicate long i,
"street". Pers.: generally long i. If short vowel, translit. e or i. Ott.: translit. "i"

if long i; "i" if short i; & if represents short e.

Short vowels. Pers.: generally a, i, u, but treated freely and without consistency
here.

III. Armenian

The Hiibschmann-Meillet system has been used. The only adjustment is the use of & and

E instead of s and 3 for ¢, ét‘. The Hiibschmann-Meillet system is designed to represent

* See A K.S.Lambton, Persian Grammar (Cambridge 1953, repr. 1988), p.xii.
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Classical Armenian spelling and pronunciation. Modern Western pronunciation differs
markedly from Classical: in particular there are eight consonantal sound changes, the
result of an exchange of sound between four pairs of consonants.® It is conventional, in
transliterating Modern Western Armenian, to apply the Hiibschmann-Meillet system in
spite of the sound changes, and the same has been done here. Such a policy does not
obviate confusion; it is merely the least confusing alternative.®

It should be remembered, too, that in the 14th and 15th centuries A.D., with which
this thesis is concerned, and subsequent centuries up to the 18th, writers of Classical
Armenian who described events in the Van region generally had in mind a Modern
Western pronunciation. At this stage Modern Western dialects were the unwritten
vernacular of the Van region and of other areas now inside modern Turkey. This is clear
from the spelling of loan words. However even here the writers are not consistent: they
may spell the same word in two different ways, which reflect respectively the sound values
in Classical and those in Modern Western.

The following table includes only those letters in respect of which confusion is at

* This is not strictly accurate, as the modern Western sounds are all aspirate, whereas the
Classical ones are all non-aspirate. The point is emphasised in the table and below.

® The alternative to Hiibschmann-Meillet is Toumanoff’s system in his Studies. The latter uses
the backward comma “ to represent aspiration, but substitutes combinations of letters in the English
alphabet for certain of the symbols in the Hiibschmann-Meillet system: for example ts instead of
c, ts* instead of c‘, ch instead of & Toumanoff’s is quite acceptable as a precise transliteration
system for the Classical Armenian of the 5th to 7th centuries A.D.. However as soon as the
different pronunciations of Modern Western enter the argument, his system is no longer defensible
as a precise transliteration. Its advantage is that it represents sounds using an alphabet that is
already known. But this looks, even when dealing with an invariant pronunciation, as though it
concentrates on the representation of sound rather than on an unambiguous conversion, into a
parallel lettering system, of the letters. When the same Armenian letters can be pronounced
differently the difficulty becomes worse. If the reader has in mind the Modern Western
pronunciation, either we appear to be indicating the sound incorrectly while providing an accurate
account of the spelling; or we appear to be indicating the sound correctly while changing the
spelling.

Xiv



all likely. It should be emphasised that the symbols in the second column are
transliteration instruments, primarily designed for Classical Armenian, and for our
purposes carry no precise indication of sound. Those in the fourth column are a means of

indicating the sound of given letters in the Modern Western pronunciation and are not

transliteration symbols.

Classical Armenian Modern Western Armenian
Translit. Expl. of sound Sound Explanation of sound
@ a As northern Engl. "hat" a Put here for explanation of examples below.
F b As in Engl. "bumn". p Aspirate. Otherwise letter exchanges sounds
with o
? g Hard g k Aspirate. Otherwise changes sounds with 9
7, d t Aspirate. Otherwise exchanges sounds with
t e As in Engl. "bell". But e, ye Generally no /y/ at beginning of word.

at beginning of word a
/y/ sound precedes it.
Cf. "(Y)erevan".

L g Long e. € No diff. from §.

8 Low unrounded semi- 8
( vowel, unstressed.
Roughly as in Engl.
"gbout”. See notes (1)

and (2).
/I t Aspirate t
/, Z As French "j". Z
lﬂ i As in Engl. "tin". 1
fu X Glottal scrape, harder X

than Scottish "loch".

Xv



5
54

&

F S S = =

W3

is translit.

u.

=

[

¢

7,14

3

Cc

but

Ts, non-aspirate.

Non-aspirate.

Dz, as Engl. "adze".

Gh. Velar sound. See
note (3) below.

Ch, as in "church", but
non-aspirate.

Y. But

(i) pron. /h/ at beginning
of word,

(ii) not pron. at end,
e.g. - = - . But
see also note (4)
below.

Sh as in "short".
As in Engl. "pot". But if
at beginning of word,
preceded by /v/: e.g.
"(V)oskean".

Ch as in "church"”;
aspirate.

Non-aspirate.

As in Engl. "judge”.

Rolled or trilled.

Non-aspirate

Resembles standard
English r.

Ts; aspirate.
/V/, except nL, wc,

pt , on which see note
(5) below.

(¢33

Xvi

Aspirate. Otherwise exchanges sounds with

Exchanges sounds with ?L

Aspirate. Otherwise changes places with 5.

Limited scrape in throat, similar to Arab.

3

ayn.

Exchanges sounds with 27

As in Classical.

As in Classical.

As in Classical.
Changes places with /.

Ch as in "church”, but aspirate. Changes
places with X,

Changes places with .

As in Classical.

As in Classical.



(fq p¢ Aspirate p. p°
qe k¢ Aspirate k. k'
o 0 Long o; see note (4). 0
§f f For loan words or f
adaptation of loan
words.

Notes to table

(1) The shwa, written 1, &, sometimes represents the reduction of an original full vowel.
In other cases it is inserted between pairs of consonants, especially in groups of more than
two consonants, merely in order to ease the pronunciation. However in such cases it is not
generally written. Sometimes, nevertheless, it is inserted in the spelling of a word,
especially by writers of the late Middle Ages and the Ottoman period. Usage was not
consistent. No attempt has been made here to render this sound if unrepresented in the
Armenian spelling of a word.

(2) The same unwritten shwa occurs in the pronunciation of words beginning st-, sp-, and
sk- in Classical Armenian. For example: ¢pnpwgpncfeho % | translit. "storagrut‘iwn®,
pron. in late Middle Ages "€sdorakrut‘yun". Again the sound is sometimes indicated in
the Armenian spelling of a word, particularly by writers of the late Middle Ages and
Ottoman period. In the latter case the occurrence of the letter in the Armenian original is
indicated in the transliteration.

(3) Velar: produced by contact with the soft palate.

(4) However the letter is pron. at the end of monosyllabic nominal forms, e.g. 1 = , pron.
"Hay", meaning "Armenian".

Note that in the late Middle Ages etc. -w is sometimes written[: e.g. thurm| seems
to be interchangeable with fwz‘s .

(5) The pronunciation of ¢,
(i) the combination » is pron. "u" as in Engl. "put". But sometimes long, as Engl.
"loot".
(ii) In certain cases the combination «< is pron. 6 (long o as in Northern English
dialects). But in texts after the 12th century A.D., the letter
(Armn.), translit. 0, is written instead.
(iii) In some cases the combination f¢ is a diphthong pron. /iu/. This is always the
case at the beginning of a word.
But again the authors were not consistent. Sometimes « is written when the pronunciation
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must have been /0/ rather than /av/.?

IV. Syriac

The present writer compiled a table of transliteration symbols, Anglicisations and Classical
Syriac pronunciation in Sinclair, Eastern Turkey 1.x. The forms used in the present thesis
are taken from the writings of modern scholars. If in any given instance (in this thesis) the
presence of exact transliteration is not signalled, then an Anglicisation approximating to
the sound in Classical Syriac is being offered. If exact transliteration is signalled, then the
system used by modern Syriacists is meant. The sound system and alphabet are closely
related to Arabic; nevertheless the pronunciation of several letters differs from that of their
equivalents in Arabic. Among the differing transliteration symbols used, note especially

h (Arab. equiv. kh; but the sound in Syriac is softer) and § (Arab. equiv. sh).”

B. OTHER MATTERS

1. Dates. The standard dating scheme in this thesis is the Julian calendar (A.D. years).

"H." means "Hijri" (Arab.), i.e. the year in the Muslim calendar. If two dates, separated

2 Authors writing to represent the sound /06/ were attempting in this case to hark back to the
orthography of the early period of Armenian literature, but only succeeded in confusing the reader
as to which pronunciation he (the writer) intends, let alone the one current at the time of writing.
Both of these would have been unambiguously indicated by writing (translit. 6), which was the
usual practice.

® But § is used in other systems of transliteration from Arabic.

xviil



by a slash, are given, then the first is that according to the Muslim calendar and the
second that according to the Julian. Often it is necessary to indicate the second date (that
according to the Julian calendar) by means of two years, as the Muslim lunar year never
exactly coincides with A.D. years.

"Armn." means "Armenian": Armenian authors use the Armenian calendar. If the
Armenian year (always accompanied by the abbreviation "Armn.") is followed by a slash
and another date, then that second date is the year according to the Julian calendar. The
Armenian year runs from April to April, so here, too, it is sometimes necessary to put two

A.D. years as the equivalent.

2. Coins. These have all been put at the end of the relevant cities and towns in Appendix
I. In nearly every case no page references are given, as the coin can quickly be identified
from its year. Square brackets in the entries mean information not on the coins but

nevertheless validly attributable.

3. Endnotes and footnotes. Short page references and comments are put in footnotes.

Notes of a more argumentative and discursive character are put at the end of the thesis.?

 The ideal would have been to have a third category, in which an assertion requiring an
endnote is given a footnote too. The immediate references for the assertion are put in the footnote,
so that the reader does not have to break the flow of consultation of the main text to check the
immediate sources. (Cf. D.Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor to the End of the Third Century after
Christ, Princeton 1950.) However this would be impractical and lengthy in the present context.
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CHAPTER 1

SOURCES AND METHODS

1. Subject

Scope. This thesis is concerned with the government of the Lake Van area during the
occupation of Armenia by the Kara Koyunlu. Exact definition of period will be deferred
to Ch.II, sect.1. But as a rough indication the following can be said. The Kara Koyunlu
appear to have become masters of the Lake Van region and other parts of Armenia in the
770°s/1370’s and 780°s/1380’s. They held it until the last defeat of the last Kara Koyunlu
sultan in the Near East, Hasan ‘Ali, in 874/1469.!

The area under study is naturally a unity and its boundaries clearly mark it off
from others. To the west the boundary is the western border of the plain of Mus. To the
east it is the hills over which the present boundary between Iran and Turkey runs. To the
south it is the modern political boundary between Turkey and Iraq. However the relief and
hydrography suggest that of the area north of the Turco-Iraqi boundary only the easterly
half, the complicated river system of the Zab, should be included. Towards the west the
Taurus mountains and modern boundary lie well apart, and the district looks towards the
upper Tigris basin. The rivers here are tributaries of the Tigris which join that river at
points well west and upstream of the Zab. The region under study measures some 300 km.

square, or, in rough terms, has the same area as the whole of southern England and the



Midlands put together.

Aims. Armenia’s history after the Mongols has been painted in the blackest terms,
particularly by Armenian historians. On the whole such historians view the Mongols
favourably. But the Turcoman period is viewed as one in which the two nomadic
confederations constantly fought over Armenia and during which that country was
devastated by the invasions of Timur. An Armenia constantly fought over by two groups
of nomads (goes the argument) must have suffered grave decline and depopulation:
agriculture must have been disrupted by the incursion of nomads and by incessant fighting.
Tacitly it is assumed that the cities either contracted to insignificant proportions or else
died; or if not, no attention is given to the condition of the cities, which creates an
impression to the same effect. Our image is of a rural society forming the battleground
for the two confederations. Once cities are removed from the picture, it becomes natural
to assume that no permanent administration existed capable of providing local defence and
security.?

Of the many sources providing information about the period, the contribution of
any single source is highly fragmentary. Nevertheless a reasonably complete picture of the
period can be constructed by consulting all the sources. Unfortunately when sources yield
information in a fragmentary manner it is hard to see just what picture can be constructed
by combining them. By taking just one source or category of sources, a misleading picture
will be created. Modern Armenian historians have tended mostly to consult Armenian
sources, and so created a partial picture. But the picture painted by the Armenian sources
is so dark that a casual reading scarcely encourages the reader to study the period

thoroughly. In the Turcoman period, moreover, the major Armenian chronicles, which



would have provided more systematic information, give out. The modern historian
immediately senses a difficulty which can be forgotten by simply dealing with other
periods. Reason turns back on itself: inadequate Armenian sources suggest a dark picture,
which discourages the student from investigating the period, taking its patchy sources as
a sign of chaos and agony for the Armenian population; which in turn leaves the student
with a distaste for the fragmentary Armenian sources and an easy reason for dismissing
the period as a disaster so traumatic that further study would only deepen the wounds of
contemplation without sharpening the image of the period’s events.?

The first step in investigating such questions as economic decline and depletion of
populations must be to establish sensible criteria. Since the mid-7th century the Armenian
population had been more or or less continuously the subject of Muslim overlords, at one
remove or another. It was frequently exposed to foreign invasions and to fighting between
local rulers. Emigration was, if not constant, at least characteristic of the whole Islamic
period.® Yet it has always been accepted that until the Turcoman period Armenian society
remained the base population, and that it survived all the disasters. One may therefore ask
what made the Turcoman period so exceptional in terms of economic decline and
population loss.

It could be argued that while the Turcoman period is nothing exceptional if taken
on its own, nevertheless after the cumulative burden of previous suffering the period
provided the final blow under which Armenian society as a whole lost its integrity and
coherence, and lost, too, its ability to resist penetration by Muslim peoples and gradual

conversion to Islam. Such a proposition, however, has never been supported by evidence.

* On the process of invasion and diaspora in the early Middle Ages, see any of the standard
histories of Armenia; for example Histoire des Arméniens or Grousset, Arménie.
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It could equally well be argued that the processes just described took place in the Ottoman
period. Such processes, it could be said, first gained momentum in the Ottoman-Safavid
wars of the 16th and the first third of the 17th century, during which part of the
population was uprooted and taken to Iran, and when the opportunities for voluntary
westward migration were easier than at almost any stage in the previous 900 years.
Subsequently there occurred the outstanding and easily the most significant economic
decline in Armenia’s history during the Turkish period: its isolation for nearly two
centuries from the main avenues of world trade. It was this, in ways which would take too
long to specify here, which caused the depletion of Armenian society, mainly through
conversion, to the point where, in the late 19th century, Armenians were a majority, and
that a slim one, in only six Ottoman provinces.

During the Turcoman period Armenian society, and particularly that of the Van
region, appears, in reality, to have been productive and resilient. One index is the
production of manuscripts in monasteries; another, the volume of building work. A third
is the evidence that the cities still prospered, though they had somewhat declined since the
I1-Khanid period.®* This was a process undoubtedly started under the II-Khans themselves.
All the evidence shows a decline in the cities beginning about 736/1335, when infighting
between various short-lived I1-Khans and their rivals began.

It has now been argued that critical questions arise about Armenian society in the
Turcoman period, that they bear on broader questions in a longer sweep of Armenian
history, and that the answers are by no means a foregone conclusion; indeed the
indications are that the state of Armenian society was not significantly more grave than

at any previous stage in the Islamic period. But at this point it is essential to remind the

* For these matters, see under the various cities in Appendix I, and Ch.V, sect.Il.
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reader that the purpose of the present thesis is not to answer any of the questions just
mentioned, but to examine the political framework of one large portion of Armenia in the
Turcoman period. To reconstruct the political framework is to undertake essential
groundwork in the provision of answers to such critical questions as have just been posed.

The relevance of such groundwork to the issues just outlined becomes apparent as
soon as it is undertaken. It undercuts some of the presuppositions on which the gloomy
view of Armenian society in the Turcoman period is based. It was mentioned above that
such a view represents Armenia as a battleground between two nomad confederations.
But, as we shall go some way towards showing, in much of Armenia local power was not
in the hands of either confederation. It was wielded by territorially stable Kurdish
principalities. These were, of course, vassals of one or other Turcoman confederation. But
it is an open question what difference such vassalage made to the local operations of these
principalities.

The "battleground” view of Armenian society in the period suggests rapidly shifting
frontiers and fighting in a great variety of regional theatres. But the Turcomans’ tenure
of power via the medium of local subordinates ensured that the boundaries between the
two confederations’ spheres were, in the short term, more or less fixed. Fighting would
therefore take place along a fairly stable frontier, leaving large areas of Armenia
unaffected except by raids. The movement of the border was slow, and in much of
Armenia can only be described as the acquisition and loss of principalities. When it comes
to examining the administration carried out by local powers, whether that of the Kurdish
principalities or the Turcomans, one of the first steps is to locate the cities and towns on
which it was based and to define their size and function. Here is a third way in which

examining the government of an area is immediately relevant to the study of its



population.

Beyond these points it is unnecessary to be specific, and the relation between
political framework and the history of local Armenian society becomes more elusive,
though scarcely less strong. Any question about the character and whereabouts of local
population has to be answered against the backdrop of the political framework, or by
defining the local institutions and personnel with which Armenians had immediately to
deal. Of most immediate relevance are the social organisation of the local principalities,
the location of the Kurdish groups on which the principalities’ power was based, the local
institutions (such as governorships and apanages) which formed the vehicle of
administration within the local principalities; equivalent institutions within the districts
directly governed by the confederations; and the character of land tenure and taxation. The
whole network of local principalities was held together by the overlord Turcoman power;
another immediately relevant question, therefore, is the character of its relations with the
local principalities and any effect this might have on the relations between the
principalities.

Having outlined the aims of examining the political framework, we have more or
less defined the programme. In sum, the programme is to point out the existence of the
local principalities, to define geographically both the principalities and any areas directly
administered by the overlord power; to examine the institutions forming the vehicle of
administration, whether within the principalities or in directly-administered areas; and to
elucidate the character of the hold which either Turcoman confederation had over the
principalities. Put tersely, the programme is to define local political institutions and their
general character and interrelation. It does not extend to an examination of their effect on

the Armenian population; this would involve a narrative and an evaluation of their



operation.

After outlining the reason for studying the political institutions of the period,
reasons have to be given for targeting the present study on the Kara Koyunlu and the Van
region. The Kara Koyunlu governed Armenia, or most parts of it, for about a century; the
rule of the Ak Koyunlu, as undisputed power, over most of Armenia lasted only thirty
years. The character of Ak Koyunlu dealings with the local principalities seems to have
changed considerably during that period, and was affected fof more than twenty years by
violent and widespread factional fighting. The Kara Koyunlu period is therefore likely to
have been more influential, and offers a less shifting and friable picture. As a starting-
point in the wider subject of the whole period between the Mongols and the Ottomans, the
Kara Koyunlu period appears the best, both on general historical grounds and on grounds
of greater ease in drawing conclusions and a smaller number of conceptual difficulties.

The Van region constituted the greater part of the province of Armenia
("Arminiya") on the definition of the medieval Arab geographers. On an older and wider
definition, Armenia’s boundaries lay, in broad terms, on the Euphrates and Tigris rivers
and, to the north-east, included the massifs surrounding Lake Sevan. If the wider
definition were applied to the late Middle Ages, the Van region, as a region, was probably
the most productive and active in Armenia, though individual centres elsewhere, such as
the monastery of Tat‘ew, may have been more active than any individual centre in the Van
region.* The latter ‘region contained two of the most powerful Kurdish principalities, Bitlis
and Hakkari. In a political sense it is possible to isolate the region and treat its institutions
as a self-sufficient system. For one thing, it was wholly within the Kara Koyunlu sphere.
Ercis, renowned as the city most favoured by the Kara Koyunlu, lay within the region.

It would be desirable to examine adjoining areas, but it is valid not to do so, given that



a suitable starting-point in the systematic study of the period has to be found.

The need for a suitable starting-point in the examination of the post-Mongol period
and thus for studying just one region of Armenia arises from the difficulty of using the
sources to reconstruct the political system. (The difficulty is discussed in the next two
sections.) One region and shorter period need to be chosen as a place to prove certain
methods of employing the sources. Among these methods are: the use of a combination
of published sources in different languages, and from different periods, to construct a
complete picture of local political power relations; the use of modern anthropological
\ literature to interpret the information and vocabulary of the sources, particularly the
Sherefname, concerning institutions in the Kurdish principalities; and the use of Ottoman
defters to construct districts which, on a view whose historical probability wil be discussed
below, formed the building blocks for the local principalities.

The chief purpose in proving and réﬁning such methods is to expand the present
study geographically to the whole of Armenia on the wider definition and chronologically
to encompass the period of Ak Koyunlu domination. However it would be possible to
extend the use of such methods to the rest of the Kara Koyunlu empire. That this has not
been done probably constitutes the most powerful reason why the Kara Koyunlu have been
little studied from an institutional and religious, and even a dynastic and chronological,
standpoint. Questions of tribal organisation within the Kara Koyunlu, lines of command,
geographical split, family relations, and of religious leanings (particularly the vexed
question of Shi’ism), will not be adequately answered, and it is doubtful if attempts will
even be made to answer them, until the local political framework of the other regions
within the Kara Koyunlu empire have similarly been investigated. Of course the

institutional questions (particularly that of tribal organisation) and the religious ones



(particularly that of Shi’ism) are the first to be posed. But answers to these questions will
be meaningless until the local political institutions, and preferably the populations, of the

different regions presided over by the Kara Koyunlu have been examined.

2. Methods

Two issues will be dealt with which are peculiar to the present thesis.

(i) Use of information relevant to other periods

The sources directly descriptive of events and circumstances in the Kara Koyunlu period
contain serious gaps. Information has been taken from nearby periods, particularly the
Ottoman, in order to fill these. For the internal constitution of some of the Kurdish
principalities certain features of the Armenian principalities of the Late Classical period
and of the Middle Ages up to the 1lth century have been adduced. The Kurdish
principalities endured into the Ottoman period, in most cases into the 19th century. The
source which systematically expounds the history of these principalites, the Sherefiame,
does not, except in the case of the Bitlis and Hakkari dynasties, begin to supply accurate
and reliable information until the period of the Ak Koyunlu occupation, and is only full
where it deals with the 16th century (the first century of Ottoman occupation). Without
its information we should be unable to describe many aspects of internal constitution and
geographical extent. Something similar is true of Evliya Celebi, whose information

pertains to an even later period, the mid-17th century; however Evliya gives us a detailed



picture only of the Bitlis principality.

The procedure of taking information from periods other than the Kara Koyunlu is
a salient feature of this thesis, and needs some discussion. In the first place, is it possible
to assume that the procedure supplies a correct form of conclusion ? For example, can
we assume that aspects of Kurdish political institutions obtaining in the Ottoman period
also obtained in the Kara Koyunlu period ? Secondly, does the employment of the
procedure actually amount to an investigation of the Kara Koyunlu period, or are we
simply informing ourselves about the Ottoman and other periods while pretending to
reconstruct the period when the Kara Koyunlu were in power ?

As to the first question, whether information can be taken from other periods and
fitted into the picture of the Kara Koyunlu period, on the whole the justification for this
is as follows: while the procedure supplies conclusions less accurate or less certain than
information directly concerning the period, it is nevertheless necessary for the
investigation of certain features of the Kurdish principalities in respect of which
conclusions would otherwise be impossible. This apart, there are some features the
investigation of which actually benefit from the procedure and in some cases require it.
Any durable feature of the principalities is in this category. Their durability per se can
only be demonstrated by following their history in previous and subsequent periods.
Within any given principality, inter-tribal or intra-tribal entities or structures either are
durable or else are fragile; here again the questions can only be settled by looking outside
the target period.’

However certain other features either suffered or may have suffered metamorphosis
under the impress of incorporation into the Ottoman administrative system or of other

changes in circumstance. Among these features are the arrangements for apanages for
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members of the ruling families of the principalities, and the principalities’ geographical
extent. Here the logic of the procedure of importing and infilling becomes particularly
exposed. If there may have been change, ho’vy can we assume no change ? Suppose, too,
that we make the assumption of no change, ‘deduce certain features in the Kara Koyunlu
period, rediscover the same features in the Ottoman period, and conclude that no change
occurred; then this whole argument is simply circular,

The logic of the procedure is considerably less vicious than such criticisms imply.
Sometimes we can be sure that a change took place, but have only the later or the earlier
picture to draw on. In such cases, provided we know the nature of the change, a
reasonable inference cdn be made as to the situation in the Kara Koyunlu period. A simple
example can be given. When the prince of Bitlis fled from the Ottoman empire in 1535,
the principality was converted into three non-hereditary sanjaks (Bitlis, Mug and Hinis)
and a nahiye (Ahlat) of a fourth.® Subsequently, in 1578, the son of the:emigré prince was
invited back and was given as a hereditary sanjak just one of the sanjaks, that of Bitlis (the
city of Bitlis was also capital of the whole principality).” Now we know that in the late
Middle Ages there were four divisions of the principality (called sub-principalities in this
thesis), for which members of the principality’s ruling family were responsible. In these
circumstances it is reasonable to conclude that the boundaries of the sub-principalities were
the same as those of the three sanjaks and the nahiye. There are no indications to the
contrary. So if we want an estimate of the sub-principalities’ boundaries, the Ottoman ones
can be used, adding suitable provisos and an estimate of probability. Of course there may
have been cheinges at the margin. But again, limits can be put on the possible alternative
changes. By and large the units of territory which were transferred (if any transfer took

place) are not likely to have been smaller than the Ottoman nahiyes which appear in the
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tahrir defters. This is one reason for constructing a picture of the Ottoman nahiyes.

A second example can be given from the Hakkari principality. To obtain an idea
of the boundaries of individual apanages, the picture of Armenian districts in the Late
Classical period and, under the Arcruni principality, in the first half of the Middle Ages,
has been used. These districts were both economic and political units, most of them being
the patrimony of individual Armenian princes. Now certain information about the apanage
boundaries in the late Middle Ages is available. The Armenian evidence is used to
supplement this rather than as an import to fill a complete absence of information relevant
to the target period. If there were indications that boundaries in the two periods (target and
source) did not coincide, the method would have to be abandoned. But there are no such
indications; and a priori their absence is scarcely surprising. It is likely that districts which
on the one hand have a political function but on the other are of small size, will retain
their identity (perhaps not their name) from period to period. Within the districts, certain
economic relationships (that of the villages to the market town, for example) obtained, and
these themselves were often brought about, in part or in whole, by features of topography
such as mountain ranges. The districts’ boundaries, therefore, are unlikely to have
changed. But when, as in the Kurdish period, the districts were combined into larger
apanages, it would be considerably more risky to argue that the particular combinations
obtaining in an earlier period (that of the Arcruni principality) also obtained in the Kurdish
one.

The logic of the procedure, therefore, does not always depend on the unproven
assumption of no change, or of change in a particular direction. Provided we have some
information from the target period, and reasonable pointers (whether empirical or a priori)

to the nature of the change, then propositions about the Kara Koyunlu period can be
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inferred in a reasonably sound manner.

This said, the type of deduction now under discussion undoubtedly involves
circularity of reasoning, in at least two respects. In the first place, as was pointed out in
the previous two paragraphs, reasoning about change often involves a priori assumptions
as to continuity. In the second place, doubt may arise about the question whether in earlier
or later periods the institutions in question, the principalities and any institutions or social
structures within them, are the same as during the target period. Is a tribe going under a
particular name in the 17th or 19th century the same as one of the same name in the 14th
? It is not the intention here to try to solve such vexing questions,® but merely to point
out that the assumption of identity over time, particularly in the absence of evidence dated
to points in the intervening period, is bound to involve circularity of argument.

That being the case, it seems reasonable to restate the aims of the thesis, in so far
as the Kurdish principalities are involved. An exact geographical and institutional picture
is presented here; but given the uncertainty of the arguments involved it would be better
to see this picture (despite its specificity of reference) as an estimate of the identity,
geographical position and character of the institutions, of their roles and relationships, and
of the factors and forces bearing on those relationships in the region and during the period
in question.

Even if the arguments employed here, which reason backwards and forwards in
time, are cogeht, the question arises whether it is worth employing them. If, for example,
we take so much information from the Ottoman period and proceed to project it backwards
in time (applying certain mutations, admittedly), could we be accused, nevertheless, of
tacitly constructing a picture of the Ottoman period and léaving the picture of the Kara

Koyunlu period in a somewhat bloodless and tentative condition ? In the one case the
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information is solid, and in the other case we are dealing with little information at all, but
for the most part a series of deductions.

The primary reasons for studying the Kara Koyunlu period in this thesis have more
to do with the condition of Armenian society than with Kurdish or Turcoman. The
question of whether the Turcoman period was a pivotal one in Armenian history has been
raised, and it has been pointed out that constructing the political framework of that period
is an essential first step in investigating Armenian society at the time. So the picture of
political institutions and relationships in the Kara Koyunlu period has to be accepted as a
genuine and primary aim.

Nevertheless, given the shortage of information directly descriptive of the Kara
Koyunlu period, the volume of information imported from neighbouring periods,
particularly the Ottoman, alters, in a manner not previously mentioned, the nature of the
picture produced and the aims of producing it. The picture is not just one of the Kara
Koyunlu period, but of several, the target period being the only one in focus. The picture
becomes more blurred and partial, the further from the target period the events under
description.

This said, the use of data from earlier and later periods yields positive advantages,
as well as compensating for the shortage of information directly pertinent to the target
period. Even if we were well supplied with such information, there would still be gaps,
particularly as regards the regional role played by different principalities. Earlier and later
periods allow us to fill the gaps, i.e. to complete an estimate of the likely role played by
given institutions or entities. The point is particularly relevant when it is remembered that
we are aiming at an estimate of forces at play, rather than more accurately specified

relationships.
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Apart from filling gaps in empirical data, there is a further advantage in consulting
periods to either side of the target. Assessing character and behaviour in a given period
is not just a question of observing actual instances, but of asking about hypothetical
behaviour under alternative conditions. In the nature of the case, empirical data relevant
to the given period are inadequate for this purpose. But examination of the Kurdish
principalities’” behaviour in nearby periods allows us to specify likely roles and reactions
under alternative conditions in the Kara Koyunlu period. To allow the process of filling
gaps in the empirical data and of specifying likely behaviour under alternative conditions,
a history of each Kurdish principality, attempting to focus on the Kara Koyunlu period,
has been constructed.

There are other advantages in this beside the one just mentioned. To analyse
structure, institutions, relationships with overlord power and so on, examples are taken
from the principalities’ history. These have to be put in context; but then the context itself
has to be explained, given that the histories of these principalities have not been
satisfactorily worked out so far.® It is more economical to construct a complete history
and refer to various details of it for purposes of analysing institutions. Once this is done,
analysis enriches narrative, because it improves understanding of cause and effect and of
the institutional context of individual events; and narrative enriches analysis, because we
are enabled, not merely to analyse a system, but also to watch it in motion.

Considerations also arise which depend on more abstract and a priori historical
premises. Our general conclusion as to the nature of the relationship between the Kara
Koyunlu and the local Kurdish principalities is that the Kara Koyunlu dealt with the
principalities at arm’s length and intervened little in their internal affairs. Despite the

simplicity of the adjectives, the conclusion is comparative, not absolute, in nature. The
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best comparison is with the treatment of the same vassals by different overlords. Carrying
out the comparison is recommended not only by the implicit logic of the statement
expressing the above conclusion (because "loose" is in a logical sense a comparative
adjective in this context), but also by its practical advantage. It throws the features of Kara
Koyunlu policy into relief.

This practical point leads to one resting on further abstract considerations. It is
valid for purposes of exposition to construct a picture of a particular period as though the
institutions and relationships within it were governed by a set of forces in equilibrium. In
reality they were not; those forces themselves were undergoing change. Change was not
merely something that led to the situation under review, or happened subsequently; it was
part of that situation. Now in such an ill-documented portion of history, judgements as to
the nature and pace of change are likely to be facile, if not contradictory or meaningless.
But we can at least indicate the direction of change.

Even a summary indication of the direction of change is in this case highly
problematic; but we can move towards some understanding of the change by following the
principalities through time. To repeat: the purpose in question is not to follow change
before and after the Kara Koyunlu period, but to represent it as part of the situation. This
requires, however, the examination of neighbouring periods.°

The present section has discussed the validity and purposes of taking information
from neighbouring periods to illuminate the target period. In the first place it was
concluded that even if a priori assumptions about identity and continuity have to be made,
arguments from other periods are workable provided that some information directly
relating to the target period is available. For example, to argue from Ottoman sanjak

boundaries to the boundaries of the sub-principalities subject to the Bitlis princes is not a
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procedure free from logical faults, because it rests on certain unprovable assumptions; but
it is nevertheless reasonable, because we know at least that sub-principalities of the same
names did exist in the late Middle Ages. All the same the nature of such arguments makes
it necessary to revise the aims of the thesis. The aim is to produce a picture of the agents
in the political arené and of the general forces at play, and not a picture of more specific
relationships, even though many specific events are alluded to.

Secondly the question was raised whether the procedure of drawing information
from neighbouring periods, even if valid, did not effectively destroy itself under its own
weight. That is to say, in attempting to argue from events in neighbouring periods, are we
not in effect drawing a convincing picture of those other periods, meanwhile leaving the
picture of the target period in a tentative and somewhat unconvincing state ? This notion
was rejected, but a revision of aim was again seen to be necessary. So far as concerns the
Kurdish principalities, the aim is a picture of several periods in which only the target
period is in focus.

However the question was then turned round, because the advantages, even for the
Kara Koyunlu period, of looking back and forward in time, became apparent. In the first
place, constructing histories of the Kurdish principalities reaching through several periods
benefits the analysis of the state of their institutions during the target period. It allows us
not just to perceive the relationships within a system, but to see the system in motion at
a given time. Secondly, the system itself was undergoing change during the target period
as well as before and after it. Constructing the history of the principalities helps us to

grasp the nature of that underlying change.
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(ii) The use of modern anthropological work and the study of the language of the

sources in order to understand Kurdish tribal society in the late Middle Ages

The sources, and particularly the Sherefname, do not employ a consistent terminology to
denote entities, such as tribes and tribal sections, within Kurdish society.!! Moreover
they fail to mention at all several of the types of entity, such as lineages, which modern
anthropological study has identified as basic within Kurdish society. In order to discover
the roots of the Kurdish princes’ power we need at the very least to know what Kurdish
social entities could have existed within those principalities, and in particular what could
lie behind the various terms actually used by the sources.

Preferably we should also have in mind a scheme of the structure of relationships
between those entities. To speak more accurately, different structures exist in modern
Kurdish society, and several different schemes appear to be applicable to Kurdish society
of the late Middle Ages."

To meet such a need, modern anthropological work has been used. As in the
previous section, we are faced with the problem of circularity. To begin importing features
of modern Kurdish society to our picture of the.equivalent in the late Middle Ages, we
need to know that the two societies are similar, but if we knew that they were similar, we
should not need to carry out such importation in the first place. The problem is more acute
than in the previous section. It is not hard to think of a priori reasons why the general
nature of Kurdish social groups and of the relations between them, should have changed,
as well as reasons why they should not have changed.

Understanding Kurdish society of the late Middle Ages is essential to this thesis,
as will be argued in Ch.II, sect.2. Recourse to modern anthropological work is the only
available means, so the risks of using modern anthropological work as a fund of possible
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comparisons have to be accepted. The procedure is not vicious in the sense of lacking
empirical justification entirely. There are certainly some points of correspondence,
particularly the existence of tribes, a pyshimala or "Praetorian guard" and tribal councils.
So there is a reasonable justification in supposing that other features of modern society
were in fact mirrored by medieval society, even though medieval evidence is lacking.
Moreover the picture of late medieval society which results is consistent and convincing,
and it explains some chance references in the texts, for example references to amirzades
or the group of young potential heirs to the reigning prince."

The question then arises how to study the terminology of the texts. The main
difficulty is that the terminology is not consistently employed, and the denotation of any
given term varies from one occurrence of the term to another. In fact the denotation has
to be worked out from the context each time.

However the procedure is fully justified by the results. The meaning of a given
term, or the range of different meanings, is worked out, sometimes bringing to bear the
modern anthropological findings. We then know that groups and institutions covered by
that meaning actually existed; and since the meaning of the term is precisely defined, so

is the nature of the institution which it denotes.

19



3. The sources

3.1. Contemporary sources

In effect there are no administrative documents dating from the Turcoman period which
help with the subject.'* A ferman of Timur and one of Shah Tahmasp confirming the
rights of the Bitlis dynasty are preserved in the text of the Sherefname," but, as it
happens, are unhelpful to the present subject. The region’s vicissitudes in the 16th and
17th century and the defeat and expulsion of the princely families by Ottoman forces in

the 1840’s are no doubt responsible for the lack of documents.

3.2. Persian narrative sources

The Sherefname (Sh.).'® The text was substantially finished in 1005/1597. It gives the
history of each of the Kurdish dynasties in a region stretching from the Euphrates in the
west to Azerbayjan in the east, and from the north borders of the Van region to the
Sulaymaniya district of Iraq. The author was that very prince of the Bitlis dynasty who
in 1578 was invited back from exile in Iran to take the post of prince-cum-sanjak bey of
Bitlis."” Later he abdicated in favour of his son, presumably in order to write the text.!®

The information in the text mainly concerns the Ottoman period; in some cases it
goes back to the Ak Koyunlu period; only in one or two (notably the author’s own dynasty
of Bitlis, the account of which is very full, and that of Hisn Kayfa, which falls outside the
present subject) does it reach further back in time. The information seems mainly to have
reached the author by word of mouth. Moreover most of it, whether relating to recent

events or to ones beyond living memory, appears to rely on oral transmission. But as head
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of one of the leading Kurdish dynasties and one in residence at Bitlis for about twenty
years before completion of the text, he had almost the best possible access to information.
As regards the Bitlis house itself, he must have had access to documents, or at least to
people who remembered them. The dates of events before the Ottoman occupation are
unlikely to have been included if this were not the case.

The author shows a meticulous concern to include all the Kurdish dynasties.
Without this concern, the comprehensive geographical coverage of the present thesis would
be impossible. The author’s approach is on the whole critical.!® The gaps in the author’s
knowledge appear to be the result of chance rather than of systematic misinterpretation.
The presentation is also remarkably fair. The author does not conceal, for example, the
submission of the various dynasties to Shah Ismail. Since the Ottoman court constituted
part of the work’s audience, the inclusion of the Kurds’ submission to Shah Ismail shows
great concern for balance.?

Part of the programme of the present thesis is to ensure that the Sherefname is
exploited fully for the study of that subject which it was written to expound: the
comprehensive picture of the Kurdish dynasties. In an exact sense, modern authors have
fought shy of this, mainly through lack of interest in the Kurds.?! As mentioned before,
the Sherefname’s language is a highly important subject of study, as it can be made to

reveal the nature of groups and institutions within the principalities.

The Kitab-i Diyarbakriyya (KD). This is a detailed, geographically very specific panegyric
history of the Ak Koyunlu dynasty up to a point well towards the end of Uzun Hasan’s
reign. It was substantially completed in 875/1470-71.2 It is disappointing but not

negligible as a source for the activities of the Kara Koyunlu in the Van region. It has little
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to say about the Kurdish dynasties: little of the action takes place in the Van region,

The Ahsan al-Tavarikh of Hasan Rumli (AT). This is useful on certain details of early

and mid-16th century history which reveal aspects of political boundaries, settlement

histories etc..

Other chronicles. These are relevant only incidentally. The chief ones are Samarkandi and

Mirkhwand.?

3.3 Ottoman narrative sources

Evliya Celebi (Ev.). Evliya’s Seyahatname contains a truly remarkable account of Melek
Ahmet Pasa’s dealings with the Bitlis dynasty in the mid-17th century, in which Evliya
himself played a part. The account is strewn with valuable information on the personnel
and institutions of the Bitlis principality. This apart, information on the other sanjaks of
the Van eyaler can be found in Evliya. These enlighten us, again, on institutions within
and on the later history of the principalities. There is also information on settlements,
castles and routes; but it is not clear if Evliya undertook all the relevant journeys.?
However the sections of the Seyahatname relevant to this thesis, with the exception
of one or two passages concerning Abdal Khan of Bitlis, bear no sign of the tall-story
telling for which Evliya has such a widespread reputation. Any general scepticism with

regard to the relevant sections of the Seyaharndme must be justified by a demonstration

* But no effort has been made to check through the major Persian chronicles. This is mainly
for reasons of time, but also because these chronicles do not have the local perspective which this
thesis tries to create.
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of inaccuracies or invention.

3.4. Ottoman sources: tahrir defters

The use of these has been limited to the search for village and other place names and the
nahiyes and sanjaks to which they belonged. The boundaries of the nahiyes and sanjaks
can then be found on the map.* This in turn gives good grounds for opinions about the
late medieval boundaries, as explained in sect.2; appropriate provisos and caveats have to
be expressed. The defiers also help with several problems of the location of settlements.
Other than this, no use has been made of the defters. Further use is precluded by
limitations of time and money and by restrictions on obtaining copies of the documents.
On the other hand the defters are undoubtedly the category of historical source most
suitable for further research which might amplify the conclusions of this thesis. The first
step would be to search for mentions or summaries of pre-Ottoman administrative
arrangements -- for example, summaries of waqf deeds. A second step would be to
undertake a study of population and settlements, using the appropriate material in the
defters (for this purpose the financial data would not be necessary). A further step would
be to expand this study to make a picture of the settlements’ economic functions and
interrelations, in the standard manner of the defter study, in the 16th century and use it
to comment on late medieval political boundaries and relationships as well as the city and

town histories constructed in Appendix 1.2

= The results of the brief search in the Turkish archives are in Appendix III.
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3.5. Armenian sources

Colophons (Clph.). As historical sources these have to be evaluated according to the
purpose of the individual scribe in producing the manuscript, including the colophon, and
that of the individual patron in commissioning the book. The key to understanding these
purposes is the idea of commemoration. Scribe and patron generally wish to commemorate
events and people in their own family or circle; in the realm of politics and in
ecclesiastical affairs of wide scope they similarly wanted to commemorate events which
affected them personally.® However it is probably fair to say that the colophons’ growth
in importance as a record of events in the political field is to some extent a response to
the decline in the production of longer and more systematic historical works.

In the world of Turcoman and other overlords and local Kurdish principalities, the
colophons have several strengths as historical sources. They fill in gaps left by the Muslim
sources, and for certain events or sequences of events become the sole source. They are
near in time and place to the events under description. They also supply a different point
of view. The value of this point of view does not reside merely in the scribes’ and
patrons’ concern for the impact of events on the local population; in other words its value
is not confined to the study of that local population. The different point of view is
genuinely a corrective, unintended it is true, to the concerns of the Muslim sources,
strictly within the world of local principalities and their overlords.

Their most serious drawback is the reverse side of the same coin: the scribes
sometimes understood events in a manner so different from our own (on occasion failing
completely to set the context) that it is hard to interpret the colophons according to modern
historical concepts. A sécond disadvantage of the colophons as sources is that, like modern
newspapers, they have a serious bias towards the mention of disasters and suffering.
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Thomas of Mecop (T‘M). The History describes Timur’s campaigns in Armenia and

subsequent fighting between his son Shah Rukh and the Kara Koyunlu. It also deals with
church affairs. Everything that has been said about the colophons also applies to Thomas.
(He even shares their literary style.) Not surpisingly his information is strongest where it

concerns the two cities, Ercis/ArCeS and Adilcevaz/Arcke, nearest to his monastery.

Minor Chronicles (MC). This title designates, not a category of chronicle (except in
respect of length), but simply a collection of chronicles made by a modern scholar. The
works are thoroughly disparate in coverage, including period, and in date of composition.
Several do concern the Mongol and Turcoman periods, but the amount of information
relevant to the present subject which can be found only in these chronicles is slight.
Admittedly in a tantalising manner, they occasionally fill an important gap. For the present

argument they have more value where they concern the Ottoman period.

Arak‘el of Tabriz (abbrev. "Arak‘el (1669 ed.)"). This History covers .certain aspects of
the Turkish Middle Ages in Armenia, but for the present subject its information only
becomes valuable where it describes events in the Ottoman period, especially ones within
the Mahmudi principality. Here, in fact, it offers, for the mid-17th century, detail

comparable to that of the Sherefname on some of the local dynasties in the 16th century.

3.6. Arabic sources

The medieval geographers are valuable on city histories in particular. Al-‘Umari’s Masalik

al-Absar (Mas.Abs.) makes an important contribution to the history of the Hakkari
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principality before the Kara Koyunlu period. No attempt has been made to comb the
Mamluk chronicles. This could be done in future, but the yield for the present thesis

would be marginal.?

3.7. European sources

Two of the Italians who travelled to Iran, whether as diplomats or as merchants, in the
late 15th and early 16th century supply a small quantity of highly interesting information,
mostly on settlements. The two in question are the Merchant in Persia and Barbaro.

Clavijo, unfortunately, does not help with the Van region.*

3.8. Coins

These rarely help with the political history of individual principalities in the region and
period concerned. The exceptions are the coins minted by the Bitlis princes in their own
name in the 15th century and aspects of Jalayrid history revealed by coins of Van, Vostan
and Ercis.

Taken in the aggregate the coins can be somewhat more helpful. The expansion in
the number of mints in southern Armenia and the Diyar Bakr during the Mongol period
in the 710°s/1310’s certainly has some political significance. It marks a local devolution
of power, though it is hard to say whether the stimulus was an initiative on the part of the
central administration to secure the loyalty of local, and otherwise unknown, amirs,
perhaps so as to balance the power of local Mongol appointees at Ahlat and Ercis, or

whether the central administration granted minting rights to the local amirs as a means of

* Briefly discussed in Ch.II, sect.3, p.66, note a.
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legalising power which the amirs had already seized, or whether for economic reasons the
administration genuinely wished to increase the number of mints and so make the mints
generally more accessible.

A similar general point could be made about the Kara Koyunlu period. The
geographical distribution of the mints was inherited from the Mongol period, and it is
probable that the pattern of local principalities was largely the same. A similar general
conclusion as to devolution of power therefore applies; this time, however, there is no
question of a Kara Koyunlu initiative, or of an economic motive.

Within the confines of the present subject, much the most important contribution
of the coins is in the reconstruction of individual cities’ histories. Varying frequencies and
weights do appear to track the cities’ economic fortunes. The use of coins for this purpose
is subject to certain well-known dangers. The coins that we have are only a selection of
the total minted, and are by no means a random sample. They mostly come from hoards
which, whether singly or collectively, may well not be representative of the totality of
coins. Even if they were representative of that totality, the minting history of an individual
city may not march hand in hand with the city’s general economic history. Coins were
sometimes minted at one place rather than another for reasons of lingering habit and
inertia, or for political reasons.?

But the coins do seem a powerful clue to individual cities’ histories. They work
well with the other available evidence, each giving the other support. There is never
anything implausible or self-contradictory about the picture which results from the use of
the existing coin evidence. Despite the above strictures concerning its accuracy as a

pointer, that evidence does seem very useful.

27



3.9. Archaeology and upstanding monuments

Little excavation of relevant sites in the region has been done. On the whole archaeology
and the study of surviving buildings have little to offer to the political historian; the
situation might well change if more excavation were carried out. A tie between
inscriptions on monuments and persons named in a historical text can be found at Ahlat
and at Vostan.?

Buildings, whether fallen or intact, excavated or above ground, help greatly with
individual cities’ histories; this is the case even when a building can be dated, by its form
and decoration, only approximately. Detectable or surviving buildings also supply the main
evidence for a city’s extent and the distribution of its parts. Buildings and their attributes

have been exploited to the full in constructing the histories of individual cities.

4. Modern work

Only a few landmarks and standard works will be mentioned.

Siimer’s Kara Koyunlular (KK), vol.l, relates the general political history of the
dynasty and confederation up to the death of Kara Yusuf in 1420.% As far as chronology,
dynastic history and the relations of the Kara Koyunlu with overlord and neighbouring
states are concerned, Siimer’s work is fundamental. However Siimer, in this work, was
not interested, except incidentally, in regional or institutional history or in the local vassals
of the Kara Koyunlu. By failing to examine such subjects he presents, by simple omission,
a somewhat blank local political landscape. The latter, in the present writer’s opinion, is

the opposite of the actual historical situation, both because the local landscape was full and
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because when it is presented in its fullness the notion of uniform local control by the Kara
Koyunlu is dispelled. Similar remarks can be made about Roemer’s contribution to the
Cambridge History of Iran (CHI), vol. VI, on the Turcomans.*®

On the Kurds two modern landmarks exist. One is Sevgen’s Dogu ve Giiney-Dogu
Anadolu’da Tiirk Beylikleri, in which he traces the history of the major Kurdish dynasties.
The strength of this book is the author’s use of a series of Ottoman documents to
illuminate the dynasties’ respective histories. Otherwise it fails to take into account several
other categories of source, including (sometimes) Evliya Celebi, and relies heavily on the
French translation of the Sherefname. Sevgen never undertook to analyse tribal étructure
or nomenclature, but if he had it is unlikely he would have been successful.

Van Bruinessen’s Agha, Sheikh and State is a highly challenging and richly
researched book: it reaches back into Ottoman and Turcoman history to found a theory of
tribalism which is formulated essentially to explain the present-day condition of Kurdish
society. The author’s contention is that the power and authority of the tribe rises and falls
with the degree of organisation and effectiveness of the state. Under the Kara Koyunlu
(begins his argument) the Kurdish principalities were held on a loose rein, but in a highly
organised political framework such as that of the 16th-century Ottoman empire the tribal
principalities reached a peak of authority and internal complexity. After the 16th century
the state began to decay, and with them the tribal principalities and the tribes. Today,
continues the argument, the tribe is an empty shell: it exists, but has no authority. The
author concludes that the tribe is an artificial group.

Although the above summary reveals the weaknesses in Van Bruinessen’s
argument, the book’s importance is that it is an attempt to describe how Kurdish tribes and

their overlord powers mutually influence one another under varying conditions. One does

29



not have to agree with the author’s theory to understand the importance of analysing the
one type of group in terms of influences exerted on it by the other. Although I disagree
strongly with Van Bruinessen’s theory, his book challenges any writer on the same subject
to tackle similar themes and formulate the results of the enquiry in such a way that
agreements and disagreements with Van Bruinessen’s theory would be exposed. That said,
it is not the purpose of this thesis to argue for or against Van Bruinessen, or to produce
a general theory, couched in terms of historical change, of the political role of Kurdish
tribes. However his theory forms a pervasive aspect of the intellectual landscape in which
this thesis is set.’!

Lastly, mention should be made of Minorsky’s short article "Thomas of Metzop
on the Timurid-Turkmen Wars". This gave a more or less complete account of the
different political agents (principalities, Kara Koyunlu governors) in the Van region, and
was the seed from which this thesis developed. Taking Thomas of Mecop‘ as a base,
Minorsky’s article fills out the picture, mainly with the help of the Sherefname. Although
the addition of more sources shows the need for certain corrections in Minorsky’s account,
the article showed that a complete account was possible. This thesis develops Minorsky’s
account by asking not merely who was in the Van region, whether Kara Koyunlu or Kara
Koyunlu vassal, but also what nature of institution each of the political entities was and,

given their nature, how the Kara Koyunlu managed to govern the region as a whole.
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CHAPTER TWO

GENERAL ASPECTS OF GOVERNMENT

1. General aspects of Kara Koyunlu government

1.1. Chronology

The first reliable reports of the Kara Koyunlu concern their activities in the Diyar Bakr
in 750/1349, when Bayram Hoca helped to liberate al-‘Adil, Kurdish prince of Hisn
Kayfa.® They remained agents in that region’s complicated affairs; they became overlords
of its Kurdish princes, and continued as such for roughly a century.” Bayram Hoca seems
to have taken Mosul for the first time in about 1355.° Thereafter that city and its
dependent district passed in and out of Kara Koyunlu hands until 1376, after which it
stayed more or less continuously under Kara Koyunlu jurisdiction until the demise of the
dynasty as a Near Eastern power.*

When Ercis and other districts by the north and east shores of Lake Van became

the estate of the Kara Koyunlu is not clear. The first clear indications of Kara Koyunlu

 Cahen, "Diyar Bakr” (14 c.), 78; Siimer, KK 39.
® Siimer, KK 39-42.

¢ Stimer, KK 40.

4 Stimer, KK 41, 42, 43.
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tenure come in 1374 and 1377.* But Siimer is very likely right in supposing Ercis to have
been in Kara Koyunlu hands well before then: a date in the 1350’s is most likely.” In any
case, if Ercis was their estate from such an early date, they were still, as masters of
Ercis, vassals of the Jalayrids at least until 1374.° At this point Bayram Hoca captured
Erzurum, and, in the next plain eastwards from that city, the two castles of Avnik and
Hasankale. He temporarily gained Azerbayjan too.® This must have shaken off Jalayrid
control of the Lake Van region. In 1377 the Kara Koyunlu were once more putting
pressure on Azerbayjan.®

However it is not certain that the Kara Koyunlu had by this stage gained any
ascendancy over the Kurdish princes of the Van region. The Hakkari princes recognised
the Jalayrids Husayn and Ahmad on their coins in the late 1370’s and early 1380’s. There
is no reason to suppose Kara Koyunlu sovereignty over the Hakkari had begun at this
stage. Similarly the known history of the Bitlis dynasty betrays no evidence for submission
to the Kara Koyunlu before the mid-1380’s; indeed Bitlis may never have submitted to the
Jalayrids. Ahmad’s accession to the Jalayrid throne in 1382, after which he needed the
help of the Kara Koyunlu in quelling revolts,” may well mark the beginning of Kara
Koyunlu ascendancy over the Kurds. In 1385 Ahmad had to abandon Tabriz to Timur and

flee to Baghdad, thus removing any possible basis for a pretence of Jalayrid overlordship

* Stimer, KK 43, 44,

® Stimer, KK 43.

¢ Two coins of the Jalayrid Uways are known at Ercig in 762.
¢ EI?, "Djalayir ..." (J.M.Smith), 11.401.2; Siimer, KK 43.

© CHI VI.8.

TEl?, "Djalayir ...", 11.401.2.

32



in the Van region.*

But the state of affairs in which the Kara Koyunlu were ultimate overlords of the
Van region lasted, in the 14th century, only a few years. In 789/1387 Timur invaded
Armenia, partly in order to secure Kara Koyunlu submission. He captured Erzurum, then
the cities of the north shore of Lake Van, including Ercis. He left Armenia by way of the
Hakkari fortress-town of Van, which he reduced.® The Van region was now part of
Timur’s empire: the Bitlis principality had in fact submitted to Timur without a fight;® the
Hakkari’s submission came only after the siege of Van was concluded. Timur held all the
north shore cities.

Although Ercis was recaptured at least twice by Kara Yusuf in the interim,! the
Van region stayed under Timur’s administration (with which we are not, except
incidentally, concerned) until Timur’s death in 1405. Meanwhile Kara Yusuf had fled to
Mamluk Syria and been imprisoned there. Escaping from his prison, he came back to the
Van region in 1406 and regained the allegiance of its local princes.? He then captured
Azerbayjan (810/1408).°

The Van region then remained part of the Kara Koyunlu empire to the end of that
empire’s existence. To the north lay directly-administered Kara Koyunlu territory
(Erzurum, Elegkirt, Ani, the Aras valley). To the north-west, beyond Bingél Dag, was

the only stretch of territory adjacent to the Van region not in Kara Koyunlu hands. This

» EP, "Djalayir ...", 11.401.2.
b Siimer, KK 49-51.
e Ch.III, sect.L.5.(ii).
¢ Siimer, KK 68-69.
* Ibid. 70-76, esp. 75-76.
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was the Ak Koyunlu estate of Kigi, which was backed by Ak Koyunlu territory to west
and north-west. To the west the Kurdish principalities of the Diyar Bakr were also Kara
Koyunlu subjects. To the south the Kara Koyunlu ruled Iraq (from 815/1412; between
836/1433 and 848/1445 it was in the independent hands of Aspand, a son of Kara
Yusuf)®. To the east was Azerbayjan, which admittedly was the subject of competition
between the Kara Koyunlu and Timurids for a decade and a half after Kara Yusuf’s death
in 1420. After the death of Shah Rukh in 850/1447, Jahan Shah, the best known of the
Kara Koyunlu rulers, made conquests in central and south-western Iran, and turned the
Kara Koyunlu, for a short period, into something approaching an empire in size and
significance.”

Kara Yusuf was succeeded in 823/1420 by his son Iskender. The latter had to
compete for Azerbayjan with Timur’s son Shah Rukh, to whom the Kurds of the Van
region submitted in late 1420 and early 1421. Iskender then had to defeat them and bring
them into Kara Koyunlu allegiance (1422-25).°

Iskender was defeated by his brother Jahan Shah in 840/1436 and murdered in
captivity the following year.? There followed the period of greatest internal stability and
external influence in the dynasty’s history: it ended with Jahan Shah’s defeat by Uzun
Hasan in 872/1467.° But during this period, in 862/1458, Jahan Shah’s son Hasan ‘Al

rebelled in Azerbayjan: beside parts of Azerbayjan Hasan ‘Ali seems to have seized from

® CHI VI.162, 167. Stephen Album tells me that from 844 to 848 a certain Pulad or Fulad is
known there.

b CHI VI.163-4.

© On Shah Rukh, CHI VI.102-3.

¢ CHI VI.163.

© Woods, AQ 109-10; IA, "Kara Koyunlular" (M.H.Yinang), 3.185.1-188.1.
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his father the directly-administered domains té north and east of Lake Van. The rebellion
was soon crushed.?

It was Hasan ‘Ali who took the reins of power after the defeat and death of Jahan
Shah; but in 873/1468 he too was defeated, and the whole Kara Koyunlu empire fell into
Uzun Hasan’s hands.® The Van region remained in the Ak Koyunlu empire until 1501.
Then or soon after, the Kurdish principalities declared their submission to Shah Ismail,
although the Safavid acquisition of the districts north and east of the lake (which had been
directly administered by the Kara Koyunlu) seems to have taken a few years.® The
Kurdish principalities declared their support for the Ottoman cause shortly before the
Caldiran campaign (1514), and thereafter remained Ottoman vassals. But it was not until
the ‘Irakeyn campaigns of 1533-35 that the area began, piecemeal, to be incorporated into
the sanjak system. The area’s conquest was complete when in 1548 the fortress-town of

Van was captured for good.!
1.2. Introduction to general aspects of Kara Koyunlu government
in the Van region

For the Kara Koyunlu the Van region was a summer pasture area. Until the acquisition

of Azerbayjan the winter pastures were the Diyar Bakr and northern Iraq. The Kurdish

2 CHI VI.164; on the Lake Van territories, Appendix I, Ercis and Malazgirt.
® Woods, AQ 111; CHI VI.173-4.
¢ Appendix I, Ercis.

¢ See under the various principalities in the next chapter. On the Ottoman conquest, the best
modern work, apparently underestimated, is Kirzioglu, Kafkas-Elleri.
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principalities of the former region were their subjects from the mid-14th century onward;
they occupied Mosul and its district more or less permanently from 1376.* As Kara Yusuf
said to his chiefs in 1406, attempting to dissuade them from fighting Abu Bakr the
Timurid: "Let us go to the Ala Dag [north-east of Ercig] in summer and in winter go to
the Diyar Bakr and the bank of the Euphrates".” After the conquest of Azerbayjan the
position was no doubt more complicated: but Ala Dag certainly continued to be used as
a summer pasture.®

That the Ala Dag was the pasture principally grazed by the Kara Koyunlu is one
of the principal reasons why the area directly held by the Kara Koyunlu lay around the
north-easterly arm of the lake. This was an area of plains (the Abagha/Caldiran plain, that
of Ercig, the Malazgirt plain and smaller areas communicating with it) which lay around
the Ala Dag on different sides. Ercis, a city by the lake shore not far from the mountain
pasture of the Ala Dag, had been of special importance to the I1-Khans. It was also the
city favoured by the Kara Koyunlu; several of the confederation’s leaders had themselves
buried there. However the city on which the Kara Koyunlu appear to have based their
administration is Adilcevaz.®

The position of the Ala Dag pasture was not the only reason why the area held
directly by the Kara Koyunlu was the series of plains north and east of the lake’s north-

easterly arm. In this high, flat, open country, with its accessible and vulnerable city sites,

2 Above, sect.1.1.

b Siimer, KK 72, n.197 (on p.73).

¢ Appendix 1, Ala Dag and Nawshahr.

¢ Appendix I, Ercis.

¢ Ch.IV, sects.4.1.(a), 4.2; Appendix I, Adilcevaz.

36



it was hard for the Kurdish tribes to settle permanently. Although the relief suited this area
to short- and medium-range transhumance, its height did not. The districts better suited
to the Kurdish tribes’ economy and habits were the more mountainous ones on the other
sides of the lake. Here a variety of altitude and of possible land use provided just the right
conditions for tribes to settle in fixed transhumance patterns and gradually to form
principalities. Such principalities naturally developed and survived best in mountainous
country. The latter was hard of access and provided defensible city, town and castle sites.

The flat country north and east of the lake was also easier to traverse; the I1-Khans
had kept open a track between Khoy and Erzurum passing Ercig, Malazgirt and Hinis,*
and the north shore cities of Ercig and Ahlat had flourished under the I1-Khans, partly
because, from the early 13th century at least, caravans had used the north shore of the
lake and the Bitlis pass as a way connecting Iran with the Diyar Bakr and thus northern
Syria. There is some evidence that the same routes were in use during the Kara Koyunlu
period.®

The Kurdish principalities lay, for reasons just outlined, in the mountainous
districts south, west and east of the lake. The most powerful of these was Bitlis, which
occupied land, including the plain of Mus, to the west and south-west. Next most
influential was that of Hakkari, which occupied an equivalent position to the south-east.
Of the remaining principalities the Mahmudi was easily the most influential, though unlike
the first two it never played a role outside the region. Lastly, between the two largest
principalities, lay three small ones, which owed their existence, in part at least, precisely

to the intermediate position.

a Mustawfi, Nuzhat (LS), 183.
® Appendix I, Bitlis, Ahlat, Ercis.
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As adumbrated above, apart from the simple fact of vassalage it is hard to know
the nature of relations between the Kurdish princes and the Kara Koyunlu at Ercig and
Adilcevaz before the withdrawal of Jalayrid representation from the Van region in or just
before 1385. In any case there follow only another two years before the region passed into
Timur’s empire. It is only in the period after 1406 that evidence is available as to the
precise form of the Kara Koyunlu’s dealings with the Kurds.

In this period, the Kara Koyunlu capital was no longer at Ercig, and there is no
evidence that Ercis or Adilcevaz were used as bases from which to deal with the Kurdish
principalities. Whatever the Kurds’ obligations, these were owed directly to the Kara
Koyunlu sovereign, whose capital was generally, though not always, Tabriz. Relations
between the two may therefore have been somewhat different from those in the period of
two years or so before Timur’s conquest. Consequently it makes sense, as regards the
relations of vassalage between the Kara Koyunlu and the Kurds, to concentrate on the

second and much longer period.

2. The Kurdish principalities. General nature and general aspects of their

dealings with the Kara Koyunlu

2.1. Tribal groups and institutions

The vassals of the Kara Koyunlu were tribal principalities. By this term is meant a
principality where the power of the prince rests on tribal allegiance. He has authority over

a tribe or, more typically, a number of tribes, and these themselves are each composed
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of a number of lower-level groups. The first task in investigating tribes and their
constituent groups is to define the groups in question. Here we draw on modern

anthropological literature.?

Tribe. The normal definition is as follows. A tribe is /a group of families owing allegiance
to a single chief and and, often by appeal to a foundation myth, claiming a common
ancestor. The definition seems inadequate. Inherent in the use of the term and the
behaviour of the groups known as tribes is the notion of a common pastoral or hunting
interest, generally in land.* One term, the commonest, employed by the Muslim sources

me

to denote tribes, is unambiguous. This is "‘ashira" (Arab.) and variants: "‘ashiret"
(Pers.); "‘agiret" (Ott.); "esiret” (Kurd.). Other terms are used: "tira" (Pers.: lit.

"section"); "qabila" (Arab., Pers.; Ott. "kabile"); "tayfa" (Pers.; Arab. "ta’ifa").’

Tribal section. The term employed by the anthropological literature is "clan". The term
is highly unsatisfactory, as in English (outside anthropology) its most common application
is to the Scottish clans, which on the definition above must count as tribes. Here the term
"clan" will be simply avoided except with emphatic warnings of ambiguity.

By "tribal section" is meant simply a group within a tribe intermediate in size
between the tribe and the lineage. The latter is defined as a group of families all of whom
not only trace their descent from, but genuinely are descended from, a common ancestor.

Thus in respect of size tribal sections are the level of social groups immediately beneath

2 Especially well expressed by Cribb, Nomads 52-5.

® Van Bruinessen, Agha, Sheikh and State 51-3, 59-64 for a conspectus of terminology. Van
Bruinessen, Agha, Sheikh and State is also abbrev. "V .Br., ASS".
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the tribe, and a tribe may be said to be composed of a number of tribal sections. In the
limiting case a tribe can consist of just one section.

A number of terms are employed: "fira", "qabila",* "tayfa". Given the overlap
with the terms denoting tribes, clearly any given term for sections found in the medieval
sources will not by itself be a guide to the entity denoted; which is not to say that in

context the denotation is unclear.

Lineage or lineage segment. A definition has already been given. A tribal section is
composed of a number of lineages. As with tribes and tribal sections, in the limiting case
a tribal section can consist of just one lineage.

In Kurdish society the lineage, compared to the equivalents in other societies, is
a very closely-knit group. This is because of the high incidence of marriage between
cousins; generally the man marries his father’s brother’s daughter.® Now if lineages are
closely-knit, it does not necessarily follow that tribal sections will be correspondingly
closely-knit, and in turn that tribes will be so; but it creates a likelihood, and
anthropologists describe Kurdish tribes as having an unusual degree of fierce loyalty to the
chief precisely on account of the prevalence of cousin marriages.®

It is impossible to say whether the high proportion of cousin marriages prevailed
also in the late Middle Ages. But given the degree of fit between various known features
of late medieval Kurdish society, mostly to be discussed below, and features of 20th-
century Kurdish society, a reasonable presumption exists that there were high rates of

marriage between cousins in late medieval society. Such a feature goes some way towards

2 V.Br., ASS 55.
® Barth, Kurdistan 26-7; 67-72; 136-7.

40



explaining the cohesiveness and durability, not only of the tribes, but also of the
principalities, in the late Middle Ages.

The lineage is the highest level of group for which, apparently at least, the
medieval sources do nor have a term. The modern terms, again, are various: hoz,* bavik,
tira. The importance of lineages in recreating likely structures for the late medieval
principalities will be seen below.

For the sake of completeness and of understanding one or two features of Kurdish
tribal society mentioned in the texts, the two lowest units of tribal society (the first in two

alternative forms) will be defined.

Camp group. This is generally but not always composed of closely related families: each
family lives in a single large tent. The group exists either in both summer and winter, if
the tribe or at least the camp group is purely nomadic,’ or only in summer. In the latter
case the winter equivalent is the village.

If not closely related, the families would normally come from the same lineage,
which means that the camp group can be considered the building-block of the lineage in
the same way that lineages are the building-blocks of tribal sections. However camp
groups do sometimes contain families from different lineages.® They may even contain
hired shepherds etc. not belonging to the tribe. Moreover the same camp group does not

always contain the same families: a consequence of its being a group of tents, sometimes

2 Barth, Kurdistan 37, top. However from Barth’s discussion at this point one can derive a
precise and orderly view of structures and groups only after careful thinking and making careful
distinctions.

® Like the Jaf: e.g. Barth, Kurdistan 35.

¢ For an example, Cribb, Nomads 193-5; in this case even different tribal sections.
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congregating only in summer.* Nor does it necessarily contain families all from the same
village.

The terms are: "khel",* "qabile".

Village. The permanent equivalent of the camp group. Many villages are tribal or partially
so, in other words sedentarisation does not lead to the break-up of tribal organisation.

Villages often contain families from different lineages.?
Family, in the extended sense. Occupants of single tents and single houses. Families may
sometimes keep within the house or tent relatives too distant to be considered members

of the family, or non-relatives. These are normally hired.®

2.2. Different tribal structures within principalities

In modern times tribes, tribal sections and lineages have been combined in different
structures. The latter, depending on the individual case, will be either a principality or a
tribe. By "modern times" is meant the 19th and 20th centuries, during which the
observation of such groups, if not carried out by anthropologists, has been accurate

enough to permit analysis by anthropologists.

# Barth, Kurdistan 38.
® Barth 38.

° V.Br., ASS 55.

4 V.Br., ASS 56.

¢ Barth, Kurdistan 39.
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The Jaf. This was a tribe of north-eastern Iraq and adjacent parts of Iran. But at the
highest level the constituent groups of which it was composed were, again, tribes -- not
tribal sections. These tribes were, to make matters worse, known as ira. Some of the
tribes were composed of several sections. Over a certain period in its history the tribes
were organised in three groups, though one of these later broke away.*

The tribe as a whole was held together by the begzada, a lineage whose leader was
the tribe’s chief.® It also attracted hangers-on (for the term, below), in the form of
families, lineages and tribal sections, from other tribes.

The Jaf are a useful model on which to hang the textual data concerning the Bitlis
principality. It will be noted in Ch.III that the comparison is between a principality on the

one hand and a tribe, with fewer territorial pretensions, on the other.

The Baban. This was a principality founded in the 16th century.® Its territory lay around
Sulaymaniya in eastern Iraq; the present town, however, was founded only in the late 18th
century.® As in the case of the Jaf its most powerful group was a begzada rather than a
ruling family. The prince was not a tribe chief, but the head of the begzada. Within the
principality were a large number of tribes. Among these, in fact, were the Jaf, itself
composed of a number of tribes. Members of the prince’s family, generally brothers or

uncles of the prince, had a following consisting of a group of such tribes; but the

* Edmonds, Kurds, Turks and Arabs 141, 143-5, 146. Barth, Kurdistan 34-44 passim; but
Barth does not mention the division of the tribes into groups; which may even have been a thing
of the past by the time of his visit in 1950.

® Barth, Kurdistan 36 (wrongly calling it a family), 41, 43. For other examples, V.Br., ASS
90 (the Pizhdar); Nikitine, Kurdes 123.

¢ El', “Sulaimaniya" (V.Minorsky), 1V.538.
4 Rich, Kurdistan (also abbrev. "Rich"), 1.387.

43



attachment of the tribes to the relevant member of the family was not, apparently, always
tribal in nature. Neither the prince nor the relevant members of the family were the chiefs
of tribes. Thus the attachment was considerably looser than in the case of the groups of
Jaf tribes.

The tribes could threaten to take their loyalty elsewhere; the prince exploited the
rivalries between members of his family by beckoning the tribes to such manoeuvres. Each
of the family members in question lived on the income from a number of estates. It was
within the power of the prince to move the respective members of his family between
estates, and he did so from time to time. This was a further means of playing off one
brother against another. Despite the Machiavellian cynicism and contrived instability of
such manipulation, the prince himself would have been in danger if he had not carried it
out.*

The Baban principality provides a useful schema by means of which to understand
the Hakkari principality -- however the information concerning the Hakkari principality

is inadequate for certainty as to the parallel’s exactness.

The Shakaki and other tribes of the Van region and adjacent districts of Iran in the 19th

century. The Shakaki were a tribe of about 60,000 people; the tribe’s area of residence
comprised land on either side of the Turco-Iranian border to the west of lake Urmia. The
tribe consisted of seven sections known as gabila.” This simple hierarchical structure was
mirrored by the other tribes in nearby territories: the Jelali, Melanli and Hayderanli.® The

structure seems a useful schema on which to base an understanding of the Mahmudi

“ Blau, "Tribes" [2], 591-3, esp.592.
* Blau, "Tribes" [2], 584-9, esp. 586, 588; 589-91, esp. 590, 591; 593-5, esp.593.
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principality. The latter was composed only of one tribe, but this tribe may, like the
Shakaki, have been a large one, considering the extent of the territory over which it had

jurisdiction.

The Hamawand. Again a tribe of north-eastern Iraq, they consist, according to Barth, of

just one section or tira, which is divided into four "primary branches" (Barth’s phrase).
It would perhaps be better to state the point in a manner consistent with our terminology:
the Hamawand were a single tribe (whereas the Jaf were a tribe composed of many tribes)
made up of four sections. Though Barth does not explicitly make the point, each of these
primary branches must consist of one or more lineages. The tribe (here the same as the
tribal section) has no chief; the aghas or leaders of the four branches meet in a council.®

The Hamawand seem to find no precise known parallel in the late Middle Ages.
Their tribal structure points to the many diverse possibilities for different structures within
the tribe or principality. In particular it shows the possibility of a split tribe without
overall leadership. This was a condition in which the Paziki tribe, which summered to
the north of Lake Van, may have found itself in the late Middle Ages.

The Hamawand also provide a second example (the Jaf is the first) of a tribe which
is not a principality. This has nothing to do with size; nor does it mean that the
Hamawand or Paziiki lacked their own grazing land and villages. But it does rest on the
question whether land is considered primary in the definition of the entity concerned. The

Jaf or Hamawand would be the same whatever land they occupied, but the Baban

* Barth, Kurdistan 45-7.

* Below, Ch.IV, sect.3; and esp. Sh.1.333. Compare the division of the Guirdi into two:
Nikitine, Kurdes 130.
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principality would not; nor would the Bitlis or Hakkari principalities have been. It is
doubtful whether the Jaf considered its grazing grounds to be the hereditary possession of
the chief or of the Begzada; but the ruling families or lineages of Bitlis or Hakkari did

consider their principalities, and the territories of those principalities, to be theirs in a

hereditary sense.?

Detachment and annexation. In talking of structure nothing immutable is meant. At the
margin, tribes can be detached from, or annexed to, principalities, and sections can be
added to or detached from tribes. Indeed the entities and groups under discussion
sometimes disintegrated altogether, and not just because of a hostile overlord government.
On the whole tribes or sections were annexed because of inferior strength. Either they
were independent tribes which could not withstand the attacker, or they belonged to a
principality or tribe whose strength was on the decline.’

Tribes could also expand their territory by capturing villages. This generally led
to the phenomenon of the tenant village (below, sect.2-4), where the former owners of the
village become a tenant substratum beneath a tribal lineage or group of families.® The

village’s owner is a member of the tribe.

2.3. Other organisational features of tribes and tribal principalities

Leadership and succession. In Kurdish society as a whole it seems there is no established

and universally accepted principle of succession to the position of tribe chief. On the other

2 Appendix II, sect.2.4.

® V.Br., ASS 92.
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hand, it does seem to be universally accepted that the hereditary principle is the first
choice. Moreover in the larger and more complex tribes succession does seem always to
proceed according to the hereditary principle.* Such was the position in the Kurdish
dynasties during the late Middle Ages and early Ottoman period. Sons succeeded in order
of age. Then followed male cousins and uncles of the sons; however here the order was
not, apparently, fixed according to any precise formula.

However the choice of successor was always vetted by the tribe’s council (see
below), and there are cases where the council regularly made the choice on its own
initiative, without reference to any formula, whether hereditary or not. The successor
according to the above hereditary formula could be rejected by the council if he was
judged unsuitable.® Moreover a reigning prince or tribe chief could be thrown out if his
performance was disastrous and he had lost the council’s confidence. In cases of rejection
the council’s natural choice is the next in line according to the above formula. But when
successors from the ruling family are lacking, the council may choose a chief or prince
from outside that family. All such procedures appear to be paralleled in the late Middle

Ages and early Ottoman period.

Council. Its composition was not governed by any clear rules of inclusion, but
membership was decided by prominence within the tribe or principality. Within a
principality of many tribes, the tribe chiefs were generally included. The second category
of members was the more prominent landowners (on which see below). Beside vetting and
making choices of successor to a tribe chief, the council was also involved in the ruler’s

more important decisions.” There is every indication that the medieval principalities

* V.Br., ASS 79-80.
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possessed such councils.

Van Bruinessen, discussing the seventy tribe chiefs whom Evliya found at Bitlis
at his first visit in 1060/1665, has suggested that they were at the prince’s court primarily
as hostages for the good behaviour of their tribes. There is no doubt some truth in this.
But the chief or prince only ruled with the support and confidence of the tribes in any
case. It is much more likely that the tribe chiefs (not by any means the only tribe
members) were there as members of the council: they had to live, at least part of the year,

in Bitlis, because travelling times were long.?

Hangers-on. Tribes or principalities collected around them miscellaneous tribes, lineages,
families, and individuals. This is a somewhat different process from what has been
described above as annexation. In the case of annexation the annexed tribe nearly always
keeps its identity; but hangers-on generally lose their identity in the end. However both
processes are ways in which a tribe or principality can increase its size or influence.

The hanger-on tribe is a rarity. The hanger-on lineage or lineage fragment would
tend to become integrated with the host tribal section. Hanger-on families and individuals
tend to be ones hired by lineages, camp groups or families: the case where they were
hired By families was mentioned above, sect.2.1.?

Admittedly proof is lacking, but the word "ahshamat" in the Sherefhame appears

"we

to refer to such hangers-on. The word occurs in the phrase "‘asha’ir" va ahshamat". The

1"ne

latter is a standard phrase somewhat like "‘asha’ir va qaba’il" ("tribes and qabiles [tribal
sections]"), which is not intended to have any precise reference to tribal structure, or to

the particular tribes and tribal sections of a given principality or region. Rather it suggests

2 V.Br., ASS 57-9; Barth, Kurdistan 39; Nikitine, Kurdes 123.
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the totality of personnel. So does the phrase "‘asha’ir va ahshamat". However the use of
the word "ahshamat" at all probably indicates the existence of such hangers-on in the
Kurdish milieu of the 16th century. It does not refer to any given hangers-on in connection

with the events under description.’

2.4. Economic and territorial aspects

(i) Land and tribes. In modern times the tribes have mostly been transhumant. Summer

and winter grazing-grounds generally stay the same from yéar to year. Indeed many tribes,
or tribal sections or lineages, live in villages during the winter. They do not confine
themselves to pastoralism, which means that it is not possible for whole villages to move
to upland pastures during the summer. In the regions inhabited by modern Kurdish society
there are, except in a few districts, no other racial groups (Armenians, Nestorians) who
could grow the necessary crops.'®

The Kurdish tribes of the late Middle Ages were certainly transhumant, and many
lived, too, in villages during the winter. (See below.) But in this period there was a second
population, the Armenian, which occupied itself primarily with crop-growing. There is no
case for saying the Kurds were exclusively pastoralists or that the Armenians were
exclusively agriculturalists. The emphasis of the two groups’ economic activities differed.
Provided it is understood that the Kurdish population did to some extent engage in
agriculture, that the Armenians did possess flocks and that some of these flocks were taken
to higher-level pastures in summer, it is safe to characterise the Kurds as pastoralists and
the Armenians as an agricultural, settled population.

The Van region’s terrain itself is a good indication that the Kurds were transhumant
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pastoralists: in the next chapter the terrain will be explored, district by district, as each
principality is dealt with. Another indication is that people in the same region still practise
transhumance. The best indication from a written source is a passage in the Sherefname
which describes the Kurds as living on the edge of the plain of Mus and the Armenians
as living in densely-distributed villages elsewhere, presumably in more central portions,
on the face of this very fertile plain.* The reference could hardly be clearer: the Kurds
live on the edge of the plain, because they will migrate »en masse to yaylas during the
summer (the Sherefname mentions the excellence of one such yayla, the mountain of
Sharaf al-Din, which lies immediately north-west of the plain)®. But the Kurds also
engage in agriculture, as they live on part of the plain. The Armenians, on the other hand,
live in more central parts of the plain, because they are primarily agriculturalists.

The conclusion is that the Kurdish tribes, certain long-term considerations apart,
were territorially fixed. Individual tribes probably had tribal grazing land, in other words
land in the communal ownership of the tribe: this is a normal feature of Kurdish tribes in
the modern period, and some tribal sections have their own communal land t0o.° In the
long term, of course, the Kurdish tribes were not fixed: for one thing, they had not always
inhabited the region, and for another certain conditions could have forced them to move.

Given that the tribes were territorially fixed, the next question is whether their
economies were self-sufficient. If so, the principalities had no economic need to ally with

other principalities or political entities, or to subordinate them, or to be subordinate to

* Sh.1.354; cf.353.

® Sh.1.353-4 (yaylas of plain of Mus in general); 355 (Jabal Sharaf al-Din, presented as a yayla
of Hinis).

¢ V.Br., ASS 53-6.
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them. If they were not self-sufficient, then the need did arise.

The analysis of the different principalities’ territories in the next chapter indicates
that, irrespective of the individual fribes” self-sufficiency, each of the principalities was
self-sufficient. In other words its territory, taken as a whole, provided the right mix of
terrain, and thus of produce, to satisfy the needs of its population as a whole. It provided
both summer and winter grazing grounds for individual flocks (the migration paths might
vary in length, and cross or overlap), and sufficient agricultural land to feed not only the
agriculturalists but also, by exchange, the pastoralists.

To say that the principalities were economically self-sufficient is not to imply that
they were economically isolated. This is most unlikely to have been the case. Modern
medium- and long-distance transhumance patterns cross the boundaries of the medieval
principalities. For example, pastoralists, some of whom may still be tribal, winter in the
Tigris basin (formerly the Diyar Bakr) and summer in the Taurus mountains, the plain of
Mus, or on Nemrut Dag to the west of Lake Van.!' Their winter residences are therefore
outside, and their summer residences within, the territory of the former Bitlis principality.
Economic isolation is most unlikely, moreover, to have been a condition for a viable
principality. It is much more likely that there existed a web of relationships, partly
involving activity outside a given principality’s land, which together constituted economic
self-sufficiency for that principality.

Modern studies have concentrated on rural society. But in the medieval
principalities there was another element which made for territorial fixity, not to mention
economic diversity. This was the cities and towns. These were not only a source of wealth
for the princes, but residences for themselves and sometimes for family members with

apanages or other forms of landholding.




(ii) Village ownership. Studies of modern Kurdish society describe two types of village.
(1) The tribal village, where the inhabitants all belong to the same tribe. Here a proportion
of produce is paid to the village’s owner, who is also a member of the tribe. (2) The
tenant village. Here the majority of the inhabitants do not belong to a tribe at all. A small
group of families belonging to a single tribe also live in the village: in some cases they
live off the produce paid by the non-tribal tenants, but in general they too have to farm
in order to live. This is a sharecropping arrangement in which the non-tribal tenants pay
a proportion of the produce as rent for the land which they work. The choice of proportion
paid is up to the landowner, not the tenant -- clearly the landowner is limited by
considerations of practicability and humanity.*

In the almost complete absence of empirical evidence either way, it nevertheless
seems likely that in the late Middle Ages, Kurdish villages (whether wholly or partly
Kurdish-inhabited) were of tribal or tenant type, according as they were wholly or partly
occupied by tribal Kurds. But in the case of tenant villages the tenants were mostly
Armenians rather than Kurds."?

A third type of village would be the purely Armenian one in which the inhabitants
were subject to a basket of taxes traditional in the Islamic world (see next section, (iii)).
The taxes would have been paid to a landowner or, more strictly, landholder. As usual
nothing is known about the basis of the landholder’s tenure, but such taxes were normally
levied on the basis that the right to levy them had to be granted. In the medieval Kurdish
case the grantor was the prince.

There are two pieces of empirical evidence as to ownership and tenure of villages.

One is the bestowal of a village by the prince of Bitlis on a member of one of the

* Barth, Kurdistan 48-9, 53-60, 80-81. V.Br., ASS 92, 106.
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principality’s tribes. The circumstances suggest that the village was not tribal. The village
in question was outside the district inhabited by the tribe. A tribal village could only be
bestowed at all if the bestower and bestowee were both members of the same tribe as
occupies the village. However having decided that the village in question was not tribal,
we have not the means to decide whether the village was of the remaining two types,
tenant in the Kurdish sense or the standard case of a re‘@ya village in the Islamic sense.
The former seems more likely in this case.

The other piece of evidence indicating the nature of land ownership or tenure is the
existence of the practice of creating waqfs. This we know the princes of Bitlis to have
done.® If the income from a village, or part of the income, could be bestowed by the
prince on an institution such as a madrasa, then the right to that income must have
belonged to the prince. Such a situation points, uncertainly, to the re‘Gya village of the
Islamic world rather than to the tenant village. But the information in the Sherefhame is
not specific as to the form of tenure prior to the creation of the wagf. It is possible to
imagine the arrangement for exacting rent from the sharecroppers in a tenant village being
changed just for the purpose of creating a waqf.

The likelihood is that the three types of village -- tribal, tenant and re‘Gyd --
existed in the late Middle Ages. Beyond a few hints in the Sherefnrame and some
commonsense considerations we have no idea (except, perhaps, by further consulting the
Ottoman rahrir defters) of the distribution of villages between the various types. On a
priori grounds it seems best to keep in mind the notion of a mosaic where the types are
interspersed. The distribution, however, would not have been a uniform mix; the emphasis

would have varied. For example, on the plain of Mus, a few vital details of which are

2 Sh.1.380; discussed Ch.III, sect.1.3.1.(b).
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described by the Sherefname, the emphasis would have been on tribal and tenant villages
at the plain’s edge and on re‘aya villages in the more central portions. It is also a mistake
to suppose that the totality of tribal and tenant villages occupied by a given tribe would
have been owned by just one man, or just a few men. Although the term agha is

unspecific as to function, such landowners are probably the bulk of the men named as

aghas in the texts.*

(iii) Taxation. The discussion of the Bitlis principality in the next chapter will show that
the Bitlis princes did have extensive powers of taxation. The two instances to be discussed
there suggest that taxes of a kind standard and current within the Iranian sphere (a sub-
section, of course, of the Islamic world as a whole) could be levied by the Bitlis princes.
Such a conclusion may be correct, but the instances in question seem to arise out of
special needs such as foreign invasion.

On the other hand in Kurdish society of modern times the taxation and levy rights
of landowners do not correspond to taxation rights standard in the medieval Islamic world
or in the late medieval Iranian world." In the first place a completely tribal village pays
tribal dues to the village’s owner, and makes no other payment outside the village. The
tribe as a whole must pay dues to the chief; the identity of the person or persons
responsible for the payment varies from tribe to tribe.” Secondly, in the tenant villages,

the tenants pay a single yearly rent to the landlord, and again make no other form of

@ See appendix 11, sect.lI.C.3.

® V.Br., ASS 86-7; Barth 55-6 (Hamawand); Edmonds, Kurds, Turks and Arabs 13-14 (tithes,
animal tax, koda); Rich 1.123 and note 153-4 (voluntary contributions from Bahdinan clans
[sections]).
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payment elsewhere.* A proportion of the rent finds its way to the tribe’s chief, in the form
of tribal dues. In the Middle Ages, if this type of landownership was in force, the pri;xce
of a given principality would eventually have received a proportion of the rent.

The taxation arrangements accepted in modern Kurdish tribal society, therefore,
do not correspond to those traditional in Islamic society, and it is fair to ask whether and
to what extent the traditional Islamic taxes were in force. It seems likely (purely on a
priori grounds) that the villages inhabited by the tribes were only of tribal or tenant type,
in which case the taxation arrangements in those villages arose at least to some extent
from tribal dues or rent. Many villages, though, were inhabited purely by Armenians, and
we can reasonably assume these to have been subject to a mix of the taxes current within
the Iranian world, themselves derived both from taxes traditional within the Islamic world
and from taxes introduced by the Mongols.

In 937/1531 Sharaf (soon to be Sharaf Khan) of Bitlis needed to pay for tribute and
gifts to Shah Tahmasp. Tahmasp had just saved Sharaf from an Ottoman attack. He took
one-fifth of the emval u jihat-i mevasht u mard‘-i kufre u islamiye.® This should be
translated, as will shortly be argued, "the cattle- and pasture-tax on non-Muslim and
Muslim alike”. The word "emval" is deceptive, as it suggests the totality of the moveable
possessions of Sharaf’s subjects. This is hardly likely. If the word is changed to "mal",
the phrase "mal u jihat", meaning the combination of taxes to be paid, of whatever sort,
results.® (Strictly speaking "mal" refers to taxes payable in kind, and "jihat" to indirect

taxes payable in cash; but the composite phrase denotes the whole basket of applicable

2 V.Br., ASS 106; Barth, Kurdistan 48-9, 80-81.
b Sh.1.425; discussed Ch.III, sect.1.3.1.(b).
¢ CHI VI.535-6.
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taxes.) The word "mevashi” in its more basic meaning means "cattle", but can also mean
a cattle-tax. Similarly "mara‘7" means "pasture-tax" as well as "pasture”. Both taxes were
current in Iran in the second half of the 15th century: they were descendants of taxes first
imposed by the Mongols.* The passage just quoted therefore appears to mean that one-
fifth of the cattle- and pasture-tax was levied on non-Muslims and Muslims alike.

The conclusion to be drawn is not so much that within the Bitlis principality and,
perhaps, other principalities of the Van region, exactly the same taxes were levied as in
neighbouring parts of Iran, but that some taxes similar to those levied in Iran were
available to the Kurdish princes of the Van region. In the case of purely Christian villages
the conclusion raises few problems. In the case of tribal and tenant villages it suggests that
taxes levied in Iran, such as the cattle- and pasture-tax, were applied alongside tribal dues
and village rent; if they were paid by tribe chiefs and village owners, the taxes could to
some extent have been raised in the form of tribal dues and village rent.

The other known episode of tax collecting is that in which the Katholikos of
Aghtamar collected taxes from the Bitlis prince’s subjects. Again the account suggests that
tax was collected from all the prince’s subjects.” But in this case it is hard to believe the
katholikos was allowed by the prince to visit the tribal and tenant villages. It is much more
likely that he collected taxes only from the purely Armenian villages. These were the only

villages peopled purely by his own spiritual subjects.

2 CHI VI.538.
® Clph.XV.I1.221, pp.174-5 (S.1462.3, pp.272-3). Discussed Ch.HI, sect.1.3.1.(b).
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2.5. Summary of characteristics

The tribal base of a Kurdish principality was a group of tribes. The structure relating the
tribes within the group to one another varied from principality to principality. Leaving out
of consideration the very long term, the principalities were territorially fixed. Their tribes
had fixed summer and winter pastures, and often lived in villages during the winter. The
principalities, in any case, were based, in part, on cities and towns. Moreover they were
economically self-sufficient, and so no need for territorial acquisition or exchange arose.
Of course the principalities were competing for territory at the margin, but very little
change took place. Dramatic changes must have taken place before the Kara Koyunlu
period. As the principalities were formed and as they expanded or contracted, large-scale
territorial shifts must have taken place.*

Taken together with economic self-sufficiency, the tribal structure of these
principalities, which defined their size as well as the prince’s power base, also suggests,
what has been left undiscussed so far, the notion of a structural limit on size. In the short
term it can only extend its influence by acquiring vassals; and this the Bitlis and Hakkari
principalities did. In the longer term the principality can only grow by changing its nature.

The stability of the total picture of territorial division, with the tribal structure and
economic self-sufficency of the principalities, suggest the notion of a system in which the
various principalities were in equilibrium. Moreover the evidence, inadequate for some
aspects of the region’s political system, would appear to be adequate for this. In the next
two chapters virtually every valley of the Van region will be assigned to one or other of

the principalities or to the area directly governed by the Kara Koyunlu.

® For the general notion, Cribb, Nomads 56-9. For the argument in general, sect. 4.2 below.
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Given the economic potential of their respective terrains, each of the principalities
had reached a state of territorial expansion and intertribal relationships which, given that
the other principalities were also in a stable state, was self-maintaining except at the
margin. Of course a series of marginal changes would eventually amount, over a period,
to a radical change and therefore to a disturbance of the equilibrium. Equally, once a
principality had been weakened, territorial change would not necessarily be slow. Under
the combined predation of neighbouring principalities, its disintegration might be rapid and
take place with increasing speed.

Given that the equilibrium was for the most part self-maintaining, the question

arises, in so far as it needed maintaining, what did maintain the equilibrium.

Direct evidence bearing on the relationships between the Kara Koyunlu and the local
Kurdish principalities is almost completely lacking. As mentioned in Ch.I, sect.3, no
contemporary documents have survived. Two are preserved in the text of the Sherefname,*
but these add nothing to the information gleaned from elsewhere in the same and other
sources. We know of one episode which proves that tribute was demanded by the Kara
Koyunlu. This is the Zakaria tax-collecting incident, where the katholikos of Aghtamar
collected from the Bitlis prince’s subjects the taxes necessary to pay the tribute.” It is hard
to say just what the position was with regard to tribute. Probably it was demanded of the

three biggest principalities (Bitlis, Hakkari, Mahmudi) when the Kara Koyunlu felt able

2 Sh.1.376-8, 428-30.
® Above, sect.2.4.
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to demand it. Certainly the Zakaria incident took place at a time when, under Jahan Shah,
the Kara Koyunlu had reached the height of their power. When it was too difficult to
demand tribute, the demand was probably not expressed.

What we can be sure of is the requirement to acknowledge sovereignty and not to
express submission to any other power. We do have evidence of submission to the Kara
Koyunlu." Attacks, several in a row if necessary, were mounted on a principality’s cities
if the principality expressed submission to another power or, without acknowledging
another power, refused to submit to the Kara Koyunlu. The evidence for such punitive
attacks is reasonably good.'®

On the other hand there is no evidence of any interference in the local
principalities’ affairs beyond the periodic exaction of tribute and the requirement to
acknowledge sovereignty. After the acquisition of Tabriz in 1408 the Kara Koyunlu appear
to have kept no large permanent force in the region. All the attacks, whether on local
cities and towns or on Shah Rukh’s troops, appear to have been mounted from
Azerbayjan.® There is no evidence, in fact, that troops adequate to the task of subduing
the principalities were permanently kept at Ercis or Adilcevaz before, let alone after,
Timur’s annexation of the region in 1387.

The Kara Koyunlu’s policy toward the local principalities was therefore one of
thoroughly loose supervision and of requiring that the Kurds remain their vassals and no-
one else’s. One reason for the looseness of their control over the principalities has just
been given: the absence from the region of resources adequate for the maintenance of 3
more interventionist policy. But it is essential to ask whether, for the Kara Koyunly

confederation’s limited aims in this region, any intervention in the internal affairs of the

2 E.g. those on pp.115-16, 190-92 below.
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local powers was necessary.

It has already been argued that the tribal principalities formed a local system in
equilibrium. There was room for change at the margin, and in the longer term the
equilibrium could have been disturbed, perhaps at increasing speed, eventually resulting
perhaps in the complete dismemberment of one of the principalities. Of course such long-
term processes, or, alternatively, quick but radical changes, did not take place. But their
failure to take place requires some explanation.

The explanation would appear to be the presence of an overlord power exercising
an arm’s-length sovereignty. This was the little that was necessary for the system’s
equilibrium. First of all, the existence of the overlord provided a general umbrella of
stability which deterred the principalities from all but short-range acts of aggression.
Secondly, there is some evidence that the Kara Koyunlu exploited the rivalries between
the principalities in order to maintain the balance.?

This was not merely a policy which worked; it was probably the best possible
policy in the circumstances. Intervention in the tribal principalities’ internal affairs would
have meant the beginning of a process of unravelling of the various structures which,
without any cost to the overlord power, provided virtually all the elements necessary for
political stability. It is not the purpose of this thesis to work out the point in detail, but it
can be indicated first of all in general terms and then by means of comparisons of the
treatment of individual principalities by the Kara Koyunlu and by subsequent dynasties.

To end this general section on the principalities, some remarks about the subsequent

dynasties should be made.
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2.7. Subsequent overlords

The Ak Koyunlu, as soon as they gained the overlordship of the Van region in 872/1469,
started attempting not only to subjugate the principalities but to get rid of their ruling
families and begzades. From the foregoing sections it will be immediately apparent how
misguided an attempt this was. The principalities were not a threat outside their own
localities, though they may have hampered communication along the region’s more
important through routes. To replace the ruling families with an appointed governor was
an attempt at implantation which stood no chance of acceptance unless the structures and
elements of the principalities underwent radical change. Even worse, in one case (the
Hakkari) the attempt was made to replace the ruling family with another tribe.* There is
little doubt that the Ak Koyunlu would have tried to break down the tribal structures
within the principalities if their own empire had survived intact. As it was, the empire
suffered from factional fighting after the death of Ya‘qub in 896/1490," and the ruling
families were able to reclaim their principalities.

The relations of the Van region Kurds with the Safavids were somewhat different.
The Kurds initially acknowledged the overlordship of Shah Ismail. Afterwards some,
probably all, rejected it, apparently in 911 or 922/1506 or 1507. Ismail attempted to
subvert the region, in particular by imprisoning Sharaf of Bitlis and appointing his own
governor to the Bitlis principality.'® But the attempt appears to have been somewhat half-
hearted; and for reasons just given stood no chance of success unless accompanied by

thoroughgoing intervention, leading to radical change, in the affairs and society of the

# Sh.1.93; discussed Ch.III, sect.IL.5.(v).
® Woods, AQ 160-75.
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principality.

The Ottoman solution was considerably more ingenious. Instead of attempting to
evict the ruling families and unravel the fabric of the principalities, the Ottoman empire
incorporated them into the sanjak system. The sanjak beys were appointed from the ruling
families. Generally several sanjaks were created out of one principality. The sanjak beys
had to provide the usual military contingents: the land was surveyed in the usual process
of tahrir.”

It would be tempting to suppose that splitting the principalities into several sanjaks
and subjecting the land to tahrir meant the end of the principalities. However they
continued to exist. Within them the same tribal, territorial and family relations obtained
as before. The principalities were designated as "hereditary Aiikiimers". They kept all the
old principles of appointment to the position of prince except that the sultan was entitled
to intervene if an existing prince, or proposed candidate, did not fulfil, or appeared
unlikely to fulfil, his obligations.* The prince was sanjak bey of the sanjak containing the
principality’s capital (for example the Mahmudi prince was the sanjak bey of Hosap).
Similarly the other sanjak beys were members of the ruling family, and were appointed
to the sanjaks in just the same way as the same members would have been appointed to
the apanage from which the sanjak had been created.”® It is easy to misjudge the nature
of the transition by allowing the particular case of Bitlis to form the general image. Bitlis,
despite its pre-eminence among the Kurdish houses, was an isolated, atypical instance.
Three-quarters of its territory was seized from the principality, and the prince was left
with the sanjak of Bitlis only.

The Ottoman government maintained the whole dual system of sanjaks and

* Discussed V.Br., ASS 158-60.

62



principalities, again, by ingenious means. Unlike previous powers they created an
impressive military apparatus in the Van region. This was principally done by converting
Van into a large military base with a janissary contingent; but there were detachments of
janissaries in other cities and towns. The whole Van region, with the exception of Hinis
and Malazgirt, became part of the eyalet of Van. The Kurdish sanjak beys had a tendency
to fail in their duties; the technique of the Van beylerbeyi in this case was to order the
other sanjak beys to take part in bringing the rebel to heel.?!

The Ottoman arrangements for the Kurdish principalities showed greater
understanding of their nature, and of the difficulty of eradicating them, than the Ak
Koyunlu or Safavid attempts at subordinating them. The Ottoman government did not try
to destroy them, but simply adjusted the obligations of certain leading posts within the
principalities. The policy cannot be said to have shown greater or less understanding than
the Kara Koyunlu policy; but it was certainly more interventionist. As for maintaining the
balance between the principalities, the Ottomans did this, too, but again they did it by
intervening more closely and investing more resources in the region. This was, of course,
fully in line with policy in other newly-conquered areas; but it was necessitated anyway
by the border position of the Van region and the large-scale, ruthless nature of hostilities

with the Safavid empire.?

3. The directly administered areas

By contrast with the Kurdish principalities and their vassal relations with the Kara

Koyunlu, there is very little to be said by way of introduction to the direct Kara Koyunlu
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administration of the &w, which included the districts of Ercis, Adilcevaz, and Berkri,
to the north and east of the lake.

The Christian population was certainly taxed, but we have virtually no direct
evidence as to the basis of taxation. First of all the tax arrangements current in Iran at the
time will be summarised, then the very partial evidence from Armenian sources bearing
on the directly-administered portions of the Lake Van area will be considered.

In the last decades of Il Khanid Iran the basic taxes on the agrarian population seem
~ to have been the khardj or land tax prescribed by the Shari‘a and the qubchiir or catie tax.

The latter, however, was paid by Muslims as well as dhimmis and was introduced by the

I1-Khans themselves. Msrcover +ha ?,ubcb;f and. khq'(-i] ware Never sxached Sim-—
resien : Hrey were alterpadives.t

albanesusly i +he same [ In post-Mongol Iran the taxes seem to have remained
essentially the same until the reforms under the Ak Koyunlu; however the nomenclature
and clarification were different.®

The only passage which genuinely instantiates the practice of taxation by the Kara
Koyunlu in the Van region is one in Thomas of Mecop‘. This relates to the exactions of
Pir ‘Ali, governor of Amik, in the territory of Ercis and Adilcevaz, about 1436. Pir ‘All
took a poll tax of 40 rankas per head. The difficulty with the passage is that the tax is
clearly an irregular one and in any case levied outside the district for which Pir ‘All was
responsible.? Thomas also mentions a bahra which had to be paid quite separately from
the poll tax. This will be considered below. After the disappearance of the Kara Koyunlu
from the region, two incidents took place which may reflect the arrangements in force, or

capable of being in force, under the Kara Koyunlu. In 1484 various leading members of

* CHI V.531,533.
® CHI VI1.535-6; reforms 534-5, 537-9.
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the Armenian population of Van succeeded in getting the “jwan" abolished, in raising the
“dahiandzd€", in "making the mik ‘ané one from ten" and in freeing the priests from the
tax-collector.” At any rate it seems likely that the priests were taxed under the Kara
Koyunlu.

In 1498, when the Ak Koyunlu Alvand was defending his throne in one of a
succession of civil wars, his forces imposed a tax of 2000 tankas ("dahekan") per head in
the district of Ercis.” Again the imposition of the tax is irregular. But it is possible to

and Fhats
conclude from this passageI( from that in Thomas of Mecop* quoted above, [cenrmv 4 the
general practice of taxation in Iran, o pell txx in the nature of the jizya was ab
least- semetimes ' exacted. From the second passage we can conclude with reassnable
confidence that priests were generally taxed under the Kara Koyunlu. Thomas of Mecop*'s
"bahra" and the "mlk‘an€" are the bahra-yi malikana of Mongol and post-Mongol Iran.
This is simply rent paid to his landlord by the peasant in the form of a share of the crop.
It can be concluded that some Armenian peasants were tenants of Muslim landowners, and
quite apart from any taxation paid to the treasury, had to pay a share of the produce to
their landlord. The other terms (jwan etc) are difficult to interpret. The area under Kara
Koyunlu administration was divided into a number of governorships, but these may have
been combined at various points, not necessarily in the same combinations each time. The
operation of taxing and governing appears to have been supervised by a governor for the

whole area whose seat was Adilcevaz.® This governor and those of the smaller districts

under his command may have been the recipients of soyiirghdls, in other words an

# Clph. XV.IIL.66, p.62.
® Clph. XV.II1.348, p.256.
¢ Ch.IV, sects. 4.1.(a), 4.2.
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entitlement to the district taxes.* There is evidence that Kurdish tribes resided, or at least
summered, on the extensive plains north-west and east of the area’s main cities (i.e. the
Malazgirt plain and the Abagha/Caldiran plain).? These were not principalities, but simply
tribes, and in this respect were much like the Jaf and Hamawand of modern times. The
exact relations of the Kara Koyunlu with these tribes are unknown; in Ch.IV it will be

proposed that some form of tribute was exacted.

4. The inheritance from the Mongols

Reference has already been made to the circumstance that the Kara Koyunlu inherited from
the Mongols certain features of their manner and method of holding and governing this
region. It will be a satisfactory means of tying up this chapter’s general discussion, and
at the same time help to explain something of that manner and method, if we summarise
the Kara Koyunlu’s inheritance from the Mongols in this region. In sum, the areas directly
administered by the Kara Koyunlu were, apart from Ahlat, precisely an inheritance from
the Mongols; and the Kurdish principalities of the Kara Koyunlu period are likely to have
been in place, substantially in the same form, towards the end of the Il-Khans’ occupation.
However the Mongols are likely to have exercised even less strict supervision over the

Kurds than the Kara Koyunlu.

2 CHI VI.504-8. The passage in Clavijo (1943 ed., p.241) describing the shareout of at least
part of the Kara Koyunlu dominions between three Kara Koyunlu sons in the period before Timur
is unfortunately not relevant, because the areas in question (Erzurum, Ani and Alashkert) are not
in the Van region.

® Ch.IV, sect.3.
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4.1. The directly administered areas

Little needs to be said. With the exception of Ahlat and Hinis, exactly the same regions
seem to have been under direct Kara Koyunlu administration as were under Mongol. The
reasons have been discussed: the Ala Dag pastures were germane to them, but the flat,
high districts north and to an extent east of the lake were not germane to the Kurdish
principalities. The loss of Ahlat to the Ruzagi of Bitlis meant that the foremost city under
direct Mongol administration could not become the administrative base of the Kara
Koyunlu in this region. The Kara Koyunlu appear to have treated Ercis, a day’s walk from
the Ala Dag massif, as the region’s foremost city and the one where most of their
affections were invested. Much as Mongol governors had been buried at Ahlat, so the
Kara Koyunlu had their tiirbes constructed at Ercis. But as the administrative base for the
whole directly-administered area the true successor of Ahlat was Adilcevaz. A more

defensible site than Ahlat or Ercig was required.

4.2. The Kurdish principalities

In appendix IV it is argued that a small principality, based on the Ruzagi tribe, had been
established by the mid-12th century. It probably acquired Bitlis at or soon after the
Ayyubid occupation of Ahlat in 607/1207-8; if not then, the acquisition probably took
place soon after the Mongol conquest. The principality had certainly acquired Mug by the

end of the Il-Khanid occupation.® It had gained Ahlat by 750/1349." There is no means

* Ch.II, sect.1.5.(i).
* Appendix I, Ahlat; Ch.III, sect..5.(i).
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of knowing when Hinis was annexed by the principality; the first date when argument
would support the assertion that it was in the principality’s hands is 1387, when Timur
first arrived in the region.®

Below it is shown that a part of the Hakkari tribe had arrived in the upper Zab
district somewhere between the 660°s/1260’s and the 700°s/1300’s.® This therefore gives
the approximate date at which the Hakkari principality began to take shape. The town of
Julamerk® was probably its capital from the start. The Hakkari had certainly acquired the
Gevar plain by the 740°s/1340’s and Vostan by 752/1351-52.¢ Otherwise it is hard to say
which districts they occupied. But the principality was certainly in place by the end of the
Mongol occupation.

For the remainder of the area occupied by the Kurdish principalities in the Kara
Koyunlu period, in other words that of the Mahmudi and the smaller principalities to the
south of Lake Van (Hizan, Moks and Isbaird), an argument can be constructed from two
items of information concerning Hizan and Moks and from the much-quoted passage of
Yaqut concerning Zawazin.?

We know that as late as 1169 a small Armenian principality survived at Moks. The
latter name denotes areas of differing size in different periods, but in this case it denotes
the valley of the Miikiis Cay, a northerly affluent of the Bohtan Su.® We know that in

541/1146 Hizan, which lies in a separate basin immediately west of the Miikis valley, was

* Ch.III, sect.l.5.(ii).

® Ch.III, sect.I1.5.(ii), esp. pp.179-85.

¢ Its modern name is Hakkari, a name which is generally left out of the main text in this thesis.
¢ Ibid., pp.179-81.

* Markwart, Stidarmenien 519, 523; Ch.III, sect.IV.2, p.226, and sect.IV.2, p.231.
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taken by the Shah-i Arman (whose capital was Ahlat).” So the small Armenian principality
of Moks known in 1169 is not likely to have included Hizan; even if it did, Hizan was in
principle detachable from Moks, whereas formerly the two had belonged to one
principality, the Armenian one of Mokk’.

These points do not show that Kurdish principalities did exist at Hizan and Moks
during the Mongol period, but they show that their existence in that period is possible.
However Yaqut’s evidence shows that even in the 1220’s Kurdish tribal entities with at
least a limited political function and import existed immediately to the south and east of
Moks and Hizan. The likelihood is, not only that small principalities existed at Moks and
Hizan, but that by the 1220°s these were Kurdish already.

Yaqut® takes his information from Ibn al-Athir (the passage itself reveals this). The
information relates to the 1220’s or before.” According to Yaqut, the Zawazan stretch
from the vicinity of Mosul to the first borders of Khilat and to the [nearest] territory of
Salmas in Azerbayjan. In the region are many castles, some of them the possession of the
Bashnawiya and some the possession of the Bukhtiya Kurds. Among the castles of the
Bashnawiya are Barqa and Bashir; among those of the Bukhtiya, Jurdaqil, seat of their
malik [chief, prince], Afil and ‘Allds. But the lord of Mosul [in fact Badr al-Din Lu’lu’]
holds Alqi (1), Arukh (2), Bakhawkha (3), Barkhi (4), Kinkiwar (5), Niriih (6) and
Khawshab (7). [These have been numbered for convenience in the discussion.]

Yaqut’s information concerns political organisation as well as built structures. That

is to say, the mention of a particular castle in this list implies not just the existence of a

* Turan, D.A. Tirk Devletleri Tarihi 159; Appendix I, Hizan.

® Ed. Wiistenfeld, VI.957. The whole question of the extent of Zawazin has been dealt with
by Markwart, Sidarmenien 422-7, but Markwart assumes constantly that Zawazan is the Arabic
name for Armenian "Anjewac‘ik‘", the upper Norduz basin.

69



castle on a given site, but also the existence of territory dependent in some sense
(economic and/or administrative etc.) on the castle. It implies the existence, too, of a
social unit or units dependent, equally, on that castle. The unit or units dependent on the
castle might be an apanage of a given principality, or a whole principality (if a small one),
or a tribal section, or several tribes. In the case of the Bashnawi and Bukhti Kurds we
can be sure of the existence of a composite tribal principality such as was discussed in
sect.2 of this chapter. But in the case of the castles under the control of the lord of Mosul,
the text does not provide material to make the judgement as to which type or types of
political entity are centred on the named castles. But the existence of a number of Kurdish
castles does at least imply the existence of political structures of a tribal nature which must
have been the precursors of the tribal principalities known at a later stage in the Middle
Ages.

The term "zawazan" in Arabic implies summer pastures, and given the rough
whereabouts of the region discussed by Yaqut, the summer pastures in question must be
pastures fér flocks wintering in the Mesopotamian plain or its foothills. For the
designation "zawazan" to be a meaningful and workable one, it is not necessary that the
whole of the region defined by Yaqut’s list be summer pasture land whose primary use
is to be grazed by flocks from the Mesopotamian plain. It is quite sufficient that some of
it should be such land, and some should be land which could be so grazed, but whose
primary use is different. It would also be quite in order for one or two of the castles to
lie out of reach of flocks commuting from the Mesopotamian plain: just so long as this
was ftrue of only one or two castles, there is nothing improper about the designation
"zawazan" which would disqualify it from applying to the area as a whole. Nor is it

necessary that all of the land grazed or grazeable by Mesopotamian flocks should be
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included in the list of castles. We shall argue that Yaqut’s list of castles covers areas in
primary use as summer grazing, some, on the northern fringes, which were not in primary
use as such but which probably were grazed and certainly have been in recent times, and
some, too, which cannot be said to be in either category but where the district dependent
on the castle is at least visited, at the edge, by Mesopotamian flocks. Moreover Yaqut’s
own stated boundaries (not the ones deducible from the list of castles) coincide precisely
with the ones implied by the castles’ positions and with the description of the area in
question as zawazan. The stated boundaries are the borders of Khilat (which probably
means the whole of what later became the province of Akhlat/Khilat under the I1-Khans)
and the western border of Azerbayjan.

We shall also argue that part of the region justly designated by the word
"Zawazan" (by reason of its climate and accessibility from the Mesopotamian plain) is not
specified in the castle list. This is the Nestorian-inhabited districts either side of the Upper
Zab. The reason for these districts’ non-inclusion is very simple: there were no Kurdish
castles there, as the Hakkari principality was not yet in being and the districts in question
had not yet been conquered by Kurds.

Barqa and Bashir, castles of the Bashnawi/Beshnevi Kurds, will be towards the
east edge of the Tigris basin: the castle of Bashir will be somewhere near modern Besiri,
just west of the Garzan Su. Among the Bukhti’s castles, Jurdaqil appears to have stood
on the southern slopes of Judi Dagh/Cudi Dag.?® Afil is Tili at the confluence of the
Bohtan and Tigris.?” ‘Alllis has not been identified; but with the knowledge that Jurdaqil
is the seat of the Bukhtl malik we at least have a political entity resembling the Bukhti

principality whose internal constitution, geographical extent and achievements in later

71



periods are reasonably well known.*

Within the area held by the lord of Mosul the castles of Alqt (1), Kinkiwar (5) and
Khawshab (7) can be located without much argument. Alqi is Armenian Elki, near
modern Beytiigsebap.® Kinkiwar and Khawshab are respectively the former Kangavar in
the upper Norduz basin and the castle of Hosap, both in the north-east of the area
indicated. Alql is within primary summer grazing land. The southern slopes, effectively
the north side of the Taurus watershed, of the upper Norduz basin were until recently
visited by tribes from northern Iraq. The upper Hosap basin, centred on Hosap, is
beyond the limits of the country grazed by Mesopotamian flocks, but as stated above this
does not affect the designation "zawazan" provided it is confined to one or two cases.

As Alqi (1) is first in the list and Kinkiwar (5) and Khawshab (7) are among the
last three, Yaqut’s list would appear to be ordered according to a rough geographical
principle, starting in the south-west and working towards the north-east. Moreover, as will
shortly be argued, Ariikh (2) certainly lay in the Bohtan Su valley to the north of Algi,
and the true starting-point of the list, as far as geographical ordering is concerned, is the
BukhtT castles in the south-west corner of the whole zawazan. The geographical principle
of ordering is confirmed by the position of Barkhii (4) in the Norduz valley between
Kangavar and the Catak valley (see below). Part of the zawazdn, on the definition of
actual or potential summer pasture, is excluded. This is the Nestorian districts on the Zab,

about which a little more will be said at the end of this discussion.

* Some attempt at reconstruction in Sinclair, Eastern Turkey, 111.400-1, 409-10. On their coins,
Ilisch, "Miinzen der Buhti".

® Hiibschmann, Ortsnamen 337; Markwart, Stidarmenien 383. Description of castle, which
appears to have been decidedly unimpressive, Maunsell, MRETA 1.339.

¢ See the discussion of modern transhumance, based on Hiitteroth’s study, later in this section.
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The modern descendant of the name Ariikh (2) is Eruh. The present town of Eruh
lies in the northern part of the Bohtan region. However the castle lay in the Bohtan Su
valley to the north-east of modern Eruh, in the district of Berwari (Kurd.)/Pervari (mod.
Turk.).”® The district of modern Eruh was one of the apanages of the Bukhfi
principality.?

Barkhu (4) has been identified with a district of the same name on the Norduz Cay,
between the upper Norduz basin and the Catak valley.’® A village of Berhopahik is
marked on the map (USAF 1:250,000), and the castle may have been near this village.
Given that the district of the castle of Barkhii (4) occupied this sector of the Norduz
valley, a position for Bakhawkha (3) somewhere north-east of the Berwari/Pervari district
would seem logical. Ziril Kale has been suggested,® but Catak itself would seem the best
choice.’ As for the remaining castles, two have been already dealt with. Kinkiwar (5)
is Kangavar in the upper Norduz basin, Khawshab (7) is Hosap and Niriih (6) (perhaps
vocalised "Nerwa") is impossible to identify.2

The Zawazan of Yaqut can now be compared with the data on transhumance
patterns supplied by a study of Kurdish tribes carried out in 1953: the study, however,
also collected data pertaining to the period before the First World War. The study
concerns Kurdish tribes which winter mainly in the plains south of Judi Dagh/Cudi Dag
but also in the Bohtan district just above the river Tigris and in the Garzan district itself
(where the castle of Bashir appears to have been located).® However before the First

World War some tribes which summered in the Taurus wintered in the environs of Mosul

@ Markwart, Stidarmenien 424.
® Hiitteroth, Bergnomaden 48-63, passim.
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and Arbil.* The great majority of the tribes in question used the Bohtan valley between
the Berwar/Pervari district to the west and Ziril Kale to the east, as a migration path
rather than a pasture.” By nearly all the tribes the flat-topped, spreading Harakol Dag,
immediately south of the Pervari district, was used as a half-way point. This was possible
partly because the tribes’ migrations were phased; when one tribe arrived at Herakol Dag,
another departed.® Herakol Dag was also the final summer pasture for a tribe from the
Miikiis valley.® The half-way halting-place on Herakol Dag and the use of the Bohtan
valley as a through route helps to explain the importance of Artikh/Kal‘e-i Riistem.

The final summer destinations were as follows. (1) The heights to the west of the
Miikiis valley.® (2) In the Catak district, the east side of Arnos Dag, which lies between
the Miikiis and Catak valleys," and the lower end of the Catak valley.® Further north, one
tribe reached the south and west slopes of Artos Dag." Others went to Tirigin Yayla and
Calmk Yayla, which lie on the broad watershed of the Taurus above the upper Norduz
basin. The upper Norduz basin, which they overlooked from the south, contained the
castle of Kangavar, and was later to be, or possibly by this stage already was, part of the

Mahmudi principality.' Before the First World War, but not afterwards, tribes from upper

2 Ibid. 63.

* Ibid. 49, 55, 56, 59.

° Ibid. 49, 50-52, 56, 59, 61, 63. 72-3: note that the nomads even had fields here!
4 Ibid. 129.

¢ Ibid. 60.

"Ibid. 53, 63.

¢ Ibid. 57, 58, 59.

" Ibid. 54.

" Ch.IMI, Sect.III.1.
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Mesopotamia summered in the Hakkari district, both to the heights forming the watershed
between the upper Zab and the Hazil Su, and to the heights north of the Zab (Kara Dag
etc.).?

The modern study reveals a web of migration routes, made more complex and
cohesive by the phasing of the different tribes’ movements and the use of Herakol Dag as
a nodal half-way stage. The area united by the migration routes, with certain exceptions,
corresponds with remarkable exactitude to Yaqut’s Zawazdn. The chief differences are:
(1) that Yaqut’s Zawazan includes as certain winter pasture areas, those of the Tigris basin
and the Bohtan district, and (2) that Yaqut’s Barkhii, Kinkiwar and Khawshab lie beyond
the observed band of summer pastures. On the other hand the Artos Dag pastures lie
beyond Yaqut’s Zawazan. And there is no reason why the lower Norduz valley etc. could
not have been used as summer pastures in the 13th century. In any case the border of the
region of Khilat/Akhlat has to be borne in mind. If that region included the Hizan basin,
the Miikiis valley and the lower Hosap valley, but nothing further south, then Barkhil and
the upper Hosap valley would have had to be included in Zawazan for want of a better
alternative.

We may now add in Hizan and Moks again. We saw that these were separate
entities by the mid-12th century, which suggests that they could well have been so in the
early 13th. However in the mid-12th century Moks certainly, and Hizan perhaps, were not
Kurdish polities. By the early 13th century matters could well have been different, as the
example of the Zawazan castles shows. In any case the purpose of examining Yaqut is not
so much to establish the position in the early 13th century as to use a reconstruction of the

situation immediately before the arrival of the Mongols in order to indicate just what the

2 Hiitteroth, Bergnomaden 63.
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situation during the Mongol occupation is likely to have been.

The minimum conclusion to be drawn concerning the early 13th century is that in
the upper Bohtan valley, probably in the Hizan basin and Miikiis valley, in the upper
Norduz basin, in the Norduz valley further downstream, probably in the Catak valley and
certainly in the upper Hosap valley there were social and political groupings served by and
dependent on the identified castles.

Beyond the minimum conclusion lie different alternatives. The castles of
Kinkiwar/Kangavar, Khawshab/Hosap and perhaps Barkhii could have belonged to a
principality very similar to the Mahmudi principality known later. In fact the Mahmudi
principality may already have existed and had similar boundaries to those which probably
obtained during the Kara Koyunlu period. Bakhawkha and (on an alternative assumption)
Barkht may have been a small principality very similar in size, function and tribal base
to those of Moks, Hizan and Isbaird known from the post-Mongol period.* Thus in so
far as Hizan, Moks, Isbaird, Bakhawkha, Barkhii, Kangavar and Khawshab are
concerned, a political configuration very similar to the one obtaining in the post-Mongol
period may have existed before the arrival of the Mongols. The investigation of Yaqut’s
list is worthwhile when it leads to such a conclusion. There are, however, alternative
possibilities: the Mahmudi tribe may not have arrived in the upper Hosap valley, the
territory of the Mahmudi principality, then (in this supposition) not yet in existence, could
have been divided between a number of smaller independent principalities, each based on
castles such as Kangavar and Hosap.

Whatever the situation in Yaqut’s time, it may well have developed during the

Mongol occupation. Perhaps some of the principalities of the Kara Koyunlu period took

# Ch.III, sect.IV.
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shape during the Mongol period; the likelihood is that the Mongol occupation brought
about changes in the composition and relationships of the mosaic of tribal entities in the
district concerned.

Yaqut’s list does suggest that no Kurdish principality yet existed in the upper Zab
valley. The latter was Nestorian-populated and, in so far as it had a political organisation,
probably Nestorian-ruled. We know that a fragment of the Hakkari tribe came into the
upper Zab valley, fleeing from Mongol persecution, during the Mongol occupation; and
the date of its arrival is quite consistent with the picture suggested by Yaqut’s list. The
post-Mongol political arrangement in the Zab valley was therefore the result of the Mongol

presence.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE KURDISH PRINCIPALITIES

I. THE RUZAGI PRINCIPALITY OF BITLIS

1. Introduction

In this section we shall show first of all that the Bitlis principality possessed extensive,
well-balanced, productive and on the whole economically self-sufficient territory. Then we
shall point out the large number of tribes dependent on the prince, and examine the inner
group of tribes which formed the core of his power base. We shall look at the system of
sub-principalities which the great extent of the territory and the large number of tribes
necessitated. We shall then see that Bitlis possessed a kind of junior ally, the small
principality of Sasun; that another neighbouring principality, Hizan, was at least from time
to time the vassal of Bitlis, and a neighbouring tribe, the Paziiki, was also a vassal. All
these dimensions of the principality’s constitution and influence add up to a formidable
local power.

We then examine the way in which the Kara Koyunlu dealt with the principality
and compare this with the methods of subsequent dynasties in controlling what was more
or less the same principality. Our conclusion, of course, will be that the Kara Koyunlu
kept the principality on a very loose rein, demanding in effect only allegiance and not

attempting to interfere otherwise. The explanation for the Kara Koyunlu’s conduct towards
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this and the other principalities will have to be kept for our final chapter.

2. Territorial extent and economic cohesion

2.1. Territorial extent

A. The Bitlis valley and neighbouring districts. That part of the Bitlis valley within the
principality can be taken as comprising the immediate environs of the city of Bitlis and the
valley of Kifendir, a castle which was five hours’ walk down the main valley from
Bitlis.! The valley of Kifendtr seems to have been inhabited by and to have been at least
part of the territory of the BayegT tribe.>

The nahiya of Tatik was the valley neighbouring that of Bitlis to the south-east.?
It certainly belonged to the principality at the time of the Ottoman attacks on Bitlis in
1531-33,* and given its position it is highly likely to have done so in the late Middle
Ages.

The nahiya of Karjikan, the western half of the southern shore of Lake Van, was
certainly within the principality in the early 16th century A.D., though the principality lost
the district after its defeat in 940/1533.° Lastly there is a strong indication in the
Sherefname that the district of Tatvan was part of the principality’s territory in 900/1494-
5,% and given its position at the upper end of the Bitlis valley, between the two Bitlis-held
districts of Ahlat and Karjikan, it is very likely to have been a permanent possession of

the Bitlis princes.’

B. The district of Ahlat. This was a narrow strip of land along the shore of the lake
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marked off by a low watershed which begins at Nemrut Dag and follows the the curve of
the shore at a distance.* The districts on the other side of the watershed were those of
Chugqir, in the plain of Mus, and to the north-west part of the Murat Su valley, known
formerly as Hark, later known as Upper and Lower Bulamk and now part of the sub-

principality of Hinis.®

C. The plain of Mus and surrounding mountain districts. The plain of Mus was divided

into three nahiyas, those of Mus (Pers. Miish), Chuqiir and Ohgan. It may be that parts
of the plain were not included in these three nahiyas, perhaps because they belonged to
monastic estates, particularly that of the great monastery of Surb Karapet in the hills
north-west of the plain.

The position of the town, and therefore roughly of the nahiya, of Mus, is clear.
The nahiya of Chuqtr was the east end of the plain. The medieval and Ottoman town must
have been at Norsin (new name Giiroymak), about five kilometres east of modern
Cukur.?101 Ohgan was a castle north of the town of Mus, almost certainly the present
Mercimekkale ("Lentil Castle") by the Murat Su.” So the nahiya was a portion of the
plain against the plain’s northern edge. There is some evidence that the three nahiyas, or
parts of them, could be the estates of different Gghds; on the other hand this raises the

question, answered in sect. 3 below, what it meant to be lord of the whole Mus basin.

Surrounding mountain districts. Soon after the defeat of Sharaf Khan by Ottoman forces

in 939/1533, Ulama, who had been appointed in Sharaf’s place by the Ottoman

* On the boundaries of the district, see Appendix III.

® This part of the Murat Su valley is discussed fully below, under D.Hinis and esp. n.12 to
p.82.
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government, detached four castles from the eydaler (i.e. former principality) of Bitlis; they
were then given to Ibrahim, son of Shaykh Amir Bilbasi, as a sanjak. They were
Amiurek, Pughanad, Khiiyt and Kirenj.* The district of Khiiyt (Armn. Xoyt‘) lies in the
highest zone of the band of mountains between the upper Tigris basin and the plain of
Mug, north-west of Bitlis.!® The other three castles must have been nearby. Probably the
district defined by the four castles closely corresponded to the present Mutki district. On
balance it is likely that the district in question was counted as part of the sub-principality
of Mus, rather than that of Bitlis. The district of Sasun, the next one westwards in the
same range of mountains, was not generally within the principality, although its dynasty
was occasionally allied by marriage with that of Bitlis.” However other hill districts
bordering the plain of Mus must have been within the sub-principality, for example the

Serafettin Daglar to the north (west of the Murat Su).

D. The district of Hinis (Armn. "Xnus", "Xanus"; Pers. "Khiniis"). The fertile plain of
Hinus is not a flat expanse like the plain of Mus, but has a basically undulating surface.
However it is eminently suitable for agriculture, and in the late Middle Ages seems to
have been heavily exploited by a sedentary Armenian population.!! There is reasonable
evidence that in the 16th and 17th centuries the district of Himis included, beside the plain
of Hinis and surrounding hills, the mainly flat area between that plain and the plain of
Mug. This area comprises a section of the Murat Su valley and the valley of its tributary,
the Carbuhar Dere. The Murat Su flows westward down the middle of the area; the

Carbuhar Dere from the opposite direction; at the confluence the Murat Su turns a sharp

2 Sh.1.442-3.
» Discussed sect.4 below.
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angle southwards and finds a passage through the hills on the north side of the Mus plain.
The easterly part of the area (that drained by the Murat Su) comprises what became the
19th-century nahiyes of Upper and Lower Bulamk. Upper Bulanik lay along the Bulanik
or Koér Su, and Lower Bulanik to its west, along the Liz Su. The two were separated by

the Bilecan hills. The Carbuhar Dere valley is the district called Varto."?

2.2. Economic cohesion.

The territory just outlined contains a diversity of terrains, whose uses complement one
another. On the one hand the Mug plain, the evenly sloping west and north-west shore
strip, whose capital was Ahlat, the Hinis plain and the Murat Su and Carbuhar Dere
valleys are fertile cornland. On the other hand the hills and mountains surrounding the
plains and other flat areas, particularly Bingol Dag, the district of St Shehri on its west
shoulder and the Jabal Sharaf al-Din south of the Varto plain,* and some other mountain
areas such as those either side of the Bitlis valley are good summer grazing land, and
would also have carried some forests; but they would have been hard or impossible to use
for purposes other than grazing. Other land again, such as the plain of Hims, is more
naturally summer pasture, but equally can be used to grow corn. Apart from the overall
extent of its territory, the principality needed such diversity; it is hard to imagine that a
principality the nucleus of whose territory was that surrounding Bitlis, could have wielded
much power if it did not also control cornland such as the plain of Mus.

There was plenty of scope for the type of short-range local transhumance discussed

* Sh.1.355.
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in Ch. 2 above. The evidence for transhumance between the plain of Mus and the
surrounding hills and mountains is especially good.”> Moreover there is some evidence
for transhumance over longer distances within the principality or to destinations just
outside its boundaries. Such transhumance was confined to the same climatic zone, rather
than involving journeys between the Lake Van region and Upper Mesopotamia. We could
call it medium-range transhumance.

Bingol Dag was singled out by the Sherefname in the late 16th century as a choice
yayla.® In the Melek Ahmet Paga episode of the mid-17th century we hear that Abdal
Khan, hereditary sanjak bey and prince of Bitlis, has raided Bingdl and taken 70,000
sheep on the pretext of levying a tax from the local Kurds.” By that time the district of
Hinis, in which Bingdl Dag lay, had been detached from the Bitlis principality and made
into a sanjak in a different province, that of Erzurum -- of which, at the time of the raid,
Melek Ahmet Pasa was beylerbeyi. One reason for putting Bitlis and Hinis in two
different provinces was no doubt that Hinis contained some of the best yaylas for the
principality.’ Apart from Abdal’s wish for extra sheep the incident indicates something
about habitual transhumance, not only in the 17th century but also in the late Middle Ages.
Bingdl was the summer pasture; the winter pasture must have been somewhere under
Abdal’s jurisdiction. At the time his principality was confined to the district of Bitlis, in
the sense defined above. However that district is itself mainly suitable for summer
pasturing. Abdal also, however, had certain rights over the Mus district, and the reason
was that the large, composite Ruzagi tribe partly resided in that district and needed it for

economic reasons. This leads to the conclusion that one winter grazing-ground for those

2 Sh.1.355; see above.
® Ev.IV.126 (D.159). On the episode, sect.5.(ix) below.
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summering on Bingdl Dag was the plain of Mus or its immediate environs. We have a
case of medium-range transhumance.

One other passage indicates the same. During the Safavid overlordship the Paziiki
tribe had been given as an estate not only the districts of Malazgirt and Hinis but also the
nahiya of Ohgan in the district of Mus.* Of course Hinis and Ohgan had been taken from
the Bitlis principality. The Paziki used to winter in Ohgan;® and the fact that such an
estate could be created at all implies that the summer grazing-grounds were in Malazgirt
and Hius. Among these, of course, was Bingél Dag. This again illustrates medium- as
well as short-range transhumance.

In the Melek Ahmet Pasa episode of the mid-17th century it emerges that the
Kurds [of the Bitlis principality] went up to summer pasture in [the district of]
Malazgirt.'* Malazgirt had never been part of the principality of Bitlis; as with Hinis, one
reason for putting it in the province of Erzurum may have been just to cut it off from
Bitlis and Mus. As pointed out above, the principality of Bitlis was now confined to the
district of Bitlis (now a sanjak) and certain rights over the Mus district. Again the
conclusion is that the flocks summering in the Malazgirt district stayed the winter in that
of Mus, less likely in that of Bitlis. Here again we see the process of medium-range
transhumance.

Quite apart from the short- and medium-range transhumance which emerges from
the texts, parts of the principality’s territory were a natural venue for nomads from the
Tigris basin. These have been discussed in Ch.2 (pp.69-75) and more will be said about

them in Appendix IV (story E).

2 Sh.1.329, 435,

® Sh.1.435.
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3. Institutions and tribal base

3.1. The prince and his powers

(a) Tribal allegiance

The numbers of dependent tribes. When Evliya Celebi visited Bitlis in 1060/1655, seventy-
seven ‘agiret begleri were present at the court of the prince, who of course was also an
Ottoman sanjak bey. Allowances have to be made concerning the accuracy of the number.
Seventy is a favourite round number; exaggeration, especially for the sake of an
impressive round number, is possible. But after making such allowances there is every
reason to assume that Evliya’s number is roughly right: he was present when the ‘agirer
begleri touched their foreheads to the ground, stayed in Bitlis as the prince’s guest for
twelve days, took part in the defeat of the khan shortly afterwards and stayed at Bitlis
again in the following year. In other words, the information and impressions with which
he was showered during his stays at Bitlis would have served either to corroborate or
correct any count or rough estimate of the number of ‘agirer begleri made at the initial
meeting with the khan.® Later in the Melek Ahmet Pasa episode, when the council
assembles to elect a successor to Abdal, the figure of seventy (not seventy-seven) tribes
is given.b

An agiret begi (mod. Turk. translit.) is the chief of a tribe; and Evliya’s figure

» Ev.IV.82 (D.43).
* Ev.D.275 (MS 274.a.3-4; figure seventy not in Ist.IV.239).
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would therefore appear to give us the number of tribes paying allegiance to the Bitlis
prince at the time. Perhaps some of those present were not in fact chiefs of tribes, but
either chiefs of lineages or else some other type of agha.” But even if we cut the figure
down, perhaps to 50, it is still an impressive one, and consistent with the estimates of
soldiery available to the khan at the time. Evliya gives us a total of 70,000 men, which
is probably the total, regardless of quality or type, that can be raised in an emergency. Of
these 10,000 are the bodyguard or pyshtmala. Tavernier, passing through Bitlis at almost
exactly the same time, was told the prince could raise 20-25,000 cavalry and a large
number of infantry.®

What makes these quantities even more impressive is that the territory ruled by the
khan at the time was only the sanjak of Bitlis: the dynasty had lost the former sub-
principalities of Ahlat, Mug and Hinis.® Of course tribal allegiance to the khan must have
spread much further than the boundaries of the Bitlis sanjak, certainly into the former sub-
principalities of Ahlat and Mus and perhaps into other areas with traditional political or
economic links, such as that of Hazo.? On the other hand a number of tribes must have
been gradually lost after the separation from Bitlis of the Mus and Hinis sanjaks and the
Ahlat nahiya, particularly in the interval (1535-78) when no hereditary prince, but an

externally-appointed sanjak bey, governed Bitlis.

* Evliya, IV.121 (D.145) wrote that some a‘yan, owners of ze‘amets and collectors of hass
and harac, lived in the town; but their tribes’ territory must have been outside the town. The point
was noted by Van Bruinessen, Agha, Sheikh and State 169. For a discussion of the reason for the
presence of the agiret begleri in Bitlis, our discussion in Ch.II, pp.47-8, esp. n.8.

®70,000: Ev. 1V.89, cf. IV.197 (D.179). 10,000: Ev.IV.121 (D.142). 20-25,000: Tavernier,
1679 ed., 1.304.

¢ Sects. (viii) & (ix), esp. pp.127-9.
¢ Again, the discussion pp.127-9.
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A more serious caveat about the figure of seventy tribes is the possible changes in
the size of tribes between the late Middle Ages and the 17th century. There is nothing
positively to indicate such changes, and a few of the tribes mentioned in the Sherefname
were still tribes by the end of the 19th century and early 20th*; nevertheless some caution
must be exercised, for this and the other reasons indicated, in dealing with the figure of
seventy. At the end of our doubts, however, we are still left with an extraordinary number
of tribes. The first question to arise is the nature of the allegiance given by the tribes to

the prince.

The core group: the Ruzagi. The Sherefname, in its account of the origin of the Bitlis

principality, relates that the Ruzagi are a group of 24 tribes who in a single day
voluntarily chose to unite.” Elsewhere the text gives us the names of these tribes, divided
into two groups; unfortunately only 15 names are given, which casts doubt on the first
number, 24.

Later on, continues the Sherefhame, the Ruzagi (24 tribes) conquered Bitlis and its
immediate locality, and subsumed a further five tribes from that locality: these the text
also names.®

There is no reason to think that the named tribes are a fiction: of the 15 named
tribes some are mentioned elsewhere in the text; and of the five tribes mentioned in this
passage as resident immediately around Bitlis two are known from elsewhere in the

Sherefname as living in that very locality. Some of the fifteen and of the five tribes are

2 Appendix 1V, story C.
b Sh.1.358-9. Discussed Appendix IV, Story A.
¢ Sh.L.361.
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even known in the 20th century.® The fiction is not the tribes, or the conquest of the five
by the twenty-four, but the voluntary association of the twenty-four.

A further point to note is that the 24 (or some lower number, not lower than 15)
were in two groups, the Qavalist and the Bilbasi. Amirs by the name of QavalisT and
Bilbasi play leading roles in various episodes of the principality’s history; and in the late
15th century, when the two cousins Ibrahim and Sharaf are fighting for the throne, it is
clear that the two are each backed by one of the groups in question.” The two groups are
a reality, too, and were occasionally in conflict; but there is little evidence of a chronic
weakness in the principality due to the division into two groups.

The Ruzagi, then, are a number of tribes welded into two large groups, which are
in turn welded into a single group (there is no suggestion that the bond between the
Qavalisi and the Bilbasi was ineffectual and shallow; just that each of the two was
internally more cohesive than the Ruzagi as a whole); and the whole group owed
allegiance to a prince. How did such allegiance arise ?

In recent times similar relationships have existed. Between the First and Second
World Wars the Jaf, a tribe of Iraqi and Iranian Kurdistan, consisted of about twenty firas
or clans, each of which was either a lineage segment or a number of lineage segmerilts.c

They were divided into three principal groups: the Muradi, that of Jawanrud and that of

* On the tribes mentioned elsewhere in the Sherefname and those known in the 19th and 20th
centuries, Appendix IV, story C.

® Rivalry of Ibrahim and Sharaf: Sh.1.400-06, noted by Van Bruinessen, Agha, Sheikh and
State 165-6. Shaykh Amir Bilbasi, in the Sherefname’s narrative at least, plays the role of
determined grand guardian of the principality. Later he precipitated the imprisonment of Sharaf
c.1511 A.D., Sh.1.408-12.

° Barth, Kurdistan 34-8, 40-44; cf. Rich, Kurdistan 112, 280-82. Note Barth’s mistake in
applying the term "tribe" to the constituent groups. Full discussion of the Jaf above, Ch.II, pp.43-
4.

88



Kirmanshah. However the latter had broken away and joined a different tribe.* There was
a ruling lineage segment called the Begzada,” a word whose other sense of son and
potential heir of the prince has to be carefully distinguished. In fact the Jaf Begzada were
descendants of Zahir Beg (lived late 18th century), a Muradi, which means that the Jaf
Begzada came from one of the principal groups of tribes, rather than from neither.

The Ruzagi as an inner group of tribes (‘ashiret) within the whole Bitlis
principality closely resemble the Jaf as a group of tribes called #ira. The resemblance is
in respect of cohesion, of division into two groups, and of a further point which we shall
note below. Evliya seemed to have spotted a difference between the core group of tribes,
or Ruzagi, and the outer ring of tribes within the principality when he spoke of the
Ruzagi’s distinctive refined quality as they walked around the city of Bitlis; and he does
not mention any other tribesmen as being in Bitlis, probably because they resided further
away (see below).

We can be fairly sure that there was a ruling lineage segment, or possibly clan,
among the Ruzagi: every other cohesive agglomeration of Kurdish tribes known in any
detail in the 19th or 20th centuries has had one, and without one it would be hard to
account for the group’s cohesion. For purposes of exposition we shall assume below that
we are dealing with a Begzade lineage rather than a clan: we shall speak of "the Begzade
lineage" or, more loosely, the "ruling lineage" or "the ruling family".

How did the process of agglomeration of tribes occur ? Ch.2 above deals with this
in a general way: it is a process of subordination to the Begzade and of voluntary

attachment for reasons of security. Instances of subordination to the Jaf, followed by

@ Edmonds, Turks, Kurds and Arabs 141.

b Barth, Kurdistan 36, 41-4,
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incorporation into the Jaf as one of its tiras, are known.'® Equally it was possible for
clans to break away, and instances are known, again, from the history of the Jaf.!” The
Sherefname mentions instances of breaking away, or something close to temporary break-
up. But it does not mention the process of subordination, because it is already committed
to the fiction of voluntary association, a fiction which underpinned the authority of its
Begzada lineage -- the latter not mentioned under any recognisable name in the
Sherefname.

The process of subordination by the Begzada, both in the Jaf and in the Ruzagi,
is a process of welding whereby the whole group functions as a tribe, despite the fact that
the constituent tribes (in the case both of the Ruzagi and of the Jaf) maintain their
separateness. The welding then accounts for the extraordinary loyalty of the Ruzagi, the
core group of tribes, in the Bitlis principality.

There may be a further explanation for the great cohesiveness of the Ruzagi (the
core group). The Bitlis princes used marriage as an instrument of political alliance with
other principalities (see sect.4 below). But they seem also to have used it, at least on a
limited scale, within the Ruzagi. In the Melek Ahmet Pasa episode of 1665, when Abdal,
prince of Bitlis, was defeated by the pasha, he fled to his relative (bisim) Mudiki ‘Ali
Agd.* Now the Mudiki® were part of the Ruzagi; they were one of the five tribes
resident in the immediate environs of Bitlis which were conquered by the 24 (or fewer)
original Ruzagi.® So if Abdal was related to a Mudiki, at some point there must have

been a marriage between a member of the ruling family and a member of the Miidiki

* Ev.D.247, 270a.13-19 (Ist.IV.227 misleading).
® Spelling of the Sherefname.

¢ Sh.1.361; above, p.43.
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tribe. We get no other news of such marriages, however.

It would be legitimate to question whether the "tribes" mentioned as constituting
the Ruzagi, or core group, genuinely were tribes, or whether they were not tribal sections
happening to be called tribes by the Sherefname ? Although the notion that they were
really tribal sections has a superficial attractiveness, everything militates against it: several
of the tribes enumerated by the Sherefname survived until the 19th and 20th centuries,
when their status as tribes can be guaranteed; and the great size of the Ruzagi indicates
something much bigger than the Jaf. Again, should the core group of tribes be called a
tribe as opposed to an agglomeration of tribes ? The Sherefname never hesitates to call
it a tribe (and it leaves open the question, naturally enough, whether the totality of tribes
within the principality, as opposed to the totality of the core group, is a tribe); it

functioned like a tribe; and in our view it was a tribe, if a composite one.

Geographical area occupied by the core group. Five of the core group were the original

inhabitants of the immediate neighbourhood of Bitlis.* It can be verified from the text of
the Sherefname itself that three of these were indeed resident in that neighbourhood.® This
is a first clue to the geographical location of the core group tribes.

The first Ruzagi group of tribes (15 or more in number), that which conquered and
absorbed the five to form what we have called the core group, came into being by
voluntary assembly, according to the Sherefname,® at Tab in the ndhiya of Khuyt, a

mountainous district north-west of Bitlis: Khiiyt’s location is such that it can naturally

2 Sh.1.361.
* P.487 of Appendix IV (story C) and esp. n.3 there.

¢ 1.358-359.
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belong either with Bitlis or with Mus.* Of course the story of voluntary assembly is a
myth; but the district of Khiiyt as a vague indication of the habitat of the original group
is very likely an element of history which the text, perhaps not for reasons of historical
accuracy, nevertheless faithfully preserves. That habitat was, no doubt, a section of the
Taurus mountains north-west of Bitlis, but may have included contiguous districts in any
direction except the south-east. This gives a second clue.

Finally there is some evidence that one of the tribes resided in the nahiya of
Chuqur, at the east end of the plain of Mug, and in that of Mus, which means the small
district, just one part of the whole basin of the Mus plain, dependent on Mus. This is the
Qavalisi tribe, one of those in the Qavalist group.

The three clues give a reasonable indication of the core group’s habitat. It
comprised the immediate environs of Bitlis, the Taurus mountains north-west of Bitlis, one
or two parts of the plain of Mus and, no doubt, various unspecifiable adjacent districts.

Not surprisingly the bulk of this habitat lies within the sub-principality of Bitlis.

The outer circle of tribes. Given that the figure of seventy (from Evliya) is an indication

of the total number of tribes in the whole principality and that the core group of around
twenty tribes lived in an area immediately round and to the north-west of Bitlis, what was
the relation of the outer circle of tribes to the core group, and where did the latter live ?

Members of the core group and members of the outer circle were equally
subordinates of the ruling lineage. But the former were a highly cohesive group, tightly
bound to one another and to the ruling lineage, and on the whole highly loyal to the latter;

whereas the members of the outer circle were not so tightly bound either to the ruling

* For Khuyt’s position, n.1 to appendix 1V, p.483.
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lineage or to one another. Their ties to the ruling lineage were more a matter of the need
for security and of inferior strength; those of the core group more a matter of traditional
loyalty. The ruling lineage could not have subordinated tribes in the outer circle without
the use of the core group. The looser relationship between the ruling lineage and members
of the outer circle is similar to that obtaining between the ruling lineage of the Baban
principality of southern Kurdistan and the bulk at least of its subordinate tribes; in the case
of the Baban there is less good evidence as to the existence of a core group.

The geographical location of tribes of the outer circle can be addressed only
briefly, as there is no direct evidence. Although the designation "outer circle" is not
primarily intended to be geographical, the position of the core group does indicate that the
other tribes lived, on the whole, in places more distant from Bitlis. Since that city lay
towards the south of the whole principality, naturally the bulk of the outer circle lived to
the north of Bitlis, in the sub-principalities of Mus and Ahlat; some would have been in
the sub-principality of Bitlis, in the districts of Karjikan and Tatik; fewer would have
been in the sub-principality of Hinis, in fact one reason why Hinis was added late to the
principality is probably that Hims was, in the late Middle Ages, a largely Armenian-
populated area.'®

To conclude: the core group of tribes, the Ruzagi proper, were a tightly-knit group
bound to one another and to the ruling lineage by ties of traditional loyalty. The stability
of the whole principality depended on the core group. The latter seems to have inhabited
an area immediately around and to the north-west of Bitlis, the principality’s capital. The
members of the outer circle of tribes, on the other hand, were more loosely tied to the
ruling lineage; the subordinate relationship grew more out of current weakness than out

of traditional loyalty; and members of the outer circle were tied inwards to the core group
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rather than sideways to one another. Finally the habitat of the outer circle spread beyond

and outside the core group’s area of residence, particularly to the north.

(b) Sources of revenue: the prince and the aghas

Tribal allegiance to the prince was the chief source of the prince’s power over his
principality; we shall now consider the meagre evidence for another source, his rights to
tax revenue. The taxes in question seem to be both the traditional Islamic ones -- those on
produce, the poll tax and so on -- and the sharecropping dues typical of non-tribal tenant
villages. Our conclusion will be that in this sphere the prince’s power, though clearly
superior, was different only in degree to that of individual tribe leaders and other aghas.

First, two incidents which would seem to point in just the opposite direction, i.e.
which, taken by themselves, provide evidence that the prince did possess powers different
in kind from those of the tribe leaders and other aghas. In 1462 or not long before, Jahan
Shah’s troops had captured the city of Ahlat and were preparing to besiege Bitlis and other
places within the principality. The main reason appears to have been the failure of the
prince, Sharaf III, to pay a tribute. The katholikos of Aghtamar, Zakaria III (1434-
c.1464), offered to collect the tribute so as to save the principality’s inhabitants from
further invasion and destruction of life and property. Jahan Shah gave him a letter of
authority, and after securing the withdrawal of Kara Koyunlu forces he collected the
tribute in three months.*

The second incident is as follows. After Shah Tahmasp had relieved the first

Ottoman siege of Bitlis in 937/1531, Sharaf, the prince of Bitlis, held a sumptuous three-

* Clph.XV.I1.221, pp.174-5 (S.1462.3, pp.272-3).
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day feast for Tahmasp at Ahlat, in which he handed gifts to the shah and some of his
officers. To finance the feast, which from the Sherefhame’s description seems genuinely
to have been fit for a padishah and genuinely did deserve a reputation in all the inhabited
world, and the gifts, Sharaf took one-fifth of the moveable possessions, and of the taxes
from the cattle and pastures, of infidel and Muslim [alike], of the tribes and followers of
the principality (emval u jihat-i mevashi u mard‘i-i kufre u islamiye-i ulusit u
ahshamat).”

The phrase "tribes and followers" ("ulusat u ahshamat") in this passage probably
indicates only that the tax was applied to the tribal element of the population as well as
to the rest. The phrase "infidel and Muslim [alike]" ("kufre u islamiye") tells us in effect
the same. Sharaf was able to extract one-fifth of the taxes on cattle and pasture from the
whole of his population. The prince was thus in possession of a power of taxation not
available to any other leader within the principality. The meaning of "one-fifth" is highly
problematic. It may mean that one-fifth of the tax base was extracted.

But the two incidents illustrate the limitation as well as the extent of the power of
taxation. In each case the taxes were collected for a special occasion. In the second case
the purpose was to express gratitute to the shah and, more important, to secure a high
place for Sharaf and his principality within the Safavid empire -- inclusion in which was
the price of Tahmasp’s help in keeping the Ottomans out. So the sudden, as opposed to
regular, imposition of tax was only possible on exceptional occasions, which means for
the most part foreign invasions which threatened the principality’s existence or integrity.

Moreover the one-fifth proportion featuring in the second incident (the feast for Tahmasp)

* Sh.1.425. Siege and relief of Bitlis: 1.424-5. The feast: 1.425-30. Fit for a padishah etc.:
1.425-6. Gifts: 1.425 and 426.
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is not to be taken as a guide to the typical tax take.

So much for the general right, peculiar to the prince, of taxation over the whole
territory of the principality. Next we must consider the rights of the individual tribal chiefs
and other aghas. These are likely to have consisted in tribal dues, which are not tied to
given parcels of land, and income from land. The prince must be considered one of the
chiefs or aghas, as there is every indication (see below) that he held territory in a personal
and family title, just as the aghas did; the difference between the prince and other aghas
in this respect appears to have been simply a difference in the amount of land held. But
precisely what this personal and family title consisted in and was grounded in cannot be
convincingly ascertained; we can only rely on the few arguments given in Ch.2, and state
our conclusion there, which was that both the rights to income from land traditional within
the Islamic world and the sharecropping dues from a tenant village are likely to have been
involved. We will discuss the feeble evidence for the holdings of the aghas at large and
the almost equally feeble evidence for the prince’s landholdings, which includes the
evidence from the princes’ waqf foundations.

Abu Bakr Bayegi had provided rope-ladders for the recapture from the Ak
Koyunlu of the citadel of Bitlis in 900/1494-95. In return Shah Muhammad, the prince of
Bitlis who was set on the throne after the recapture of the principality, bestowed on Abi
Bakr [the village of] Khnz0rgin," one of the dependencies of Tatvan, and the village of
Iksur, as mulkiyar.* Leaving aside the word’s dead literal meaning of absolute rights in
perpetuity, we will rely on the a priori arguments set out in Ch.2 in favour of saying that
we could just as well be dealing here with the institution of sharecropping rights as with

that of the landlord’s rights to income current and traditional within the Islamic world. But

* Sh.1.398; the date, 1.399.
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the incident does show convincingly that whatever title to income was in question, the title
could be transferred: the prince held the title, then it was transferred to Abi Bakr. It is
unlikely that the power to transfer was limited to the prince, but at least the incident
demonstrates that the prince could hold such rights to income from land on the same terms
as tribe chiefs and other aghas. It also suggests a greater quantity of land in the holding
of the prince than in that of any other individual.

The existence of the institution of waqf and the large number of public buildings
within the city of Bitlis founded by the princes, not only demonstrates the quantity of
estates held by those princes but also indicates the existence of an institution of rights to
income of a different kind,\ in other words that common and traditional within the Islamic
world. The estates made over as waqf for his zawiya, dar al-shifa (hospital), dar al-ziyafa
and jami‘ by Shams al-Din I ("Veli"; early 15th century) were the village of Trmit
(Armn. "Trmerd") on the plain of Mus, the village of Kfi in the district of Karjikan, the
village of Kaziikh between Ercig and Adilcevaz (therefore outside the territory of the
principality -- the only instance), four mezra‘as, seven shops, a single caravansaray and
twenty Armenian families from the city of Bitlis and nearby.? As noted in ch.2, the
creation of such a waqf does not demonstrate finally that these particular parcels of land
were held by the prince in the fashion standard within the Islamic world, but merely
creates a probability.

To sum up: in normal course the revenue of the prince came from four types of
source. First, taxation. This was the right which distinguished him from the tribal leaders
and other aghas. Secondly, rights to income, of a type standard within the Islamic world,
from estates; and thirdly, sharecropping dues from tenant villages. These latter rights were

of a type also enjoyed probably by most tribal leaders and other aghas. That the prince’s

97



estates were the largest in the principality is more than likely; it is most unlikely they
amounted to more than a fraction of the total quantity of land within the principality.
Fourthly, the prince is very likely to have received a form of tithe from the tribal leaders
simply in respect of their tribal allegiance. As outlined in Ch.2, the tribal leaders and
other aghas may well have received tribal dues themselves, and so to an extent they were
simply passing on to the prince what they had received from their own tribesmen. The
prince, too, in his capacity as begzade leader rather than overall leader of the principality,
may have received tribal dues; but these must have been very limited; on the other hand
the tribe leaders may well have paid a form of tithe to the prince merely in respect of their

tribal allegiance.

(c) Bases of the prince’s power: comparison and conclusions

A large number of tribes obeyed the prince; the allegiance of an inner group of tribes was
close. In addition the prince disposed of revenue from a number of estates, which, while
larger than that received by any other individual, was not different in kind and can only
have been a small fraction of the total in the principality. |

The history of the principality demonstrates the great local power exerted by the
princes; and the prince had at his disposal an extraordinary number of troops.* What, in
sum, was the basis of his power ?

Our analysis of tribal allegiance and of the prince’s revenue are enough to show
by themselves that it was predominantly tribal allegiance on which the prince’s power was

based. Evliya’s evidence, though considerably later than our target period, as to the

* Above, sect.(a), pp.85-6, and below, sect. (c), p.99.
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number of men for which revenue from estates did pay bears the point out neatly. The
Ottoman imperial estates of the sanjak of Mus paid for the commander of the citadel of
Bitlis and its 200-strong garrison.* There were 13 ze‘amets and 124 timars in the sanjak
of Bitlis (roughly speaking the former sub-principality of Bitlis). In total these supplied
3,000 cavalry.® Out of 20,000 cavalry (Tavernier’s figure)® and a total of about 70,000
troops in all this leaves many more to be supplied from another source, if the 20,000 even
includes the 3,000; that source must have been the troops made available to the prince by
the tribes.? This was one of the duties which constituted tribal allegiance.

However the picture of a structure of tribes at the top of which sat a prince who
could order the tribes in any direction at his whim is misleading. In reality he depended
on the tribes as much as they depended on him. His power depended on making decisions
which in the long run pleased the tribes. Moreover he was obliged to consult, and on some
occasions was overborne by, the tribe leaders in the council, which apart from being a
direct vehicle of influence over the prince also formalised his dependence on the tribes.
As the council is the only direct evidence we have of the mutual influence of prince and
aghas, we will examine two instances of its operation.

The most detailed description is available in Evliya’s account of the appointment
of a new prince after the forced flight of Abdal in 1060/1665. Here not only the exiled

bey’s relatives, but also the seventy tribe leaders and the ‘ulemd’ were present.® Due

2 Ev.IV.89: on the reasons why the bey of Bitlis received those revenues, sect.5.(ix) below.
b Ev.IV.89; see Van Bruinessen, Agha, Sheikh and State 168.

° Above, p.86.

4 Pointed out by Van Bruinessen, Agha, Sheikh and State 168.

¢ Ev.D.275 (273b.32-274a.5)(> Ist.1V.239-40, incomplete).
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caution must be exercised: the council was presided over by Melek Ahmet Pasa, who had
just defeated Abdal in battle.

It was not just for the election of a new prince, but for other crucial decisions, that
a council was called. Before the battle of 940/1533 in which Sharaf Khan was killed,
something more in the nature of an ad hoc deliberation between Sharaf and those of his
aghas who were loyal to him took place. First of all Sharaf proposed that a force should
set off towards Ala Dag so that help could be requested from the Safavid governor of
Tabriz. But he was opposed by the aghas, particularly Sayyidi ‘Ali Aghd Pertafi,
described as the vekil (minister) and jumlar al-malik of Sharaf Khan and the mugtada
(leader) of the Ruzagis. Sharaf then said that Ulama’s luck was at its zenith and that of
the Ruzagis in its nadir, and it would be counter to the indications of astronomy to fight
Ulama (the enemy). But "the unfounded arguments and the foolish discourse of the tayfa

of the Kurds" prevailed, and the fatal attack on Ulama was initiated.?

3.2. The sub-principalities

(a) Principle of appointment; geographical extent

We shall state our conclusion first, then discuss our evidence, which is hard to interpret.
There were three sub-principalities, those of Mus, Ahlat and Hinis. The princes of these
were relatives of the prince of Bitlis. The principle of succession to one of the three sub-
principalities is unclear. Most likely they were family apanages, to which in principle the
prince of Bitlis could appoint members of his family in a single dispensation at the
beginning of his reign, and as occasion demanded (for example after the death of one of
the three, or if he rebelled). But in practice, provided there were no conflicts with the
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prince of Bitlis, the succession is likely to have been hereditary. That is to say, though in
principle an incoming prince of Bitlis was entitled to remove an existing prince of Mus,
in practice he was generally content to let the existing prince of Mus stay.

The best evidence for this arrangement comes early in the recorded history of the
Bitlis principality. In the year 750/1349-50 al-‘Adil, Ayyubid prince of Hisn
Kayfa/Hasankeyf, organised a coalition of mostly Kurdish princes against Husayn Bag,
a Turcoman chief then terrorising the Diyar Bakr. In this coalition were Dii’ al-Din
(Pers. Zia’ al-Din) al-Rishaki, lord of Bitlis; his brother Shams al-Din of Mus; and Ibn
al-Ghirz, lord of Ahlat. From elsewhere in the same source (the Arabic MS in Vienna
summarised by Cahen) we know that the lords of Mus and Bitlis were sons of Ghirz
(whose history is otherwise unknown); which means that the lord of Ahlat, too, was a
brother of the prince of Bitlis. Our argument in Appendix IV is that the dynasty originated
near Bitlis, and captured Bitlis as its capital, well before Ahlat was abandoned by II-
Khanid appointees (including the governor), which was perhaps four or five years before
our date, 750/1349-50. It is hardly likely, therefore, that Ahlat was the senior partner at
that date, despite the fact that the city was probably still more prestigious and bigger than
Bitlis. The city of Mus, too, was certainly not of greater size or importance than Bitlis,
and it is even less likely that Mus was the senior partner. As for Hinis, we have no
evidence that it belonged to the Bitlis principality at this early stage. If it did, it must have
been junior to Bitlis.

Of course in strict terms the rule of three separate but geographically close
principalities by three brothers, one of which is bound to have been the senior partner by
virtue of ruling the oldest of three principalities, does not prove that the senior partner had

appointed the other two. It is quite possible that he had not; and it is not essential to our
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argument that at this early stage he had. That he had so appointed them could only be
loosely inferred from this passage by combining with it the evidence of later incidents; but
by the time of those later incidents it is a much more tenable proposition that the prince
of Bitlis did have the power to appoint and depose one of the other three.

The incident in which three brothers, respectively lords of Bitlis, of Mug and of
Ahlat, take part in a coalition, leaves straightaway the impression that the territories
governed by the three, given the positions of the three cities, were contiguous and formed
a single spread of land. Leaving aside for the moment the precise geographical extent of
the sub-principalities, however, we will look at one or two further indications that Mus,
Ahlat and Hinis were family apanages of the Bitlis dynasty.

In 903/1497-8 Ibrahim, a son, only two years old, of Shah Muhammad, became
prince of Bitlis, with suitable regents. His cousin Sharaf (the future Sharaf Khan) was
Ibrahim’s na’ib (deputy) in the nahiya of Mus. But a powerful faction was behind Sharaf.
The latter eventually defeated Ibrahim, was appointed prince in his place and kept him in
captivity.

The term "nahiya" is loosely applied here: we do not know from this passage alone
whether the author intends the whole plain of Mug and dependent areas around, or simply
a much smaller area, similar in size to an Ottoman ndhiye, for which Mus was the market
town. But taking other passages into account it is very likely that the former is intended.
The term na’ib, too, is used loosely here. It cannot simply mean an appointee in the
Mamluk sense, as if it were merely a coincidence that Sharaf was Ibrahim’s cousin. It is
most unlikely to mean simply a subordinate, although Sharaf undoubtedl); was subordinate
to Ibrahim. The most likely meaning is that Sharaf was appointed to the position as part

of a new family dispensation when Ibrahim inherited the throne, although in this case it
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was the regents who carried out the dispensation rather than the prince, on whose behalf
the regents were acting.

The same episode furnishes a little more material for our conclusion. After a defeat
outside Mus, Ibrahim’s faction retires to Bitlis and is besieged there by Sharaf. A
conciliator is brought by Ibrahim and his regent; the conciliator proposes that Sharaf be
given Bitlis and Ahlat, while Ibrahim would take Mus and Himis. He also proposed that
the overall governance of the principality should be split between the two: presumably an
arrangement which would have been unworkable from the start.* However during the
celebrations to cap the agreement the leader of Sharaf’s faction, Shaykh Amir Bilbasi,
entered the throne room, deposed Ibrahim (who for the time being was occupying the
throne as sole ruler of the whole principality) and put Sharaf in his place. Ibrahim was
then imprisoned.®

The proposal to split overall governance of the principality between two cousins
is a remarkable feature of the story: it is worth bearing in mind as an aspect of the rules
governing the choice of prince, though it may not even have been meant seriously, leaving
aside its workability if it was meant seriously. However the point relevant to the present
purpose is that Ibrahim will, according to the agreement, take Mus and Hinis, while
Sharaf will take Bitlis and Ahlat. Ibrahim will take Sharaf’s former estate or sub-
principality of Mus, plus a second, Hinis. Sharaf will take Bitlis and Ahlat, Ibrahim’s
former estates. That the four estates are family apanages, to be swapped around in
successive arrangements, emerges clearly from the story. We may also suspect from this

story that the ruler of the whole principality, besides holding the sub-principality of Bitlis

* Sh.1.403.

® Sh.1.404-5.
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by virtue of his office, also generally held the sub-principality of Ahlat. A separate prince
of Ahlat is not generally mentioned during the history of the Bitlis principality.

We shall now examine one or two items of information which indicate that the four
sub-principalities were large areas exhaustive of the principality’s territory as a whole,
rather than smaller areas dependent on the respective cities (Mus, Ahlat etc.). The two
passages cited above (the three brothers known in 750/1349-50; and the proposed shareout
between Ibrahim and Sharaf) both strongly leave that impression, but in fact each story
would work well if the sub-principalities featuring in them were smaller territories
dependent on the respective cities, which together did not account for the whole of the
Bitlis principality’s territory. However the diploma given to Sharaf Khan in 939/1532 after
Shah Tahmasp had saved him and his principality from the first invasion by the Safavid
renegade, Ulama, and an Ottoman force, suggests the larger areas more positively: "We
have bestowed on him the government (eyalet) of Bidlis, Mash and Khins ..."* Here of
course Ahlat is left out, but there is a strong possibility that the district of Ahlat genuinely
was administered by a Safavid governor at this stage.” But the phrase "the government
of Bidlis, Mush and Khiniis" naturally suggests that the three names Bidlis, Mish and
Khiniis together account for the whole of the principality’s territory; as long as we make
the assumption, which can be argued from elsewhere in the Sherefhame, that the three
names designate sub-principalities, then we have our conclusion.?

A further passage is even more positive, but only as regards the Mus sub-
principality. One of the Armenian Minor Chroniclers, Dawit‘ of Balé$ [Bitlis], records

that in 1394 Timur came to Tardon, whose amir received him with affection [i.e. paid him

* Sh.1.429; the whole diploma, 1.428-30.
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the forms of allegiance].* Now Taron was the Armenian name not only for the plain of
Mug but for the whole basin of which that plain was the floor.® The amir in question can
hardly be anyone other than the prince of Miish, given that Miish was the chief town of
the plain. So our passage indicates that the territory ruled (in some sense) by the prince
of Mus included the whole Mus basin. Another text, a colophon of 1434, mentions an
"amiray of the Marac‘ [Kurds] who sat at Mu$". This helps to substantiate the
conclusion, while offering little evidence independant of the passage in Dawit‘ of Balgg
concerning the events of 1434.% If we could find similar passages for the sub-principalities
of Ahlat, Hinis and Bitlis our conclusion would be well proved.

That conclusion is, that the four sub-principalities, apanages of the ruling family,

together accounted for the whole principality.

(b) Relation to the tribes and to the prince

How did the institution of the sub-principalities fit the network of tribal allegiance and
fusion which by and large formed the basis of the Bitlis princes’ authority ? The system
of tribal allegiance almost certainly bypassed each of the sub-principalities -- no evidence
is known which suggests the sub-principalities were the focus of any tribal allegiance. (The
princes of Mus, Hinis and Ahlat were not even tribe chiefs, but simply relatives of the

prince, himself the leader of a lineage rather than a tribe.) Certainly the princes of Mus,

2 MC 11.350.
® Hiibschmann, Ortsnamen 325-7 for references.
¢ Clph.XV.1I. Add.525, pp.388-89.

¢ In strict terms the passage tells us nothing about the size of the area ruled by the amiray, but
only the identity of the town where he resided.

105



Hinis and Ahlat must have enjoyed income from estates, in the manner of the prince and
many aghas (above, sect. 3.1.(b)). But this was the sum total of their power base, and
combined with their relationship to the prince also the extent of their apanage.

They were simple appointees of the prince of Bitlis, and were subject in principle
to reshuffle at the accession of a new prince of Bitlis. Their function was perhaps to
oversee the tribes in their respective territories and muster soldiers for war; which the
prince of Bitlis could not do by himself, owing to the great size of his principality.

Mug must have been the most important of the sub-principalities. Given the history
of Taron in Late Antiquity and the early Middle Ages, it is quite possible that there had
been a separate Kurdish principality of Mus during part of the Mongol period,* and the
prince of Mus probably retained some of the local allegiance given to the princes of the
Mongol period. That a source mentions an "army of Miish" during the first Ak Koyunlu
attack on Bitlis in 1470 suggests both a body of men with a certain reputation for
cohesion and that the prince of Miish would have been responsible for gathering it. The
prince of Mush appears in one or two incidents, mentioned above, in his own right.?

We never hear of a prince of Ahlat who was not also the prince of Bitlis; and,
given the small size of the dependent district, this may have been the usual arrangement,
Ahlat, at the end of the 14th and in the early 15th century A.D., seems to have been the

burial place for leading members of the ruling family, which would fit the notion of a

partner city and district,?

® Discussion Ch.II,
* KD 11.543; sect.5.(vi) below, esp. n.47.
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4. Relations with other principalities

4.1. Neighbouring principalities

To the best of our knowledge the princes of Bitlis pursued policies of alliance, sometimes
alliance by marriage, with a neighbouring Kurdish principality, Sasun, and in the Kara
Koyunlu period probably held as vassals two other Kurdish political entities, the
principality of Hizan and the Paziiki tribe.

Sasun lay in the Taurus mountains to the west of Khiiyt and other Bitlis territory.
It was therefore adjacent to the principality of Bitlis on two sides, the north (the plain of
Mus) and the east (Khiiyt etc.). At least towards the end of the Middle Ages Sasun also
possessed the adjacent territory of Hazo, which lay in the Tigris basin.?® So the
relationship between the Sasun and Bitlis principalities appears to be that Sasun was the
yayla for Mus, and the Bitlis sub-principality the yayla for Hazo.

The Bitlis and Sasun principalities do not ever seem to have been hostile to one
another. Between them marriage alliances may have represented both a recognition of
mutual and complementary needs for one another’s territory and established political
associations. The association between Sasun and Mus had been particularly strong in the
12th century, when a minor Armenian principality ruled both. That between the district
of Bitlis and Hazo was even older, and went back certainly to the 7th century.

The meagre evidence conveys little impression that Sasun was ever subordinated
to Bitlis. From time to time the two seem to have enjoyed a certain thick solidarity. Bitlis

could certainly have defeated Sasun, but at a cost, given the difficulty of entering the
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territory of Sasun and capturing its castle or walled town.* On the other hand the question
of subordination did not normally arise, because the interests of the two coincided to such
a great degree. Nevertheless there is no question but that Sasun represented a useful
extension of the power of the Bitlis principality. Sasun was a constrained ally. Bitlis called
the tune; Sasun would follow.”

The small principality of Hizan, which abutted that of Bitlis on the south-east side,
seems to have been, from time to time at least, simply a subordinate. The principality
therefore represented an addition to the Bitlis principality’s power.®

The other neighbouring entity which the Bitlis principality sometimes held in
vassalage was the Pazuki. Below (Ch.IV, sects. 3, 4.(c), we argue that this tribe lacked
the territorial rights which would have marked it out as a principality rather than simply
a tribe. It must have lived in the districts of Adilcevaz, Ercig, perhaps Malazgirt and
perhaps Bulanmik. The relationship with the Bitlis principality was one not only of
neighbourhood but also of rivalry for pasture in the Malazgirt district and perhaps that of
Bulanik and Bingol Dag.

In the Kara Koyunlu period the likelihood is that the Pazuki were hangers-on of
Bitlis. The tribe, or parts of it, were on the fringes of the outer circle of tribes. At this
period the Paziiki needed the protection of Bitlis. On balance this was to Bitlis’ advantage;
however the Paziki were not allies who made Bitlis strong, but only subjects because
Bitlis already was strong.

In the period of direct Ak Koyunlu rule and in the Safavid and early Ottoman

occupations we find members of the Paziki ruling family and parts of the tribe

¢ On this castle, Sh.1.202; however the castle is brought in here in connection with the ‘Izz al-
Din and Zia al-Din story (story E, Appendix IV), where Hazo rather than Sasun is the twin
castle to Bitlis.
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contracting a marriage alliance with the Bilbasi group of tribes, siding with one of the
Ruzagi’s internal factions, and siding with their external enemies as well as submitting to
the Bitlis principality. This behaviour came about as a result of Bitlis’ weakness.

What was the occasion of marriage alliance with the Bilbast group, of siding with
internal factions, and of siding with enemies ? The Paziki tribe, like Sasun, would have
been easy to defeat in open battle, but battle would not generally have been open, and at
times of general disadvantage for the Bitlis principality the Paziiki, as a transhumant tribe
on the borders of the Bitlis principality which competed with Bitlis for pasture, could
always have been a nuisance if there were no effort at alliance. A marriage alliance thus
ended up as a way of sorting out pasturage and land tenure conflicts. Its aim was not an
extension of power but a means of avoiding its dilution, or at least of avoiding a drain on
effort and manpower. When the Ruzagi were in serious difficulties the Paziki could
assume the role of allies or even take the side of Bitlis’ enemies. On the ground this
sometimes meant success in getting access to pasture on Bitlis territory, and on one
occasion being granted part of that territory as an estate.?

By allying with the first of these three neighbours (Sasun, to the south-west) and
subordinating the second and third (respectively to the south-east and north-east),
therefore, the Bitlis principality extended its power outside its circle of dependent tribes.

This was only natural, given the smaller size of these neighbours.

4.2. The Hakkari principality

The Hakkari principality, the other great principality of the region, seems to have been
more or less the constant enemy of Bitlis. First of all, the two raided and fought over
territory at the margin, though there was never any attempt at deep invasion. Secondly,
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the two sometimes submitted to the sovereigns of competing outside powers, apparently
for no other reason than to gain an easy advantage over the other. Here again one must
note that no attempt was made to seize large parts of the other’s territory at the same time,
or to reduce the other to a subordinate or generally weaker position. Thirdly, there seems
to have been a long-standing feud between the two. This is something that can only be
sensed in the sources until Evliya bluntly states the existence of a blood feud (which may
have started as a fight over territory); even then only one of the tribes in the Hakkari
confederation, the Jilo, is stated to be the enemy of the Ruzagi.*

The most striking example of the hostility is the raid carried out jointly by Kara
Yusuf and Shams al-Din I of Bitlis on the territory of Van and Vostan in 1406. It was
followed by a counter-raid in which 60 villages in the Bitlis principality were burnt.® Of
course the motives of both attackers were mixed. Whereas Shams al-Din had just willingly
submitted to Kara Yusuf, ‘Izz al-Din of Hakkari was showing signs of restiveness under
his new allegiance to the Kara Koyunlu. Kara Yusuf, by means of the raid, forced him to
submit again,® but he immediately began a secret correspondence with Timur’s grandson
Abi Bakr, ruler of Azerbayjan and ‘Irag-i Ajem.*

Ritunik‘ and the istand of Aghtamar seem to have been the constant theatre of such

border fighting, and it seems that Bitlis was always the aggressor.© The island was

2 Ev.1V.236 (D.241: "Ciilo").

® Sect.5.(iv) below, esp. n.41.

¢ T‘M 70; Stimer, Kara Koyunlular 69.

4 Stimer, Kara Koyunlular 69.

¢ (a) Clph.XV.I1.154, p.117 (S.1459.2, pp.263-4)(raid on Gawas, part of Ritunik®, in 1459,
and unsuccessful attempt at capturing Aghtamar). (b) Clph.XV.1I1.348, pp.257-8 (raid in 1498,
which 370.a, p.276, shows to have been carried out by Bitlis). (¢) Clph.XV.II1.373, p.279 (raid

in 1499 by Hakkari, which may have been carried out partly in revenge for Bitlis’ raid the
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perhaps the one piece of territory that Bitlis wished permanently to annex; but in its
periods of subjection to or occupation by the Hakkari principality, the latter was its natural
overlord.*

To complete this discussion, the assertion of almost continuous mutual enmity
should be qualified in two respects. First, the border fighting was limited in scale; this
goes back to the tribal base of the two principalities, which made it impossible to acquire
territory at any speed. Second, it is quite in keeping with great-power rivalry, in
conditions of equilibrium or near equilibrium, occasionally to do one another a favour.
Bitlis and Hakkari sometimes did. At the end of the 15th century ‘Izz al-Din of Vostan
reconciled Timur’s son and deputy Miran Shah with the ruling family of Bitlis after Miran
Shah had killed Ibrahim, prince of Bitlis.*® In the Ak Koyunlu and Safavid occupations
the two principalities helped one another on more than one occasion; Sayyid Bég of
Hakkari attended the wedding of Shams al-Din IV, last prince of Bitlis before the period
of direct Ottoman rule over that principality, in 1533.3 Perhaps the two great ruling
families of the Van region temporarily made common cause against an enemy, the Ak
Koyunlu, who tried to deny them their principalities and subsequently against an overlord,

Shah Ismail, who tried to control them too tightly.

previous year). On the attacks of 1498 and 1499, Appendix V.

* In the context of the capture of the island by Sharaf Khan of Bitlis from the Hakkari in
939/1532-33, the Sherefname claims it to have been a Bitlis possession from ancient days, though
in recent years it had been in the hands of the Hakkari principality. (Sh.1.436.) In reality there is
no record of any previous permanent occupation by Bitlis.
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3. History of the principality

(i) Origins of the Ruzagi tribe and the Bitlis dynasty

Here we summarise the relevant points of Appendix IV, which extracts the genuine
historical material from the Sherefniame’s account of these origins. The Ruzagi tribe was
formed out of fifteen or more tribes in an area near, but not including, Bitlis. This was
probably to the north-west of Bitlis, in the Taurus mountains. The most likely date at
which the Ruzagi acquired Bitlis is at or soon after the Ayyubid conquest of Ahlat and the
Shah-i Arman principality in 607/1207-8. Alternatively they may have acquired Bitlis soon
after the Mongol conquest of the area in 641 or 642 (1244). At this stage the Ruzagi
absorbed the five tribes of the Bitlis locality. Whatever the date of acquisition of Bitlis,
the Ruzagi princes were vassals of the Il-Khans, whose governor resided at Ahlat, until

the late 1340’s.

(ii) From the Mongols to the Kara Koyunlu and Timur’s first invasion (A.D. 1387)

The first mention by a reliable historical source of the Bitlis principality relates to the date
733/1332-33.% The Mus plain may well have been in Ruzagi occupation by that date.?
At a guess the Mongols retained a direct hold over the town of Hinis,* but otherwise the
Ruzagi may already have been using the Hinis plain as summer pasture. Ahlat and its
district did not belong to the Bitlis principality by H. 733, as it was under direct Mongol
control.*

In 750/1349 the principality had already gained Ahlat. It consisted of three sub-

2 Appendix I, Ahlat, and Ch.II, sect. 4.1.
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principalities: Bitlis, Mus and Ahlat. The lord of Bitlis was no doubt the senior of the
three princes. The source, Cahen’s anonymous Vienna manuscript, mentions the Bitlis
principality as part of a coalition of Kurdish princes, whose other members resided in the
eastern half of the Diyar Bakr, formed in opposition to a Turcoman prince called Husayn
Bég. The latter was not a Kara Koyunlu: it was the Kara Koyunlu Bayram Hoca who came
to the aid of the alliance and crushed him.* At various points between 750/1349-50 and
787/1385-86 the Bitlis principality is mentioned as engaged in factional fighting between
the various principalities, mostly Kurdish, of the eastern Diyar Bakr.® The Bitlis
principality had probably gained the district of Hims by the time of Timur’s first
appearance in the Van region.”

The arguments as to the likely date, about A.D. 1380, at which the Van region

passed for the first time under Kara Koyunlu suzerainty are discussed in Ch.II.

(ii1) Under Timur and Miran Shah

In A.D. 1387 Timur entered the plain of Mus from the west, and approached its city. The
amir of Mug went to him with a great number of gifts.* Timur continued to the city of
Bitlis, where the prince, Sharaf, received him with "love". Timur gave him a letter of
“reconciliation". There was tranquillity in the whole district.® To put it more realistically:
the amirs of Mug and Bitlis voluntarily submitted, and Timur gave the latter a _ferman or
manshiir, which implicitly rejected the principality’s former allegiance to the Kara

Koyunlu and brought it into Timur’s empire. In A.D. 1394 the allegiance to Timur was

*TM 27.
*TM 28.
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confirmed. It was at this point that Timur granted Pasin, Avnik and Malazgirt to
Sharaf.®®

A few years afterward, however, the prince seems to have repudiated the allegiance
to Timur, for which he was eventually seized and killed by Timur’s son and deputy,
Miran Shah, in Armn. 845/1396-97. By now the prince of Bitlis was an Ibrahim; it was

not necessarily he, though, who had thrown off the allegiance to Timur.%

(iv) Shams al-Din I under the Kara Koyunlu Kara Yusuf and Iskender (1406-23)

Kara Yusuf, after escaping from his prison near Damascus in Rajab 807/January 1405,
spent the winter of 1405-6 in Mosul,” and after clashes with the Ak Koyunlu between
Mardin and Hisn Kayfa® came to Bitlis. He was greeted warmly and with gifts by its
prince, Shams al-Din. He bestowed on Shams al-Din the district of Pasin and the gal‘a of
Avnik (which together meant the Pasinler plain, east of Erzurum); married his daughter,
or one of them, to Shams al-Din; and gave to Shams al-Din a nishani ér letter of
entitlement, of which the Sherefname preserves the text.*

He also helped Shams al-Din attack and ravage the districts of Van and Vostan,
which belonged to the Hakkari prince; Shams al-Din was of course in turn helping to
secure the submission to Kara Yusuf of the Hakkari principality.* Beside this service to
Kara Yusuf, Shams al-Din helped Kara Yusuf to defeat one of Timur’s grandsons, who

now ruled Azerbayjan and, in name at least, Armenia. This took place in Jokhr Sa‘ad the

* Stimer, KK 67; CHI VI.161.
® Siimer, KK 68.

¢ Stimer, KK 68-9.
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same summer, 1406. The victory gave Kara Yusuf control over north-west Azerbayjan and
small parts of Armenia adjoining it." Later the whole of Azerbayjan fell under Kara
Yusuf’s control (1408 and 1410).°

Before trying to assess the relationship between Shams al-Din and Kara Yusuf, we
shall continue the story, in so far as we can, to the end of Shams al-Din’s reign in 1423.
Before Kara Yusuf’s death two events, both of them campaigns against the Ak Koyunlu
in the Diyar Bakr, are relevant. One is Kara Yusuf’s campaign in spring 812/1409, on
which Kara Yusuf took Shams al-Din and other Kurdish princes.° The second is the
campaign of 814/1412, which was preceded by a feast on the plain of Mus in honour of
Pir Budag, the favourite son whom Kara Yusuf had proclaimed sultan.® That many coins
survive which were minted in 814 in Bitlis jointly in the names of Kara Yusuf and Pir
Biidiq may mean that Shams al-Din minted a special issue in Pir Biidag’s honour.

In Dhui‘l Hijja 823/December 1420, however, only forty days after Kara Yusuf’s
death, Shams al-Din sent a messenger to Timur’s son Shah Rukh at Karabagh, and in
Jumada 824/June 1421 he and other Kurdish princes kissed the hand of Shah Rukh during
the latter’s stay at Ahlat.? This was a highly abrupt rejection of Kara Koyunlu
sovereignty.

At the time, the sons of Kara Yusuf were fighting for the succession; but when a
clear successor (Iskender, known as Qara Iskandar) emerged, he attacked Ahlat and Bitlis

twice, in 1422 and 1423, and during the second attack executed Shams al-Din in front of

2 Sh.1.376.
® CHI VI.161; Siimer, KK 72-76.
¢ Stimer, KK 80.
¢ Siimer, KK 89-91.
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Ahlat.®

What purposes can we give to the actions of Kara Yusuf and Shams al-Din ? Shams
al-Din was clearly an able ruler; he was also learned, closely connected with Sufis, and
responsible for several buildings in the city of Bitlis.® He clearly decided to throw in his
lot whole-heartedly with Kara Yusuf as soon as the latter appeared at Bitlis. Timur was
already dead, and Shams al-Din must have felt that loyalty to the Timurids offered no
hope. He also used Kara Yusuf to further his feud with the Hakkari principality; but it has
to be said that the latter were threatening to side with Shah Rukh.

On his side Kara Yusuf had a serious need of Shams al-Din’s loyalty in 1406, when
he was rebuilding and about to expand his dominions. After 1410 Kara Yusuf may have
been in a better position to enforce his overlordship (if the need had arisen), but Shams
al-Din appears to have been a consistently loyal subject, nor is there any sign that Kara
Yusuf used force to ensure that loyalty. One can only speculate why. Did Shams al-Din
see great advantage in a thoroughgoing loyalty, which would protect his territory and its
trade and agriculture; or was there perhaps a personal warmth (coincidental with the

formulaic vocabulary of "affection", "intimacy" and so on found in the texts) between the

two men ?

* Sh.1.379.
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(v) From the death of Shams al-Din to the end of Kara Koyunlu rule

Dynastic history. Shams al-Din’s son, Sharaf, who succeeded him, was an idiot* who,

however, appears to have ruled without regents or guardians. At his death (date unknown)
his son Shams al-Din II became prince, but this time the principality was effectively ruled
by Shams al-Din’s mother, Shahum Khatun, and her new husband Mir Sayyidi Ahmad
Nasr al-Dini. In practice this led to anarchy: the regents lost control of most districts
within the principality. For example, a Mir Muhammad Nasr al-Dini, who must have
been related to the regent Ahmad, seized Ahlat, and an ‘Abd al-Rahman Agha Qavalisi
seized the nahiyas of Chuqtr and Mush.

The child prince Shams al-Din then gained real power by attracting the aghas one
by one to his cause, which of itself persuaded Mir Ahmad Nasr al-Dini (his stepfather)
to escape to the Bukhti principality.® Shams al-Din immediately thereafter killed his
mother; and when he had secured the return of Ahmad, had him killed too.° After the
short reign of Shams al-Din’s son Ibrahim (from no earlier than 835/1431-32 to no later
than 840/1436 -- the other four sons had died of natural causes before their father), Haji
Muhammad, probably Ibrahim’s son, reigned until about 1445, when he became insane.
A council of notables was held, which appointed in his place his nephew, Shams al-Din
IIT (our reconstruction of dynastic history depends on imputing a serious mistake to the
Sherefname, on which see our annexe to section 5 (p.135)). Shams al-Din seems then to

have been succeeded by Ibrahim III, son of the insane Muhammad, in whose name we

2 Sh.1.381.
® Sh.1.384.
¢ Sh.1.384 (mother) and 384-6 (Ahmad).
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have coins. Ibrahim may have been bypassed in the council of c.1445 on grounds of age.

By A.D. 1458 Ibrahim had been replaced by a Sharaf (III), very likely, too, a son
of the insane Muhammad; this Sharaf, too, minted coins in his own name. And (if our
reconstruction of dynastic history is right) this Sharaf was still reigning when the Kara
Koyunlu sultan Jahan Shah was defeated on the plain of Mus in A.D. 1467 and the Ak
Koyunlu, under Uzun Hasan, then replaced the Kara Koyunlu as overlords of the Van

region.*

Relations with the Kara Koyunlu. We will briefly give the evidence, then try to draw some

conclusions. In Armn. 875/1426 took place another siege of Bitlis by Iskender.** This
may well have been a reprisal for a savage attack by the prince of Bitlis on Adilcevaz the
year before. The latter attack was probably carried out while Iskender was occupied in
the capture of Van.” At any rate we can conclude that the Bitlis principality did not lie
quiescent in the few years between Shams al-Din’s death and the death in 1426 of his
executioner Iskender. Probably the regents, Shahum Khatin and Ahmad Nasr al-Dini,
decided their local position was strong enough to take advantage of the circumstance that
Iskender was engaged in conquering a district on the other side of the lake. That they
perceived the matter thus, and took such a decision, vaguely suggests a policy, perhaps
ill-worked out, of limited defiance, that is to say of defiance without high cost.

We have evidence of three attacks on the principality by Iskender’s uncle Jahan

Shah (reigned 1436-67), in 1451, 1457 and 1462. In the first such attack Jahan Shah

* For the evidence for rulers from the deposition of Haji Mubhammad to Sharaf, annexe at end
of sect.5.

* T‘M 85. Thomas says the attack on Arcke/Adilcevaz took place "in the same days" as the
capture of Van and RStunik®,
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"enslaved” as well as "devastated" the principality, acording to the source, an Armenian
colophon. After the third, the patriarch of Aghtamar intervened when Jahan Shah’s troops
had captured the city (though not the citadel) of Ahlat, and were readying themselves for
further assaults. The patriarch then offered to collect from the principality of Bitlis the
levies which it owed to the Kara Koyunlu.®

Jahan Shah’s attacks were probably occasioned by thoroughgoing insubordination
on the part of the principality. In this period fall the reigns of Shams al-Din III (nephew
of Haji Mubammad), 1445 to ¢.1554, Ibrahim III (son of Haji Muhammad), c.1454 to
¢.1458, and Sharaf III (probably also a son of Haji Muhammad), c.1454 to 1467 or after,
all of whom minted coins in their own names.” Clearly the campaign of 1462 was
provoked by the failure of the Bitlis prince (Sharaf III in our reconstruction) to pay his
tribute. But as this is the only mention of tribute to be paid to the Kara Koyunlu by the
local principalities, it is hard to interpret. The best guess is that Jahan Shah gained an
ascendancy over the principality in the 1430°s and 1440’s by means of which he did
succeed in imposing a regular tribute; but later the princes entered on a heyday of local
power and freedom which allowed them to assume the overt forms of independence such
as refusing to pay tribute and minting coins in their own names. Hence Jahan Shah’s
expeditions. The last and the first of these seem to have succeeded in their aim, the re-

subordination of the principality.

* 1451: Clph.XV.L721b, p.644 (S.1450.1, p.216). 1457: Clph.XV.IL112, p.81 (S.1457.2,
p.258). 1462: Clph.XV.11.221, p.174 (S.1462.3, pp.272-3).

® For the coins, Appendix I, Bitlis. For the arguments as to the coins, annexe at end of sect.5.
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(vi) Seizure by the Ak Koyunlu and subsequent independence

In Safar 873/August 1468 the Ak Koyunlu Uzun Hasan defeated Jahan Shah’s son Hasan
‘Ali near Marand in Azerbayjan, and Hasan ‘Ali fled.* In Rajab 873/January 1469 Uzun
Hasan defeated Abu Sa‘id, a grandson of Timur and the ruler of Khurasan and
Transoxiana. Abu Sa‘id was attempting to recover western Azerbayjan for his own empire;
if he had won, the Ak Koyunlu might never have gained any part of Iran.** As it was,
the victory immediately gave Uzun Hasan Azerbayjan, and the remainder of the Kara
Koyunlu empire in Iran and Mesopotamia followed during the course of 1469.° In an
early stage of this process of rapid conquest, Hasan ‘Ali was finaily defeated (Shawwal
873/ April-May 1469).°

The Kurdish principalities had been loyal to Hasan ‘Ali. Uzun Hasan seems to have
been determined, not merely to subordinate the main principalities, but to deprive them
of any power to inconvenience him in future. The cities of the principality of Bitlis were
attacked in each of the three years 1470-72, and Bitlis was finally taken in 1473 -- the
difficulty encountered by the Ak Koyunlu in capturing Bitlis suggests just how powerful
the Bitlis princes had become.*® Ibrahim, the reigning prince, signed a treaty with the Ak
Koyunlu general, Sulayman Bizhen Oghli, in which he renounced his power over his
principality. He moved to Iran, with 12 families from the Ruzagi tribe, and was assigned
a personal pension "vazifat-i jihat-i u" in the city of Qim. The more prominent

personalities in the principality fled to relatively inaccessible parts of its territory.®

* Woods, AQ 111.

* Woods, AQ 112-14 on the stages of conquest.
¢ Woods, AQ 112.

4 For all these events, Sh.1.389-90.
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Probably there were Ak Koyunlu garrisons in the three main cities of the principality;
perhaps Ak Koyunlu generals were given rights to income from the land.”’ At any rate
the principality seems now to have been under direct administration.

This was an entirely different way of dealing with the Kurdish principalities of the
Van region. The reason should probably be sought by looking back in time at the
personality and preferences of Uzun Hasan himself. He had never preferred a loose
subordination on the part of his vassals. In the 1450’s and 1460’s Hasan, able to see the
extreme insubordination on the part of the Bitlis princes towards the Kara Koyunlu, had
pursued extreme policies of subjugation towards two willing vassals of the Kara Koyunlu.
These were the Ayyubid prince of Hisn Kayfa/Hasankeyf and the Bukhti prince of
Jazira/Cizre, the two most powerful Kurdish princes of the Diyar Bakr. Expelling them
from their hereditary domains, he put their lands under direct administration. In both cases
(Hisn Kayfa and Jazira) he had already secured the principality’s submission: he
apparently preferred to content himself with submission until he was in a strong enough
position to defeat and remove the ruling families. Jazira, capital of the Bukhti principality,
was taken only in 1469, so the first attack on Bitlis (1470) took place immediately after
the expulsion of the Kurdish princes from the Diyar Bakr.*®

Hisn Kayfa and Jazira were at the border of the Kara Koyunlu dominions with
those of the Ak Koyunlu, and a case could be made for saying that Uzun Hasan preferred
to maintain a direct administration in former principalities which would always have been
easy for the Kara Koyunlu to come back and subvert. If this is true, the same could not
be said of the principalities of the Lake Van area after the defeat of the Kara Koyunlu.
These principalities were now surrounded by Ak Koyunlu territory on all sides. They were

not liable to be subverted by an outside power. One could therefore see Uzun Hasan’s
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expulsion of their princes as a simple continuation of a policy learnt in the past fifteen
years which it was now second nature to apply in the Lake Van area.

It would certainly be valid to argue that now the principalities were surrounded on
all sides by the territory of an empire, it was important to guarantee the safety of
communications through the Lake Van area, which in turn implied preventing the
principalities from rebelling and from other acts of insubordination. The only way, in
Uzun Hasan’s view, was to remove the ruling families altogether. After 1410, however,
the Kara Koyunlu would have had equal reason to apply such an argument. That is to say,
in that period their lines of communication between the Diyar Bakr, northern Iraq,
Azerbayjan and northern Armenia were nearly as important to them as the equivalent lines
of communication later were to the Ak Koyunlu. But they did not draw the conclusion that
the ruling families of the Kurdish principalities must be eradicated or banished.

So long as the princely family could be kept out of the principality and so long as
the Ak Koyunlu could closely supervise the remainder of its aghas, the policy seems to
have been a success. However during the reign of the Ak Koyunlu Ya‘qub (883-96/1478-
90) the Ruzagi, or some part of the group, rebelled, and in retaliation Ibrahim (the Ruzagi
prince removed by Uzun Hasan) was executed.® But after the death of Ya‘qub in A.D.
1490 the Ak Koyunlu empire was torn apart by rival factions and local usurpers, and the
Ruzagi of Bitlis, like other Kurdish ruling families and groups, took advantage of the
unsettled conditions to recapture their principality (900/1494-95). The new prince was
Shah Muhammad, youngest son of the ousted and now murdered Ibrahim.** Shah
Muhammad (died 903/1497-98) issued coins in his own name, perhaps an index of Ak

Koyunlu disorganisation as well as of Ruzagi strength.

2 Sh.1.390.
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(vii) Sharaf Khan (c.1500 to 1533): Safavid hegemony_and occupation (1508-15); the

reign of Sharaf under Ottoman hegemony (1515-33)

Shah Muhammad’s two-year-old son Ibrahim was appointed, but a faction gathering
around the "na’ib" of the nahiya of Mus, Sharaf, defeated the regents, and Ibrahim was
kept in captivity.® Sharaf submitted to the Safavid Shah Ismail at Ahlat, probably in
1502.%° But later, probably in 1507, Sharaf was imprisoned, along with several other
Kurdish amirs at Shah Ismail’s court. This must have happened because the Kurdish
princes had committed various acts of insubordination. Although the others were let go
(1508), Sharaf was not. Ismail decided to seize the principality, and after two and a half
years of resistance the Ruzagi, now princeless, surrendered to Ismail’s deputy, Chayan
Sultan, in 1510 or 1511.%" The principality of Bitlis was put with Adilcevaz and Ercis
in a single governorship.?

However Sharaf escaped,” made an initial attempt to recapture Bitlis, was then
persuaded to join the Ottoman cause, along with other Kurdish princes, by Idris Bidlisi,
and finally recaptured Bitlis after taking part in the battle of Koghisar of 1516, which gave
the Diyar Bakr to the Ottoman empire.*

Sharaf was a gifted and effective ruler. In his second reign (1515-33), under

Ottoman hegemony of course, he appears to have been one of the most beneficial of the

2 Sh.1.400-406.

* Sh.1.414.

¢ Sh.1.412-13.

4 Sh.1.414-18. The text (1.415) implies that the first attempt on Bitlis came only a few days
before Sharaf was persuaded by Idris Bidlisi’s diplomacy to contribute toward the Ottoman effort

during the Iranian campaign of 1514.
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Bitlis princes, and the Sherefiiame speaks highly of his achievements.®

His downfall in 940/1533, and the half-century of direct Ottoman rule over the
principality’s domains, should be seen as the result of an increasingly aggressive Safavid
stance in the border areas. Ulama, Safavid governor of Van, defected to the Ottoman side,
and slandered Sharaf, who, however, had brought him safely to Ottoman territory in the
first place. Ulama persuaded the sultan to grant him the principality of Bitlis (probably
937/1529-30). A first Ottoman attempt to capture Bitlis was defeated in the nick of time
by the Safavid Shah Tahmasp. Sharaf had been forced to change sides, and was given a
diploma by Tahmasp as amir al-umard of Kurdistan (939/1532). He was defeated and
killed the following year because he refused to retreat in the face of the second Ottoman
expedition.*?

Sharaf’s son Shams al-Din was then put on the throne of Bitlis with an atabeg,
Haji Sharaf b. Muhammad Agha Kelhiiki. The principality had now reverted to Ottoman
vasselage. However on Siileyman I's return from his second Azerbayjan campaign in
1535, the principality was finally given to Ulama. Shams al-Din fled to Shah Tahmasp
after being told that the grant of the sanjaks of Malatya and Marag was a trick.® It was
only in 986/1578 that one of his sons, Sharaf (V), the author of the Sherefname, returned
to Bitlis, and then only as sanjak bey, with hereditary rights, of the former sub-principality

of Bitlis.®

* Sh.1.435-7.
® Sh.1.437-44,

¢ Sh.1.454-5.
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(viii) Ottoman government without the hereditary princes: 1535-78

The whole territory was converted into three sanjaks and part of a fourth: Bitlis, Mus,
Hinis and the Ahlat nahiye of the Adilcevaz sanjak. Each of these was subject to tahrir
or enumeration for tax purposes. No doubt the timars and ze‘amets, tax regulations and
payments and the timar- and ze ‘amer-holders themselves were simple confirmations of pre-
existing arrangements. But the aghas, former landowners on a sharecropping basis, and
now converted to fimar- and ze ‘amet-holders, were now bound by obligations towards the
sanjak bey which applied to timar and ze‘amer-holders throughout the Ottoman empire.
At least from the point of view of the Ottoman court they had dropped their tribal
obligations.®

The arrangements enjoyed by Sharaf V after his return in 1578 indicate roughly
those applied to the sanjak beys appointed between 1535 and 1578. This meant the receipt
of revenues of specified amounts from four villages, one mezra‘a and sources in the city
of Bitlis itself, and the ihtisab or market taxes of that city. On the other hand half the
tizye or poll-tax of the sanjak had to be paid to the beylerbeyi of Van, the province in

which the Bitlis sanjak was included after 1548.°

(ix) After the return of Sharaf

Size and status of the principality. Sharaf’s domain was by and large the territory of the

former Bitlis sub-principality.” The now hereditary beys of Bitlis were entitled to the

* Sh.1.354: rahrir and an update, both in the reign of Siileyman I. Dankoff, Bitlis 15 (p.62
here for comment). Tahrir documents, Appendix III.

® Notes 54, 56 below for the sources.
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revenues of specified monetary amounts from four villages, from one mezra‘a and from
the city of Bitlis; and to the market taxes (ihrisab) of Bitlis. They also received an
additional 40,000 akge out of the revenue from the imperial estates within the sanjak
(bavas-i hiimayiin). This brought his total income up to 500,000 akges.* In 1583 the
income from the nahiye (not the sanjak) of Mus was added. According to Sharaf himself
this was an extra 200,000 akges. But Sharaf also states that the extra 200,000 brought his
total revenue up to 1,400,000 akges, not the 700,006 which might have been expected.
The total in excess of the parts is probably to be explained by the addition of another
source of revenue sometime between 1588 and 1597 (the date of the Sherefhame’s
composition) and from which the bey was still benefiting in 1665. This was half of the
cizye or poll tax levied on the Christian re ‘Gya.

Sharaf and his successors ruled a hereditary hikimet, a principality where maﬁy
of the pre-Ottoman rights of the prince, tribal chiefs and others were preserved, sometimes
by conversion into Ottoman institutions. The principality was now a sanjak within the
jurisdiction of the beylerbeyi of Van. Judged as a hereditary prince, the bey possessed
limited rights; but his rights as a sanjak bey, by the standards of the Ottoman empire as
a whole, were unusually wide.

The right of succession seems to have been somewhat limited, because the Ottoman
government had the power to dismiss the bey for disobedience. On the other hand the
successor had to come from within the family. The bey had the unusual right of appointing
various legal and religious officials, including the gdzi and mufti. Those with estates
simply kept their estates and the rights to the income, but the estates were registered as
timar and ze ‘amet. The timar- and ze ‘amet-holders had the usual military obligation to

march under the banner of the Bitlis bey.”
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The tribes. There is little evidence as to the number of tribes owing allegiance to the bey
of Bitlis. A priori it seems safe to assume that he lost several tribes in the sanjaks of Mug
and Hinis and in the nahiye of Ahlat. This is not because those sanjaks were now separate,
meaning that the bey had no jurisdiction over them in Ottoman law. Nor is it because
some system of tribal allegiance to the beys of those sanjaks may have developed. Instead
it is also because the period of rule by non-hereditary Ottoman sanjak beys (1535-87) was
a perfect opportunity for tribes to drift away from allegiance to the Ruzagi core group.
However the core group and many of the old outer circle remained, and the
relationship between the two was intact. This tribal structure, a partial survival from the
late Middle Ages, was indeed the principal reason for the formidable strength of Abdal
Khan, the prince of Bitlis with whom Melek Ahmet Paga had to contend (in a mid-17th
century episode which will be briefly narrated below). The Melek Ahmet Paga episode
contains one or two indications of the core group. Before being attacked by the pasha,
Abdal is accused of gathering round him a number of tribes, one of which is the Khalit.
The latter figures on the Sherefiame’s list of the core group’s members.* When Abdal
withdraws into the citadel, he takes with him the same tribes.® Again some of the tribes
in the whole confederation did not reside on the territory of the sanjak. There is nothing
to indicate, for example, that the Khaliti themselves had moved. One of Abdal’s
subordinate tribe leaders came from the district of Gavish, just east of that of Karjikan.*
This indicates not merely the existence of a network of tribal allegiance which extended

beyond the Bitlis sanjak’s boundaries, but that parts of the former network could have

2 Ev.IV.195 (D.175); Sh.1.361; pp.87-88 above.
® Ev.D.193 (MS 263.a.18; not in Ist.).
° Ev.D.243 (MS 269b.11-12, 15; Ist.IV.227 incomplete),
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remained within the territory of the former sub-principalities, now lost to Bitlis, of Mus,
Ahlat and Hinis.

Abdal also received the support of a number of other sanjak beys, and this is likely
to have been the result of a vassal relationship, though by no means all of the sanjaks in
question were hereditary in any sense. The bey of Hazo was Abdal’s son-in-law, and was
in Bitlis at the time of Melek Ahmet Paga’s attack on the city. So were those of Ciska
(probably Cikst, near Kulp) and Ziriki (near the lower end of the Bitlis valley).*® Those
of Cemisgezek and Capakcur wished to come, but were caught before they could: it is
hardly surprising that the bey of Capakgur, near modern Bingdl, should try to come, but
quite astonishing that the bey of Cemisgezek, in the Dersim district north of Harput,
should do so.*

A number of beys from sanjaks south-east of Bitlis, which as a group abutted the
Bitlis sanjak’s boundary, had sent troops to take part in Melek Ahmet Paga’s expedition,
but failed to come in person. These were the beys of Ispaird, Zeriki, Sirvan, Hizan,
Karni and Kesan. Their geographical position gives the clue to the reason for their failure
to appear; they were, again, in some vassal relationship to Bitlis, repeated in at least some
cases, notably Hizan, from the late Middle Ages.”® Another and stronger clue is their
treatment after the defeat of Abdal. These beys were held prisoner; that of Sirvan was
then allowed to ransom himself, and that of Hizan released after a gift from, surprisingly,
Abdal Khan.” On the other hand a group of beys from sanjaks east and south-east of Lake
Van had not merely failed to present themselves, but had not even sent soldiers. Yet

somehow they were forgiven and let off with a slap in the face ! The text of Evliya

2 Ev.1V.203 (D.193-5).
® Ev.IV.260, 261 (D.327, 329).
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does not explain why, but the most credible reason is that they were not Abdal’s vassals.
The pasha did not need to teach them a lesson, and did not want to antagonise them for

the future.

Relations with the Ottoman government. Sharaf V abdicated in favour of his son, Abi’l

Me‘ali Shams al-Din (V), sometime before 1597.°! In 1601 an attack on Bitlis,
presumably a punishment, was mounted by a pasha of Van. The bey of Bitlis was Sharaf
Khan. It seems more likely that Sharaf had regained his throne, rather in the manner of
Abdal Khan half a century later, than that the source, a colophon, misnames the bey of
Bitlis. There was a long resistance, and in 1602 Sharaf Khan was defeated and his treasure
plundered by the Ottoman forces.” In 1603 we hear of a Zia’ al-Din (II), who in 1604
killed the bey of Mus and the latter’s two sons.” In short, the beys of Bitlis were once
again rebellious and assertive.

The next view of the principality comes in the Melek Ahmet Pasa episode of the
mid-17th century. A summary of that episode will supply information relevant to certain
aspects of the principality’s constitution and behaviour. In 1045/1635 the sultan Murad IV
had been so well entertained by Abdal Khan of Bitlis that he had made over the harac of
the Mug sanjak in perpetuity to the hereditary beys of Bitlis.®? In 1048/1638, after Murad
IV’s conquest of Baghdad, Abdil had refused to say "Gazan miibarek ola" (i.e. to
congratulate him). Melek Ahmet Pasa had been instructed to take revenge on Abdal, but

had abandoned the expedition after an agreement under arbitration. When Ahmet Paga was

® Zulalyan, Ar. Hay. 55

* Clph.XVILI.126, p.104 (1603); 181, pp.184-5 (1604). Last mentioned in 1607: ibid. 336,
p.272.
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appointed to the Van province, he paid Abdal a visit in Bitlis.”

Despite the friendly terms on which the two had parted, Melek Ahmet Pasa found
a pretext for an expedition against Abdal. When the expedition has been decided on, better
reasons appear. Abdal had raided the sanjak of Malazgirt, stealing 40,000 sheep and
killing 300 men. In Bitlis he had confiscated the goods of certain merchants on the pretext
of extracting a toll, and beaten and maimed them when they complained.”

After a specious reply to Melek Ahmet Pasa’s ultimatum, a force was gathered
from the Kurdish sanjak beys of the Van province and Abdal was defeated.© Abdal fled
to his kinsman Miidiki ‘Al Kaya in the Mudiki district.? A council of ‘ulema’, elders,
shaykhs and prominent men ("a‘yan-i esraf"), presided over by the pasha, appointed as
prince-cum-sanjak bey Zia’ al-Din, the middle (not the eldest) son of Abdal. The pasha’s
agreement is needed for the appointment, and he makes it clear that without the agreement
of the council collectively to guarantee payment of Abdal’s debts (40,000 sheep to the bey
of Malazgirt and his dues to the Van garrison) the government will ignore the hereditary
rights of the sanjak’s ruling family.®

In Cumada’l-evvel 1066/February 1656 (when, by chance, Evliya, the source for

the whole episode, is visiting the city), the news arrives that Melek Ahmet Pasa has been

* Ev.IV.125-7 (D.157-61); the whole visit to Bitlis, IV.81-129 (D.43-163).
b Ev.IV.191-2 (D.165-7).

° Reply: Ev.IV.197-8 (D.179-83). Force of sanjak beys: Ev.IV.199-202 (D.185-9). Defeat:
Ev.IV.202-32 (D.191-255).

¢ Ev.D.247 (MS 270a.13-19; Ist.IV.228-9 misleading).

*Ev.D.275-9 (MS 273b.32-274b.36; Ist.IV.239-40 incomplete). Abdal’s treasure was
auctioned immediately afterwards so that the debt could be paid: Ist.IV.241-58 (D.281-321).
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removed from the governorship of the Van province.* The very next day Abdal returns,
and everybody hastens to submit to him, including the new prince-cum-sanjak bey Zia’
al-Din.* The latter in fact continues as prince: Abdal refuses to accept that position.c But
it is clear from the events of the next month that in effect he directs the government of the
principality.’ Nir al-Dahir, younger brother of the prince, Zia’ al-Din, murders the
latter.® The Ruzagi tribes then demand the blood of Nur al-Dahir, and kill him; Abdal
takes over as prince. Evliya, the source, states that he instigated the murder of Zia’ al-
Din." In 1076/1665 Abdal was deposed by the pasha of Van and replaced by his son Badr
al-Din; he was kept a prisoner in Istanbul and later put to death.®

From the remainder of the 17th and from the 18th centuries, several similar
incidents are known. In each case the Ottoman governor of Van intervened in the
succession, just as Melek Ahmet Pasa had done; he extracted the dues by force; and on
some occasions took hostages.* The dynasty came to an end in 1849, when the last
prince, Sharif, was defeated by Regid Pasa and taken to Istanbul.5s

Before about 1780 there is no good evidence that the vali of Van lost control of the
Bitlis sanjak for more than a year or two. The story may well have been different at the
end of the 18th and in the 19th century up to the year 1849, when the last prince was

deposed.®® As usual in eastern Asia Minor, the impression that the central government

*Ev.V.21 (D.341); Evliya’s business in Bitlis, V.19 (D.339).

b Ev.V.21-2 (D.341-3).

¢ Ev.V.22-3 (D.343-5).

¢ Especially the murder of Molla Muhammad the sorcerer, Ev.V.31-3 (D.361-7).

¢ Ev.D.377-9 (left out of Ist. between V.34 and 35).

PEv.V.41-2 (D.393-5); Vardan Batisec‘i (MC 11.397) flatly states that he killed both.
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had only nominal control over the sanjak beys during whole of the 17th and 18th centuries
turns out, on a closer inspection of the evidence, to be based on an actual breakdown of
central control only in the last third of the 18th and first third of the 19th century.

The Bitlis sanjak-principality had a reputation for lawlessness, independence and
open defiance of the central government during the Ottoman period. A thorough
examination of the evidence, including the highly dramatic Melek Ahmet Pasa episode,
shows that until the last two decades of the 18th century the pasha of Van was able to
bring the principality to heel within a year or two; in those two decades and the first half
of the 19th century the situation was no doubt different. Before those decades there seems
to be no question of openly disavowing allegiance to the Ottoman empire, and the
principality had in many respects been brought within the sanjak system. The empire had
succeeded for the most part in imposing discipline.®’

Nevertheless the sanjak-principality caused the empire much expenditure of military
effort in forcing the bey to pay his dues and carry out the proper forms of obedience. It
is an open question whether the Ottoman requirements were well suited to a tribal
principality, and whether the Ottoman government would have done better to spare the

principality those requirements and so save itself the trouble of enforcing them.

Annexe to sect. 5: princes of Bitlis

Sharaf al-Din Abu Bakr. Attested 733/1332-33. Sect. (ii).

Zia_al-Din 1. Attested 750/1349. Sect.(ii).
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(Haji) Sharaf I. Reign started before 1387, ended perhaps c.1395, at any rate after 1394

and before 1399. Sect.(iii).

Ibrahim I. Attested between 1396 and 1399 (p.114, n.39). An infant son, §am§ati, who

may well be Shams al-Din I, was put in his place. Sect.(iii).

("Veli") Shams al-Din I. Started before 1406; executed by Iskender in 1423. Probably son

of Sharaf I. Prominent ruler. Sect.(iv).

Sharaf II. An idiot. Reign started 1423; date of death perhaps ¢.1426. Son of Shams al-

Din I. Sect.(v).

Shams al-Din II. Reign perhaps started c.1426, ended 836/1431-2 or a little later. Anarchy

at first. Sect.(v).

Ibrahim II. 836/1431-2 or a little later, to A.D. 1436 or a little earlier. 5th son of Shams

al-Din II. Sect.(v).

(Haji) Muhammad I. Started A.D. 1436 or a little earlier; ended c.1445, when became

insane. Probably Ibrahim II’s son. Sect.(v).

Shams al-Din III. Started c.1445, ended c.1454. Nephew of Haji Muhammad. Probably

minted coins in his own name. Sect.(v) and note at end of annexe.

Ibrahim III. C.1454 to 1458 or before. Son of Haji Muhammad (I), perhaps bypassed in

c.1445 on grounds of age. One coin known. Sect.(v) and note at end of annexe.

Sharaf III. Started 1458 or just before; ended after 1467. Probably a son of Hajt
Muhammad. Minted coins in own name. Sect.(v) and note at end of annexe.
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Ibrahim IV. Known 1473. Sect.(vi).

Ak Koyunlu direct rule. 1473-900/1494-5. Sect.(vi).

(Shah) Muhammad II. 900/1494-5 to 903/1497-8. Minted coins in own name. Sect.(vi).

Ibrahim V. 903/1497-8 to ¢.1500, certainly before 1502. Infant son of (Shah) Muhammad

II. Sect. (vii).

Sharaf Khan, 1V, first reign. C.1500 to 1507 or 1508, when imprisoned by Shah Ismail.
Nephew of (Shah) Muhammad II. No prince, 1507 or 1508 to 1510 or 1511; the

principality then surrendered to the Safavids. Sect.(vii).

Safavid administration. 1510 or 1511 to 1515. sect.(vii).

Sharaf Khan, IV, second reign. 1515 to 1533. Prominent and beneficial ruler. Sect.(vii).

Shams al-Din IV. 1533 to 1535, when dispossessed by Ottomans and fled to Iran. Son of

Sharaf Khan. Sect.(vii).

Direct Ottoman rule. 1535 to 1578. Sect.(vii), (viii).

Sharaf V. 1578 to ¢.1595. Son of Shams al-Din IV. Author of Sherefname. Abdicated,

partly to write the Sherefhame, which is dated 1597. Sect.(ix).

(Abi’l Me‘alt) Shams al-Din V. C.1595 to ¢.1600, certainly before 1603. Son of Sharaf

V. Sharaf may have come back to rule and rebel in 1601 and 1602. Sect.(ix).

Zia al-Din II. Known in 1603, 1604 and 1607. Sect.(ix).
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Reigning princes unknown, 1609 to 1638. Sect.(ix).

Abdal Khan, first reign. Before 1638 to 1665, when defeated by Melek Ahmet Pasa and

fled. Sect.(ix).

Zia al-Din III. 1665 to 1666. Son of Abdal; murdered by brother. Sect.(ix).

Abdal Khan, second reign. 1666 to 1675. Deposed by Ottomans. Sect.(ix).

Badr al-Din. Started 1675.

Note to Annexe.

Haji Muhammad, Shams al-Din 111, Ibrahim I1I and Sharaf 1V

(A) The Sherefname claims (I1.387) that (Haji) Muhammad I died in 865/1460-61. But this
is contradicted by several colophons, which are almost contemporary with the events they
retail, whereas the Sherefname was composed a century and a half later.

(1) Clph.XV.1.657, p.585 (S.1445.3, p.204). "Sex Mahmat" [Sanjian wrongly
transliterates "Mahmud"] became insane; the notables assembled and appointed in his place
his nephew Amir Samgadin. Clph.XV.1.666a, p.592 (S.1446.1, p.205) repeats the
deposition of Muhammad and his replacement with "Smézdin".

(if) Clph.XV.I1.57, pp.46 (S.1454.5, p.252). "Barony" of Mir Samsedin in our
region.

(iii) Clph.XV.II1.136, p.101 (S.1458.5, p.262). "Amirate" of Malik Saraf in our
city. Clph.XV.II.165a, p.126 (S.1459.8, p.265). Rule of amir Saraf in Balgs.
Clph.XV.II.188, pp.149 (S.1460.12, p.268). Amirate in our region of the amir Saraf,
(Written at monastery of Etrdut, near Mus.)
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(B) For the continuation of the reign of this Sharaf, who is unknown to the Sherefiame:
Clph.XV.I1.238, p.195 (S.1463.2, p.280); Clph.XV.I1.328a, p.257 (S.1467.2, p.291).
Sharaf’s reign had certainly come to an end by 1473, the date of the Ak Koyunlu capture,

when an Ibrahim is known.

(C) To reconstruct the succession we have also to take account of

(i) Sh.L1.387 (sic). (Haji) Muhammad I was succeeded by his son Ibrahim.

(ii) Ibid.. His other son was Shams al-Din.

(iii) We have a single Bitlis coin bearing the name Ibrahim b. Muhammad. Like
others minted by Bitlis princes, it bears no date, but is of similar design to the others.

(iv) We have several Bitlis coins in the name of Sharaf b. Muhammad.

(D) Reconstruction.

(1) From A(i) above, Haji Muhammad’s reign came to an end in 1445 or shortly
before: he was deposed because he was mad. His successor was Shams al-Din (not
Ibrahim: compare C(i)), who was his nephew (not his son: compare C(ii)).

(2) From A(ii) above, Shams al-Din’s reign continued until 1454,

(3) This gives us only until 1458 or just before for the reign of Ibrahim. In 1458
or just before starts the reign of Sharaf (A(iii)). However Ibrahim did reign: we know this
from his coin (C(iii)). And he was the son of Muhammad (ibid.). If it was a short reign
(four years or less) the poor coin output is not surprising. But why was Ibrahim turned
down in favour of his cousin Shams al-Din ? Probably on grounds of age. When Shams
al-din died, Ibrahim was appointed.

(4) Sharaf reigned from 1458 or just before (A(iii)) to 1467 and possibly later, but

his reign had ended by 1473, when Ibrahim is known to have been reigning. He has a
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reasonable coin output, which fits with the length of his reign. He also is a son of
Muhammad (C(iv), coins). So presumably he is the youngest of the three known sons of
Muhammad.

(5) The coins marked "Shams al-Din ibn Dia al-Din" and just "Shams al-Din"
do not help with the question of different rulers’ dates, but the question of their attribution
naturally arises at this point. These and the coins of Ibrahim and Muhammad are very
similar in design and lettering style, and the coins of the three rulers seem to form a
group. Are the "Shams al-Din ..." coins those of Shams al-Din IIT (c.1445 to c.1454),
whom we have just instated on the evidence of the colophons, or those of Shams al-Din
IT (c.1426 to 836/1431-2 or a little later) ? Or could they be those of Shams al-Din I
(1406 or before to 1423) 7 The latter is the Sherefhame’s candidate, at least when the
author looked at the coins (see our discussion in Appendix IV, story F); but there is no
period when Shams al-Din would have wanted to mint coins in his own name. He was
a willing subject of Timur, Kara Yusuf and Shah Rukh in turn.

Shams al-Din III is more likely. We do not know his father or that of Shams al-Din
11, so that is no check. However the reign of Shams al-Din II started in anarchy and with
a pounding from Iskender Kara Koyunlu, which leaves little time or confidence for this
prince to start minting in his own name. If Shams al-Din III were the ruler in question,
the coins would fall in a period when the Bitlis princes behaved with more freedom and
were therefore attacked several times by Jahan Shah in the 1450’s and 1460’s (sect.(v)
above). The coins’ close similarity in design and style becomes also more explicable, and
the succession of three sovereigns all minting in such a style one after the other further

strengthens the candidacy of Shams al-Din III.
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6. Conclusions

The Bitlis principality possessed a large territory which to a great extent was economically
self-sufficient and contained a good balance of pasture and agricultural land. Much of both
categories of land was of high quality, and the topography was well suited to short- and
medium-range transhumance. A further source of wealth was the two cities of Bitlis and
Ahlat, and perhaps that of Mus.

An inner circle of tribes, probably twenty in number, was tightly bound to the
prince. But the total number of tribes owing allegiance to the prince within the principality
was considerably greater -- at least fifty. The whole group of tribes was a highly loyal and
solid power base, in particular the core group: it seems only to have split its loyalties in
times of regency or of crisis (whether internal or external) for the principality as a whole.
The territory, and the whole group of tribes, were so large that a system of sub-
principalities was created. Essentially the princes in question were appointees of the Bitlis
prince, whose task was to supervise the tribes. Despite the slimness of the evidence, the
system appears to have worked. Beside his own principality the prince had a kind of junior
ally, the principality of Sasun; a further principality, Hizan, was from time to time a
vassal; and the Pazuki tribe was also subjected to Bitlis.

The Bitlis principality was thus an extremely formidable vassal for the Kara
Koyunlu. To examine the latter dynasty’s way of dealing with Bitlis we have included an
account of the methods employed by the Ak Koyunlu, Safavid and Ottoman empire in
dealing with the same principality.® The Ak Koyunlu tried simply to get rid of the ruling

family and thus ensure the principality’s permanent subjection. The method might have
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worked in time, but the Ak Koyunlu lacked the resources to implement it. Shah Ismail
tried to solve the problem of Sharaf’s disloyalty by imprisoning him. The Ottoman
empire’s approach was different. It broke up the principality into several sanjaks; only that
of Bitlis inherited the tribal principality. The latter was partly integrated into the fiscal and
administrative system of the empire as a whole, while the prince retained certain important
hereditary rights. The Bitlis princes committed serious acts of insubordination from time
to time, and the task of quelling them cost much effort and bloodshed, but on the whole
they were kept in order by the system.

After comparison with the three later dynasties the Kara Koyunlu emerge as
maintaining a looser and more liberal relationship with Bitlis. They did not try to root out
the ruling family or otherwise interfere with the principality’s internal affairs. They
insisted only on allegiance. In the 1430’s and 1440’s Jahan Shah was probably working
towards tighter control, but unfortunately it was in the following two decades that the
Bitlis princes enjoyed a heyday of freedom, which caused Jahan Shah to mount several
highly destructive punitive campaigns against the principality. As for the reasons behind
the Kara Koyunlu’s policy and the degree of its success overall, we shall deal with them
in our final chapter. Meanwhile the conclusion is that the Kara Koyunlu’s overlord

relationship with the formidable Bitlis principality was relatively loose and permissive.
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II. THE HAKKARI PRINCIPALITY

1. Introduction

The territory of the Hakkari principality was divided into two parts, geographically
separated from one another and very different in character. The less accessible inland half
was heavily dependent on pastoralism and lacked cities; the emphasis of the coastal area,
which possessed two cities, was agricultural. The base population of the inland half, which
lay either side of the river Zab, was Nestorian; that of the coastal area was Armenian. The
two halves were complementary, but communication between them was difficult.
Moreover the economic coherence of each half by itself was considerably greater than that
of the principality as a whole.

To analyse the relations between the prince’s family and the Kurdish tribes on
Hakkari territory we have to employ roundabout methods. First we look at the inland
districts in the 19th century, the first period in which the nature and whereabouts of the
tribes are adequately documented. In the 19th century the Kurds were highly fragmented,
and the grouping into tribes apparently rather shifting and unstable. This situation seems
to have come about mainly because the Nestorians occupied a large portion of the inland
districts. Moreover their valleys were hard of access and easy to defend. Since the
Nestorians are unlikely to have been proportionately less numerous or to have occupied
strategically and economically less advantageous districts in the late Middle Ages, a
similar situation may well have existed in the Kara Koyunlu period.

Secondly we look at the principality’s turbulent history in the first century of
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inclusion, in one capacity or another, in the Ottoman empire. Apart from the peculiar
combination of vulnerability to and entrenched strength against the Ottoman empire
afforded by the position on the border with Persia, that border position also seems to have
unlocked the potential for conflict between the tribes subject to the Hakkari prince and
between members of the ruling family. In short, it revealed the lack of cohesion between
the tribes. The princes could count on the loyalty of their own tribe, of which they seem
to have been the chief, but they could not count, as could those of Bitlis, on a united tribal
base. There is some evidence for a system of apanages at the disposal of the prince; the
prince may have periodically redistributed these among his relatives, as did the Baban
princes, to maintain a balance between those relatives and so survive himself. One apanage
which certainly was not used in this manner, however, was Vostan. Vostan, owing to its
wealth on the one hand and its separation from the inland districts on the other, was
entrusted to a close relative who in practice would not be disturbed in his tenure.

In respect of relations with neighbouring tribes and principalities, Hakkari again
differs from Bitlis. There is evidence dating from the 1330’s or 1340’s that some type of
alliance or association existed between the Hakkari, considered as a tribe, and two tribes
residing on the pastureland just inside the present Iranian border. Such an association,
naturally, could extend the influence of the principality; but it had the potential to
aggravate its weaknesses too. This was shown in the early Ottoman period when another
tribe, again residing outside Hakkari territory, took sides in tribal and dynastic struggles
within the principality. As for other principalities, relations seem to have been generally
either cold or outright hostile.

Lastly we shall review the history of the principality, concentrating as usual on the

policy of the Kara Koyunlu and subsequent powers and on the relationship between these
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policies and the principality’s tribal constitution. We shall note that the period of the Kara
Koyunlu and their more permissive attitude corresponds to a period of strong Hakkari
princes and apparent tribal unity. The Ottoman presence at Van, however, and a more
interventionist stance on the part of the Ottoman government, corresponds to a period of
tribal division and dynastic struggles. As for the precise significance of these

correspondences, we shall elucidate that in the conclusion to this section.

2. Territorial extent and economic cohesion

2.1. Introduction. The territory as a whole: general topographical features

The Great Zab river system. The great Zab rises at the north end of the Baskale plain (the
district of Albaq (Pers.), Mec Albak (Armn.)). Turning south-west, it passes through a
series of remarkable but well-known gorges in a knot of the Taurus mountains. To north-
west are the elevated yaylas of the Kara Dag, rising to 3,900 m.. The Kara Dag can be
regarded as the hub of the river and mountain systems south of Lake Van; most of the
river systems radiate away from it. To the south-west is Cilo Dag (Syr. "Jili"). This is
a group of precipiced peaks, impassable even now, whose lower slopes are nevertheless
highly suitable for summer pasture. The Taurus continues south-westward as the Sat Dag,
a group of similar but somewhat smaller peaks. To the north-east of the Cilo and Sat Dag
is the long Gevar plain (Armn. "Gawar", Arab. "Gawar"; now renamed "Yiiksek Ova",
"High Plain"). This plain, which coasts the borders of the two mountain knots, was an

important part of the Hakkari principality.
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Turning from a south-westerly to a southerly direction, the Zab passes through
further gorges and comes out into the foothill district connecting the Taurus to the
northern edge of the Mesopotamian plain. Breaking through the northerly ridges of the
foothills, it turns southward down a wide and deep valley. Thus after the Bagkale plain
the river describes an odd course in three legs. These are three sides of a trapezium,
travelling respectively south-west, south and south-east.

The ways into this part of the Taurus -- the Great Zab river system -- from its
southern foothills were essentially two. The first was the Zab gorges themselves, which
took a path from the largest fortified town in the foothills, Amadiya, to the capital of the
late medieval Hakkari principality, Julamerk (Arab. form).*

The second was the valley of the Shamsdinan Su. This is a northern tributary of
the Great Zab which joins the latter river near the beginning of its third leg, which flows
south-east. After following the Shamsdinan Su north-eastwards the way splits. One track
goes due north up a tributary. It reaches the steep Oramar valley, which separates the Cilo
Dag and Sat Dag, and from there the Gevar plain. The latter, however, drains north-west
into the Zab rather than south-west into the Shamsdinan Su. The second fork of the
Shamdinan Su path into Hakkari territory came via the upper course of the Shamdinan
valley itself. The rocky, well-watered district draining into the upper half of that river’s
course is known as the Shamdinan district. The district offers a roundabout and twisting

but somewhat lower and less confined route into the Gevar plain.

Districts adjoining the shore of Lake Van; connections thereto. Given that the northerly

2 Now confusingly called Hakkari, which is why the modern name is left out of the main text
at this point.
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half of the principality, and its two cities, lay near the shore of Lake Van, communication
between the two halves was necessarily difficult. The easiest way came from the Bagkale
plain into the upper valley of the Hosap Su, after which there was a direct way to Van,
or else the shore of the lake could be reached via the lower Hosap Su. Equally Julamerk
was connected by tracks over the Kara Dag into the Norduz Cay basin. These tracks led
quite easily into the lower Hosap Su valley. However both these routes went through the
territory of the Mahmudi principality, either in the upper Hosap Su valley or in the
Norduz Cay basin.

The third way was to go over high pastureland to the Catak valley, from which an
easy pass led into the lower valley of the Hosap Su.! The high land in question lay out
of the Zab river system altogether: from Julamerk one would cross first the headwaters
of the eastern Khabur, a tributary of the Tigris, then part of the upper Bohtan valley. The
Bohtan Su is itself a tributary of the Tigris, but it flows west, not south, and joins the
Tigris in a completely different basin from the Khabur. The Catak valley was probably in
Hakkari hands for the whole of the late Middle Ages, not to mention the early Ottoman
occupation.® Who governed the intervening pastureland, and the upstream sections of the
two valleys themselves (Khabur and Bohtan), is not known, and in practice it may not
have been governed at all in any formal sense.

The land adjoining the shore of the lake possessed, of course, a quite different
character from the Zab river system in the Taurus mountains. Three fertile plains (that of
Van, the lower Hosap valley and the plain behind Vostan) approached the lake, separated
one form another by hills. The two cities of Van and Vostan made a further contrast with

the essentially pastoral character of the terrain of the Zab river system.

2 P.149 below.
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Conclusions. The Hakkari principality was hard to approach from the south; while not
completely sealed on that side, it was much more open to the outside world on the shore
of Lake Van. It was equally difficult to approach from the south-west (the valleys of the
Bohtan and Khabur).

On the other hand the paths between the southern and northern halves of the
principality lay over high yaylas. Here the principality may have had little control, let
alone jurisdiction. In fact communication was possible only in the summer. This, along
with the exceptional fertility of the three coastal plains, the existence of two cities and the
strength of the citadel at Van, helps to explain the importance given to the Vostan apanage
and to the governorship of Van. The traditional arrangement whereby the amir of Vostan
was always a son or close relative of the Hakkari prince, and whereby often no governor
of Van was appointed, because it was a second residence of the prince himself, suggests
a series of districts closely tied to the principality’s southern half. In reality the traditional
arrangement resulted from the opposite: the difficulty of communication between the two

halves.

2.2. The Zab river system

A. Zab valley, section dependent on Julamerk. This was the heart of the principality. As

a whole it was hard of access, and the town of Julamerk harder of access still. Julamerk
lay above a tributary of the Zab; but the first few miles of that tributary’s valley were
simply a high, vertical gorge. The district spread to the heights of the Kara Dag on one
side and to the Cilo Dag on the other. Its character was laregely pastoral; the yaylas

between Julamerk and the summit of the Kara Dag particularly fine. It was peopled mainly
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by Nestorians.

B. Albag (Armn. "Albak Mec", "Great Albak", and in the late Middle Ages sometimes
"Barm" or "Barmn"); the Bagkale plain. Despite its height above sea level, this supports
a large number of villages round its edge and particularly at its southern end. Short-range
transhumance was probably practised by most villages: the surrounding hills lend
themselves to it easily. The population Armenian in the northern half and mainly Nestorian

in the southern half.

C. Gevar, or the Gevar plain (Armn. "Gawari"; Arab. & Pers. "Gawar"). Although about

the same height as the Albaq plain, this can get hot and dry in summer. However it is
prime agricultural land, and again well-suited to short-range transhumance, particularly
to and from the Cilo and Sat Dag. Population: Mixed Syrian and Kurdish, some

Armenian.

D. Bay. The Sherefname twice mentions a "castle of Bay", implying it was the castle from
which a district of the principality was administered, or at least was the seat of one of the
principality’s prominent figures or families. Bay at present is a village at the north-west
corner of the Shamsdinan district. It lies at the upper end of a side-valley leading into the
Humaru valley. The district attached to the castle of Bay was probably fhe north-west
quarter of the Shamsdinan district, known as Humaru. But the castlé was probably in the
main valley a few kilometres east of Surunus, which seems previously to have been named
Bay.? The district therefore adjoined the Gevar plain on its north-west side and extended

up to the lower slopes of the Sat Dag towards the west. South-east of Humaru was the
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other main division of the Shamsdinan district, Rustaq, later Zerzan. This is known to

have been outside Hakkari territory.* Population of Humaru: Nestorians and some Kurds.

E. Chal. At Chal, now renamed Cukurca,® the river comes out of the mountains and into
the foothill district. Chal was a town set on a ledge high above the Zab to the west and
above a steep drop overlooking the fotthills to the south. A small Nestorian- and Kurdish-
populated district dependent on Chal, including perhaps part of the foothill district, seems
to have been part of the principality.® Further south lay the small estate, sometimes
principality, of Amadiya. This had been the original territory of the Hakkari tribe, and in

the late Middle Ages may well have been the territory of a branch of the tribe.*

F. Nestorian ashiret territory. This lay on the southward-flowing (second) leg of the Zab’s

course (district of Tkhuma, not including Chal) and further east, all the way to the Cilo
and Sat Dag. It is likely but not certain that the Nestorian population of this territory,
which became known in the 19th century as a fierce, independent, non-tax-paying pocket
of five Nestorian tribes, was in some manner subject in the late Middle Ages to the
Hakkari princes. Its precise location and character are dealt with below, sect.3.1. A small
proportion of the population was Kurds, who were probably for the most part mixed with

the Nestorians,

* Sect.I1.4 below.
* Scene of recent refugee débacles.
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2.3, Northern half; by the lake shore

A. Vostan and Van. In respect of the period when the Hakkari principality held both (till

1425, then in the mid-15th century and around the turn of the 15th and 16th centuries) not
only must the two cities be considered a complementary pair but the attached districts too
must be considered as to some extent a unity.

First of all the city of Van lay in a highly fertile plain bordered by hills. A broad
ridge of hills separates this plain from the valley of the lower Hosap Su. The latter itself
consists of two plains, an inland one (Norgiih and Giirpinar) and the shore plain, and a
broad, deep section of valley which links the two plains. Continuing clockwise around the
shore of the lake, there follows a district of hills descending to the shore strip from a high
ridge which includes Artos Dag (3540 m.). A third plain opens out within these hills,
connected to the shore strip by a valley on whose lower shelves lay the city of Vostan.*

The Van plain and dependent hills was known, and had for long been known, as
Tosp. Vostan’s dependent district was R¥tunik® (pron. "Réshtunik", rolled or trilled r
followed by short neutral vowel). In the Late Classical period and early Middle Ages the
name "R&tunik‘" had designated the hill area, including Vostan, all the way to the
Kaputkogh peninsula.® The lower Hosap Su valley had been called Erwandunik‘ (pron.
"Yervandunik"),® no doubt belonging at that distant period to a small princely family of
that name. The valley, or at least the coastal plain and the more confined section of valley,

was now known as "Hayoc* Jor" (pron. "Hayots Dzor"), "Valley of the Armenians". For

2 Appendix I, Vostan.
b Hiibschmann, Ortsnamen 340-41.
¢ Hiibschman, Ortsnamen 343, not spelling out the topography in terms of two plains.
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political purposes Hayoc‘ Jor now belonged with Vostan. On the other hand to the west
of Vostan a new district, Gavash (Pers. "Gavash") is known. Certainly for purposes of
geographical designation this counted as part of Ritunik‘, but in principle could be
separated and put under a different amir, generally in combination with the island-town
of Aghtamar.’

The population of the whole dependent district of Van and Vostan was
predominantly Armenian, but at least in the hinterland of Vostan some Kurds were

intermixed with them.®

B. Catak (Armn. "Satak‘", Pers. "Shataq"). The district consists of a single valley, that
of the Catak Cay, in its southern half and two tributary valleys, those of the Sortkin Cay
(flowing from the north) and the Norduz Cay (flowing from the north-east). The Sortkin
Cay valley communicates with the lower Hosap Su valley. At the south end egress is only
feasible via an impressive gorge, whose mouth was commanded by the castle of Ziril.*
But the castle from which the whole district was administered was that at the town of

Catak itself.”

3. Tribal and ethnic base; economic coherence

3.1. Populations and their whereabouts

In the case of the Hakkari principality the question of the whereabouts of different

® Ziril in use in the late Middle Ages: Clph.XV.1.604, p.534 (S.1442.2, p.198).
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populations becomes highly important. In the first place, the Armenians and Nestorians,
the societies of the two different ethnic groups which formed the principality’s base
population, were differently organised and -- though we have little direct evidence -- must
have stood in a very different relationship to the principality. The Armenians of the Van
plain, of Rétunik‘ and of Satak were a tax-paying, subject people. At least in Rstunik‘ and
in Satak, monasteries were thickly spread among them. They were a partly urban
population; otherwise they were mainly sedentary cultivators.

The Nestorians, on the other hand, were tribally organised. In the Ottoman period
five of their tribes paid taxes, not directly but via the Nestorian patriarch, and lived in a
state of near independence. As usual we are short of direct evidence pertaining to the late
Middle Ages, but a similar situation may have obtained. In other words the Nestorian
districts as a whole acknowledged the overlordship of the Hakkari princes, but in practice
several of the tribes, residing in the inaccessible country which later became known as that
of the five ashiret districts, were free within their own territory.® As compared with the
19th century the Nestorians probably inhabited a greater proportion of the land constituting
the principality’s southern half; and the government that they dealt with did not possess
the modern resources available to the Ottoman government of the mid-19th to the early
20th century.

The Nestorians, although living in villages during the winter, were much more
dependent on transhumance than the Armenians of the coastal plains. This was the effect
partly of the steep and confined valleys where most of their villages lay. The shortage of
agricultural land meant they relied more on sheep and goats. But in their valleys they were
short of pastoral land too. Even for their sheep and goat products, already a larger

component of their economy than in the Armenian case, they relied more than the
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Armenians on transhumance. Quite apart from the mould of the terrain, the Nestorian
villages lay at a lower height than those of the Armenians: in fact the burning summer
temperatures of the valleys approach the heat of the northern plains of Iraq. As regards
the influence of monasteries, there seem to have been many fewer, although such as did
exist certainly exerted influence in their immediate localities.

Secondly, the Nestorians and Armenians were geographically divided from one
another, except in Albaq. So given the differences between their respective relationships
to the Hakkari princes, questions of Kurdish tribal base, economic dependence and so on
have to be considered not just in respect to geography but also in respect to base
population. Often such questions have to be formulated for each half of the principality

before they can be answered for the principality as a whole.

The whereabouts of the Nestorian population. If we can work out the districts inhabited

almost exclusively, and those inhabited partly, by Nestorian tribes, this gives us, by
subtraction, those parts of the principality’s southern half in which Kurdish tribes could
have been living. In the Armenian half of the principality the same point does not apply.
No evidence exists for the concentration of Kurds in particular pockets of that half of the
territory. On the other hand some evidence does exist that Kurds were settled in that half
of the territory at least to some extent.* Moreover some tribes, or sections of them, were
probably moving back and forth among Armenian population.

The method of fixing the Nestorian-inhabited areas will be to argue from the
positions of the Nestorian tribes in the 19th century. Clearly the method has its faults, but

at any rate it is not likely to result in an overestimate of the quantity of territory inhabited

2 Merchant in Persia 161: see n.6 to p.149 above.
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by Nestorian, as opposed to Kurdish, tribes. An underestimate is much more likely. 4
priori the Nestorian population, and the districts inhabited by its tribes, are likely to have
diminished as a proportion of the total. Before the arrival of Kurds in significant numbers
(here perhaps in the 8th and 9th centuries A.D., but this is not the place to discuss the
date of that event) the territory was simply inhabited by Syrians. The region was part of
the whole band of Syrian-inhabited territory stretching from Syria and Iraq to west
Azerbayjan.

It used to be thought that the Nestorians only came to the area after the Mongol
invasions and that of Timur; or alternatively that the area only became a predominantly
Nestorian one in that period. But that opinion, which was rashly formed, on the basis of
a very sketchy knowledge of late medieval Islamic history, by one of the first British
missionaries to visit the region, has been shown to have no substance.* Even more
fundamental as a mistake than the notion of a flight from northern Iraq to escape the
Mongols or Timur is the notion that the Hakkari district is so remote, impenetrable,
precipitous and infertile that a people would only take up residence there in order to
escape from northern Iraq. Even in the absence of foreign invasions remoteness and height
had great advantages.

Among the five independent tribes of the 19th century, which inhabited the so-
called ashiret districts, that of Tyari (Syr. "Tyari") occupied the Zab valley more or less
from the beginning of the southward-flowing (second) leg to a point not far from the
river’s emergence into the foothill region. The villages lay in the tributary valleys as well

as in the main valley. The next district southwards on the Zab was one of the "raya" or

* Fiey, "Hakkari Turc"; the initiator of the mistake is Badger, Nestorians 1.257, quoted by
Fiey, p.444.
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subject districts, that of Chal (Syr. "T$al"). The district of Tkhuma (Syr. "Thiima") lay
on the middle course of the only long eastern tributary in this sector of the Zab’s course.
Jilu and Baz (Syr. "Jild" and "Baz") are generally mentioned together, partly because the
Baz tribe’s territory was so insignificant and partly because writers have not known where
that territory began and ended. Jilu and Baz together occupied the Medi Dere, a deep and
wide valley running south-eastwards against the south side of the Cilo Dag peaks. Baz lay
at the lower end of the valley; Jilu extended into part of the Oramar valley. The last
ashiret district is that of Dez or Diz. This was the Diz valley, which comes northwards
out of the Cilo Dag and curves before joining the Zab upstream of Julamerk/Hakkari. The
ashiret districts, therefore, lay in a chain along some of the steepest, most enclosed and
most impenetrable land of the region.?

The raya districts were as follows. Walto as a district lay south of the Zab opposite
Dize, and adjacent to the upper end of Tyari: for ecclesiastical purposes it was counted
with Tyari. Tal was a tributary valley of the Zab, immediately east of Walto. It was
adjacent to Tyari towards the south-west and to Jilu on the south-east. Chal (Syr. "T3al")
was a small district immediately downstream from Tyari, but mainly on the east bank. The
town, later large village, of Chal/T3al lay within it. Further east and probably contiguous
with Chal lay Rekan. This was on the southern boundaries of Nestorian territory, and was
contiguous with Tkhuma on the north-west side, but may not have touched Jilu to the
north-east.

To the north of the Zab was an almost continuous band of Nestorian raya districts.

That of Lewin was the valley of the Levin Su. At the head of the Julamerk valley

2 The details are in Appendix IIl, where villages known to be in given districts are tabulated,
and on the maps.
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(tributary of the Zab) was Khananes, centred on the village of the same name. Next, a
tributary valley with several feeders, all amounting to a wide, high-sided basin beneath
Kara Dag and neighbouring summits. The basin is accounted for by the districts of Upper
and Lower Berwar, also known by the alternative names of Berwar d’Kudshane (Syr.
"Berwar d’Qud3anes") and Berwar Sevine ("Berwar Sevine"). In the former of these lay
the village of Kochanes ("Qudsanes”, mod. Turk. "Koganes"), seat of the patriarch from
the mid-17th century onwards. Across the Zab from this basin lay Berwar d’Shwa’uta
(Syr. "Berwar d’Swa’uta") and the small district of the Bilijnaye ("Bilijnaye").*

There were many Nestorian villages in the Albaq district. These were mostly in
the valley through which the Zab leaves the Bagkale plain, and, towards the south, in the
hills forming the west slope of the basin. Further north the population was predominantly
Armenian, but some Kurds were permanently resident. It is worth mentioning the
Nestorian villages of the uppermost slopes of the Norduz basin, of which the best known
is Marwanen. These communicated in the first instance with the Lewin/Levin Su valley.

So far a picture has been drawn of almost continuous Nestorian occupation, and
very little space left for Kurds. Before drawing exact conclusions we must deal with the
district of Gevar (Syr. "Gawar" etc.), which stands very much by itself in respect of
topography and economy, and to a certain extent in terms of Nestorian ecclesiastical
administration. In the 19th century the majority of its villages were Nestorian (raya) and
the remainder Kurdish, though the majority was by no means overwhelming. To the east,
the high and open basin of the Sehsemzin Deresi (flowing into the Gevar plain) and the
Bajirge Deresi (which flows towards L.Urmia) was also a Nestorian area, part of the

diocese of Gawar.

* Fiey, "Hakkari Turc" 446 wrongly places both of these.
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Whereabouts of the Kurds. The conclusion is that the 19th-century extent and
concentration of the Nestorian population, which is likely to have been exceeded by that
of the late Middle Ages, allows very little room for Kurdish tribes. The remainder is as
follows: a small valley between Lewin and the Julamerk side-valley, and the middle and
lower parts, containing the town of Julamerk, of that valley itself. This we shall argue was
the district of the "Julamerki" tribe known in the mid-14th century: of course in reality
the Julamerki was the ruling tribe of the principality. Secondly, some villages of the
Gevar district. A tribe called Gawar, occupying a district of the same name, is also known
in the mid-14th century; so in this case the 14th-century and the 19th-century evidence fit
one another perfectly. Gevar, or more accurately certain pockets of it, was the second
Kurdish enclave in the southern part of the principality.

Apart from these two enclaves the survey of Nestorian geography does not leave
any other specific pocket of land where Kurds could have lived, but Kurdish tribes, or
sections of tribes, were living among the Nestorians, even among the "ashirets", in the
19th century. This is a useful picture to bear in mind, though the number of Kurds living
among the Nestorians is likely to have been considerably smaller in the late Middle Ages.

Of the tribes or sections of tribes found in the 19th century in what had been the
principality’s southern half, the largest and most interesting is the Pinyanishi. It is also
known in the 16th century, when it played a critical part in leadership disputes, and in that
and the following century seems to have been a hereditary Ahiikiimer with just the same

status, though with little permanent land and of much smaller size, as Bitlis and Hakkari.*

2 Dankoff, Bitlis 15; for comment, p.62 above. On the location of their small pocket of land,
p-175 below.
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In the early 20th century it was a tribe of 1,200 families with an interesting offshoot, the
"Little Pinyanishi", of a further 500 families.* The latter would no doubt have been
included within the Pinyanishi in the 16th century, and assuming that the tribe existed in
that period, in the late Middle Ages too. As the tribe still exists, it seems to have
uncommon staying-power, and perhaps did exist in the late Middle Ages. In the 19th
century it resided partly to the south of Tkhuma, which probably means south of and
outside Nestorian territory altogether (i.e. not in Chal), and partly in Gevar.® However
we know from Evliya that in the 16th and 17th centuries the Pinyanishi lived in the hills
east of the present Persian frontier, either east of Gevar or east of the Shamsdinan
district.® Consequently the tribe lived outside the Hakkari territory and in the late Middle
Ages. But its move from one district to another points to the shifting character of the
tribes in the area.

Elsewhere we find in the 19th century a sprinkling of what are reported as tribes
but which were probably tribal sections. In Gevar, beside the Pinyanishi, resided the
Dirini, who also inhabited the wide basin adjoining Gevar to the north-east; the latter
descends towards Gevar from the Persian border.” A Nestorian raya tribe of the same

name also resided in the Sehsemzin basin.® From a different source we hear of the

* Sykes, "Tribes" 73.
b Rhea, "Hakkari district" {JAOS 10 (1880)}, 118.

¢ Sect.I1.4 below.

¢ Rhea, "Hakkari district” [JAOS 10 (1880)], 119. On the district of the Dirini, Fiey, "Hakkari
Turc" 446.

* Fiey, ibid.. Of course Fiey’s "Derrenaye" are Nestorians; both the Nestorian group and the
Kurdish tribe had the same name, because the name is derived from a place.
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presence in Gevar of a section of the Shakaki tribe called, precisely, the Gavar.* Another
tribe, or tribal section, the Dastigani, appears to have lived partly in northern Iraq and
partly in the Oramar valley.” The Bilijani resided between Gevar and Julamerk, just in
the same place as the Nestorian tribe of the same name.” In the Zab valley just south of
Albaq lived the Sorani,® which may have shared a name with a Nestorian group known
from the 10th/11th century A.D..% In Albaq itself were the "Albaghi", near Bagkale,® the
Mogor or Mukurri and the Shemseddinli, the latter two being sections of the Shakaki.f
Finally in the Levin valley resided the Lewani.®

Several of these names are either derived from geographical names or else shared
with Nestorian tribes; and only the name "Pinyanishi" has survived to the present." These
circumstances suggest that the names changed fast, and that they were not an important
part of the identity of these tribal sections.'® The reason is that that identity itself was
rapidly changing, either through processes of break-up and re-assembly or through changes
of tribal allegiance.

From the evidence just discussed there emerges the following picture of the 19th-

century Kurdish population of what had been the Hakkari principality. Apart from the

* Blau, "Tribes" (1) [ZDMG 12], 592: "Gawar" or "Gewer" in German.

® Rhea, "Hakkari district" [JAOS 10 (1880)], 119. Sykes, Tribes 461, identifies them as a
section of the Pinyanishi.

° Rhea 119.

¢ Appendix III, p.476.

¢ Rhea 119.

fBlau, "Tribes" (1) [ZDMG 12], 592.
¢ Rhea 119.

b Yal¢in-Heckmann, Tribe and Kinship 98-101 gives several but not all of the modern names.
Bilicani, p.100; Pinyanishi p.101.
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Pinyanishi we have to talk of tribal sections rather than tribes, of changing identity and
floating allegiance. In Gevar and in the Sehsemzin basin to its north-east were one or two
tribal sections; another lay in the mountains north-west of Gevar, towards the Zab valley
(Bilijani), and there were several others in Albaq and in the Zab valley just downstream
therefrom. Another tribal section lived in the Levin valley.

As might be expected, these tribal sections resided in the flatter and more
’accessible parts of the Nestorian raya country; in other words the ashiret valleys and the
less accessible parts of the raya country (those either side of the ashirers -- Walto, Tal,
Chal -- and the two Berwar districts north of the Zab) were fairly free of Kurds, although
we know a number of Kurds did live among the ashirets, some as subordinates of the
ashirets.

Such a picture is helpful in deciding where the Kurds of the Hakkari principality’s
southern half were residing in the late Middle Ages, and what their tribal character might
have been. In the earlier period the Nestorians are not likely to have been fewer in number
and the ashiret districts unlikely to have contained more Kurds, than in the later period.
So in very broad terms the picture may well have been the same. Some differences are
known. In Gevar and the adjoining Sehsemzin basin we know of the presence of a whole
tribe, not just a tribal section, in the mid-14th century.® Of course the mid-14th century
position may have been temporary, too; that the tribe’s name was "Gawar" points strongly
to that conclusion. But if it was different from that of the 19th century, that suggests the
late-14th and the 15th-century position may have been different from that of the 19th
century too. In Julamerk and part of the Zab valley was a tribe called the Julamerki,

which similarly is not compatible with our picture. Below it is suggested that the Gawar

2 ‘Um., Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 320.
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were a tribe of a transitory nature, whereas the Julamerki were the ruling tribe of the
whole principality. In Albaq there were probably fewer Kurds than in the 19th century,
but there were probably some.

Overall, then, a tentative picture of the geographical position and character of the
Kurdish population in the southern part of the principality can be offered, as follows. They
were concentrated in the Gevar plain and in the first section of the Zab valley (which
passes Julamerk) and its northern tributaries, and were mostly mixed with Nestorians. The
latter were concentrated south of this section of the Zab valley and in its second,
southward-flowing section. The picture is essentially one of small numbers, fragmentation,

instability and dispersal among Nestorians.

3.2. Economic base and coherence

(a) The principality as a whole.

As a single whole the territory possessed a certain interdependence and economic
rationale, ignoring any division into parts which possessed greater coherence by
themselves. First of all there were within the territory several plains: those of Gevar
inland, and the two Ritunik* plains and that of Van on the coast. These are all broad and
fertile, and must together have produced enough grain to feed most of the principality’s
population. Secondly, admirable pastureland exists almost everywhere else. Short-range
transhumance was almost certainly practised by the Nestorian population of the late Middle
Ages, as in the 19th and early 20th centuries, and must also have taken place between the

various plains and the immediately surrounding hills. Medium-range transhumance could
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have been practised between the plains of the Lake Van shore and the higher mountains
of the Taurus watershed such as Artos Dag.

As with the Bitlis principality, the Hakkari principality also permanently possessed
one thriving city, that of Vostan, and for most of the period between the mid-14th century
and the early 16th century possessed another, that of Van. The history of the principality
seems to show that Vostan was regarded as an essential possession, and Van was a highly
prized one, though several times disputed with other powers.

But the above account, although satisfactory in a statistical sense as regards the
economic balance of the principality as a whole, is unconvincing as regards its economic
cohesion. In the latter respect it is more valid to examine the principality in two halves.
We shall show that each half by itself can be considered a cohesive organism, whereas the
principality as a whole was not a cohesive organism. For an account of economic balance

it is better to look first at the two halves separately, then at the balance between the two.

(b) Each half separately

A. Northern half. If we take the northern half of the Hakkari principality and add the

whole of the Mahmudi principality of Hogap, we get something which shows a fairly close
correspondence to the Arcruni principality, later kingdom, of Vaspurakan (the latter lasted
from the 8th to the 11th century A.D.). The Mahmudi principality occupied the upper
Hosap Su valley, the adjacent Norduz Cay basin, all the country stretching northwards
from there to the Ercek valley, and possibly the Kara Su valley. This, on the map, fills
the hollow within the crescent of the Hakkari principality and stretches further north.
The principality of Vaspurakan was somewhat more extensive, especially towards
the north-east. It included, of course, the part of the Zab valley dependent on Julamerk,
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known in Armenian as Little Albak, and Great Albak, later known simply as Atbak or
Albaq. To the north it stretched to Gaini (the Caldiran plain) and to the neighbouring
district of Artaz (whose capital was Maku). To the east it encompassed the Kotur valley
(Armn. "Anjaxijor"), the Cingi Dere ("Tofnavan") and the upper river system of the Ak
Cay (sometimes "Kizil Cay" -- Armn. name "é‘ua§fot"). These three easterly districts are
all now in Iran.*

So provided not too close a correspondence is required, there is considerable
overlap between the north half of the Hakkari principality and the Mahmudi principality,
taken together, on the one hand, and the Arcruni principality on the other. The overlap
is unlikely to be a coincidence, and the most probable explanation, to be developed below,
is one resting on some form of economic cohesion, including patterns of transhumance and
tribal tenure of pastureland. A further coincidence helps to point in this direction. The
Vaspurakan principality was divided in A.D. 903 or 904 between two Arcruni brothers,
Gagik (builder of Aghtamar) and Gurgen. Gurgen held an area in the south-east and
centre. This, admittedly, embraced Great Albak, Little Albak and probably Gevar to the
south; but it extended northwards to the upper Hosap valley, then to the Ergek valley. The
upper reaches of the Ercek valley were in fact divided between Gurgen and Gagik. As that
northern half (of the Ercek valley’s upper reaches) is centred on the Saray plain, the
correspondence between Mahmudi territory and Gurgen’s share is not exact even in this
sector.”

However Gagik held Rétunik‘ (Aghtamar and Vostan) and the Van plain or Tosp,

and his territory stopped somewhere between Van and Amik until he captured the latter

* Discussed Sinclair, Eastern Turkey 1.322.
® Arcuni (ed. Patk.) 251-2

161



fortress. He also held the Catak valley, at least after capturing Ziril Kale. To the north and
east he possessed Garni (the Caldiran plain), Artaz (capital Maku) and the three eastern
valleys (Kotur valley, Cingi Dere and and upper Ak Cay river system), not forgetting the
Saray plain. Gagik’s territory therefore neatly circumscribes Gurgen’s to west, north and
east. The latter, leaving aside Great and Little Albak, corresponds with remarkable
exactitude to the Mahmudi principality. The principles of cohesion which held the latter
together appear to have been two: first, a balance between cornland (mainly the upper
Hosap Su valley) and pastureland; and second, medium-range transhumance between the
upper Hosap Su valley on the one hand and the Ergek valley, including Saray, and
perhaps the mouth of the Kara Su valley (further north) on the other.”

Before attempting a more general explanation of economic cohesion in the northern
half of the Hakkari principality, it is worth looking further back in time at the "province”
of Vaspurakan as delineated in the ASxarhac ‘oyc‘, conveniently known as the Armenian
Geography. This document, the date of which is now accepted as the early 7th century,’
divides Armenia into "provinces" (asxarh). The latter are not necessarily entities with
political functions at all -- some had, some did not. Indeed the term "nahang" has no
inherent political or administrative implication, but instead is pressed into service, in the
document and no doubt to some extent in the accepted political vocabulary of the period,
as a convenient technical term for the document’s higher-level groups of smaller districts.
The latter, for which the document’s term is "gawat", are the essential political units of
the Classical and Late Classical periods in Armenia; most gawars were the sole possession

of an individual princely family.

2 Sections II1.1, 4 below.
® Hewsen, "Agxarhac‘oyc".
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The Vaspurakan of the ASxarhac ‘oyc* is not a province with a recognisable political
function. Moreover this circumstance appears not to be due to definition by subtraction.
In other words it is not the case that the Vaspurakan of the Geography was defined simply
as everything left over after neighbouring provinces, which genuinely did cohere according
to political function, had been delineated. "Vaspurakan" must have meant something at the
time as a geographical term, which is why the Geography chooses it as the name for a
large group of districts. At the margin the Geography shifts and re-disposes districts
between one province and another according to current political circumstances and
according to convenience in placing all Armenia’s districts in one province or another. But
some principle must unite the whole territory, taken as a rough geographical area, and this
principle is worth enquiring into.

To the south the Vaspurakan of the Asxarhac ‘oyc‘ did not include Little Albak (part
of the Zab valley) or Gevar, although it did embrace Great Albak. To the north it
extended further than the Arcrunis’ Vaspurakan. Atfberan or Afberani, the Muradiye
plain, belonged to it, but was denied to the Arcruni by the ‘Uthmanid emirate of
Berkri/Muradiye. Beyond Artaz (capital Maku) and C‘uagfot (Ak Cay valley) it extended
into the Aras valley, and embraced Nax¢avan, Julfa (the district was then known as
Golt‘n) and Marand (further east). Otherwise we are dealing with the same territory as
Arcruni Vaspurakan.

By the shore of the lake and nearby, Late Classical Vaspurakan consisted in a
series of plains with productive cornland and the possibility of short-range transhumance
to bordering hills and mountains. Certainly towards the south the string of plains coheres
for a number of reasons, notably that the plains communicate easily, and Van and Vostan

appear to have been mutually dependent settlements. Further inland is the enclave of what
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later became the Mahmudi principality, whose cohesion has partly been explained in terms
of medium-range transhumance.

It is the districts further east and north-east which provide clues to the coherence
of Late Classical Vaspurakan and to that of the other entities under consideration. Either
side of the heights followed by the present Turco-Iranian political border we find, in the
mid-19th century, large Kurdish tribes which either commute between the lower-lying
territory in modern Iran and higher land now in Turkey, or else straddle the border,
probably using the border heights as summer pastures, though our source (Blau) does not
mention the point. These tribes’ habitats and transhumance paths cannot be expected fully
to explain the borders of Vaspurakan, at whichever period it is considered. Nevertheless
the 19th-century tribes give an indication of the type of occupation and transhumance
activity that may have obtained in the late Middle Ages.

First of all the Jelali tribe commuted over the border heights in the sector south of
Mt. Ararat. It wintered, partly in villages, around Ak Gél, north of Maku, and therefore
in what had been Artaz. It summered in the plains between Diyadin, Balik G6l and Mt.
Ararat.” Second, the Melanli or Mela tribe wintered in the upper reaches of the Ak Cay
river system (the former é‘ua§fot) and summered in the mountains around Kotur.? Third,
the Shakaki tribe lived either side of the border immediately south of the Melanli. Various
of its gabiles (sections) resided in Albaq, Gevar and immediately adjacent districts of Iran
(Tergavar, Mergavar) as well as further towards L.Urmia.° The source, Blau, does not

indicate any transhumance on the part of the Shakaki, but all the areas he mentions as

® Blau, Tribes [1][ZDMG 12], 584-9, esp. 586-7.
b Blau, Tribes [1], 589-91.
° Blau, "Tribes" (1), 592-3.
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inhabited by them are flat and predominantly agricultural, so the border heights themselves
were probably used for summer pasture.

Of course the areas of residence and the summer and winter pastures of given
Kurdish tribes in the 19th century need not necessarily mirror the activities and locations
of Kurdish tribes in the late Middle Ages, but they probably indicate the forces which
bound 7th-century Vaspurakan together. The 19th-century evidence explains very well how
the eastern and north-eastern sections of Vaspurakan could form a coherent social entity.
But it also hints at further binding links further west and south-west: transhumance could
have taken place, for example, between the Ergek valley and the mountains around Kotur.
The border heights functioned as a summer pasture zone: winter pasture for some would
have been in valleys further west, whether the Gatni plain (plain of Caldiran), the Ercek
valley or parts of the Hogap valley. There is no reason why the north-south transhumance
paths which helped the Mahmudi principality to cohere should not have overlapped with
such links. The main point is that Late Classical Vaspurakan, leaving aside the coastal
plains, appears to have been held together, in part, by a series of adjacent or overlapping
transhumance paths and areas of tribal residence. One difference with the late Middle Ages
was that the tribes in question were Armenian rather than Kurdish.

Such patterns of 19th-century Kurdish residence and transhumance will also help
to explain how Gevar and Little Atbak (Julamerk) could be part of the same principality
as Albak. Such were the links which tied Gevar and Little Atbak to the bulk of 7th-century
Vaspurakan; with such ties in existence, Arcruni Vaspurakan could be created. The 19th-
century patterns of Kurdish residence and transhumance, explaining as they do a link
between Albaq/Great Albak and Gevar and Julamerk, will also help to explain, what is

in any case much easier to understand, how these districts could belong to the same half
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of the same late medieval principality. In the late Middle Ages the point of view shifts:
that is to say that the south half of the Hakkari principality was centred outside 7th-century
Vaspurakan, and Albaq is the only part of 7th-century Vaspurakan to be included within

that southern half.

B. The southern half. Here the relevant "province" of the Asxarhac ‘oyc* is Kor&ayk* (also

spelt “Kor¢ek*"). This stretched in a band running east-west between the heights of the
Taurus chain to the north and the lowlands overlooking the Mesopotamian plain. The
westernmost district of Kor¢ayk‘ was the Bohtan area, the angle between the Bohtan Su
to the north and the Tigris to the west: towards its southern limit the Bohtan included Judi
Dagh/Cudi Dag. The easternmost districts were Little Albak and those of the Nestorian
ashiret country from Tkhuma to Jilu. Gevar was not included, and appears not to have
been within the Armenia of the Asxarhac‘oyc‘. Later it became part of Arcruni
Vaspurakan.®

Kor¢ayk®, like the Vaspurakan of the Asxarhac ‘oyc‘, was not defined by political
coherence. Nor was it merely a dustbin province, into which unclassifiable districts could
be thrown (whether by geographers or by political authorities). It held together by virtue
of being the zawazdn (Arab.) or zozan (Kurd.) for the plains of northern Iraq and for the
intermediate foothill areas. The parts of Korayk® which fit this principle worst are
precisely the Nestorian ashirer districts, from Tkhuma to Jilu. Nevertheless there is
evidence that these districts were used as summer pasture by tribes coming from the south;
and in a racial sense they were also linked with the foothills and the plain. The essential

links of KorCayk‘ as a whole (rather than the eastern end taken by itself) were with the

* This account of the boundaries of Korayk* is fully argued in Appendix III, pp.465-81.
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south, not the north.

7th-century KorCayk‘ was not by and large Armenian-populated, though its districts
belonged to the Armenian nobility and that of Korduk (the Bohtan district) features
prominently in Late Classical Armenian history. The population of 7th-century Koréayk
was Syrian, and belonged to the Church of the East (i.e. the Nestorian church). There is
no evidence that the population was Kurdish, that "Kordayk‘" refers to Kurds, or even that
"KorCayk‘" was meant as an umbrella term for the whole population. It is much more
likely to be a name transferred from another entity, perhaps one of the tribes on its
territory, to do duty as the province name. In the same manner "Deutschland” and
"Germany" both derive from the names of individual tribes, each just a small part of the
total German population.*

Analysis of the economic base of the Hakkari principality’s southern half is
relatively simple. The Nestorian ashiret country and adjacent raya areas in the Zab valley
were a relatively self-sufficient block, relying mainly on pastoralism and particularly on
short-term transhumance. It was more or less homogeneous as regards race, though some
Kurds were mixed with the Nestorians. The latter had few natural economic or other links
with Armenian areas further north. Gevar was linked both racially and economically with
the ashirer country further west, providing cereal crops for a mainly pastoral and
mountainous area. We have already seen how Albaq could be linked with Gevar and the
Zab valley (Julamerk). Gevar and Albaq, moreover, were the two districts where Kurds
were concentrated (without, of course, being predominant in those areas) in the 19th
century. We also saw above how a single Kurdish tribe could inhabit both Albaq and

Gevar. But the link between the centre of gravity of the principality’s southern half, the

* Again Appendix III, pp.465-81, argues in full this account of the population etc. of Kortayk®.
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Nestorian ashiret country and the Zab valley, and Albaq, was one which could only be
created at the margin. In other words that centre of gravity did not naturally cohere with

areas further north than Albagq.

C. The two halves together. Summary. The discussion has taken each half of the

principality separately and pointed to the economic coherence of each half by itself. The
coastal plains and the two cities of Van and Vostan form a mainly agricultural complex
with an Armenian population. The southern half comprises a balance of land uses: short-
range transhumance in the Zab valley and ashiret districts combined with agriculture in
the two plains (Albaq and Gevar). The discussion showed that it was more useful to see
the principality as two halves, each functioning well by itself, but not strongly linked to
one another.

However the discussion has also shown that miscellaneous links did exist.
Historically there was a precedent for the combination in one principality of Van and
Vostan on the one hand and Julamerk and Gevar on the other. Moreover the examination
of the economic rationale of two of the "provinces" of Late Classical Armenia,
Vaspurakan and KorCayk®, suggested that politically Albaq had in the past been linked
to the coastal districts. The mainly urban and agricultural coastal districts balanced the
inland half, which emphasised pastoralism. Thus the principality, although basically
consisting of two physically separated halves, each with a coherent economy, had in

certain minor ways more economic unity than the map would immediately suggest.

3.3. Tribal base and institutions

Tribal base and relations between prince and tribal elements. Section 3.1 created a picture
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of the whereabouts and composition of the Kurdish element of the principality which
suggested that, relative to other parts of the Lake Van area, the Kurds were an unusually
small proportion of the population; that they were confined to certain areas, particularly
in the southern half; and that they were somewhat fragmented and shifting in respect of
tribal structure.

The princes did not rule by the medium of a large, united tribal base as did the
Ruzagi princes of Bitlis. Indeed we have no information concerning the princes’ strictly
tribal relationship with the rest of the Kurdish population, except one reference. This is
the reference of al-‘Umari, pertaining to the 1330’s or 1340’s A.D., to the Julamerki tribe
and that of Gawar. The Julamerki of al-‘Umari are the branch of the Hakkari which
moved from the district of Amadiya in the 1260’s or perhaps 1280’s.* Since this was,
after all, the Hakkari principality, it is reasonable to assume that in the 1330’s and 1340’s
they were the dominant tribe, and loyal to the prince. It is also reasonable to assume that
in later periods the prince could count on the loyalty of a tribe or tribal section. This
would have been descended from the Julamerki of al-‘Umari. Still, we do not hear of such
a tribe or tribal section living near Julamerk after al-‘Umari.

In the 19th century, when an accurate picture is possible, the Gevar district
presents a picture of tribal division and febrility, and it seems unlikely that the Gawar tribe
of al-‘Umari lasted for more than a few decades. Excepting the likelihood of a single
dominant tribe or tribal section, that of the prince, everything known about the
principality’s subsequent history suggests nothing so simple or united as a single, enduring
tribe with which the prince could act in unison and with which simple relations of

subordination or alliance could be formed. The only exception is the Pinyanishi tribe; but

2 Sect. I1.5.(i) below.
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it seems clear that the latter were not even counted among the Hakkari princes’ subjects.

The first opportunity to examine the princes’ methods in ruling and attempting to
unite the tribes occurs in the 16th century. In that period members of the ruling family
itself several times fought one another for the position of prince. They were each
supported by one or more tribes. The Pinyanishi tribe intervened, taking one side or
another. If this is at all indicative of the situation in the late Middle Ages, then the
following account of the princes’ methods of dealing with the tribes in the late Middle
Ages may have some validity. He ruled through a single loyal tribe, tribal section or,
perhaps, lineage. He struggled to create or maintain a rough-and-ready dominance,
weaving the other sections and tribes together and exploiting local disputes. On the other
hand the princely family itself was unusually prone to dissensions which could be created
or exploited by the different tribes.

It is unlikely that the Hakkari princes had numerous and effective forces at their
disposal, either for offence outside the principality or even for the defence of the
principality. The various groups within the principality (tribes, sections etc.) were
impossible to unite in a single force. Evliya, in the mid-17th century, puts the total of men
available to the prince at 47,000.* But in the expedition against Abdal Khan of Bitlis he
marched with only 12,000 soldiers.” This may well cover the parts of the medieval
principality still remaining (Vostan, Catak and some of the Nestorian districts, as well as

Julamerk).® However in defence the princes had one strength which generally safeguarded

2 Ev.IV.177.
b Ev.IV.220 (D.229).

° Below, sect.5.(vi).
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them and indeed deterred most outside powers from even making the attempt at invasion
or conquest of the whole principality. This was the steep terrain and isolated position of

the inland districts and in particular the difficulty of reaching the capital, Julamerk.

Institutions. The evidence justifies only a discussion of the apanages and other
governorships into which the principality seems to have been divided. The status of one
at least is clear. Vostan was an apanage of the prince’s family. The ruler of Vostan seems
to have been the most important person in the principality after the prince himself. Vostan
was held by a close relative of the Hakkari prince such as a brother or uncle. The Hakkari
prince probably had the power to nominate successors and even to demote existing holders
of this position. But in practice an incoming Hakkari prince would not generally have
dismissed an existing ruler of Vostan, nor would he have upset an existing convention as
to choice of successor (eldest brother, eldest uncle etc.).

Armenian colophons written in R§tunik* sometimes mention the ruler of Vostan and
the Hakkari prince jointly as overlords; some others mention only the ruler of Vostan.®
This comes about not just because of Vostan’s importance, but probably also because
because of the high degree of autonomy which Vostan in practice possessed. Autonomy
does not entail disagreement or rebellion; except one case,’ there is no record of either.
The importance and relative autonomy of Vostan fully reflect the fertility of Rtunik* and

its isolation from the interior half of the principality.

* Clph.XV.1.185, p.177 (S8.1415.1, p.137); 187, p.177 (S.1415.2, p.137); 217, p.204
(5.1417.5, pp.141-2); 238a, p.220 (S.1418, p.142); 252, p.231 (S.1419.4, p.144); 269a, p.243
(5.1420.4, p.145); 291d, p.265 (S.1421.10. p.149). On the names for Muhammad, ruler of
Vostan, n.19 below.

b Sect.I1.5.(iii) below.
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Despite the interdependence of the two cities, the apanage of Vostan did not extend
to Van. When Van was in Hakkari hands, the prince himself seems often to have acted
as its governor, no doubt taking part of the district’s produce. Otherwise he appointed a
relative.

To the west, the territory within the apanage of Vostan stretched, in normal times,
as far as the western boundary of the whole principality in the Kaputkogh peninsula.
However in the division of the principality into seven apanages or governorships (see
below) during the short Safavid overlordship, a governorship separate from Vostan is
known which covered Gavash, a district west of Vostan. This included the island of
Aghtamar.

When the Hakkari dynasty was temporarily expelled by the Ak Koyunlu, the
Dunbeli tribe took "the castle of Bay and part of the principality”. The location of Bay
has been dealt with above. The district immediately attached to it was that of Humaru, the
north-west sector of the Shamsdinan district.” It is impossible to say whether the whole
apanage dependent on Bay was wider. (For example, it may well have included Gevar,
of whose administration we otherwise have no knowledge.) The apanage may or may not
have been the same as the part of the principality taken by the Dunbeli.

The only other clue providing information about institutions within the principality
is its division between his seven sons, early in the Safavid overlordship, by Zahid. Later,
in 1507, when Zahid has repudiated Shah Ismail’s overlordship, the anonymous Merchant
in Persia found Zahid at Van "very proud [from possessing] this fine fortress with many

other castles in these mountains ...": he had many sons, who "govern the castles round"."

 References and argument, sect.Il.2.2 and esp. n.2.
® Merchant in Persia 161.
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Does this reflect the exhaustive division of the principality, even in normal times, into a
number of apanages, all to be held by members of the prince’s family ? The Sherefname
does not introduce the event as a normal one, in fact such divisions occur rarely on its
pages. That Zahid felt proud (meaning perhaps strong and secure) of possessing so many
fortresses, all governed by his sons, suggests that the motive for the division was to secure
the principality at a time of crisis: he puts the whole principality in the hands of his many
sons, who are too many to unite against him; moreover any enemy who captures one of
the castles, with its apanage, will have to labour over the piecemeal capture of the rest.
The estate of Gavash, for example, which was one of the seven, may have been the
temporary creation of the moment.

Nevertheless it is likely that estates other than Vostan and Bdy existed which
provided income for members of the ruling family; and in that case the prince could re-
dispose them between his relatives. In practice, of course, the prince is unlikely to have
been free of constraints when it came to depriving members of his family of particular
estates. In the Zahid episode, when the principality was divided between his sons, the
prince’s action hints at the possibility of his behaving somewhat in the manner of the
Baban princes in north-eastern Iraq. The latter reshuffled estates between members of the
ruling family in order to maintain their own pre-eminence within the family. That is to say
it was possible, on occasion, for the Hakkari prince to redistribute estates (though not
necessarily a group of estates which together accounted for the whole principality) among
various members of his family, in order to prevent any of those members building up a

power base or losing his dependence on the prince.
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4. Relations with other local powers

Other tribes further east. Al-‘Umari, writing of the 1330’s or 1340’s, states that the
Julamerkis, then the dominant tribe of the Hakkari principality, were both related and
allied to the Zerzaris and the Margavar.* Elsewhere he writes that the Zerzaris lived in
Rustaq and the city of Malazkird (sic), and paid no tribute to anyone.®

Mergavar is a district just inside modern Iran and east of the Shamsdinan district.
In the mid-19th century a section of the Shakaki tribe was named Mergewar after the
district. This would indicate that al-‘Umari’s Margavar are a short-lived tribe or else a
tribal section with shifting tribal allegiance. Still, al-‘Umari’s information indicates the
type of relationship which the Hakkari princes could have enjoyed with tribes or tribal
sections on the Persian side of the heights travelled by the present international boundary,

Rustaq was a district which now forms the south-eastern tip of Turkey.® It was a
Nestorian bishopric in the late 13th century.® It was part of the wider district of
Shamsdinan. Later it became the 19th-century Ottoman nahiye of Zerzan:® the name
indicates the survival for some time of at least a section of the Zerzaris. "The city of
Malazkird" in al-“Umari is likely to be a mistake for a town by another name, perhaps
Dazgir; at any rate "the city of Malazkird" seems effectively to denote the upper drainage

basin of the Barandiz, the district immediately east of Rustdg and separated from it by

2 ‘Um* Mas.Abs, tr. Q., 320: "Merkewan" in text.
* Ibid. 316.
° Fiey, Adarb. Chret. 406.
¢ Fiey, Adarb. Chret. 405. The seat of the bishop was Nehri.
° Nikitine, “Shamdinan” (EI), 303.1; Appendix III.
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an unusually steep and tall sector of the border range. This was the Nestorian-populated
district of Sapat, a bishopric which was regularly joined to that of Rustag. 2

The particular relationship between the Margavar, the Zerzaris and the Julamerkis
described by al-‘Umari is not likely to have been a constant feature of the associations
with tribes or tribal sections enjoyed by the Hakkari principality on its eastern border.
Nevertheless it indicates the type of relationship which could have extended the influence
of the Hakkari principality beyond its own boundaries. Nothing is said about subordination
to the Julamerkis, indeed al-‘Umari explicitly denies that the Zerzaris paid tribute to

anyone.

The Pinyanishi. In sect.5.(vi) below it will be seen that in 16th century the Pinyanishi are

known to have intervened twice in struggles for control over the principality. Evliya’s
account of his visit to their principal castle and others within their territory show that the
territory lay somewhere within the districts of Tergavar and Mergavar.”® These are
respectively east of Gevar and the Sehsemzin Deresi basin and east of the Shamsdinan
district. The Pinyanishi’s territory therefore lay outside that of the Hakkari principality,
and the tribe was associated with it in much the same way as the Margavar and Zerzaris.
Indeed it is probable that elements of the Margavar were comprised within the Pinyanishi,
and, further, that the Pinyanishi were the 16th-century equivalent of the Margavar. The
existence of some equivalent in the Kara Koyunlu period can be presumed, and it probably

matters little whether that equivalent tribe was called the Pinyanishi or not.

The Hosap principality. The two known incidents involving the two principalities are cases

of conflict over Albaq, the obvious bone of contention. Under the Ak Koyunlu Albaq was
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gained from Hakkari by the prince of Hosap, and only regained by Hakkari after help
from Bitlis." Hosap was able to gain Albdq once more under Shah Tahmasp.b It is
difficult to draw general conclusions about relations between the two; there was always

potential for conflict; probably relations were generally somewhat cold.

Bitlis. This has been dealt with above (sect.I.4.2). Briefly, the conclusions were the
following. First, at the margin the two great principalities of the Van region often fought
each other over territory, but only in that sector of the Hakkari principality’s boundary,
along the west side of RStunik‘, where the two were contiguous. Second, there was a
tendency on the part of the two principalities to submit to different outside powers merely
in order to do the other a disfavour. Thirdly, there was a longstanding feud between the
ruling family of Hakkari, or perhaps the tribe to which it belonged,® and the Ruzagi of
Bitlis. Nevertheless there were times when one helped the other, which is characteristic

of great powers in equilibrium.

2 Sh.1.301; sect. II1.3 below.
 Sh.1.302; sect.II1.3 below.
° Sect.3.2 above.
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5. History of the principality

(1) Early history of the tribe

From the 10th to the early 13th century the Hakkari are known as a tribe inhabiting the
district of Amadiya, a fortified hill-top town in the foothill district between the Taurus
mountains and the Mesopotamian plain. The territory was small. Not far to the south was
the little principality of ‘Aqra (sometimes "*Aqr") and Shiish. The district’s western extent
is probably marked by the Khabur or, more accurately, the watershed to its west.!
Another tribal territory, that of the Zinaris, probably lay to the east, in the Zab valley and
therefore south-west of the Shamsdinan district.®

The whole of northern Iraq was administered from Mosul, which lay south and a
little west of Amadiya. The Hakkari princes troubled successive rulers of Mosul, and
expeditions were mounted against them."” The Hakkari appear finally to have
relinquished Amadiya in 615/1218. The town was surrendered to ‘Imad al-Din Zangi,
descendant of the better-known atabeg and lord of ‘Aqra and Shiish. ZangT’s brother ‘Izz
al-Din Mas‘td (renamed "al-Qahir", "The Conqueror"), lord of Mosul, had just died.
Although Mas‘td had named his son as successor, the atabeg Lu’lu’ began to behave as
ruler in his own right. Mas’tid’s brother Zangi secured the town of Amadiya as his first
step in resisting Lu’lu’.?

However there is no reason to think that the Hakkari tribe moved from the district

of Amadiya at this stage. On the contrary, a Kurdish garrison seems to have stayed at

2 ‘Um., Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 320.

® All in Patton, Lu’lu’ 11-18.
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Amadiya.® There were still Kurds here in 657/1259, when Hulagu’s troops decimated

them in his Syrian campaign,® and in the mid-14th century A.D..

(ii) The situation in the 740’s/1340’s and 750°s/1350’s

A picture can be constructed, mainly from the survey of al-‘Umari, who seems to describe
the 1340’s, at any rate a period no later than 1349, the date of al-‘Umari’s death. We shall
argue that the Hakkari principality known in the Kara Koyunlu period was substantially

in place at this date. First we shall lay out the elements of the picture.

The situation in different areas, according to

al-‘Umari and the Vienna manuscript

A. Northern Irag

1. The district of Zinar and Hakkar ( Al s =gl ) 9 The district, and the
Zinaris, are mentioned here for the sake of the name Hakkar, whose relevance will

become clear later. Al-‘Umari implies that the district lay towards ‘Aqra and Shiush® and

2 Patton, Lulu’ 25. In 618/1221 the garrison transferred its allegiance from Zangi to Lu’lu’;
but there is no sign that it was replaced by Lu’lu’,

® Rashid al-Din, ed.Q., 328; Minorsky, "Kurds" (EI), 455.2.
¢ See section (ii).
¢ “Um., Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 320-21.

°J’/}>/E:«, wrongly.
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the district of Amadiya. The Zinaris were a tribe of 500 men who had for a long time
been at war with the Mazinjanis, although the two were now at peace. The Mazinjanis
were a tribe which lived well south-east of Amadiya near the Zab; this puts the Zinaris

immediately south-east of Amadiya and of ‘Aqra and Shiish.'®

2. The Hakkari tribe, acording to al-*Umari,* resided in the district of Amadiya. The amir
was Gars al-Din, son of ‘Ali. But previously there had been rivalry between ‘Ali and his
brother Abu Bakr. The latter had been arrested, however, by the governor of Mosul and

killed while trying to escape, leaving “Ali in sole command.

B. Territory of the Hakkari principality in the Taurus and by the shore of Lake Van

1. Vostan. This time the source is the anonymous Vienna manuscript chronicling the
history of the Hisn Kayfa/Hasankeyf principality in the Diyar Bakr. According to the
chronicle, in 752/1351-52 ‘Imad al-Din, son of the malik Asad, lord of Vostan, was
master  of the Hakkaris (sic).® In 754/1353-54 al-Adil of Hisn Kayfa attacked
Jazira/Cizre; in 755/1354-55 the Hakkari, under Asad, helped the Bukhti princes of Jazira
to repel the attack.®

From what we know of the principality’s later history, the Hakkari tribe could well
have become masters of Vostan by this time. It is quite conceivable that Vostan was the

seat of their prince. But, if they did, it is most unlikely that they held none of the land in

* Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 321-3.
® Cahen, "Diyar Bakr" (14 c.), 90.
¢ Ibid. 79.
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the Taurus mountains (Julamerk etc.) stretching between Vostan and the Amadiya district.
However if they held such land in the Taurus, it is much more likely Vostan was not in
fact the seat of the Hakkari prince, but simply identified as such by the chronicler. A city
of some prestige, past and current, it made a much more credible princely residence than

the actual capital, Julamerk.

2. The Julamerkf tribe. The source is now al-‘Umari.* According to him, the Julamerkis
took their name from their place of residence [Julamerk]. They were said to be members
of the Hakami tribe who, at a moment of catastrophe for their family, took refuge in
difficult mountains. From elsewhere we know that the Hakdmf tribe lived in the province
of Arbil, which implies south or west of Amadiya, ‘Agra etc..® The Julamerki were
numerous, having more than 3,000 fighting men. [Formerly] their chief was ‘Imad al-
Din, son of Asad (sic); ‘Imad al-Din was succeeded by his son Asad al-Din. [Lately] the
Julamerkis had been ruled by Baha’ al-Din, son of Qutb al-Din, who commanded great

respect among the Kurds. Their prince was now Baha’ al-Din’s son [whose name is not

given in the text].

3. Gawar [Gevar]. Again the source is al-‘Umari.® There were mountains and a district
of this name, with extensive pastureland and fertile [agricultural] land. There was a tribe

of the same name. The amir Shams al-Din managed to gain their affection [i.e. loyalty].

3,000 [fighting] men.

2 Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 317-19.

b I.Ath. K. V1.93, 145; ‘Um., Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 317, n.2.

¢ Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 320.
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Gawar was the Gevar plain and surrounding hills and mountains. Evidently a tribe
lived here, taking its name from the district. The Shams al-Din whom al-‘Umari describes
as ruling them may well have been the same as the Shams al-Din, cousin of the reigning
Julamerki chief, whom al-‘Umari has previously mentioned in his account of the
Julamerkis. The authorities [the I1-Khan’s officers] lured him out of his town to a palace
where he lived a luxurious life until his [natural] death. His son submitted to those

authorities.” In other words the Gawar tribe were ruled by a relative of the Julamerki

prince.

4. The Margavar and Zerzaris. The Margavar tribe lived near the Julamerkis, on the
mountain of Margavar [after which the tribe, or more probably tribal section, was named. ]
An alliance existed between the Margavar and two related tribes, the Zerzaris and

Julamerkis.®
Margavar is a high, pastureland district, now in Iran, bordering the Shamsdinan
district immediately to the east. The Zerzari territory was the south-east corner of the

Shamsdinan district and now lies exactly in the south-east corner of modern Turkey.°

Reconstruction

1. The Hakkari tribe are in Vostan (Vienna MS) but somehow (the implication of a]-

‘Umari) not in Julamerk. (B.1 & 2 above.) This is difficult to believe.

® Mas.Abs., tr.Q 219,
® ‘Um., Mas.Abs., tr.Q., 319-20.

¢ Below, sect.4.
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II. The coincidence of rulers’ names is perhaps of some significance: ‘Imad al-Din, son
of Asad, at Vostan, in 752/1351-52 and 755/ 1354-55; and ‘Imad al-Din, son of Asad,
followed by another Asad, at Julamerk, several generations previously. It is tempting to
conclude that the ‘Imad al-Din, son of Asad, at Vostan and that at Julamerk are the same
men, in other words that some mistake in the author’s information, muddle in their
interpretation or confusion in the copying of al-‘Umari’s manuscript has led to a
misplacing of this man in the sequence of Julamerki princes in al-‘Umari’s text. But no
discrepancy within one or other of the two sources, or between the two sources, argues
for a displacement of generations somewhere in the historical tradition. More likely we
are dealing with a similar policy in naming princes; just as we find several Shams al-Dins
and Sharafs at Bitlis, so we find several Asads (Asad = Shir (‘Izz al-Din Shir was
another popular name later on in the history of the Hakkari dynasty) = Lion), two of them
naming their sons ‘Imad al-Din, in the Hakkari principality. The ‘Imad al-Din, son of
Asad, at Vostan and the ‘Imad al-Din, son of Asad, at Julamerk are not the same person,
but members of the same family. We have the same family at Vostan as at Julamerk. So
the prince of Vostan is related to the prince of Julamerk; the relationship (Vostan a major

apanage) could well be the same as in the Kara Koyunlu period.

II. The Gevar plain is ruled by a prince related to that of Julamerk. We may have a
related dynasty. Possibly al-‘Umari shows us an early stage of a minor related dynasty of

the Hakkari ruling family.

First conclusion. Al-‘Umari’s Julamerkis are not a mystery tribe without provenance, but

the dominant tribe of the Hakkari principality. That principality already controlled Vostan,
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possibly Van as well. There was a related dynasty, a minor branch, in Gevar.

IV. The Margavar and Zarzaris are related tribes, and political allies, of the Julamerkis,

i.e. of the dominant tribe within the Hakkari principality.

Second conclusion. This tells us the minimum territorial extent of the Hakkari

principality’s influence. But no further information is available concerning other areas
known to have been within the principality later on: Albaq, Chal, Catak. Some or all of
these, however, may well have been within the principality as small subject tribal entities

or else allied to it in the same manner as the Margavar and Zarzaris.

V. The Julamerkis had been forced by a catastrophe to escape to "difficult mountains"
several generations back. (B.2.) The sequence of rulers is the only clue to the date of the
catastrophe: Asad; ‘Imad al-Din; Asad al-Din; Qutb al-Din; Baha’ al-Din; the latter’s
son. The last of these was ruling in the 740’s/1340’s or perhaps the previous decade. If
we make three different assumptions about the average length of reign -- respectively 10,
15 and 20 years per ruler -- we get back to Asad in the 700°s/1300’s, 680°s/1280’s and
660’s/1260’s. We can add more years if need be: there may be another ruler between
Asad al-Din and Qutb al-Din; and Asad may have started ruling after the catastrophe and
flight northwards.

The catastrophe in question may have been the Mongol massacre during Hulagu’s
Syrian campaign in 1259;* or it may have been a subsequent Mongol purge designed to

deal once and for all with the Kurdish threat to northern Iraq and so eradicate that threat

2 Section (i) above.
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from the area’s politics. It is considerably less likely to have been the seizure of Amadiya

and other Hakkari fortresses in 1218 by ‘Imad al-Din Zangi.*

VI. Were the Julamerkis really Hakamis (B.2 above) ? Al-‘Umari introduces the
information straight after the assertion that the Julamerkis are descendants of a branch of
the Umayyads, a typical Kurdish claim to ancestry. "Hakami" would appear to mean a
descendant of Hakam, father of the caliph Marwan 1.'7 As the Hakkari are most unlikely
to have been descended from Hakam, the assertion that the Julamerki are Hakamis looks
like another ancestry claim, added by al-‘Umari or an informant to one propagated by the
Julamerkis themselves. There was a real Hakamt tribe, living in the province of Arbil.
But the Julamerkis were almost certainly not part of it. They were Hakkaris, not

Hakamis.

Third conclusion. One or more Mongol purges were visited on the Hakkari in the

Amadiya district. Either in 1259 or in a subsequent massacre perhaps 20 years later the
bulk of the tribe, or a substantial section of it, was forced to escape to Julamerk and the
nearby Zab valley. A small principality was set up. The nature of the political entity which
they replaced is a mystery: perhaps it was an obscure Armenian principality.

Much later the Hakkari of Julamerk, or Julamerkis, conquered Vostan, wanting
agricultural land, a city on a minor trade route and perhaps an Armenian catholicosate.
Al-‘Umari does not mention the Hakkari, under any name, at Vostan. The argument that

they were therefore not at Vostan in the 1330’s or 1340°s would be dangerous. It suggests

 Suggested by Minorsky, "Kurds" (EI), 454.2. For the seizure, above, sect. (i).
® I.Ath., K. V1.93, 145; ‘Um., Mas.Abs., tr.Q. 317, n.2.
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a sounder one. The Hakkari seized Vostan and perhaps Van in the years after 1335, when
the reigning I1-Khan, or one of the factions, were weak or too preoccupied to prevent that
seizure.

Perhaps in the 1330’s too, Shams al-Din, relative of Baha’ al-Din of Julamerk,
gained the small tribal polity of Gevar (which perhaps had never been fully independent
in any case). Other areas, such as Albaq, may have stood in a similar relationship to the
fledgling Hakkari principality. The Julamerkis/Hakkari also wielded influence on their
borders, as they were allied to, and must have had some sway over, the Zerzaris and

Margavar.

VIL In the district of Amadiya were a group or tribe calling themselves Hakkari. (A.2
above.) Were they really Hakkaris ? There is no likelihood of a mistake in al-‘Umari
which might have arisen, for example, out of a similarity of rulers’ names. The names are
different from those of the Julamerki (Abo Bakr, ‘Ali etc.). In any case if this tribe or
group lived in the district of Amadiya or Hakkar, they automatically were Hakkaris by
virtue of their location. But they were probably Hakkaris by descent too; in other words
they were descendants of the same Hakkaris whose history can be traced in the Amadiya
district from the late 10th to the mid-13th century A.D.. After the Mongol massacre of
1259 or other disaster, members of the tribe who did not flee to Julamerk either stayed
in the Amadiya district or else were forced to scatter within northern Iraq and

subsequently regrouped in the Amadiya district.

Fourth conclusion. A branch of the Hakkari still resided in the district of Amadiya, though

not in that city itself. They were related to the Julamerkis, because the latter were also
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Hakkaris whose ultimate provenance was the Amadiya district. The difference between the
two was that the Hakkari of the Amadiya district were Hakkaris certainly by location and
very likely by descent, whereas those of Julamerk were certainly Hakkaris by descent and
certainly not Hakkari by location.'®

Al-*Umari thought of the Julamerkis as HakamT rather than Hakkari; so he forgot,
or never knew, the tribal affinity between them and the Hakkaris of the Amadiya district,
and failed to provide the material with which to explain the puzzle of the origins of the

Hakkari principality in the Taurus mountains.

(iii) Relations with Timur

Timur’s attack on Van in 1387 was occasioned by the Hakkari principality’s loyalty to
the Kara Koyunlu. Other than their acknowledgement of Kara Koyunlu sovereignty,
however, we have no other information on the relations between the Hakkari principality
and the Kara Koyunlu before the arrival of Timur. The Hakkari probably acknowledged
the Kara Koyunlu as overlords soon after 784/1382-83, the date of the last Jalayrid coin
minted at Van.

Timur stormed the citadel of Van and seized ‘Izz al-Din Shir, the Hakkari prince.*
This was enough to persuade ‘Izz al-Din to submit, and Timur then gave him a diploma

of authority over his principality and released him.® Timur’s seizure of Van may have

aT‘M 30-31; Clph. XIV.717, p.573 (S.1388.1, p.105); Sh.1.90-91. Some of the details are
discussed in Appendix I, Van.

® Sh.I1.91.
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caused a temporary weakening in his hold over the whole principality. In 1392 he
recaptured Vostan from his own brother.* This very likely means, not that the brother had
usurped Vostan, but that once having been granted it he attempted to convert Vostan into
an entity independent of the Hakkari principality as a whole.

In Armn. 845/1396-97 ‘Izz al-Din helped to reconcile Miran Shah, Timur’s deputy,
with the Bitlis principality’s ruling family after the punitive execution of Ibrahim, the
Bitlis prince.” But in 1398 he was caught and imprisoned at Aghtamar, while raids were
carried out on Julamerk and Gevar.® The source does not name the power who imprisoned
him and raided Julamerk; but it must be Timur’s governor. ‘Izz al-Din had in some
manner shown insubordination. Afterwards the malik of Vostan, probably ‘Izz al-Din’s
son, appears to have helped in Timur’s sack of Baghdad in 1401.¢ This implies that ‘Izz
al-Din was by now at least willing to co-operate with Timur’s governor.

In 1387 ‘Izz al-Din submitted unwillingly and through force of necessity. He was
never a willing vassal of Timur’s. The imprisonment on Aghtamar shows some act of
contempt for Timur’s authority. The presence of the malik of Vostan at Baghdad in 1401
is likely to have been due to suggestion, suasion or severer forms of pressure. The
scattered data create the impression that ‘Izz al-Din submitted when he had to, and
rebelled when he could.

From the point of view of Timur and his deputy in Armenia, the Hakkari prince

was important and powerful enough to warrant the maintenance of a representative at Van

2 Clph. XIV.743, p.597 (S.1392.1, p.110); "Ezdin".

* T'M 69, wrongly under the year 845/1405-6: Miran Shah’s reign as governor of Armenia
came to an end in 1399. See sect. 1.5.(iii).

© Clph.XIV.778, pp.621, 622 (S.1398.1, p.116).
4 T'M 64.
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and the keeping of a close watch on His movements. If the dates are right, it was at most
a year after helping to reconcile Miran Shah and the Bitlis prince before ‘Izz al-Din
committed some rebellious act; the punitive raids on Julamerk and Gevar, and ‘Izz al-
Din’s imprisonment, appear to have followed swiftly. On the other hand the governor at
Van and a close watch on ‘Izz al-Din were the limit of the measures available to and
desired by Timur’s government. No attempt was made to put parts of the principality other
than Van under direct administration, or to direct ‘Izz al-Din’s internal activities within

the principality.

(iv) The Kara Koyunlu, 1406 to 1469

Under Kara Yusuf. At and soon after Kara Yusuf’s return to Armenia in 1406, ‘Izz al-

Din’s behaviour promised a repeat of his relationship with Timur and Timur’s officers.
His restiveness under Kara Koyunlu sovereignty occasioned the joint raid by Kara Yusuf
and Shams al-Din of Bitlis on the territory of Van and Vostan in 1406. Subdued
temporarily, he began a secret correspondence with the Timurid Abu Bakr, ruler of
Azerbayjan and ‘Iraq-i Ajem, whom Kara Yusuf soon after defeated.”

Three years later ‘Izz al-Din’s stance had changed somewhat. Ala al-Dawla, son
of the Jalayrid Sultan Ahmad, escaped from his father in Baghdad. Kara Yusuf received
Ala al-Dawla at first, then made him return to his father: he did not wish to sour relations
with Ahmad. But on the way, near Khoy, Ald al-Dawla was seized by some of ‘Izz al-

Din’s men. ‘Izz al-Din intended to keep him prisoner (presumably as a bargaining tool),

2 Sects.].4.2 and 1.5.(iv) above.
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but was warned by Kara Yusuf to hand him back, not to Sultan Ahmad but to himself,
Kara Yusuf. This ‘Izz al-Din did.® In other words, ‘Izz al-Din wished to use Ala al-Dawla
for his own ends, but dared not defy Kara Yusuf.

Another year later ‘Izz al-Din had become a more willing subject, and one whose
advice was apparently respected by Kara Yusuf. In January 1410 he came in person, with
gifts, to Kara Yusuf at Tabriz and presented his respects. He then persuaded Kara Yusuf
not to send a force against the Shirvan Shah, Shaykh Ibrahim, and, acting as mediator,
reconciled the two.” In August of the same year ‘Izz al-Din and his son fought on Kara
Yusuf’s side in the battle of Asad, in which Sultan Ahmad was finally defeated, bringing
to an end the Jalayrid dynasty.*

Admittedly there seems to have been some act of insubordination, as a result of
which Kara Yusuf attacked Vostan in 1411.¢ But as far as the sources allow an accurate
impression, a fairly harmonious relationship with Kara Yusuf seems to have existed from
1408 to Kara Yusuf’s death in 1420. Apparently, however, this was not so warm as the
relationship between Kara Yusuf and Shams al-Din of Bitlis.

The period was the heyday of the Vostan apanage. The colophons frequently speak
of the benevolence of its ruler, ‘Izz al-Din’s son Muhammad." Kara Yusuf seems to
have allowed ‘Izz al-Din to take Van back and keep it. Certainly he held the city by the

time Iskender was in a position to settle accounts with him.

2 Siimer, KK 78-79.

b Siimer, KK 82.

¢ Siimer, KK 83, 84.

4 Clph.XV.1.129, p.129 (sic) (S.1411.5, p.135).
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iskender and the capture of Van and Vostan. Almost immediately after Kara Yusuf’s death

‘Izz al-Din went to Shah Rukh at Karabagh (Muharram 824/1421 -- somewhat later than
Shams al-Din of Bitlis). Timur’s diploma was renewed.* ‘Izz al-Din was followed three
months later by his son Muhammad, malik of Vostan.

In 1422 Iskender besieged Ahlat, and in 1423 besieged both Bitlis and Ahlat.
Outside Ahlat he executed Shams al-Din, prince of Bitlis.® In or before the 1423 campaign
Muhammad of Vostan set out to help Iskender. This was either because iskender had
commanded him, or because as Iskender’s vassal he felt it politic anyway. However in
the event Iskender had him poisoned. The motive well have been as follows: Iskender
meant in any case to take Van and Vostan from the Hakkari, and killing the prince of
Vostan was a first step. In normal course it would not have been feasible to kill him
without besieging the two cities, but since he had already presented himself it was a
convenient beginning. Muhammad’s position in Vostan was strong. He must have been
favoured by the Armenian population, his fair treatment of whom is frequently mentioned
by the colophons. He had reigned in Vostan at least since 1415.

Next year (1424) Iskender besieged Van. By a trick he had first of all managed to
seize the new ruler of Vostan, Ahmad, and used him as a hostage to further the siege.
After the failure of the siege, he took Ahmad away with him and eventually executed him.
Next year (1425) he finally took Van. When the fall of the citadel was imminent he must
have allowed the governor, son of ‘Izz al-Din the Hakkari prince, to leave. He also

captured Vostan, killing the new ruler, who this time was a brother of ‘Izz al-Din.?’

2 Sh.1.91; Siimer, KK 117.

b Siimer, KK 120.

¢ Sect.I.5.(iv) above, and esp. n.43 to p.116.
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Van and Vostan were made into a Kara Koyunlu governorship.”! Initially
Iskender’s son Yar ‘All was appointed.® But in Armn. 879/1429-30, after complaints
about extortionate taxation, Iskender called him to account and he fled.?

It is probable that by 1431 the Hakkari were back in possession of Vostan, and this
may mean they had also regained Van.” The repossession of Vostan and perhaps Van by
the Hakkari may indicate a local disturbance and temporary weakness on the part of the
Kara Koyunlu. It is not known whether the Kara Koyunlu came back and retook these
cities before the beginning of Jahan Shah’s reign (1437). But in 1444 the Kara Koyunlu
certainly held Vostan and Van.® This means that Vostan and perhaps Van were retaken
sometime after 1431 and before 1444.

In sum, Iskender’s policy was to make Vostan and Van into a direct Kara Koyunlu
governorship. He was successful between 1425 and 1429; but it is not clear at what date
Vostan was lost to the Kara Koyunlu, whether Van was lost at the same time, and whether

either city (with dependent district) came back into Kara Koyunlu hands before the end of

Iskender’s reign (1436).

Jahan Shah. In the 1440’s to 1460’s the relationship of the Hakkari princes to Jahan Shah
was entirely different from that which seems to have existed between them and Iskender.
Like the Bitlis principality, that of Hakkari seems to have become more confident and was
locally more powerful. It recaptured Van and Vostan, and even after subsequent

dispossession by Jahan Shah was able to come back and recapture them. Jahan Shah seems

2 Siimer, KK 127, wrongly under 1424,
b See Appendix V, p.511 and esp. n.9.

° Below, p.193 and esp. n.23.
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initially to have been in a position to bring the principality to heel; then, in the late 1440°s
or a little later, to have lost Van and Vostan; and finally, in the mid-1450’s, to have won
back Van but left Vostan to the Hakkari. In the late 1450’s and the 1460’s there was, as
far as can be seen, an uneasy relationship in which Hakkari consented both to vassalage
and to Kara Koyunlu tenure of Van, while the Kara Koyunlu acquiesced in Hakkari
government of Vostan.

We know that in 1442 Jahan Shah captured Ziril Kale/Zi€l (at the southern egress
from the Catak district) and Julamerk.* In the case of Bitlis it was concluded above that
by 1461 Jahan Shah had attempted to impose a tribute, or at least had insisted on payment
of a tribute imposed by a previous ruler: the Bitlis prince failed to pay, and this
occasioned the Zakaria tax-collection incident.® Similar incidents, including
insubordination by the princes, may have occurred between Jahan Shah and the Hakkari
principality. The insubordination in question is not likely to have been an attempt to
transfer allegiance elsewhere: the Hakkari principality was surrounded on all sides by Kara
Koyunlu territory.

In capturing Ziril Kale and Julamerk Jahan Shah showed he was prepared to devote
many more resources to striking back at the Hakkari prince than Iskender and perhaps
Timur’s governors. Ziril Kale and Julamerk, both well fortified, were some of the least
accessible settlements in a generally mountain-locked principality. They were also castles
on high rocks, whose capture by force presented severe difficulties. The incident
demonstrates both a rebellious tendency on the part of the Hakkari prince and great energy

and resources on the part of Jahan Shah.

2 Clph.XV.1.604, p.536 (5.1442.2, p.198): Zétel and Julamerk.
b Sect.].3.2.(a) and 1.5.(v), this chapter.
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Between 1444 and 1452 the Kara Koyunlu lost Vostan and Van to the Hakkari. The
exact date may fall somewhere in the late 1440’s, but it is hard to be sure. In 1452 Jahan
Shah besieged Vostan for a whole winter: this means that he had lost the city by that date,
but since we are not told of a successful capture he probably did not capture Van and
Vostan in that year.?

The repossession of Van took place somewhere in the mid-1450’s. We know that
in 1458 Van was taken by the Kara Koyunlu Kilig¢ Arslan. However at this stage Kilig
Arslan was probably acting for Jahan Shah’s son and rival Hasan ‘Ali. In other words
Kili¢ Arslan had shown disloyalty to Jahan Shah by joining a rebel. Moreover the capture
of Van in 1458 was not permanent. Kili¢ Arslan made an unsuccessful attempt to capture
Van in 1459, which demonstrates he had lost it between times.* In 1462 took place the
episode in which Zakaria, katholikos of Aghtamar, brought the right hand of the
Illuminator to Aghtamar, making ceremonial entries to Van and Vostan on the way. Jahan
Shah’s foster-brother was governor of Van. The colophon’s account paints a picture in
which the Kara Koyunlu are secure in their possession of Van, but content to leave Vostan
in the hands of the Hakkari. Whereas the Kara Koyunlu governor of Van received Zakaria
well, the Kurdish prince of Vostan plotted against him.® The arrangement may well have
continued, not merely until Jahan Shah’s death in 1467 but until that of Hasan ‘Ali in

1469.

* (a) 1458: MC 1.143 (anon. chron.). "LIi¢ Aslann", without specifying on whose behalf. (b)
1459: Clph.XV.I1.154, p.ii7 (S.1459.2, p.263).

b Clph.XV.I1.221, pp.175 (S.1462.3, p.274).
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(v) The Ak Koyunlu

The Ak Koyunlu took Van from the Kara Koyunlu immediately after the final victory in
1469.% At first they left the Hakkari in possession of their principality. Later, however,
in 896/1491, the Ak Koyunlu sultan Ya‘qub expelled the ruling family. ‘Izz al-Din Shir
(descendant of the better-known, long-lived ‘Izz al-Din Shir of the 1380’s to 1420’s) had
been one of the leaders of a Kurdish revolt against the Ak Koyunlu. It took the Ak
Koyunlu general Sulayman Bizhen Oghli two years to quell the revolt.* Another Kurdish
tribe, the Dunbeli, were given the governorship. The Dunbeli were no doubt chosen
precisely because they were a tribe without a hereditary claim to land, residing partly
within the Hakkari principality but with every interest in retaining the governorship and
in remaining faithful to the Ak Koyunlu.”

The ruling family then drove out the Dunbeli, and Asad al-Din, who had formerly
been in Mamluk employment, became the prince. The date of the repossession may have

been in the mid-1490’s.%

(vi) Competition between Safavids and Ottomans

The period from 1502 to the peace of Qasr-i Shirin of 1639 is one of rebellions and
insubordination (whether to the Safavid or to the Ottoman empire); internal rebellion

against the reigning prince; and competition between the Safavid and Ottoman empires.

2 Sh.1.92-93.
® Sh.1.93.
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The Hakkari ruling family was put both in a strong and in a weak position: strong,
because both empires needed its services, and weak, because it had to satisfy at least one
of the two empires, both of which insisted on a greater measure of control than the

minimum implied by mere acknowledgement of sovereignty.

Within the Safavid empire: before 1514. At first the prince, Zahid, submitted willingly

to Shah Ismail. But by 1507, although Hakkari still lay within the Safavid rather than the
Ottoman sphere, Safavid domination over the principality and probably the rest of the Van
area had become a dead letter. Zahid Beg was seen by a visiting Italian merchant at Van.
The merchant records that the Hakkari prince minted coins in his own name at Van and

openly disavowed Safavid sovereignty.*

Within the Ottoman sphere: to 1548. The Hakkari prince, Zahid, probably gave his

allegiance to the Ottoman cause immediately before the Caldiran campaign.? Until 1548,
when Van was captured and converted into a province capital, the principality seems
generally to have paid allegiance to the Ottoman empire, and was gradually drawn into the
sanjak system. The beys of the sanjaks into which it was divided, all members of the
princely family, probably had at first only nominal duties. On the other hand the Safavid
empire was always on the doorstep. In fact it possessed Van for nearly the whole period,
and the neighbouring Hosap principality seems mostly to have fallen under Safavid sway.

Van was perhaps lost to the Hakkari dynasty in the Safavid counterthrust soon after

Caldiran. Safavid forces regained Azerbayjan, conquered in the Caldiran campaign by the

* Merchant in Persia 161. On the division of the principality into several estates, each held by
one of Zahid’s sons, of which the Merchant is aware, sect.3.3 above.
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Ottomans, the following year,* and Van might have been taken from the Hakkari in the
general tide of reconquest. At any rate we know Van and Vostan were in Safavid hands
by ¢.1529.% Ulama, who was to defect to the Ottoman cause in 937/1529-30, had just
previously taken up residence in Van.

Consequently by c. 1529, and probably in 1515, the Hakkari principality was once
more shorn of Van and Vostan. At this stage, or at any rate in 1527, the principality
seems to have been considered a kind of honorary sanjak. Nominally it was within the
system, but the bey was paid no salary and apparently had no responsibilities within the
empire.?

By 1534 the principality had regained Vostan, but Vostan was now an Ottoman
sanjak, probably of ocak status. It had been won for the Ottoman empire in the ‘Irakeyn
campaigns, which were still in progress, but a member of the Hakkari ruling family was
only allowed to regain possession of Vostan on condition of assuming genuine
responsibilities, including provision of troops. The remainder of the principality probably
possessed the same status as in 1527, and still seems to have consisted of a number of
apanages. Several of these will have been in the hands of members of the ruling family.
The prince, Malik Beg, was a son of Zahid.?

Till 1548 the status of the Hakkari territories may have remained the same as in
1534. In other words Van now lay in Safavid territory; Vostan was a hereditary Ottoman
sanjak, whose bey was a member of the ruling family; the remainder was still a
principality, now subject to the Ottoman empire, but with no responsibilities other than
acknowledging Ottoman overlordship. It was, as before, divided into a number of estates,

many of them in the hands of relatives of the prince.

2 Shaw, History 81-2.
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Within the Ottoman empire: the statutory position after 1548. After the Ottoman conquest

of Van in 1548 the large Ottoman province of Van was formed, and the Hakkari lands
incorporated into it as a series of sanjaks. The hereditary principality of Hakkari remained.
At some point, too, the Pinyanishi tribe was made into a hereditary principality: very little
is known about its borders and constitution.3®

In 1555 we know of sanjaks of Vostan, Ahtamdr, Albak and Hakkari.* This still
seems to mean that much of the southern half of the principality was considered just one
administrative unit. No mention is made of Catak. Later, in the mid-17th century, Evliya
tells us of three sanjaks within the principality: Satak, Vostin and "Esir-i Célemerik".
The latter seems to mean the inland half of the principality: the term emphasises the tribal
organisation of the prince’s subjects, both Kurdish and Nestorian.’! Catak is now
included. Albaq is not in Evliya’s list; but we know that it was part of the principality
after 1548 all the same.*

The prince and the hereditary sanjak bey of Julamerk were always one and the
same person. The prince certainly appointed members of his family to the sanjak of
Albaq,” and probably did the same in the other sanjaks. The statutory position of the
Hakkari prince-cum-sanjak bey of Julamerk seems to have been exactly the same as that
of the Bitlis princes after the return of Sharaf in 1578.° The statutory position of the other

sanjak beys is less clear: in practice the beylerbeyi at Van probably allowed the prince to

* Kirzioglu, Kafkas-Elleri 246: a list in Celalzide of sanjaks on the Ottoman border after the
treaty of Amasya in 1555.

® E.g. Sh.1.102; and see the discussion below, p.199.
¢ Sect.1.5.(ix); Dankoft, Bitlis 15; Ev.IV.177.
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make appointments from his own family unless or until the appointment was found

unsatisfactory. The subsequent appointee would still be chosen from the same family.

Dynastic history, 1502 to 1639. There is plenty of information in the Sherefname about

dynastic struggles and other questions of succession to the title of prince. But the difficulty
is to tie the events narrated in the Sherefhame to dates. For the dates the following account
relies on Sevgen. Sevgen either does or does not have sources on which to base the dates
he gives, but at any rate generally quotes no sources for his dates. Moreover in other parts
of his book his judgement is sometimes seriously at fault. Nevertheless we must follow
his very useful account. If there are mistakes, the following narrative at least gives some
indication of the nature of dynastic politics within the framework of vassalage to and
inclusion within the Ottoman empire.

First of all we know from the document of 1534, quoted above, that Malik Beg,
son of Zahid, was the prince at that date. But the Sherefname does not anywhere say that
Malik Beg ever became the prince. Instead it says the following. In Zahid’s distribution
of apanages to his sons, Malik Beg received the castle of Bay, which means Humaru, the
north-west part of the Shamsdinan district, and possibly Gevar.® Then Zahid was toppled
by a rebellion. This was led by Zaynal, Malik Beg’s first son and commandant of the
castle of Bay. Zaynal took Bay, and other rebels captured Zahid. He was allowed to
escape, first to his brother Sayyid Muhammad of Vostan, then to Sharaf Beg of Bitlis. The
rebellion therefore happened before 1533, the date of Sharaf’s death.”

In the document of 1534 quoted above, Malik Beg is named as the prince and

* Sh.1.95; on Bay, sect.2.2 above.
* Sh.1.95-6.
198



Sayyid Muhammad as bey of Vostan. Muhammad now seems to have ousted Malik Beg
with the help of the Pinyanishi tribe and become prince himself.” But Zaynal was
favoured by the Ottomans and, after a narrow escape from death at the hands of the Bukhti
of Jazira/Cizre, managed to expel Muhammad.® Sevgen places these events immediately
after the formation of the Ottoman province of Van.® In 1551 Muhammad was captured
by the Ottomans; Muhammad’s son, Ya‘qub, now sped to the Hakkari principality in
order to take possession; when he heard of the approach of a Mahmudi force sent to
capture him, he took refuge among the Pinyanishi tribe. But he was betrayed by one of
the Pinyanishi, who had longstanding ties of friendship with the Mahmudi prince. Sayyid
Muhammad and Ya‘qub were put to death. The Ottomans brought back Zaynal.®

In 1568 Zahid, son of Zaynal, was sanjak bey of Albaq. He had, apparently,
expelled the janissary garrison from a castle called Sertek (Turkish form) and somehow
stirred up the tribes of the principality.’ He seems to have been caught by the Van
beylerbeyi. Zaynal appointed in his place another son, Ibrahim.® A decade later, in 1578,
Zaynal himself indulged in sedition, building himself a castle in Albaq somewhere near
Bagkale. Sevgen plausibly suggests that he did so because an old enemy, the son of
Shahquli, the Pinyanishi chief, had been let out of prison.* Zaynal, however, was

forgiven and died in Ottoman service at the battle of Marand in 993/1585.f The vezir-i

*Sh.1.97.
b Sevgen, DGA Tiirk Beylikleri 142.
° Sevgen, DGA Tiirk Beylikleri 143-4; Sh.1.100.
¢ Sevgen, DGA ... 144-5.
* Sevgen, DGA ... 145; Sh.1.102.
f Sevgen, DGA ... 147-8; Sh.1.103.
199



a‘zam, Cafer Paga, tried to have Zahid, eldest son of Zaynal, installed as prince; but he
was unpopular with the majority of the tribesmen within the principality, and killed by
them. Cafer Pasa had to appoint a second son, Zakarya.*

26 years later Zakarya in his turn rebelled. In 1613 he and the bey of Albaq retired
to the castle of Albaq (presumably Baskale), for an unspecified reason, and with unknown
outcome.” The next but one appointee, another son of Zakarya, was killed because of
opposition by one of the tribes, or a group of tribes, which had rebelled against him
(1632).° Another appointee, probably the next, was replaced by the Ottoman government
for failing to join Murat IV’s train on the return from the Erevan campaign in

1045/1635.¢

Role of the Safavids and of the Ottoman beylerbeyis in dynastic history. The principality’s

stormy history in the period of Ottoman vasselage (1514-48) and the first century or so
of incorporation into the sanjak system (1548-1639) betrays a few differences with the
Bitlis principality. The inland Hakkari districts were so difficult of access, particularly
from Van, that the Ottoman government made little attempt to instal janissary garrisons,
or to carve districts away from the principality and make them into non-hereditary sanjaks.
This in turn allowed the ruling family, backed by the tribes, to retain local power, and on
occasion even to kill or throw out the Ottoman-sanctioned prince-cum-sanjak bey.

Moreover the Ottomans failed to stop the influence or operation of a second tribal factor,

2 SH.1.103-4 (cf. 1.106); Sevgen, DGA ... 148.
b Sevgen 153-4.
° Sevgen 154-5, 155-6, saying killed by “the tribe".
¢ Sevgen 156-8.
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the Pinyanishi. On the whole this tribe, for reasons difficult to ascertain, took the side of
those candidates who were not supported by the bulk of the Hakkari tribes.

Proximity to Iran also meant greater freedom for the Hakkari princes in the first
century of participation in the Ottoman administrative system. We have no record of
Persian involvement after the execution of Sayyid Muhammad in 1551. However the two
empires waged several wars in the period, and Safavid forces mounted several attacks on
Van and neighbouring places. The possibility that Iran could get involved (by, for
example, backing a rebel candidate for the throne) changed the risk equation for the
Hakkari princes. Even setting aside the retention of hereditary rights, the Ottoman
beylerbeyi of Van was forced in practice to give the Hakkari princes a latitude which
could not have been contemplated in the case of most sanjak beys.

On the other hand the presence of a large and well-fortified military base, and of
the governor of a large province, at Van meant that the Ottoman government was able to
resort to a comparatively cheap method of controlling the dynasty’s affairs. This was
intervention in, or the creation of, family power struggles by backing candidates for the

position of prince. We have no record of such intervention by the Kara Koyunlu.

(vii) The mid-17th century to the end of the dynasty

Evliya Celebi gives a few items of information concerning the principality’s state in the
mid-17th century. Evliya’s information leaves the impression of a rather calmer state of

affairs. The Hakkari sanjak bey, though failing to come in person, sends without demur
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a contingent to Melek Ahmet Pasa’s expedition against Abdal Khan of Bitlis.* The
Hakkari troops are among the most effective in the attack on Bitlis.®

Until the final violent days of the dynasty in the 1840’s, little information is to be
had. In 1780 an Ottoman expedition attacked the prince of Julamerk; but between the
1630’s and 1840’s this is the only mention of such an action.* The Hakkari beys were
more difficult than Hosap or Bitlis to attack. The last two decades of the 18th and the first
forty years of the 19th century were a period of almost complete freedom from
interference by the Ottoman government. At some point Hakkari lost Catak and Vostan.*

The end of the dynasty is well known. This was one of the last Kurdish
principalities to be subjugated, and its dynasty expelled, in the campaign following
Mahmut II’s reforms and Ibrahim Paga’s invasion of Syria and north Mesopotamia. A
massacre of Hakkari Nestorians in 1843 was precipitated by the establishment of an
American Protestant mission at Ashita in the Lower Tyari (in a tributary valley west of
the Zab). Nurallah Bey of Bagkale, which was now the senior branch of the dynasty, was
ordered in 1847 to appear at Van; he escaped to Iran, then, after many incidents in Iran,
came back to Neri in the Shamsdinan district. He hoped for the protection of the
Nagshbandi sheikh residing there. He was arrested at Neri and taken via Istanbul to exile

in Crete (1849).°

* Ev.IV.221 (D.231).
® Ev.IV.226, 227 (D.241).

¢ Joseph, Nestorians 50-67; Sevgen, DGA Tiirk Beylikleri 158-70 (cf. 93-94); Yalgin-
Heckmann, Tribe and Kinship 57-61.
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6. Conclusions

The Hakkari principality consisted of two halves, an inland and a coastal, between which
communication was difficult or impossible. Each half had rich resources in land, and the
pastoral emphasis of the Zab districts complemented the agricultural prosperity of those
by the shore. However each half by itself was considerably more coherent than the
territory as a whole.

Unlike those of Bitlis, the Hakkari princes enjoyed no unified tribal power base,
but only the loyalty of a single tribe. The Kurdish population was fragmented, the tribal
structure probably unstable. The prince had constantly to manoeuvre and manipulate in
order to contrive unity. One of his instruments was, perhaps, the redistribution of
apanages among the members of his family. The one stable institution was the apanage of
Vostan; but Vostan and Van were often lost to the Hakkari. The Hakkari principality
certainly had links with tribes on its eastern border, but while this sometimes made for an
extension of influence, it could worsen the disunity and factionalism when the tribe or
tribes in question took part in the internal tribal or family struggles.

In short the principality suffered from inborn instabilities. In part these were
territorial: Van and Vostan were relatively easy to capture and often were captured,
leaving a mountain-locked shepherd’s principality. In part they were tribal, because there
was endless potential for inter-tribal struggles, not to mention shifts in the internal
composition of the tribes. And in part they were familial, although the possibility of family
struggles depended on the potential for inter-tribal enmity.

The vehicle by means of which the attitudes and actions of the Kara Koyunlu
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towards the Hakkari will be evaluated is a comparison between the Kara Koyunlu and
succeeding dynasties. Here, beside the factors just dealt with, the one abiding strength of
the Hakkari must be remembered. This was the difficulty of access to the inland districts
and particularly to the capital, Julamerk.

In the Kara Koyunlu period the Hakkari principality appears to have been governed
by a series of strong princes who suffered little from dynastic and tribal opposition to
themselves or rivalry between groups or factions. The most outstanding of the princes
was ‘Izz al-Din Shir, the object of Timur’s wrath and at times the willing vassal of Kara
Yusuf. The reasons for the princes’ strong position in this period are hard to understand.
Possibly the most important is that the dynasty had finished a stage of expansion in which
it had extended influence gradually over other tribes. This may well have accelerated in
the late 1370’s and early 1380’s, when Jalayrid infighting left a power vacuum in the
locality.”” However another reason is the policy of the Kara Koyunlu themselves. The
latter did not wish to commit resources to beating the Hakkari princes on their inland
territory or besieging their inland castles.

After Timur’s death, two phases of Kara Koyunlu policy can be distinguished. The
first was Kara Yusuf’s reign. After the joint raid by Kara Yusuf and Sharaf of Bitlis in
1406, and subsequent insubordination in the same year,* ‘Izz al-Din Shir seems to have
settled down to a state of peaceful vasselage. ‘Izz al-Din on one occasion even voluntarily
lent his help and advice to Kara Yusuf. The second stage lasted till the demise of the Kara
Koyunlu as a power in Iran, Armenia and Mesopotamia. Iskender and Jahan Shah

conquered Van or else Van and Vostan together, only to have the cities wrested back by

a Sect.].5.(iv) and I1.5.(iv) above.
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the Hakkari a few years later. Except on one occasion® the Kara Koyunlu did not attack
the inland districts. In so far as far as accurate judgement is permitted by the evidence,
the Hakkari were rebellious vassals of the Kara Koyunlu until the late 1450’s and the
1460’s, when a calmer but still uneasy relationship appears to have existed. Hakkari
strength appears to have been matched by the willingness of Jahan Shah to attack the shore
cities repeatedly until overlordship was acknowledged. However the Hakkari did not
acknowledge Kara Koyunlu overlordship until the late 1450’s, and it seems clear that the
Kara Koyunlu did not have the resources, even when in possession of Van and Vostan,
to do more than obtain such submission. Apart from gaining the two cities and ensuring
acknowledgement of vassalage they did not intervene in the principality’s affairs.

The Ak Koyunlu present a complete contrast. After leaving the princes alone for
twenty odd years, they expelled the reigning prince by reason of a revolt. It was an
attempt to expunge the ruling family. The policy required much time and resources if it
was to work, and the Ak Koyunlu had neither. The Safavid overlordship represents a
return to the Kara Koyunlu position; at first Zahid acknowledged Ismail’s authority, then
he disavowed it. In neither case was Ismail in a position to enforce his authority.

The period of gradual incorporation into the Ottoman empire and the first century
of existence within it, during both of which periods the sources permit reasoned
judgement, present a picture of dynastic and tribal infighting and rivalry within the
principality, when the goal was often the position of prince itself. The princes seem to
have been generally weaker. This may have been due in part to a general decay within the
principality, and a loss of power over the constituent tribes. The Ottoman period revealed

the lack of a firm tribal base for the prince and the lack of unity between the tribes. If the

* In 1442: see Clph.XV.1.604, p.536 (S.1442.2, p.198), and sect.5.(iv) above.
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explanation is correct, it is the reverse of that given above for the strength of the Hakkari
in the Kara Koyunlu period. However the events of the Ottoman period suggest that to an
extent Ottoman intervention itself was responsible for the weak position of the princes.

In searching for such an explanation, the limitations of Ottoman power have to be
kept in mind. Firstly, it was still hard to attack the inland districts of the Hakkari.
Secondly, the proximity of the Persian frontier generally introduced an element of risk
for the Ottoman beylerbeyi at Van whenever intervention was considered. Such limitations,
however, only applied when the principality was united and the power of the prince
unquestioned. The Ottoman governor at Van was a permanent presence disposing of
greater resources than any Kara Koyunlu governor there had ever done. He was able to
use his stable position to intervene in various internal struggles. Although no internal
rebellion against the prince, or other rivalry, was deliberately initiated by the Ottoman
beylerbeyi, the latter fostered such infighting by favouring one faction or another.
Moreover the mere fact of the Ottoman presence made rebellions within the family or
inter-tribe struggles more tempting. The proximity of the Persian frontier did not lessen
the likelihood of sponsored infighting, provided the Ottoman governor was prepared to see
the opposing faction supported by Iran. In short, the border position was advantageous to
the princes given a united principality, but was a source of weakness given tendencies to
internal division.

To sum up, during the Kara Koyunlu period the Hakkari princes were in an
internally strong position. The Kara Koyunlu, on the other hand, were deterred by the
inaccessibility of the inland districts and by their own limited resources within the Van
area and elsewhere. They contented themselves with seizing one or both of the two shore

cities and with an acknowledgement of suzerainty. Sometimes they achieved neither. In
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any case their ambition was never to direct the affairs of the principality beyond ensuring
submission to themselves and no-one else.

During the Ottoman period the position of the princes seems in any case to have
weakened. But the Ottomans proceeded to weaken it further, by taking sides and generally
intervening in family and tribal struggles. Beyond the mid-17th century the principality’s
internal history is virtually unknown. But the accounts of its last ruler’s defeat and
expulsion convey the impression that by the mid-19th century the ruler’s position had
decayed to the point where he enjoyed the support of very few tribes. There was little
opposition to the Ottomans; the principality simply dropped out of history, and the

materials from which it might have been recreated were simply no longer present.
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III. THE MAHMUDI PRINCIPALITY OF HOSAP

1. Its extent

In the following survey of the principality’s territory we shall be including areas other than
the district of Hosap, the acknowledged capital of the principality in both the late Middle
Ages and the Ottoman period. The evidence that these areas belonged to the principality
dates to the Ottoman period. Yet, paradoxically, by the Ottoman period they were separate
sanjaks from that of Hosap, and although these sanjaks seem to have been counted, in the
Ottoman period, as part of the principality, they were not, in Ottoman jurisdiction,
dependent on that of Hosap. The explanation of the paradox is that in the Ottoman period
the Mahmudi principality, as a network of tribal allegiance, covered the same wide
territorial area as it had done in the late Middle Ages; but the tribal prince was now the
sanjak bey only of Hosap rather than of the whole territory of the principality. Our
argument depends on the paradoxical assumption that when sources of the Ottoman period
talk of a district or a sanjak, other than Hogap, as Mahmudi, they mean that its Kurdish
population belonged to the Mahmudi tribe and owed allegiance, in that sense, to the sanjak
bey of Hosap; but within the Ottoman administrative system their sanjak beys owed him
no such allegiance. (This is not to say that their sanjak beys were appointed from outside
the Mahmudi tribe: what evidence we have suggests that on the whole they were.) So the
evidence for the territorial extent of the unified principality of the late Middle Ages dates
from a time when that principality, at least according to the Ottoman administrative titles,

had been broken up, and the administrative competence of the prince, in the Ottoman
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system, was confined to Hosap and its district.

(a) Khoshab, now Hosap, was the capital. The castle on its precipitous rock and the
walled enclosure attached to the castle’s eastern slope lie at the northern edge of a plain,
which is traversed by the upper reaches of the Hosap Su. It is unlikely that the lower half
of the river’s course belonged to the Mahmudi. Towards its debouchment into the lake it
was the means of communication between the territories of Van and Vostan, which
generally were both in the hands of the Hakkari principality,* and which as settlements
functioned and were often considered together.” The boundary of the Mahmudi territory
in the Hosap Su valley is indicated by the castle of Zeinak, which lies on the hilly and
indented land downstream of the upper Hosap Su plain.! Downstream of Zerak is the

Giirpinar plain, which forms a natural focus for the lower half of the Hosap Su valley.

(b) Aghchagal‘a, castle of the Norduz Cay basin, which lies immediately west of the upper
Hosap Su basin.? The estate seems to have been a possession of the Mahmudi ruling
family, probably an appanage.® It was the Anjewaéik‘ of the early Middle Ages,” and
consisted primarily of pastureland. In the Middle Ages and until the highly destructive
earthquake of 1648, the castle, Aghchaqal‘a, where the bey resided, was at Kangavar, not
Kasrik (the latter now officially Kirkgegit), which is four kilometres to the north-west of

Kangavar.*

# Above, sect.].2.2.
® See in particular our appendix on Van and Vostan: Appendix I, Sect.Il, on Van and Vostan.
¢ Hiibschmann, Ortsnamen 342-3, sums up the evidence.
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(c) Qal‘a-i Ashot or Pagan (now officially Yesilalig). According to the Sherefhame, Kara
Yusuf the Kara Koyunlu gave the Mahmudi the castle of Ashot, for the sake of
tranquillity. He made the nahiya of Ashdt and that of Khoshab an emirate for Shaykh
Mahmiid [putative founder, almost certainly not the real founder, of the dynasty].* Later,
in the Safavid occupation, Haji Bég Dunbeli was temporarily established at Qal‘a-i
Ashat.

By chance the name Ashot has been recorded as belonging in recent times to Pagan,
a castle whose remains have been interpreted as Urartian and which lies on the watershed
between the upper Hosap Su valley and the Kotur Cay valley: in Urartian times at least
the castle must have controlled movement between Hosap and Satmanis (now officially
Orenburg). According to the archaeological report on the castle at Pagan, that castle was
known in Armenian as Ashotakert. The Sherefhame gives no help as to the castle’s
location, but the proximity of Pagan to Hosap and the contiguity of other Mahmudi
territory further north make this a highly plausible identification.

Where was the nahiya of Qal‘a-i Ashot ? Pagan, on a secluded rock among hills at
the watershed between broad plains, would seem not to be at the centre of a naturally
definable geographical district, and on the other hand the Satmanis plain, further
north-east on a tributary of the Kotur Cay, provides a natural focus for a district whose
capital could well have been Pagan, which is unaccounted for if it was not Mahmudi
territory, and which lies between Pagan and the Mahmudi district of Saray further north.’

Probably the nahiya of Qal‘a-i Ashot was centred on the Satmanis plain, but its stronghold

= Sh.1.301.
® Sh.1.304. The Ashiit/Ashdt conquered by Zengi, Sh.1.366, will not be here.
¢ Sevin & Belli, "Pagan" [AnAr 4-5 (1976-77)], 368.
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was Pagan.

(d) Ercek. According to Evliya, Kal‘e-i Erecik (2l>,/ 2<l5) was in the idare of the
Mahmudi bey. It was said [once] to have been the capital of the Mahmudi #/ke.* The
castle of Erecik or Ercek was most probably in or near the present small town of Ercek.°

The district seems to have consisted of the whole Ercek valley.”

(e) Abaga Kal‘esi (Pers. "Abaghay"). This was within the Mahmudi principality in the
mid-17th century.® Evliya went there from Ergek, in an eastwards direction, taking seven
hours.” The site indicated by this information is Saray, which lies in the middle of a plain
(called the Mahmudiye plain at least in the period before the before the First World War),
and through which, before the First World War, lay one of the tracks between Van and
Kotur.” Of course since the castle was known in the mid-17th century as Abaga (Ott.
translit.) and the town was known in the late 19th and the 20th century as Saray
("Palace"), one might want to conclude that the I1-Khans’ palace known as Ala Taq (mod.
Turk. Ala Dag) was here. However the Abaghay district (not castle) was the Caldiran
plain, as it is now called, which is further north (see below, Ch.IV, sect.2), and the
I1-Khans’ palace must have been somewhere in the district centred on that plain. That the
castle at Saray came to be known as Abaghay and that the town came to be called Saray
after that probably reflects a misconception as to the site of the Mongol palace. Such a
misconception could easily have arisen after the palace had been abandoned.

The dependent district of Abagay Kal‘esi must have been the upper half of the Ergek

2 Ev. IV.274.
® Ev. IV.275.
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valley, centred on the Saray plain.

(f) Karaca Kale. Evliya tells us that it was governed by Evliya Bey (sic), a Mahmudi, and
that it was seven hours’ ride east of Abaga Kal‘esi." It must have been on the Cingi Dere,
well inside the modern boundary of Iran.' At the time of Evliya’s visit the castle was
garrisoned by 4,000 soldiers (compare the 2,000 soldiers in the castle of Ercek),® and

cannot have been of insignificant strength.

Summary. The principality’s territory emerges as a unified block with clear natural
boundaries. It lay immediately to the east of the east shore strip of the lake: the shore strip
was always denied to the Mahmudi. To west, south and east was the territory of the
Hakkari principality, and to the north, separated by a chain of hills, the Muradiye and
Caldiran plains (their present names), part of the territory directly administered by the
Kara Koyunlu. To the south the Mahmudi territory consisted of the plain of the upper
Hogap Su and surrounding hills, and the mostly pastureland district of the Norduz Cay
basin. Beyond a range of hills lay the territory’s northern half: the Ergek valley, the
adjoining Satmanis plain at the upper end of the Kotur Cay valley, and the district of
Karaca Kale in the upper Cingi Dere.

To an extent there is an economic rationale to the composition of the principality’s
territory. Evliya reports that all the Mahmudi Kurds have their summer pasture on the

Hasan Tapt1 Yaylas1.® This was on the left as one went from Bendimahi towards Van, and

® Ev. IV.275, under heading Van Karahisari. For a comment on this name, n.13 to p.175.
® Ev. IV.274.
¢ Ev. IV.151. Ott. "Hasan Tapd! yaylas1”.
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therefore somewhere in or around the lower end of the Ergek valley, either in the bottom
of the Ercek valley itself, or in that of the Kara Su valley, or, more probably, on the
much higher ground forming the northern side of the Kara Su valley at its lower end (i.e.
not including the feeder streams in the south part of the Caldiran plain). Evliya also tells
us that the best Mahmudi horses pasture near Ergek.* The three easterly plains (Saray,
Golgimen and Satmanis) must similarly have provided good summer pasture.!! So the
northerly territory may have functioned as a summer pasture for the Mahmudi -- more
accurately, summer pasture formed a more important component of its economic activities
than of those of the upper Hosap Su plain, where agriculture would have been more

important than in the northerly territory.

2. The principality; tribal and other institutions

Size. In his survey of the sanjaks of the Van eyalet in 1655, just before the attack by
Melek Ahmet Pasa on Bitlis, Evliya says that the Mahmudi bey had at his disposal 20,000
‘asiret begleri; all receive yolluk and donluk from him. This gives an indication of the
principality’s size and importance relative to Bitlis (70,000 men, according to Evliya

himself)® and Hakkari (47,000 soldiers).© Evliya’s meaning seems to be that as tribal

2 Ev. IV.274.

® Ev. IV.89. Above, sect.].3.1.(a).

*Ev.IV.177. Above, sect.Il.3.3. This is the total that could be mustered.in an emergency
rather than the number that the Hakkari bey actually sent on the expedition against Bitlis: but the
figure of 47,000 is for that reason strictly comparable to 20,000 for the Mahmudi 70,000 for
Bitlis.
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leader the Mahmudi bey could muster, via his various subordinates, 20,000 men.

The position of prince. This was hereditary, the right of succession was generally
respected and the princes’ tenure of power was generally stable.'? But in the Ottoman
period powerful groups within the principality sometimes juggled with the succession, and
in the late Middle Ages it was no doubt possible for the same to happen, though we have
no record of its doing so in that period. In Armn. 1100/1650-51 or soon after, ten or more
of what appears to have been an inner clique of influential tribe members in the entourage
of Sulayman, the Mahmudi prince, plotted to kill him because the district was being ruined
by raids against Sulayman. They approached Mustafa, Sulayman’s brother-in-law, and
offered to make him prince in Sulayman’s place. They succeeded in killing Sulayman, but
were frustrated in their purpose of replacing him with Mustafa, because Ibrahim, the
eldest of Sulayman’s brothers, became aware of the murder quickly and managed
eventually to outwit the plotters; after securing his own position as prince he conducted
a purge against them.” In the early 18th century A.D. several pashas of Van attempted
to bring the hereditary Mahmudi sanjak bey of Hosap to heel by forcing out the sitting bey

and securing the appointment of a relative, either a son or a brother.’

The prince’s subordinates. In the narration of the murder of Sulayman Beg, and the

attempt to instate Mustafa, discussed immediately above (this page), Arak‘el, the source,

tells us that at the time of Sulayman’s murder, Ibrahim Beg, the eldest of Sulayman’s

2 Arak‘el (1669 ed.), 490-95. In Atak‘el’s text the incident comes after the C‘Gmar incident,
which is dated 1100/1650 (Atak‘el (1669 ed.), 480).
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brothers, and Evliya Beg, the youngest, each lived in his own fortress, not far from
Hosap.® By itself the information does not justify precise conclusions; but it suggests that
the prince’s brothers, or at least near male relatives, had at their disposal, by virtue of
their kinship with the prince, a castle in the neighbourhood of the capital. Probably their
rank, with the opportunities that it brought them, and the dangers that it presented to the
reigning prince, necessitated a private castle near Hosap. The prince could always watch
their movements, and on the other hand residence in a private castle gave them security
against any sudden arbitrary acts by the reigning prince.

Arak‘el also says that after Ibrahim Beg, the eldest of Sulayman’s brothers, defeated
the conspirators, thus gaining the position of prince, Evliya Beg, the youngest of the
brothers, went to the fortress of Abaghay (Armn. "Apalay" or "Apala"), his previous
residence.® Above (p.211) we identified Apala/Abaghay with the present Saray, in the
upper Ercek valley, which is separated from the upper Hosap Su valley by at least one
nahiya (that of Qal‘a-i Ashot, pp.210-11 above). The passage suggests that Abaghay is a
family apanage to be handed to members of the family, according to rank, expediency and
so on, in successive dispensations. (The implication is that Evliya holds two estates, that
of Abaghay (the upper Ercek valley), and the castle near Hosap.) Aghchagal‘a seems to
have been another family apanage similar to Abaghay (above, p.209 and n.3).

Above (sect.1) six castles with dependent nahiyas, which together seemed to make up
the principality’s territory, were identified. Five of the six became Ottoman sanjaks after
the principality finally passed into the Ottoman empire (mid-16th century A.D.: see next

section): the exception is Qal‘a-i Ashot, which probably stuck with Hosap.' As late as

@ Arak‘el (1669 ed.), 494.
b Arak‘el (1669 ed.), 495.
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the mid-17th century all six castles were thought of as Mahmudi sanjaks (above, sect.1).
Hosap was the estate of the ruling prince, although some of the land in its district seems
to have been hived off as minor estates for the prince’s closest relatives, some of whom
at least had other and probably larger estates elsewhere in the principality (above, p.215).
Judging by the evidence of the Ottoman period, Aqchaqal‘a and Abaghay were apanages
of the prince’s family (pp.209 & 215). Of the others, perhaps some or all were of the

same status. Any that were not were perhaps estates ruled by the chief of a tribal section

subordinate to the Mahmudi.

3. History of the principality

The first reliable mention of Hosap as the residence of a Kurdish prince or chief occurs
in the passage of Yaqiit discussed in Ch.2; Kangavar is mentioned by Yagiit in the same
terms as Hosap. Yaqut’s evidence relates to the early 13th century. According to him, a
series of castles in Zawazan, the mountainous area between the Bohtan valley and northern
Iraq, are inhabited by members of two different Kurdish tribes. From Yaqut’s evidence
can be extracted the limited conclusion that a Kurdish prince, almost certainly tribal, sat
at Hosap, and another sat at Kangawar/Aqchagal‘a, who may or may not have been
subordinate to that at Hosap. It is possible, but cannot be substantiated, that the Mahmudi
dynasty already existed and held Hogap."

According to the Sherefname the Mahmudi principality was founded when Kara Yusuf
the Kara Koyunlu gave the two nahiyas of Ashot and Khoshab to Shaykh Mahmud, a

relative, according to one tradition [i.e. a tradition reported by the Sherefhame], of the
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Bukhti, the Kurdish rulers of Jazira (modem Cizre).!® That Kara Yusuf confirmed one
of the Mahmudi amirs in the possession of Hosap and Qal‘a-i Ashdt is no doubt
historically accurate, but by this time the principality probably encompassed the other
estates (Ercek, Abaghay etc.).

The Sherefname’s next mention of the principality comes during the Ak Koyunlu
occupation of the Van area, when the fortunes of the ruling amir, Mir Husayn Bég, rose,
and the nahiya of Albaq (the Bagkale plain) was "liberated" from the Hakkari principality.
However after several invasions of the latter principality’s territory, ‘Izz al-Din Shir of
Hakkari (not the better-known ‘Izz al-Din who had dealings with Timur and Kara Yusuf)
got help from the amir of Bitlis and Mir Husayn of Hosap was killed."”

In the short Safavid occupation of the Van region, ‘Ivaz Bég (the ruling Mahmudi
prince) quarrelled with the Safavid governor of Van and Vostan, and was for a time
imprisoned at Van. Sharaf Khan of Bitlis pillaged the district of Van and Vostan with the
threat of continuing the pillage until ‘Ivaz Bég was let go; and this secured his release.*

The Mahmudi principality, unlike the other emirates of the region, seems never to
have left Safavid allegiance until Siileyman I’s campaign of A.D. 1533-34 (see below).
The same ‘Ivaz Bég was made governor of his principality’s territory by Shah Tahmasp
I (reign started A.D. 1518). This allowed ‘Ivaz Bég to secure the nahiya of Albaq for his
principality once again.®

A few years later the reigning Mahmudi, Shah ‘Al1 Bég, was killed, and the

principality was given to a Kizilbas amir called Deli-Piri; the natural heir, Hamza, was

2 Sh.1.302. At 1.436-7 the same event is alluded to, with the additional information that the
Kizilbas helped the Mahmudi in the attack on the Hakkari.

® Sh.1.302.
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made his subordinate. However the Mahmudi tribe killed Delu-Piri and made Hamza
prince. As a result, Hamza and other Mahmudi aghas were sent to Khoy to serve the
Dunbeli tribe, who were at that time administering Khoy for the Safavids. Khan
Mubammad Benjevi, a Mahmudi, was temporarily put in charge of the principality.
However he was imprisoned in Van, the Dunbeli killed Hamza and the aghas, and the
Mahmudi principality was given to the Dunbeli. Khan Muhammad then escaped from his
prison and evicted the Dunbeli beys from the Mahmudi castles. On the news that an
Ottoman messenger had been despatched to Muhammad, Shah Tahmasp wrote a diploma
(manshiir) of command over the Mahmudi for Muhammad. '

However, during the attack of Silleyman I on Azerbayjan in A.D. 1533-4, the
principality’s allegiance shifted to the Ottoman empire.* It was made a hereditary hiikumet
(a sanjak where the traditional institutions were converted into Ottoman ones without
curtailing the right of hereditary succession to the position of prince).” By the end of the
16th century A.D., several of the ruling Mahmudi prince’s relatives, and perhaps other
members of the tribe, were in Ottoman government posts outside Mahmudi territory,
although after the principality’s shift of allegiance some junior Mahmudi princes had taken
posts in the Safavid empire.”

In the mid- and late 17th century the beys of Hosap showed marked recalcitrance, to
say the least, from time to time.?® The 18th century saw a whole series of expeditions

by the pasha of Van against the bey at Hogap. Some of these expeditions were aimed at

® Sh.1.307. The principality was "bestowed" on Hasan by Siileyman, just as Tahmasp (1.306-7)
had done.

® Dankoff, Bitlis 15. This is fully discussed in Ch.II, sect. 2.7. The Mahmudi principality also
negotiated the right not to pay tax on the sheep belonging to the Mahmudi tribe: Sh.1.307.
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replacing the bey with another of his family.?' The sources do not usually so much as
hint at the reasons for these ‘expeditions. However it may be surmised that the beys of
Hogsap failed from time to time to provide their large quota of troops for expeditions,
despite having ample troops available; and that they were responsible for some damaging
raids on nearby sanjaks. They probably took advantage of their position on the border with
Persia, and may well have carried out raids in concert with Persian forces conducting
border manoeuvres.?> They probably interfered with traffic passing between Khoy and
Van, as the most direct tracks went through the principality’s territory.” Any inhibition
on the part of the pashas of Van against mounting expeditions to Hogap must have been
diminished by the Yezidism of the Mahmudi tribe, or part of it. Indeed in the case of one
expedition at least, the source clearly implies that the expedition was aimed at massacring

or otherwise persecuting Yezidis.*

4. Role of the principality

There is practically no evidence directly and explicitly relevant to the Mahmudi
principality’s activities and role during the Kara Koyunlu period. To reconstruct from the
preceding discussion a picture of its probable role under the Kara Koyunlu we shall begin
with the relevant geographical and economic aspects.

The principality occupied a position behind the lake shore (above, p.212). It was
somewhat secluded, apart from the circumstance that the routes between Tabriz and Van

came through its territory.” The economy of its territory seems to have been mainly

* Some comment on this, n.23, and Appendix I, Hosap.
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agricultural and pastoral, probably more the latter than the former. There is some evidence
that it was self-sufficient as regards transhumance: the movements took place within its
boundaries (pp.212-13 above). There were no cities in its territory, but it is likely that the
Mahmudi princes derived some revenue from the passage of merchandise through its
territory.? The principality did not compare in size of territory or in population with
those of Bitlis or Hakkari; but after those two it was easily the largest.

However the principality seems to have been little affected by internal tribal divisions
(as Bitlis and Hakkari were) or by dynastic conflict,” and the princes could count on a
loyal and united tribe. It was hard for an outside power to defeat the tribe on its own
territory. Outside powers tried to control the tribe by deposing the prince and replacing
him either with a close relative or with an outsider. But this never worked. The many
Ottoman attempts to replace the Mahmudi prince with a relative seem to have ended in
defiance on the part of the new prince or the latter’s successor.* Even the policy, tried by
Tahmasp, of leading away the prince and the leading aghas to captivity did not work,
because the Mahmudi simply assassinated the Kizilbag appointee. Tahmasp then appointed
Mubammad Benjevi, a cousin of the deposed prince. Later a different policy again was
put into effect. The Dunbeli tribe were allowed to take over the government of the
principality; but the Mahmudi simply recaptured the castles from them.’

Thus, although the principality did not have the potential for much influence outside
its own boundaries, its resources were ideal for large-scale raids on neighbouring districts,

and the story of Ottoman punitive expeditions against Hosap in the 17th and 18th centuries

2 Discussed pp.218-19 above and esp. notes 20 and 21.
b Discussed on p.218 above, and in n.3 (on Aghchagal‘a).
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suggests that it did indulge in such raids during those centuries.* The secluded position
of the principality and the powerful castle of Hosap made it difficult to conquer the
principality or even punish it except by raiding its villages in turn. Over the medieval
dynasties the Ottoman pashas of Van had the advantage of gunpowder and greater
proximity; medieval rulers would have been more reluctant to mount an expedition against
Hosap. (But Iskender’s capture of Van in A.D. 1425 may have been partly aimed at
controlling the Mahmudi amirs. )"

The principality’s ambitions in its relations with neighbours, both during the late
medieval and during the Ottoman period, are likely to have centred on disputes over land
with the Hakkari principality. In such disputes the Bitlis principality seems generally to
have come to the help of its enemy, Hakkari.”” Such a paradox is not so uncommon.2

During the Ottoman period the Mahmudi princes seem to have been able to exploit
their position as a border principality of the empire.® This suggests that when Azerbayjan
was controlled by a different overlord from that controlling the Van area, or there was no
enmity between the two powers, the Mahmudi prince’s position was considerably weaker
than during the Ottoman period. Such is likely to have been the case under the Kara
Koyunlu,

Under the Ak Koyunlu the Mahmudi were able to take the nakiya of Albaq from the
Hakkari principality and subsequently to invade that principality’s territory several times.*

The mechanism by which the acquisition of Albaq is most likely to have been achieved

2 Discussion pp.218-19 above.
* On the capture of Van, p.190 above.

¢ For the Ottoman expeditions against Hosap as evidence of persistent recalcitrance, pp.218-19
and esp. notes 20 and 21 above. Discussion of the advantage of nearness to the border, p.219.

4 N.17 above, (a) and (b).
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is the following. The Ak Koyunlu, of course, controlled an empire which included
Armenia and parts of Iran. However the Hakkari principality defied the Ak Koyunlu, and
the Hakkari prince was at one point expelled by them.? Submissiveness to the Ak
Koyunlu on the part of the Mahmudi prince probably exploited the Hakkari principality’s
defiance, and gained him Albaq.

The Hakkari principality, although generally posing no fundamental threat to the Kara
Koyunlu, engaged in many wrangles with that dynasty. Of this the Mahmudi could easily
have taken advantage. But in general the Mahmudi princes, although secure in their own
territory, are likely to have been relatively powerless in the face of the Kara Koyunlu and

of their local enemies, the Hakkari principality.
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IV. HIZAN AND MOKS

1. Introduction

In this section we shall deal with a series of small estates which were severally combined
into three separate principalities. These estates together account for the Hizan basin, the
Miikiis valley and to an extent at least the Bohtan valley downstream of Zi&l/Ziril Kale.
The Hizan basin and the Miikiis valley are drained respectively by the Gindig Su and the
Miikiis Cay. Each river is an affluent of the Bohtan Su; and the sector of the Bohtan into
which the two valleys debouch is clearly defined and marked off from the next sector
downstream by a hill barrier. This sector of the Bohtan valley coheres and communicates
naturally with the Hizan basin and Miikiis valley.

Historically the three districts (Hizan basin, Miikiis valley, Bohtan valley) had been
combined in the principality of Mokk‘. This is last heard of in the late 10th century.! In
the early 7th-century document called the Asxarhac‘oyc’ Mokk‘ is represented as
composed of a large number of districts apparently too small to function as family or tribe
principalities, and certainly much smaller than the great majority of the districts
enumerated elsewhere in the document.*

In the area as a whole (the three larger districts -- Hizan basin, Miikiis valley,
Bohtan valley -- taken together) the situation in the early Ottoman period and (we shall

argue) the late Middle Ages was similar. The tiny sanjaks of the early Ottoman period,

* Below, sect.3.
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descendants of late medieval estates, are at first sight too small for viability as family or
tribe principalities. They are in fact a series of estates, each in the hands of a petty amir,
whose interrelationships, apparently preserved, with few changes, down the centuries, are
explicable by reference to family ties between the respective amirs.

Such an explanation, however, does not go far enough. It fails to show that, and
why, the Hizan-Moks area was split between three principalities, each composed of
smaller amirates. Other areas, some of them larger than this, were held by just one
principality (for example the Mahmudi), but split into a number of apanages. The
Sherefname treats the Hizan-Moks area as a series of individual principalities on the one
hand, and the Mahmudi as a single principality on the other.

The Hizan-Moks area differed from other principalities such as the Mahmudi by
reason of the local population’s character and for reasons of local topography and
economy. The valleys which constituted the individual estates were pockets of purely
Armenian population, each relatively self-sufficient in an economic sense, and having little
easy communication with its neighbours. There was no Kurdish stratum spread over the
whole area, as in the case of the Mahmudi. The individual component districts were
defined and separated by the incidence of chains of difficult hills, and of impassable valley
mouths. The difficulty of communication within the area was in certain cases compounded
by the ease of communication with districts outside it: this was particularly true of the
north part of the Hizan basin.

The Armenian populations of each small district were coherent societies with or
without the Kurdish presence; no Kurdish tribal section or other group helped to define
the districts or their populations. The amir simply occupied the district in question and

dealt directly with its population. But the difference with a principality such as that of the
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Mahmudi did not essentially turn on distinctions of race. A similar situation had obtained
in the first half of the Middle Ages, when the small districts’ petty lords were of the same
race as the local population. The difference turned on the absence of a tribe or tribes,
spread throughout the area, whose subdivisions helped to define the small estates and

which provided a useful medium through which the prince, or princes, could govern.

2. The Ottoman sanjaks

We shall now examine the system of sanjaks into which the area was divided in the early

Ottoman period. The sanjaks in question are: Hizan; Isbaird; Agakis; Gargar; Kesan;

Moks. We shall also include the nahiye of Namiran.

2.1. Location of the sanjaks

Hizan (Ott. "Hizan"; Pers. "Khizan", "Hizan"; Armn. "Xzan", "Xizan", "Hizan"). The
residence of the bey was the town of Hizan. The sanjak occupied the south-west quadrant
of the Hizan basin. The eastern border was the Gindig Su, which flows down the middle

of the basin.

Isbaird (Ott. and Pers. form; Armn. "Sparkert", pron. "Espargerd”, sometimes spelt in
English works "Spargird"). This was the valley of the lowest eastern tributary of the
Gindig Su, apart from the small valley containing the villages of Evzit, Papur etc.. The

villages of Isbaird were Harat, Sure, Kekiilan, Bast etc..
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Aghakis (Pers. form; Ott. "Agakis"; Armn. "Elilis", "Elelis", pron. "Yeghighis",
"Yegheghis", or "Axis Elilis"). This was the lower half of the Akhis Dere valley. Its

villages were Pertek, Cakiran, Tasu, Hinzirot, Ahkis etc..

Gargar (Ott., Pers, "Karkar", prob. pron. "Gargar”; Armn. "Karkar"). The upper half

of the Ahkis Dere valley. The villages were Horodis, Aht, Mulk (Armn. "Mikanc‘") etc..

Kesan (Pers., Ott.: Ott. sometimes "Kesani"). The valley of the Kesan Deresi and, on
the strength of the Armenian evidence presented below, the Orans Dere too. The two
rivers are the upstream branches of the Gindig Su. The villages were Honik, Pindivanis,
Hiiriintus etc. (in the Kesan Deresi valley), those of the Orans valley; and probably those

of the valley east of the Kesan Deresi, i.e. Askirin, Vartinis, Piiriiz etc..

Moks (Pers., Ott. "Moks"; Armn. "Moks" (pron. "Mokés", unstressed "€"), the name
having formerly been "Mokk*"; mod. Turk. "Miikiis", though used only as name of town
and river). This seems to have been the whole of the Miikiis Cay valley all the way to the

debouchment into the Bohtan valley.

Namiran, a nahiye rather than a sanjak. This is the Nemran district. The latter is defined
by the short valley of the Nemrun Deresi (as it is spelt on the map) and its affluents. The
Nemrun Deresi is a northern affluent of the Bohtan Su, and its valley is that immediately

west of the lower reaches of the Miikiis valley.
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The Bohtan valley. This is not accounted for by any Ottoman sanjak, and one or more of

the unplaced sanjaks of the Van province may have lain here. At any rate for the purposes
of reconstructing the late Middle Ages it must be discussed here.

Hizan appears to have had at least a claim on Namiran.? That would suggest,
though not entail, that Namiran was contiguous with the rest of Hizan’s territory, or at
least with an area over which Hizan had some control. However Namiran was not
contiguous with the south-west quadrant of the Hizan basin, the sanjak and immediate
district of Hizan. What is contiguous is the Bohtan valley. The principality of Hizan,
therefore, probably had some rights in the territory of the Bohtan valley. However parts
of the valley were probably not within the coﬁtrol of any sedentary political authority, as
they were the summer haunts of Kurds from the Mosul area and probably from that of

Jazira/Cizre.*

2.2. Family and other relationships

The Sherefname says that three brothers came to the area from the district of Bilejan
(north of Lake Van) and became princes respectively of Hizan, Moks and Isbaird.® The
notion that the founders of the three principalities were brothers is no doubt myth; but the
idea that at some remove there were family relationships between the three principalities’
rulers has to be taken seriously, particularly as the text asserts at another point that the

amir of Isbaird was the cousin of the prince of Hizan.® The story of the three brothers

* Below, sect.4, end, and esp. Ch.II, sect. 4.2,
® Sh.1.217.
¢ Sh.1.219.
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also suggests that the area under discussion (composed of the Hizan basin, the Miikiis
valley and the Bohtan valley) could at one point be more or less accounted for by the
territories of the three principalities. (The three basic districts are not coextensive with the
three principalities, however.) We shall try to decide whether the whole area can in fact
be accounted for, and whether family relationships existed between the beys of the estates
in any one principality.

It is convenient to start with Isbaird. The existence of the principality in the early
1490’s can be guaranteed.’ The known history of the little principality can probably be
taken back another 50 years, in other words well into the Kara Koyunlu period.*

Shortly before Caldiran the prince of Isbaird was a Mahmud. His son Ibrahim
succeeded him, but another son, Sharaf, was dissatisfied and went to the Ottoman court.
He got the nahiya of Aghakis detached from Isbaird and made into a sanjak for himself.
The sanjak of Agakis, however, seems to have been granted on non-hereditary terms, and
after his death non-hereditary beys were appointed.® Aghakis was therefore in the
territory of Isbaird during the reign of Mahmud. Very likely it was also within the
territory of Isbaird in the Ak Koyunlu and Kara Koyunlu periods. It must have been an
estate, governed by a family member, within the principality of Isbaird.

The first explicit mention of Moks in Kurdish hands lpertains to the year 1487,
when the district of Moks was attacked by the Ak Koyunlu. The amir fled, and the district
of Moks was put under direct Ak Koyunlu rule.” The second mention concerns the rule
of the amir Abdal, which perhaps started early in the Ottoman hegemony. Abdal had two

sons, Ahmad and Hasan. Ahmad was his father’s heir. But he was forced by the Ottoman

* Sh.1.220.
® Clph.XV.III.118, p.98.
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sultan Siileyman I to relinquish the nahiye of Gargar to his brother Hasan, who held it as
a sanjak. Ahmad’s son Abdal (grandson of the first Abdal) regained Gargar, however.
After a marriage alliance with the Hakkari dynasty, whose territory bordered Moks to the
east, Hasan received the support of that dynasty during his efforts to regain Gargar.
However Hasan’s son Rustam (cousin of Abdal and another grandson of the first Abdal)
succeeded in detaching Gargar again and having it re-established as a separate sanjak.
Here he was supported by the serdar Mustafa Pasa and by the Mahmudi tribe. The latter
were rivals of the Hakkari and, again, near neighbours of Moks.*

A similar conclusion may be drawn to that concerning Isbaird and Aghakis. In the
Kara Koyunlu period Gargar was generally an apanage within the amirate or small
principality of Moks: in the Ottoman period at least, the holder of the apanage could, with
outside help, break away.

The core territory of the Hizan principality was the south-west quadrant of the
Hizan basin. We saw above that Namiran, a tributary valley of the Bohtan, was an estate
within the principality of Hizan. In the early Ottoman period, after the struggle for the
Hizan principality between Hasan and his uncle Yusuf, Yusuf had to accept Namiran as
compensation for losing the principality.® Subsequently Haji, Hasan’s cousin, managed
to acquire Namiran as his own estate.® Namiran can be taken as a district whose status
in the late Middle Ages was similar to Aghakis and Gargar.

The third and last district of the Hizan principality is that of the Uranc‘ and Kesan

Deresi valleys. For reasons connected with the early medieval configuration of districts,

* Sh.1.217-19.
® Sh.1.216.
¢ Sh.I1.217.
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the most likely compass of Kesan is both valleys rather than just that of the Kesan Deresi.
As for the political associations of Kesan, we do not know the circumstances under which
it became a sanjak, and have no direct evidence concerning its status before conversion
into a sanjak. Given its size, perhaps it was a nahiye whose bey belonged to some larger
principality and wished to break away, in the same manner as the beys of Aghakis and
Gargar. If so, the larger principality was Hizan. The latter emerges as the largest of the

three local principalities.

3. The Armenian evidence

The early 7th-century Armenian Geography or Asxarhac‘oyc” presents a list of the nine
gawars or districts which together constituted the asxarh or province of Mokk‘. The list
is examined here for the sake of extra evidence and arguments with which to interpret the
picture so far provided of principalities in the late Middle Ages and early Ottoman period.
By examining a picture of the same area at a different period we are able to point to
features of the political relationships within the area which seem to have recurred in
successive periods, and which could therefore be expected to have obtained in the Kara
Koyunlu period. The early 7th-century and the early Ottoman picture do appear to possess
certain common features, and these in turn are explicable in terms of the area’s topography
and aspects of its society. The 7th-century picture is examined because there is no
equivalent array of evidence for any period between then and the Ottoman period.
Mokk‘ was a principality in the hands of a branch of the Bagratid family from the

4th century to the 10th. On the other hand we cannot be sure that when sources mention
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the principality of Mokk* they are referring to the same area as the Geography’s asxarh
of Mokk*. It is important for the argument that this assumption should be made, because
the circumstance that the districts in question belonged to a single principality is an
important part of the 7th-century picture. It seems likely that the principality of Mokk*
encompassed all or nearly all the districts.

The name "Mokk*" itself, as applied to the whole nahang or the whole principality,
requires explanation. In the Ottoman period "Moks" meant just the one valley rather than
the whole area. The Geography also names a district called Aranjnak Mokk*, literally
“Special Mokk*", but perhaps better "Mokk‘ proper". The name appears to mean the
district which traditionally had been called Mokk‘, as opposed to the principality which
had more recently acquired the same name. Atanjnak Mokk‘ can hardly fail to be the
Miikiis valley, or at least a part of it. The name "Mokk‘" therefore appears to have been
applied to the whole area when that area became united under the one principality.

Atanjnak Mokk*‘ appears also to have been the principality’s centre of gravity, the
district where the princes of Mokk‘ most often resided. The princes may have resided in
the town later called Moks or Miikiis. Despite its impressive town wall Hizan would
appear not to have been the capital of Mokk in the early Middle Ages: the town’s
defences and secure site were only put to use as a capital of any sort in the mid-12th
century A.D.. At this point Hizan was certainly a separate estate or principality, while a
reduced principality of Mokk* continued in being.

With such basic questions answered, the Geography’s list of districts can be
examined. Hibschmann’s presentation in Die Altarmenischen Ortsnamen (p.331) will be
followed. The districts are: 44. I3air; 45. mews I3air, "the other I3air"; 46. ISoc‘ gawaf

(either (a) "district of I3k*", where "I§k‘", a plural form, would be the name of a district,
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or (b) "district of the I8k‘", where "IZk‘" would be the name of a people);’ 47. Aivenic
jor; 48. Mija; 49. afanjnak Mokk‘; 50. Ark‘ayic‘ gawaft (lit. "Valley of the Kings"); 51.
Argastovit; 52. Jermajor.

Of these the easiest to identify are 49. atanjnak Mokk* and 52. J ermajor. The first
is the present Miikiis valley. Without further argument one could not be sure whether
certain side-valleys or sections of the main valley were included, but the argument below
shows that the name denotes the whole valley. The second is the Bohtan valley from Ziril
Kale downstream: Ziril Kale, at least in the early 10th century, lay in jermajor."

In the name "I3air" (no.45) it is easy to recognise the later "Isbaird" (Pers., Ott.).
But this only certifies that the Isbaird valley (Kekiilan, Siire etc.) was one or the other of
[3air (no0.45) and mews Ifair ("the other I3air"; no.46). In and of itself it does not
determine which of the two was the Isbaird valley or the location of whichever was not.
However the answers to these two questions are made considerably more secure by the
Ottoman and late medieval history of Isbaird and Aghakis. Most likely I3air (no.45) was
the valley of Siire and Kekiilan and mews Ifair (no.46) the next valley northward, that of
the later Aghakis and Gargar.

The name "Afvenic‘ jor" (no.47) means "valley (jor) of the Aivenk‘", where
"Atvenik‘" is the name of a tribe or other group of people.” Alternatively "Atvenk‘" is
the name of the district, so one would translate "valley of Afvenk‘". To identify Afvenic*
jor with the Utanc valley seems very easy, especially since "Utanc*" is a genitive form
too. Arcruni, writing in the 10th century, implies that Aivenic* jor is adjacent to the path

along the south shore of Lake Van connecting Tatvan and Ritunik (capital Vostan). He

® Hiibschmann, Ortsnamen 331.

on

® "Aftvenic‘" is the genitive form, "Aivenk‘" the nominative.
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also implies that Afvenic‘ jor was adjacent to and accessible from Erewark, the later
Karjikan. The latter is the shore district west of the Kaputkogh peninsula, to which the
Utanc‘ valley certainly is adjacent. As will shortly be seen, there are no other names
available to cover the Kesan Deresi valley, and it seems that the Kesan Deresi valley
should be included-in Atvenic* jor.°

Mija (n0.48) is placed by Eremyan in what he calls the Mamrtank® district, in
other words the Nemran district. Erémyan’s reason is the existence of a village of Mija
in that district. Although the present writer has not found the name on a map, the reason
seems sound and Nemran is a district with well-defined borders, difficult to subsume in
any other district.”

Ark‘ayict jor (no.50) is identified by Eremyan with afanjnak Mokk* (no.49).
Intuitively this makes good sense; in other words the document is presenting as names for
two districts what actually are two names for the same district. The "valley of the kings"
was the district where the princes of Mokk* resided.* This is the least rigorously arguable
of the identifications; however there are no positive grounds for putting Ark‘ayic‘ jor
anywhere else, and, as the next paragraph will show, the scheme so far is highly
satisfactory as regards geographical principle of organisation and completeness of
coverage.

Only I8oc* gawaf (no.46) and Argastovit (no.51) are unplaced. Even without
placing them, a scheme of organisation is apparent. The Geography’s list ends with
Jermajor. Two items before that we have aranjnak Mokk*, the Miikiis valley. Within the
Hizan basin the list starts with the two I3airs (44, 45), in the south-east of the basin. It

progresses to ISoc‘ gawar (46), whose position in the list suggests the south-east quadrant

* Eremyan, Hay. ést Asx. 71.2.
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of the Hizan basin, the immediate district of Hizan.® Next, continuing the clockwise
arrangement within the Hizan basin, comes Afvenic jor (47). The Hizan basin accounted
for, the little district of Mija (48) is dealt with before crossing to aranjnak Mokk‘ (49),
otherwise known as Ark‘ayic‘ gawat (50). The list is to end with Jermajor (52), after the
scheme has described a large clockwise movement. Eremyan has cogently suggested that
Argastovit (51) should be identified with the valley of the Sineber Deresi, a major
southern affluent of the Bohtan, and the various ramifications of its upper river system.’
This fits well with the general movement of the scheme.

The Geography is therefore giving a consistent account of the districts of Mokk®,
and the account is ordered according to a principle which is clear and well-suited to the
positions of the districts and to local topography.

The enumeration of such a number of small districts within a "province" which in
comparison to the others is already small, requires an explanation. The districts in question
are not mere geographical divisions, as in that case there would be no need for the
inclusion of such small ones in the Geography. Larger ones, perhaps the three basic
districts (Hizan basin etc.) would have done. The districts are, in part, political divisions:
their number reflects the area’s parcellation in Late Antiquity. That in turn was caused by
the geographical barriers within the area and the self-sufficient, enclosed, nature of the
societies within individual valleys and other districts.

Given that all districts’ masters were subject to the prince of Mokk, there are a
number of different forms which the area’s political parcellation could have taken. The
districts could severally have been combined into a smaller number of sub-principalities,

or they could each have been the domain of a petty ruler directly subordinate to the prince
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of Mokk*‘. There could have been family ties between one district’s ruler and another and

between the district’s rulers and the prince of Mokk*.

4. Character of the principalities

In this section we shall attempt to bring together the threads of the arguments presented
so far, and to draw a picture of the three principalities, first in general terms, then one by
one. In the next section (sect.5) we shall attempt a history of the principality of Hizan, the
only one of the three on which enough material is available for a history through time as
opposed to an estimate of character. As usual this will allow its political and social

constitution to be seen in operation over a period.

4.1. General character

(a) Internal constitution

As far as we can tell, these were tribal principalities like the others so far described. In
the case of the Hizan principality one tribe is mentioned as providing part, at least, of the
prince’s power base. This was the Namiran tribe.* Since the latter name is also the name
of a small district geographically isolated from the Hizan basin, the essential territory of
Hizan, it is hard to draw conclusions about the relation between this tribe and the

principality. Elsewhere in the Sherefname, two tribes are mentioned as intervening in the

* Sh.1.211.
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principality’s affairs during the Ottoman period. These are the Belilan and the Shirevan.*
However these are likely to have been strictly extraneous to the Hakkari principality.®
Otherwise we do not know which tribes formed the base for the three principalities, nor
whether the same tribe supplied the base for all three. Moreover tribal divisions (whether
between or within tribes) do not seem, as in other principalities, to have helped define
territorial divisions or any other type of division within each principality. In part this was
because the proportion of Kurds to Armenians was particularly low. The Namiran district,
if an exception at all, is probably the only one. We have no information on the tribes of
the Hizan basin.

More fundamentally it was because of the stability of local Armenian society and
its organisation into self-sufficient compartments. The Hizan basin is a fertile area, with
the capacity for a balanced produce. On the other hand it is highly compartmentalised by
the incidence of its ridges and gorges. The Miikiis valley is predominantly pastureland,
but still hard of access owing to its steep and high boundary ridges: the same is true of
the Namiran/Namrun district.

Thus the districts ruled by the princes and their petty vassals were defined by local
Armenian society. The local rulers can have relied little on Kurdish support, as the
Kurdish element was so small.

We shall shortly attempt to spell out this analysis district by district, referring to

features of local topography and certain limited information about local society. For the

* Sh.1.215, 216. The Shirevan played a part in the Yusuf and Hasan episode: see
sect.5.

® This chapter, sect.Il.4.
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present we will concentrate on the exiguous textual evidence that the principalities here
were tribal ones on a model similar to some of those so far described.

The first known event in the Hizan principality’s history is the amir Sulayman’s
abdication in favour of his son Dawud in 1417. Subsequently, when Dawud’s rule, for
some reason, dissatisfied him, he reclaimed the sovereignty.® A case of abdication is
known from the Bitlis principality.” Abdication can be expected when authority ultimately
stems from tribal approval. (We may not be dealing with a whole tribe; but it is
convenient to discuss the Kurds of the principality as if they were a single tribe.) The
principal reason for Sulayman’s abdication and return may have been the disapproval of
himself, and subsequently of Dawud, by the tribe, not by Sulayman. There is one other
instance of the deposition of his own son by a prince. Abdal Khan of Bitlis fled,
admittedly after defeat by the Ottoman beylerbeyi, only to return and in effect depose his
own son.*

In the 16th century, under Ottoman hegemony and probably after incorporation into
the sanjak system, the prince of Hizan, Hasan, murdered his uncle Yusuf in a treacherous
manner. The latter had been granted the nahiye of Namiran as a compromise. after a
leadership struggle. Hasan was forced to sell most of his land in order to pay indemnities
for the act of murder; and still he was in debt.? If he financed the payment of the

indemnities by selling his own land, that suggests he was one landowner among several:

* Clph.XV.1.212a, p.198 (S.1417.2, p.141); sect.5 below.
® Sect.I.5.(ix), p.129.

¢ Sect.L.5.(ix), p.131.

4 Sh.1.216-17.
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a status which the Bitlis princes seem also to have held.* As before, the episode is merely
consistent with the supposition of a tribal principality, and rings true on that supposition.
It does not provide proof.

During the Ottoman period, in 1005/1597, a struggle took place between the
incoming bey of Moks, Ahmad, and the lord of Gargar. The latter, Hasan, was Ahmad’s
second cousin.'® We are told that Ahmad, "with the agreement of the peoples and clans
(agvam va qabail) went out of the gal‘a to repulse Hasan Beg".® The passage at least
indicates a body of tribal Kurds in Moks; it is not adequate ground for the deduction that

those Kurds belonged to different peoples, tribes or tribal sections.

(b) External relations

Above (sect.1.4.1) it was argued that Hizan was at least from time to time a vassal of
Bitlis, both in the late Middle Ages and during the 16th and 17th centuries; and the Abdal
Khan episode suggests that that prince had established some kind of ascendancy over
Isbaird too." Similarly it has been seen that in the Ottoman period the Hakkari and
Mahmudi intervened in the affairs of Moks (sect.2). These two circumstances argue
plausibly for the notion that the whole area was one in which Bitlis and Hakkari played
and competed for influence; from time to time at least Hizan was the protégé of Bitlis and
Moks the protégé of Hakkari. They also help to explain the precise manner of the area’s
fragmentation: three small principalities, including a small one (Isbaird) between Hizan

and Moks.

* Sect.].3.1.(b) above.
b Sh.1.218-19.
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If Bitlis and Hakkari could hold Hizan and Moks as protégés, could they ever have
subsumed those little principalities into their own ? In the conditions of the late Middle
Ages, this would have been impossible. A trio of circumstances, each insufficient on its
own, combined to prevent the process. First, such an extension of authority was obstructed
by the terrain. Second, whichever of Hakkari or Bitlis was making the attempt to annexe
Moks or Hizan, the other would work to prevent it doing so. Third, it is safe to assume
the Kurds of Hizan, Moks and Isbaird belonged to different tribes from any in Bitlis or
Hakkari. Despite these circumstances, there was scope within the area for some change
in the borders and composition of its mosaic of small principalities, and scope, too, for
the two bigger powers to play a part in such a change.

In short, the parcellation of the area into several principalities, each composed of
a number of small estates, while chiefly the product of local topography and society, was
helped by the presence of the two great principalities of Bitlis and Hakkari. In the late
Middle Ages this was an equilibrium state: it not merely existed, but for good reasons

persisted.

4.2. The individual principalities

We shall now look at the principalities one by one and provide some substance for the
statement that their composition and constitution was chiefly determined by local

topography and society.

Hizan. The core district, the south-western quadrant of the Hizan basin, was the former
[3oc‘ gawar named in the 7th-century Geography. This consisted essentially of a series of
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narrow valleys and confined basins separated by steep, wooded riges. The district is hot,
but well-watered. Each valley supports wheat, fruit-trees or vines.

The Utanc*/Orans and Kesan Deresi valleys were together the district of Afvenic*
jor, later the sanjak of Kesan. Both are steep-sided and confined.!* The Uianc valley
must have been a purely Armenian district and one difficult for raiders or prospective
settlers to penetrate. It was here that the patriarch of Aghtamar fled in 1432 after the
occupation of the island by PirT Bég.* We suggested above that Kesan was a component
of the Hizan principality; but it was easy to detach, as the sanjak of Kesan, because the
valleys, and in particular that of the Kesan Dere, were easily accessible from the north and
therefore from outside the principality.”

The Namiran/Nemran district, another nahiye of the Hizan principality, was
reported in the early 20th century as well-cultivated; most of the villages were Armenian;
several deep valleys drained into it.® The district communicates easily with the Bohtan
valley, but must have been somewhat remote from the Hizan basin and the district of the
town of Hizan. With the latter it could only communicate via Isbaird or via the Bohtan
valley, over which the Hizan principality may have had only limited rights. Namiran
would have been an easy district to detach from the Hizan principality, and was certainly

an easy one in which to settle a defeated candidate for the position of prince.

Isbaird. The map suggests that the valley is confined and steep. Much fruit grew there.?

* Appendix V, p.511.
® Hdbk. (1917) 215.
° Hdbk. 208.

¢ Hdbk. 216.
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The district of Aghakis, the lower half of the Ahkis Dere, was a vassal nahiye, in
the ruling family’s hands, until converted to a separate sanjak under the Ottomans. No
information on its products, but it was peopled wholly by Armenians until at least the end

of the 19th century.?

Moks. The Miikiis valley is deep and steep-sided: in its upper levels it provides fine

pastures, for which at least in the late 19th century it was well-known.® But by the river
in the valley’s base was agricultural land, described at the end of the Ottoman period as
"well-cultivated".*

Gargar was the upper half of the Ahkis valley, and a nahiye of the Moks
principality, probably in the ruling family’s hands, until the creation of a separate sanjak
in the 16th century. Again its population was wholly Armenian at least until the end of the
19th century.® It was difficult of access and lay off the main tracks. It was adjacent to the
Miikiis valley, but difficult to reach over the high, bare watershed. Consequently it is easy

to understand both its inclusion within, and its detachment from, Moks.

The Bohtan valley. It was suggested above that none of the small principalities could count

this as one of its nahiyes, but that the principality of Hizan may have had some limited

involvement there. Strictly it does not belong to this survey; but for the sake of

* Thierry, "Monasteres IV" [REArm 7 (1970)], 165.

® Cuinet I1.715.

¢ Hdbk. 209.

¢ Thierry, "Monasteres IV" [REArm 7 (1970)], 165.
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completeness and to illuminate the reasons why none of the reasons managed to gain full
control over it, we end with one or two remarks on its use.

On the valley floor, near the river, there was much cultivation, including fruit-
growing and beekeeping.® On the slopes to either side, however, were expanses of
wooded, uninhabited grazing land, to which Kurdish groups from the districts of Cizre and

Mosul came in summer.®

5. History of the Hizan principality

The first certain reference to the principality comes in 1417, when a colophon reports:
"the amir Dayut* [Pers. "Dawud"]’s father gave his own huk ‘m [Arab. & Pers. "hukm",
"government"] to his son; but when he failed to heed his command he took it back and
banished [his son]".® From the events of 1421 we know that the father’s name was
Sulayman. As usual the reference is ambiguous in its implications, but appears to mean
that Sulayman abdicated in favour of his son, but when the son, Dawud, began to abuse
his power or, perhaps, to break certain conditions he had accepted at the time of the
abdication, Sulayman evicted Dawud and remained as prince for some years.

In 1417 the principality was the vassal of Kara Yusuf.® After Kara Yusuf’s death,

however, Sulayman, like other local princes, lost no time in acknowledging the

® Cuinet I1.615; Hdbk. (1917) 207-8.
b Cizre district: above, p.74. Mosul: Cuinet I1.615-16 (from Mosul); cf. Hdbk. 208.
¢ Clph.XV.1.212a, p.198 (S.1417.2, p.141).
4 Clph.XV.1.274, p.247 (5.1420, p.146).
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overlordship of Shah Rukh. He sent his son to Shah Rukh; it is significant that the son
went in the company of Shams al-Din of Bitlis.* This son was probably Dawud, since the
latter succeeded his father in the same year; but if so Dawud must have been forgiven by
early 1421.

However during Iskender’s first invasion of the Van region, later in 1421, he was
joined by forces from Hizan,’ so the principality had probably dropped the allegiance to
Shah Rukh within a year. On the other hand, since Bitlis had not submitted to Iskender,
and was only forced to do so in 1423, Hizan at this stage appears to have broken free of
its ties to Bitlis. By this time Sulayman had been succeeded by Dawud.®

The reign of Dawud lasted until 1442 at least; he appears to have been loyal to
Iskender and then to Jahan Shah.? Dawud was followed by another Sulayman, who is
known in 1456 and 1459, and was, again, loyal to Jahan Shah.® A prince of unknown
identity was also Hasan ‘Ali’s vassal in 1468."

In 1497 a second Dawud ruled the principality of Hizan.f Soon after Shah Ismail’s
accession a second Dawud of Hizan, like the other Kurdish princes of this and other
regions, submitted to Ismail.® The same Dawud, however, may have left Ismail’s

allegiance by 1507, just as the two largest principalities of the Van region had done.

" Sh.I.212.
b T“M 79.
© Clph.1.293, p.267 (S.1421.12, p.149).

4 Clph.XV.1.388, p.367 (S.1427.3, p.173); 441, p.412 (S.1431.3, p.179); 607, p.538
(S.1442.4, p.198); III.Add.512.a,p.377 (year 1434).

© Clph.XV.IL. 104, p.76 (S.1456.5, .256); 155, p.118 (S.1459.3, p.264).
f Clph.XV.II1.327, p.238.

¢ Sh.1.409.
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Dawud was one of the amirs who helped to regain Bitlis for Sharaf (later Sharaf Khan)
after the battle of Kochisar in 1516.* It appears to have been the same Dawud who helped
the Ottoman expedition under Ulama and Fil Ya‘ktb to besiege Bitlis in 1532. Although
Bitlis was relieved by Shah Tahmasp, Dawud’s action incurred the wrath of Sharaf, and
in 1533 Sharaf besieged Dawud in Hizan before Sharaf was defeated and killed by a
second Ottoman expedition.” However Dawud was, after all, an Ottoman vassal.®

In the remaining years of the 16th century the little we know of the principality
suggests that in that period Ottoman rule provided a cover for family strife, and at the
same time the authorities were involved in and sometimes fostered that strife. It is during
this period that the struggle between the reigning Hasan and his uncle Yusuf, the latter
backed by the sultan and vizier, took place. After one defeat Yusuf tried again, and was
killed by Hasan in a treacherous manner. He incurred such odium that he had to pay large
indemnities to the government, sold most of his land, and remained in debt even then.
Finally Hasan was ousted from the position of prince-cum-sanjak bey by his cousin Haji,
and pensioned off with the nahiye of Marwanan.*

We know at least the name, Hasan, of the prince-cum-sanjak bey in the early 17th
century." In 1700 took place an attack on Hizan by the pasha of Van, which shows with

reasonable certainty that Hizan went the way of other local principalities: it committed

* Sh.1.417-18; sect.1.5.(vii).

® Sh.1.431-4. At 1.213 the Sherefname states that in 940/1533 Ahmad (not Dawud) of
Hizan instigated Ulama to attack Bitlis.

¢ He is mentioned in the 1527 list of Ottoman vassals: Kunt, Sultan’s Servants 108.
¢ Sh.1.216-17; above, sect.2.
244



rebellious acts such as refusing to provide men for the army or a local raid, and an

expedition had to be mounted against him. '

6. Conclusions

In the late Middle Ages there existed in the Hizan basin and Miikiis valley a political
equilibrium brought about jointly by topography, and hence features of local society, and
by the competitive but balancing ambitions of the Bitlis and Hakkari principalities. The
area is fertile and productive on the one hand, but naturally compartmentalised on the
other. There were fewer Kurds than elsewhere in the Van region. So although the local
principalities were tribal, the basic sub-divisions of the area were determined by local
Armenian society and not by the divisions of Kurdish society. These basic sub-divisions
were estates severally combined to form the area’s three small principalities, one of which
was generally the vassal of Bitlis and the other of which was generally the vassal of
Hakkari. The presence of Bitlis and Hakkari to one side and to the other helped to
maintain the area’s parcellation into estates and small principalities, without tending to
destroy those small principalities’ separate identities.

In trying to reconstruct any dealings the local principalities might have had with
the Kara Koyunlu, the risk of inaccuracy due to lack of evidence is even greater than in
the reconstruction of the local principalities themselves. But petty princes in an area so
difficult of access from the shore of Lake Van cannot have had many direct dealings with
the Kara Koyunlu. They are much more likely to have maintained direct contact only with

the neighbouring principalities of Bitlis and Hakkari.
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CHAPTER FOUR

TERRITORY DIRECTLY ADMINISTERED BY THE

KARA KOYUNLU

1. Introduction

In this chapter we consider the evidence for organised administration and personnel in the
area round the north-east corner of Lake Van, which was governed directly by the Kara
Koyunlu. The land use and inhabitants of each district are briefly examined; whether a
district was under cultivation or used by pastoralists, and whether the inhabitants were
Armenian or Kurdish, had an important bearing on the character of administration there.
The evidence for governors in individual districts is examined, and a case made out for
the existence of a command over the whole district as well as governorships in individual
districts. It seems certain that in an administrative sense Adilcevaz, not Ercis (as might

be expected), was the most important of the cities.

2. The districts

A. The Ercis plain or (Armn.) K‘ajberunik‘. The plain is well-watered by streams from

both the Boz Dag and the Ala Dag. To the west the boundary with the district of
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Arcke/Adilcevaz was probably the hills immediately west of the city of Ercis; otherwise
the district of Adilcevaz would have consisted in little other than a shore strip defined by

Siiphan Dag and a range of hills to its west.

B. The district of Arck&/Adilcevaz or (Armn.) Bznunik‘. To the north this was defined

by Siiphan Dag and the ridge of which that mountain forms part. To the south-west and
south of Siiphan Dag the district consists of a series of well-watered valleys descending
into the lake; east of Adilcevaz the mouths of these valleys are connected by a fertile shore

strip. Further east the land beneath Siiphan Dag, including the Arin peninsula, is a plain.?

C. The Malazgirt district. Its primary constituent was the great plain, once called
Apahunik®, of which Malazgirt was the focal settlement. To the north is a second plain.
This is joined by a flat corridor to that of Apahunik® and is likewise watered by the Murat
Su. The northerly plain and its basin probably formed part of the district of Malazgirt; the
alternative would be to suppose that they were governed from Alashkerd and combined
with the Alashkerd plain for administrative purposes. The clearest natural border is the
range of hills bounding the Alashkerd plain along its southern side. So in this period the
northerly plain, which communicated in any case with that of Malazgirt, very likely
belonged to Malazgirt. Lastly, there is evidence that a third plain, west of Malazgirt, was
also attached to that city. This was the valley-plain of the Kor Su, an affluent of the Murat
Su. It is convenient to call this valley-plain Upper Bulanik. Lower Bulanik consisted of

the remainder of the Murat Su valley and those of its southern affluents as far as its

* On the extent of the district of Adilcevaz, Appendix III (Ottoman evidence). As the Appendix
makes clear, the medieval district of Adilcevaz may have extended north of Siiphan Dag and its
ridge into what became in Ottoman times the nahiye of Sari Su.
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southerly bend. Lower Bulanik belonged to Hinis, one of the districts constituting the

Bitlis principality.

D. Berkri and its plain. The plain stretches south-westwards from the town; in strict

topographical terms it ends at the hills a little southwest of the mouth of the Bendimahi
Cay. However the district probably spread along the southerly shore of the lake’s north-
east finger, in other words it included the shore strip generally associated with the plain

of Berkri in the past. The limit would have lain some way short of Amiuk.

E. The Caldiran plain (as it is now called, on the false presumption that the Ottoman-
Safavid battle took place here). This was called by Armenians the plain of Gain or Gatni
(after the early medieval name of the district centred on the plain). The plain and the Ala
Dag to the north were known together as the district of Ala Dag (Pers. "Alataq" and
variant spellings); in the medieval sources the name did not denote a mountain. The plain
extends south all the way to the upper catchment area of the Kara Su. Just over a range
of hills forming the southern border of the plain was another plain, which is now centred
on the town of Saray. This plain, part of the Ergek Su river system, was a constituent

district of the Mahmudi principality’s territory.

3. Land use and population

The Ercis plain, the district of Adilcevaz and that of Berkri were essentially agricultural

areas. The agriculture was complemented by fruit-growing, especially in and around
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Adilcevaz and, in the Ercis basin, at the base of the Ala Dag.* The Ala Dag and Boz Dag
provided excellent summer pasture.

The terrain of the Malazgirt district and of the Caldiran plain lent itself easily to
agriculture, but the meagre evidence indicates that after the arrival of the Mongols
agriculture took second place to pastoralism. The low revenues from the two districts
reported by Mustawfi indicate a small agricultural population.® By the mid-19th century
at least, the Malazgirt district was as much the haunt of transhumant pastoralists as it was
the residence of cultivators.® A potent index of the greater emphasis on pastoralism in the
Malazgirt district is the decline of the city of Malazgirt, which started at a point
somewhere in the 13th century: this point may well have been the Mongol conquest (A.D.
1242 or 1243).¢

The Caldiran plain, in Urartian and no doubt early medieval times, was evidently
in intensive agricultural use. The number of villages and small towns, relative to the land
area, was large.! By the 1930’s the plain was used largely by the Kurdish pastoralists who
summered there.

Pastoralism was perhaps not so predominant in these two districts in the late
Middle Ages as it was in the mid-19th century. But the situation may well have been that
the two districts had been partially converted to pastoral use, following the arrival of the
Mongols, in the late Middle Ages.

A further piece of evidence, while relying on even more complex arguments than

* Appendix I, Ercis and Adilcevaz.
® Nuzhat (LS), 101.
¢ Blau, "Tribes" [1], 593-4.
¢ Appendix 1, Malazgirt.
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the evidence so far adduced, may help in the derivation of some notion as to the identity
of the pastoralists. It is convenient to take the example of the Caldiran plain first. In the
Ottoman period this was known as Abagha or Abaqay (Pers.; Ott. "Abagay"®). In the
second half of the 16th century we hear three times of the bestowal of Abagay on
members of the Dunbeli tribe’s leading family, or of the possession of Abagay by one of
the family.?

The frequency of bestowal and possession does not automatically imply prior
residence; but is nevertheless a strong pointer to the fact. This apart, other areas granted
to the Dunbeli in the same period indicate that the Abagha plain was one of the regular
summer grazing-grounds of the Dunbeli. After the second of the above grants of Abagay
to a Dunbeli, the districts of Chaldiran, Sulayman Sardy and Sukmanabad were granted
to the Dunbeli chief.® Of these districts Chaldiran is north-east of the Abagha plain (not
that plain itself, as the erroneous location of the battle would suggest); Sulayman Saray
is the district of the present Saray, just south of the Abagha plain; and Sukmanabad is a
district, centred on a plain, between Kotur and Khoy. Of the four districts, two are to the
west of the heights forming the present political border, and two are to the east. The areas
bestowed on the Dunbeli reflect the pattern of their summer and winter transhumance. A
similar pattern was maintained in the mid-19th century by the Melanli tribe.°

The Dunbeli are first heard of during the Ak Koyunlu occupation of the Lake Van

region. When the Hakkari principality’s ruling family was expelled by the Ak Koyunlu,

* For more spellings of this name, Appendix I, Ala Dag palace.
b Sh.1.316.
¢ Blau, "Tribes" [1], 589-90.
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the Dunbeli were given responsibility for and power over that principality.* Later, the
Dunbeli were given the temporary governorship of the Mahmudi principality by Shah
Tahmasp.” Now if the Dunbeli tribe existed in the Ak Koyunlu occupation, it is
reasonable to assume that it did so during the Kara Koyunlu period.

Certainly when the Mahmudi principality was bestowed on the Dunbeli, the latter
were a natural choice as the replacement for an evicted local dynasty: their own territory
bordered Mahmudi territory, indeed they may well have summered regularly on Mahmudi
territory if Sulayman Sardy was, as suggested above, part of their summer grazing area.
Now the narratives of the two above cases (Hakkari and Mahmudi) of local principalities’
being handed over to the Dunbeli contain no reference to the habitual residence of the
latter tribe at the time. Nevertheless, there is no reason to suppose that their summer and
winter grazing grounds had changed between the Ak Koyunlu period and the second half
of the 16th century; and as just intimated, the choice of the Dunbeli to govern the
Mahmudi principality in the Ak Koyunlu period tallies well with the supposition that they
did graze in those same areas. No other tribe is known to have resided or summered on
the Abagha plain. The same argument can be adduced in respect of the Kara Koyunlu
period.

We therefore have a reasonably trustworthy indication that in the Kara Koyunlu
period the Dunbeli tribe summered in the Abagha district. The plain, though, was shared
with year-round sedentary villages. The question of the probable nature of relations
between the Kara Koyunlu and Dunbeli will be dealt with in the next section.

The information regarding the Malazgirt district is considerably less helpful and

* Sh.1.93.

® Sh.1.303-4.
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even less directly relevant. In periods subsequent to the Kara Koyunlu, we know of
governorships of what had been the territory directly governed by the Kara Koyunlu.
Although their precise geographical constitution varied, these governorships were always
centred on Ercig and Adilcevaz.  The first of them was that given to the Pazuki tribe:
the Sherefhame enumerates the constituent districts as Kighi/Kig1, Ercig, Adilcevaz and
Alashkert/Eleskirt.* The period in question, according to the Sherefname, is that of the
Turcomans and Safavids. The period can, however, be narrowed down. Enough
information is available on the Kara Koyunlu period to show that under the Kara Koyunlu
Ercig, Adilcevaz and probably Malazgirt and Berkri were a governorship which is most
unlikely ever to have been given to members of the Paziki tribe.® Moreover the other
instances of the formation of such a governorship occur late in the Ak Koyunlu period or
under the Safavids.

Shams al-Din, a member of the Bitlis house, attempted to reconquer his principality
from the Ak Koyunlu (shortly before the successful recapture in 900/1494-95)3 In
connection with this attempt, we are told that Berkri, Ercis and Adilcevaz were in the
hands of the ‘ashirer of Muhammad Shaltivi the Turcoman.® At this point, then, the
governorship was not in Paziki hands. A similar governorship was subsequently granted
by Shah Ismail to Behram Bég Dulgadir.® This was probably the first such appointment
by Shah Ismail.* At the time of Sharaf’s return to Bitlis ¢.1516, a similar governorship

was in the hands of a Kizilbag, Kiird Bég Sharglii. This governorship’s constituent districts

* Sh.1.328.
® Sect.4.

¢ Sh.1.395.
4 Sh.1.345.
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are enumerated by the Sherefname as Bitlis, Adilcevaz and Ercis.* However Bitlis could
have been added to the governorship only in 1510 or 1511, when the principality of Bitlis
was finally surrendered to Ismail’s deputy.® It seems likely that other districts belonged
to the governorship in 1516: the Sherefiame mentions only three in order to indicate
general extent and key cities.” A final appointment, relevant to the argument here but of
a somewhat different nature, is that of Uways Bég Paziki to Adilcevaz by Shah
Tahmasp.®

The above information and certain other arguments can be used to indicate where
the Pazuki resided and the nature of their tenancy of this land. First of all we may be
dealing with an eastwards-shifting picture, in which the Pazuiki gradually rolled forwards
the eastern frontiers of their penetration, and correspondingly rolled up the western
frontiers. There are indications that in the reign of the Ak Koyunlu Ya‘qub a Paziki was
recognised as lord of Cemisgezek.® This comes after or at roughly the same date as the
appointment to the governorship of Kighi/Kig1, Ercis, Adilcevaz and Alashkert/Elegkirt.
Nevertheless the eastward movement seems to have been slow, it is impossible to track
it except in the vaguest of terms and it is reasonable to assume for the present
investigation that the Paziiki stayed in one place during the 15th and 16th centuries.

It is likely but not certain that for the creation of such a governorship a continuous
stretch of territory would if possible be chosen. Kig1, however, lay to the west of Bingdl

Dag, on the Peri Su, a river which joins the Murat Su well downstream from the Mug

* Sh.1.414; Sharaf’s return, 1.412-15. See Ch.III, sect.I.5.(vii).
b Sh.1.406, 407; Ch.I11, sect.I.5.(vii).
¢ Sh.1.330.
¢ Woods, AQ 209.
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plain. Moreover it was separated from Malazgirt, not to mention Ercis and Adilcevaz, by
districts of the territory of Bitlis -- the Hims district and Lower Bulanik. Similarly
Alashkert, the Agn plain, does not communicate with Ercig or Adilcevaz except by a long
passage of the Ala Dag or Boz Dag. But if we add in Malazgirt, the resulting area is one
which an incoming power, given the boundaries of the Bitlis principality, might well
designate a governorship. Malazgirt is not accounted for in any other manner in this
period; and on the other hand the reason for the Sherefname’s failure to include it in the
list of districts constituting the governorship is probably that, as usual, the author is trying
to indicate only the governorship’s whereabouts, not to give an exhaustive list of districts.
This the author does by naming the key districts and those which define the governorship’s
overall extent. The Malazgirt district probably did form part of the governorship, and of
some of the subsequent ones too.

The argument concerns not just the geographical constitution of the governorships
but the area of residence of the Pazuki. If they could be granted a governorship including
Ercig, Adilcevaz, Kig1, Malazgirt and Elegkirt, Malazgirt is not merely one of the
Pazuki’s districts of residence but the one where they were most thickly concentrated.
Ercig and Adilcevaz were districts well suited to agriculture and fruit-growing, each
supporting a prosperous city. Sections of the Paziki may well have been present in those
two districts. But it would not have been in the interest of the Kara Koyunlu to let them
concentrate there. The district of Malazgirt, on the other hand, does seem to have been
abandoned as an agricultural preserve. It is true that the Paziiki were given the Safavid
governorship of Adilcevaz by Shah Tahmasp.* But this was in a period when Malazgirt

was securely within the Ottoman empire.

* Sh.1.330.
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To summarise: the districts of Ercig, Adilcevaz and Berkri were primarily in
agricultural use, and the population for the most part sedentary and Christian. In Ercig and
Adilcevaz there must have been a Kara Koyunlu element; there may also have been a
Kurdish element, to wit sections of the Paziiki tribe. In the large district of Malazgirt and
in the Abagha/Caldiran plain, much land had been turned over to use by transhumant
pastoralists. In the one case these were mostly sections of the Paziiki tribe and in the

other members of the Dunbeli.

4. Institutions

4.1. The cities and their districts

(a) The districts: Adilcevaz

The evidence for district governorships under the Kara Koyunlu is much the best in the
case of the district of Arcké/Adilcevaz. During Timur’s campaign of 1387, Timur came
to Adilcevaz from Bitlis. The isxan (Armn., lit. "prince") of the city, Sahand, went out
to meet him, and appears to have won Timur’s favour.* Timur gave him the governorship
of Ercig too. This proved highly beneficial at least to the districts of Ercis and Adilcevaz,
if not to other areas, such as Berkri, directly governed by the Kara Koyunlu.®

Another episode narrated by the same source, Thomas of Mecop®, probably

concerns the same man, though the episode occurs much later in Thomas’s text. The date

*T'M 29.
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is Armn. 844/1494-95, and the governor in question is again Sahand. This time Sahand
is identified as k‘alak‘apet, "city-head" or "town-head". The incident in question is the
martyrdom of Step‘annos, bishop of Arcke; he was betrayed to the k‘alak ‘apet, though
Thomas does not explain what form the betrayal took.”

A further example of a governor at Adilcevaz is the Sawalan episode of 879/1429.
Thomas merely tells us that he "got established" at Arcke,* but as Iskender, later in the
incident, is helping him against an attack by Shah Rukh,® there is a reasonable
presumption that he was the Kara Koyunlu governor. The following Easter Iskender came
back to Adilcevaz and besieged it.° This means that the city had now fallen into Shah
Rukh’s hands, even though Thomas’s text does not mention any such capture between
times. Here again a "lord of the city" (ter k‘alak‘in) is known. The local Christians
persuaded Iskender not to harm the city, but the "lord of the city", Salt‘in [Salah al-Din]
and his adviser, called by the local Armenians Dani$man, was killed.? Salah al-Din was
therefore Shah Rukh’s governor in Adilcevaz.

The final instance of a governor at Adilcevaz occurs in 1467. Jahan Shah was about
to launch the expedition into Ak Koyunlu territory which resulted in his defeat and death
on the plain of Mug. He was at Sukman Ova or Sukmanabad, a district lying just west of

Khoy and on the track towards the Abagha/Caldiran plain, Ercig, Erzurum etc.. A courier

*TM §9.

* T‘M 89-90.

°T‘M 92.

4 T*M 92-3. "DaniSman" is not the man’s real name as it means simply "adviser".
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arrived from Mahmiid the mihmanddar, who was valf in Adilcevaz.?

Before we consider the responsibilities denoted by these terms (isxan, & ‘afak ‘apet,
tér k‘atak‘in, vali), let us first look at the evidence for governors in the Van region
anywhere other than Adilcevaz. We have no specific mentions of governors; on the other
hand it is clear that the district of Ercis, and probably that of Berkri, were considered
separate administrative districts from that of Adilcevaz. When Timur came to Adilcevaz
in 1387 he gave Ercis to the iskan of Adilcevaz, Sahand.® This entails that up to that time
Sahand had charge of Adilcevaz only. Berkri, too, was in principle detachable, even if in
some instances it came under a governor at Ercis or Adilcevaz. One loose indication of
the fact comes in 879/1429, at the time of Iskender’s second attack on Adilcevaz in the
same year. Adilcevaz was now in Shah Rukh’s hands. Berkri was held by a Kurd called
Sewdin [Sayf al-Din], a member of the Hakkari house. Under this Kurd’s guidance Shah
Rukh’s troops attacked the district of Van.® The appointment of a member of the Hakkari
ruling family to Berkri must have been the work of Shah Rukh or one of his deputies.

If Ercig and Berkri could, at least on occasion, be held by men other than the
governor at Adilcevaz, it follows that in principle these could be separate governorships.
However it is worth dwelling on the circumstance that we do not have specific mentions
of Kara Koyunlu governors at Ercig and Berkri; we have them only at Adilcevaz. Despite
the prestige of Ercis, it is probable that Adilcevaz was, in the Kara Koyunlu period,

considered the most important administrative base in the area directly controlled by the

* KD I1.408. The word vali carried no technical or specialised meaning, as it did in
the late Ottoman empire, but only the general meaning of "deputy"”.

> T‘M 28; discussed above. '
¢ T*M 92; Minorsky, "Thomas of Metsop‘" 17.

257



Kara Koyunlu. Its governor may have had some overall responsibility for the area.
Conceivably there were two posts, one for the whole area and one for Adilcevaz. The
reason why Adilcevaz had acquired this pre-eminence was that Adilcevaz was a much
more secure and better-fortified site than Ercis. Further evidence for a post with
responsibility of some sort for the whole area will be given below.

After seeing that there were at least in principle separate district governorships, and
that some command may have been created covering the whole area, we can consider the
meanings of the various terms isxan, k‘alak ‘apet, ter k ‘alakin and vali. The term "i$xan"
("prince") comes in the phrase "isxan of the city";* however it is most unlikely to denote
a governor merely of the city. The governor’s competence must have extended to the
district of Adilcevaz at least. That Sahand was later given Ercig also suggests that he was
a district governor (in both cases). But the term "i$xan" ("prince") suggests something
more than a district governor (always in a relatively informal sense); there is a possibility
that it reflects the wider responsibility which Sahand was later given.

"K‘alak‘apet" and "tér k‘alak‘in" ("city-head" and "lord of the city") equally
suggest, at first sight, a man with responsibility only for the city. Again this is most
unlikely, though always possible. The governor’s competence must have extended to the
district. But again there is a possibility that the term "k‘alak‘apet” conceals a wider
competence still: the responsibility for the whole area, a command which was based at the
k‘atak‘ of Arcke/Adilcevaz.

The last term is "vali". Of course its meaning is open-ended, but we shall see
below that there is some evidence for a vilayat whose administrative base was Adilcevaz

and which encompassed Ercig, Berkri and Malazgirt. But there is no positive indication

*T‘M 29.
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that the vali of 1467 had a district or city, as opposed to an area, responsibility.* So
discussion of this term will be postponed.

We have practically no evidence as to the responsibilities of the district governors.
The man described as k‘alak ‘aper probably had judicial responsibilities; Sawalan (who
features in the first episode of 879/1429, where Iskender helps him against an attack by
Shah Rukh) seems to have been responsible for defence. The governors must have had

certain rights to revenue from land. This is the limit of possible conclusions.

(b) The local Christians

After Thomas of Mecop*’s narrative of the martyrdom of Step‘annos by the k ‘alak ‘apet
Sahand, there follows an interesting coda. Step‘annos’ son Yovhannes was made
Jernawor of the city and hramanat of the district (erkir). These terms provide evidence
of the local institutions with which the Kara Koyunlu governors had to deal; the Kara
Koyunlu may have had a hand in shaping those institutions.

Jefnawor means literally "hand-wielder", hramanat “order-giver". These are
general terms for a person in authority. One had authority over the city, the other over the
district. Now it is possible, though perhaps unlikely, that one of these is an alternative for
the title "bishop” (episkopos). But it is most unlikely that both were such an alternative.
If "erkrin hramanatn” is simply a new phrase for describing bishops, it is likely that "the
Jjernawor of the city” meant something else; perhaps something resembling a mayor,

through whom the Kara Koyunlu governor at Adilcevaz would deal with the city’s

2 It should be stressed again that the two words "vali" and "vilayet" carry only the
general, flexible meaning of current usage, not a sense special to a particular government.

®T‘M 112-13.
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Armenian population. The "erkrin hramanatn" could also have been a civilian, as opposed
to an ecclesiastical, position; and this in fact seems the most likely possibility. The two
terms, in fact, probably do not denote different appointments, but only the two differing
responsibilities -- town and country -- of the one appointment. This appointment is the

secular leadership of the local Armenian population. Not much more can be said.

(c) The Kurdish tribes

The question arises how, if at all, the Kara Koyunlu governed the Malazgirt and
Abagha/Caldiran districts. The question is complicated by the presence in those districts,
perhaps only for the summer months, of Kurdish tribes: in the previous section it was
shown that the Pazuki grazed the Malazgirt district and the Dunbeli the Abagha/Caldiran
district. The only textual clue is that the Kara Koyunlu probably maintained some formal
presence in the city of Malazgirt: if a chronicler can say that Hasan ‘Ali (Jahan Shah’s
son) "built" Malazgirt,* it is likely but by no means certain that the Kara Koyunlu had
access to the city, and that it was not in the hands of a local Kurdish tribe. If the Ala Dag
palace was maintained, we can talk of a formal presence there too, at least during the
summer months.

Despite the lack of direct evidence, it is worth speculating what kind of relations
might have existed between the Kara Koyunlu and the populations of the Malazgirt and
Abagha/Caldiran districts. They may have collected taxes from the local Armenian
population, but by reason of the Kurdish tribes’ presence perhaps failed to make contact

with as high a proportion as in the Ercis and Adilcevaz districts.

* MC 1.143 (Anon. Chron.), and for interpretation Appendix I.
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As for the tribes themselves, a loose relationship can be suggested: perhaps the

Kara Koyunlu dealt only with the tribe chiefs, and exacted a tribute of some description.

4.2. The area as a whole

It has already been pointed out that we have several references to governors residing at
Adilcevaz, and no references to governors elsewhere, despite the fact that it was likely
Ercig and Berkri were in principle separate districts which at least from time to time were
given their own governors. The term "iSxan of the city" implied a competence not merely
wider than the city of Arcké/Adilcevaz, but also wider than the district. The term valf
("deputy”) is quite unspecific as to responsibilities, but is associated with the term vildyat,

("area", "district” etc.), and the phrase "vali of ‘Adiljevaz" might therefore imply a
district or area competence.

There is one piece of evidence for the idea that some post with responsibility for
a whole area, inlcuding at least Erci§ and Berkri, was based at Adilcevaz. During the
short reign of Hasan ‘Ali, an amir was sent on behalf of Uzun Hasan the Ak Koyunlu to
demand from Hasan ‘Ali the surrender of the vilgyar of Avnik and ‘Adiljevaz.* This by
itself does not guarantee that that the two vilaydr were contiguous, or that the vildyar of
‘Adiljevaz encompassed the districts of other cities and towns, such as Ercis, Berkri and
Malazgirt. But Avnik would naturally be the capital of the Hasankale plain and upper Aras

basin.” The area belongs to an entirely different drainage basin to the Malazgirt district,

let alone Ercis and Adilcevaz. The Aras flows north-east to the Kura and eventually to the

2 KD I1.461.
® For more information on these areas, Sinclair, Eastern Turkey 11.226-41.
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Caspian. The Malazgirt district, on the other hand, was centred on the Lower Euphrates,
and communicated easily with Erci§ and Adilcevaz. It would more likely be controlled
from one of those cities.

If Ercig had been the leading city of the area, it is likely that Uzun Hasan’s amir
would have demanded the vildyat of Avnik and Ercis, not Adilcevaz. The demand for
Avnik and Adilcevaz does circumstantially point to the pre-eminence of Adilcevaz and to
the notion that Adilcevaz was the base for a command over a whole area, including
Malazgirt, Ercig and probably Berkri. The same could be said of the message given to
Jahan Shah at Sukmanabad. Why was it the valr of Adilcevaz, not a valf of Ercis, who

sent the message ?

5. The Kara Koyunlu presence

It is of some importance in ascertaining the character of Kara Koyunlu administration in
the north-eastern sector of the lake Van area (Ercis, Adilcevaz, Malazgirt etc.) to make
some statement about the presence in the area of a population that could properly be said
to belong to the Kara Koyunlu confederation. In fact the Kara Koyunlu population is likely
to have been negligible in numerical terms. There is no evidence for any settled
population. Parts of the north-east area were used as summer grazing. Some troops were
permanently maintained there, but their number is likely to have been small. Whenever
the Kara Koyunlu fought incomers in this area, it was with troops brought from elsewhere
in their domains. They must, however, have kept troops at Ercis and Adilcevaz.

The Ala Dag pasture was grazed in summer, both by reason of the quality of the
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grazing and because of its strategic position. Kara Yusuf in particular made a habit of
summering there.* The regular use of a mountain massif as summer pasture, however, is
not equivalent to a permanent presence or residence.

That said, it is likely that some members of Kara Koyunlu tribes resided
permanently in and around Ercis and Adilcevaz. It is highly unlikely that a succession of
Kara Koyunlu sultans would have been buried at Ercig if no members of the confederation
permanently lived there.” Adilcevaz seems to have been the only permanent district
governorship. It may also have been the seat of a governor for the whole area, though
from time to time at least the two were the same. To maintain a governor at Adilcevaz

must have required the presence of some troops and some families all the year round.

6. Conclusions

In the area directly administered by the Kara Koyunlu there were three districts which in
principle could be put under separate governors -- Ercig, Adilcevaz and Berkri. We have
hard evidence of a Kara Koyunlu governor (as opposed to one appointed by, for example,
Timur) only in the case of Adilcevaz. Moreover that governor may have been one
appointed to oversee the whole northeasterly corner of the Van region. In this period, but
not under the I1-Khans, Adilcevaz certainly seems to have been administratively the most
important of the cities. Ercis, on a less secure site, seems to have had importance to the

Kara Koyunlu only by virtue of its associations with the I1-Khans and the Ala Dag 46-

* Appendix I, Ala Dag palace and Nawshahr.
® For the burial of Kara Koyunlu rulers at Ercig, Appendix I.
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pastures.

Any picture of organised, hierarchical administration would appear unrealistic --
always remembering the severe limitations of the evidence. Even less can we assume
organised administration in the two more peripheral districts of Malazgirt and
Abagha/Caldiran. Here the Kara Koyunlu appointee, whether at Adilcevaz or in one of
the local towns, probably dealt with local Kurdish tribal leaders, and was less able to make

contact with local Christians for purposes of taxation.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS

I. Government

1. Summary. Components of the regional system

In summarising the nature and interrelationships of the various local political entities in
the Van region during the Kara Koyunlu hegemony, the first question is whether the
Kurdish tribal formations such as Bitlis and Hakkari genuinely were principalities, or
whether the Kara Koyunlu were dealing instead with petty tribal agglomerations lacking
the formal organisation which would qualify them as principalities. In part the answer
depends on definitions, but on any common-sense definition of the word the amirates were
principalities. They had all the requisite institutions -- ruling dynasty, tax-gathering
powers, councils, standing armed forces, military obligations. They did not lead a purely
rural existence, but in part were city-based. That the prince’s power stood on a base of
tribal rather than any other type of allegiance should make little difference to our estimate.

Chapter III showed that at least one of the principalities, Bitlis, was a significant
power that any empire or kingdom in Asia Minor or Mesopotamia, whether the overlord
of Bitlis or not, would have to reckon with. The principality possessed such power by
virtue of its size, wealth and strategic position. Whether the Hakkari principality can be
put in the same category as Bitlis is doubtful, since this principality did not lie in such a

commanding position. Nevertheless, Hakkari was locally a formidable power. Bitlis and
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Hakkari must be considered the two outstanding local powers in the Van region. All
questions about the political influence of the other local principalities have to be answered,
in part at least, by reference to the policy and geographical location of these two.

The Mahmudi principality should be considered the sole occupant of an
intermediate category. This principality was not influential outside its own borders. But
it was economically self-sufficient, its position was relatively secluded, and it possessed
several strong castles. To eradicate the Mahmudi principality or to seize part of its
territory would have been difficult.

The lowest rank of local Kurdish political entity was occupied by the three small
principalities of Hizan, Moks and Isbaird. These lay in a district which was
geographically compartmentalised, which was difficult, though not impossible, to traverse,
and which separated the Bitlis from the Hakkari principality. It was argued in Ch.III that
three entities, all in the same district, of such small size could only exist by reason of the
district’s inaccessibility and the opposing pressures of the two pre-eminent local powers.

The other regional political power was the Kara Koyunlu confederation itself. The
Kara Koyunlu were the overlord power of the whole region. But in respect of their direct
tenure of Adilcevaz and Ercis and part of the stretch of territory, a high proportion of it
flat, north and east of Lake Van, the Kara Koyunlu should also be considered a local
political agent alongside the Kurdish principalities. The whole of the area just named
seems to have been administered by a governor at Adilcevaz. There were probably lower-
level governors of smaller districts centred on Adilcevaz, Ercig and probably Berkri and
Malazgirt. Within the area, principally on the Malazgirt and Caldiran plains, Kurdish
tribes were subject to the governors. Quite apart from their capacity as a local power

alongside the local principalities, the Kara Koyunlu were also the power wielding
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sovereignty over the whole region. In evaluating their manner of governing the Van
region, it has to be born in mind that they were always masters of a considerably larger
territory. The districts of Ercis, Adilcevaz etc. were not the only territory directly
administered by the Kara Koyunlu. In the period after Timur’s death and Kara Yusuf’s
reconquest of the Van region, the Van region was in no sense the centre of Kara Koyunlu
administration; Azerbayjan was its centre, and in Jahan Shah’s reign the empire comprised

a good half of Iran.

2. Relationships within the system; and Kara Koyunlu policy

In Ch.III we demonstrated that each of the tribal principalities was economically self-
sufficient. The Kurdish element of each principality consisted of a web of transhumance
routes and a series of overlapping clusters of summer and winter grazing areas. The
former was the sum of individual tribes’ or tribal sections’ migration paths, and the latter
the sum of individual tribes’ summer and winter pastures. In the pastoral dimension of a
principality’s economic existence, self-sufficiency meant that the tissue of migration routes
and grazing grounds adequately supported the needs of each group (tribe, tribal section
etc.). The territories of the several principalities were sufficient in respect of agriculture,
too.

Given economic self-sufficiency, there was no need on economic grounds for any
of the principality’s boundaries to change. This is not equivalent to saying that the actual
boundaries were the only ones which could have produced configurations of local,

economically self-sufficient amirates. Perhaps other configurations would have been as
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good; they might even have been better. The only point being made at present is that in
none of the territories in question were there persistent scarcities of summer or winter
grazing, or of agricultural land. If there were, these were not such as to lead to processes
of conquest or a general realignment of the pattern of vassalage with the region. The
statement that there were no persistent scarcities of pasture and agricultural land is meant
as a high-level statement -- one that will allow further general conclusions to be drawn.
In the proper sense of the word, this is a model of the region. The statement is not meant
to imply that in absolutely no village or yayla in the whole region was there not a single
scarcity of the relevant type.

However the local principalities were quite unequal in size and military power, and
the next question to arise is whether there were reasons, other than economic ones,
inherent within the configuration of principalities, which could have led to the
dismembering, diminution or subordination of some and the enlargement or increase in
influence of others. In general terms the answer is that such processes might under certain
other circumstances have taken place, but despite rivalry and border fighting they did not.
The reasons, again in general terms, were as follows. Each principality was a group of
tribes linked to one other in a structure containing patterns of loyalty. Such structures
could not quickly be broken up or otherwise changed. They could, admittedly, change at
the margin by transfer of tribal elements between principalities, or by movement of
grazing grounds. But such processes were prevented by a package of factors obtaining
over the whole region simultaneously. These factors were the respective military strengths
of the local principalities; certain topographical features making for relative ease and
difficulty of passage over certain parts of the terrain, particularly near the borders between

the principalities; and the geographical location of the principalities relative to one another.
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The reasons which kept the whole system in balance will shortly be worked out in
more specific terms, but in order to do so the role of the Kara Koyunlu themselves, as
sovereign power, must first be summarised. As overlords the Kara Koyunlu simply
demanded submission from the local powers, and if the need arose ensured submission by
punitive attacks. They also demanded tribute, perhaps not with complete regularity. Apart
from this, the Kara Koyunlu did not engage in the affairs, internal or external, of the local
principalities, except to play a balancing role. In so far as there was a tendency for
territory or human groups, such as tribes<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>