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Sokollu Mehmed Pasha, one of the most influential
and propertied men in Ottoman history, who from
1565 until 1579 served three subsequent sultans as
grand vizier, justified his successful career in public
service by his patronage of numerous public build-
ings throughout the Empire, located in places as var-
ied as Hungary and Syria. The public building complex
he commissioned in Kadærga (^adærÚa Lim¸næ), at the
southern edge of the Hippodrome in Istanbul,1 stands
out among Sokollu’s public building complexes be-
cause of its physical proximity to his private realm.
He built the mosque there in 1571–72, on the site of
an old church; his wife, Ismihan, legally endowed it.
What remains of the group of Sokollu’s buildings
around this mosque are a madrasa completed by 15702

and a dervish convent added around 1574 (fig. 1).
The site of these buildings, however, was part of the
large piece of land the grand vizier and his royal wife
owned in Kadærga, where their palace compound was
also located (fig. 2).3 At the time the public build-
ings were completed, the couple had abandoned the
palace (referred to as the “old palace,” d¸rüssa{¸de-i
{atº_a, in Sokollu’s endowment deed)4 in favor of a
“new palace” (d¸rüssa{¸de-i cedºde) on a site nearby
where the Sultan Ahmed mosque now stands.5 Pre-
sumably, the old palace then came to house the ex-
tended household of Sokollu and Ismihan, given that
the grand vizier’s endowment deed suggests no new
public function for the compound.6

The Kadærga complex was supervised by Sinan, the
renowned chief court architect, who codified what we
now know as “classical Ottoman” architecture. Like
several earlier public building complexes in Istanbul,
the main element of the Kadærga complex is a lofty
mosque with a symmetrically-arranged madrasa sur-
rounding its courtyard. Its architectural program dif-
fers from Sinan’s earlier mosque-madrasa complexes
only by the incorporation of a Sufi convent located
behind the mosque (fig. 3). An exhaustive study of

the architectural features of the convent was accom-
plished by Baha Tanman;7 in an effort to make known
a hitherto neglected building, Tanman presented it
in isolation. I will now try to build on that study by
situating this building in space and time, investigat-
ing the historical context that defined the relation of
the convent to, and its difference from, the rest of the
building complex.

Primarily, this article investigates the historical
constellation that accounts for the peculiar architec-
tural program that brought together a madrasa and
a Sufi convent. This combination was rare in sixteenth-
century Istanbul, although it had been common in
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries throughout the
Islamic world. Around the beginning of the sixteenth
century, the ties between Sufi groups and the Otto-
man ulema were severed by the transformation of a
Sufi network into an openly anti-Ottoman state with
claims to world rule—namely that of the Safavids. The
coupling of madrasa and Sufi convent in the archi-
tectural program of major building complexes in
Istanbul became problematic thereafter; the few known
sixteenth-century examples should therefore be treated
as a problem, which the present article seeks to ad-
dress. Given the issue in question, this study is as much
about the relation of a group of Sufis to “the madrasa”
in the conceptual sense—or the religio-legal cadre
termed {ilmiyye—as it is about the architectural and
social relation of that particular Sufi convent to the
adjacent madrasa.

I also question herein why the convent building
in Kadærga deviates from the architectural paradigm
that was pursued by Sinan in the design of earlier
grandee buildings in Istanbul and in the rest of the
Kadærga complex. Possibly the convent was in fact
designed, not by Sinan, who is recorded to have su-
pervised a conspicuously small number of Sufi con-
vents throughout his career,8 but by one of the
younger architects who worked for him. Still, there
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Fig. 1. Aerial view of the Sokollu Mehmed Pasha complex in Kadærga, Istanbul. From left: the madrasa, the mosque, and the
convent. (Photo: R. Günay, from Sinan’æn Istanbul’u [Istanbul, 1987])

Fig. 2. Map of Kadærga, Istanbul.
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Fig. 3. Site plan of the Kadærga complex and section through the central axis of the mosque. 1. convent  2. mosque  3.
madrasa  4. cemetery. (After drawings in Kuban, “An Ottoman Building Complex”)

is room for an argument that goes beyond the iden-
tity of the architect, and evaluates this building with
its marginal position between the public-religious and
private-residential idioms in Ottoman architecture.

THE SHAYKH OF THE PATRON

Sokollu Mehmed Pasha’s patronage of Sufism extends
across most of the Ottoman territory. His long and

detailed endowment deed of 1574 lists three dervish
convents to be included in his public building com-
plexes.9 In addition to the convent in Istanbul, there
was one in Szigetvár (Hungary),10 and another one
equidistant from Istanbul to the southeast, in Payas,
near Iskenderun.11 This patronage also appears to have
been carefully selective. The endowment deed stipu-
lates for each convent that the shaykh should be “a
mystic with a heart alive” ({¸rif-i zinde-dil), without
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mentioning any specific shaykh or Sufi lineage. Con-
temporaneous and later sources recount, however, that
Sokollu endowed the convent in Kadærga specifically
for his own spiritual advisor, Nureddinzade Mustafa
Muslihuddin (d. 1574), a Halveti shaykh from Filibe/
Plovdiv (Bulgaria).12

The shaykh Nureddinzade appears in contempo-
raneous sources as a pious man of modest attire,

knowledgeable in Islamic sciences and profoundly
committed to orthodox Islam. His commitment was
such that he waged war against unorthodox Sufi groups
with “the sword of shari{a” (×erº{at _ælæcæn çalardæ).13

He and his shaykh, Sofyalæ Bali, are known for the
support they lent to the Ottoman Sunni ideology
against certain dervish groups in the Balkans consid-
ered heretical by the state, and also against the Safa-

Fig. 4. Floor plans of the dervish convent in Kadærga. 1. tev¥ºdÒ¸ne/ritual space  2. lower courtyard  3. upper courtyard  4.
shaykh’s quarters  5. ÒalvetÒ¸ne/retirement cell (?)  6. kitchen and eating room (?)  7. bathroom-latrine  8. cemetery  9.
shops. (Based on drawings in B. Tanman, “Tekkeler”)
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vids.14 Sofyalæ Bali was called by a biographer “the
spy of the shaykhs” (c¸s¢sül-me×¸yiÒ),15 by virtue of
having warned the state against improper activities
of shaykhs of some sub-orders of the Ùalvetiyye in the
provinces.16

When Nureddinzade came to Istanbul in the 1550s
the current ×eyÒülisl¸m, Ebussu{ud, was investigating
his activities and those of Sofyalæ Bali based on accu-
sations of heresy.17 According to the biographer {Ata}i,
Nureddinzade survived the investigation thanks to an
intentional encounter with Ebussu{ud at which he
impressed the ×eyÒülisl¸m immensely with an acute
comment on the interpretation of a passage from the
Qur}an, thereby convincing him that the accusations
were false.18 Upon Ebussu{ud’s recommendation, the
current grand vizier, probably Rüstem Pasha, offered
Nureddinzade the convent of Küçük Ayasofya (sur-
rounding the courtyard of the former Byzantine church
of Hagios Sergios, which had been converted to a
mosque),19 already known for its orthodoxy (see fig.
2).20

Throughout the rest of his life at the Küçük Aya-
sofya convent, Nureddinzade was recognized as a trust-
worthy shaykh by the upper class of soldier-statesmen
and court officers in Istanbul, who wanted to base their
support of Sufism on the views of an insider with ad-
equate knowledge of religious sciences. They sought
Nureddinzade’s opinion of other shaykhs with regard
to their orthodoxy,21 and patrons of new Halveti con-
vents concerned with the uprightness of their convents
consulted him for the appointment of shaykhs. We read
of a palace officer, for example, who endowed a new
convent for “upright Halvetis” (ªule¥¸}-i Ùalvetiyye) in
Tærhala/Trikkala (Greece) and asked Nureddinzade
for the appointment of one of his disciples there.22

Nureddinzade also negotiated for the appointment of
his disciples to other positions. Such is the case of a
former madrasa professor, who was appointed with the
shaykh’s mediation as the private teacher of the son
of a vizier and the assistant functionary of that vizier’s
palace.23

Nureddinzade eventually became so influential in
Istanbul and the Balkans that “the [Halveti?] order
became public in the land of Rum as the Nureddinzade
order (N¢reddºnz¸de «arº_ati).”24 His influence emanated
from his extraordinary skill in preaching, a skill he
also seems to have taught to his numerous disciples.25

He himself preached in several prestigious locations
in Istanbul, and his sermons were attended by promi-
nent ulema. In the meantime, Sokollu Mehmed Pa-

sha became attached to him, and Sultan Süleyman
befriended the shaykh, inviting him to the palace often
for private spiritual conversation. In 1566, Nured-
dinzade paid an unexpected night visit to the sultan,
in order to tell him of his dream of the Prophet de-
manding that the sultan resume ghaz¸h (religious war-
fare);26 the Szigetvár campaign is supposed to have
been the consequence. Nureddinzade joined Süley-
man’s campaign to Szigetvár as the “army shaykh” (ordu
×eyÒi), while Sokollu Mehmed Pasha, as chief com-
mander, was in charge of the campaign.27 When Sü-
leyman died during the campaign, Nureddinzade was
one of the select three men who took the deceased
sultan’s coffin to Istanbul for burial.28

Sokollu’s building complex in Szigetvár is described
in the endowment deed as “outside the castle of Szi-
getvár, on the location where the honorable body of
the deceased sultan Süleyman was temporarily put.”29

Since Süleyman died during the campaign in 1566,
his body was temporarily entombed within the current
campsite of the Ottoman army, at a certain distance
from the castle of Szigetvár. Given that Nureddinzade
joined in the campaign as the “army shaykh,” the in-
clusion of a Halveti convent there may have been the
result of his proposition to Sokollu. A disciple of
Nureddinzade, probably suggested to Sokollu by him,
was appointed as the shaykh of that convent.30

Little is known about Sokollu’s third convent in
Payas. Fifty years after its construction Evliya Çelebi
described the building as a madrasa,31 although Sokollu
planned it as a Sufi convent and prohibited its con-
version into a madrasa in the endowment deed.32

Nureddinzade died in 1574, before the dervish
convent in Kadærga could be completed for him to take
charge of, and only a month or two before Sokollu’s
endowment deed was legally activated.33 Before dying,
Nureddinzade sent Sokollu his will concerning the
choice of a shaykh to replace him in Kadærga, namely
his fellow-in-lineage (pºrd¸×) Mehmed b. {Ömer (d.
1587–88), more popularly known as Kurd Efendi.34

Both shaykhs belonged to the part of the Ùalvetiyye
that was closest to the Ottoman bureaucracy, namely
the branch known as Cemali-Halveti. The name is
derived from the so-called Cemali family, of which the
first Halveti shaykh in Istanbul, Çelebi Halife (d. 1497–
98), was a member. Sixteenth-century members of the
Cemali family included prominent shaykhs, {ilmiyye
officers, and high-ranking bureaucrats. Early in the
sixteenth century, two Cemalis rose to the highest ranks
of the Ottoman religio-legal bureaucracy and admin-
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istration: Zenbilli {Ali (d. 1525) became ×eyÒülisl¸m in
1503, and his cousin Piri Mehmed Pasha (d. 1532–
33) was appointed grand vizier in 1517.35 With such
familial relations to the bureaucracy, Halveti shaykhs
whose spiritual lineage (silsila) went back to Çelebi
Halife were privileged for patronage in Istanbul.
Among them, a certain line of shaykhs coming from
Çelebi Halife’s relative and disciple Kasæm Çelebi are
described in contemporaneous Ottoman sources as
being particularly committed to adherence to the
shari{a and to occupation with external (¬¸hirº) Islamic
sciences as much as with esoteric (b¸«inº) sciences.
Nureddinzade and Kurd Efendi came from that line,
generally termed Cemali-Halveti after Kasæm Çelebi’s
family name.

THE CONVENT OF THE SHAYKH

The convent is centered on a domed ritual space
(tev¥ºdÒ¸ne) and two interconnected courtyards, one
higher than the other by one story and the two ac-
cessible to each other by a staircase running behind
the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne (fig. 4). Surrounding the courtyards is
a series of residential spaces, consisting of thirty single
rooms for dervishes (twenty-one on the entrance level
and nine on the lower level to the southwest),36 and
a larger room on the south corner of the entrance
level that probably was meant to serve as the quar-
ters of Nureddinzade. The service areas consist of a
space directly under the shaykh’s quarters (possibly
the kitchen and eating room, given that the end-
owment deed does not list a separate {im¸ret in the
complex), and a bath-latrine under the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne,
accessible from the lower courtyard. Finally, there is
a windowless space on the east corner of the entrance
level that is very likely to have been the retirement
cell (ÒalvetÒ¸ne).

With that functional scheme, the convent in itself
appears as a self-sufficient microcosm, incorporating
all the elements that communal dervish life required.
It is also separated from the mosque-madrasa com-
plex by a wall that provides access to the mosque
compound from the lower courtyard of the convent
through a single door. The convent might as well be
an afterthought, as it was still in construction when
Nureddinzade died in 1574 (about three years after
the completion of the mosque). Nevertheless, we have
two pieces of evidence suggesting that it could not
have been planned as a compound functionally iso-
lated from the rest of the complex: First, the endow-

ment deed of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha states that the
sermon after each Friday prayer service in the mosque
is to be given by the shaykh of the adjacent dervish
convent—a very important statement to which I will
return below.37 Second, as Tanman has also pointed
out, the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne is not suitable for the regular prayer
services that Halveti dervishes were expected to per-
form, since what should have been the qibla wall is
where the entrance to the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne is located. Along
with the madrasa students and outsiders, the dervishes
must have used the main mosque for regular prayer
services, followed by additional prayers, five times a
day, as requisitioned by the patron,38 and including
the Friday service followed by a sermon delivered by
their own shaykh. For the education in external Is-
lamic sciences that Nureddinzade and Kurd Efendi
were reported to offer in their convents,39 the books
endowed by Sokollu Mehmed Pasha to the madrasa
might have been used.40

With its lavish interior decoration and protruding
dome, the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne is the centerpiece of the convent
(figs. 5–7). With the exception of the misplaced
“mihrab,” the interior decoration is typical of a mosque
(figs. 8 and 9).41 The painted medallions bearing the
names of the Four Caliphs and Hasan and Husayn were
placed in the order that was customary in mosque
decoration, although they conflicted with the false
mihrab. This “mihrab” was placed where the shaykh
would stand to oversee the rituals (fig. 10); it thus
became a literal architectural embodiment of the
widely used metaphor of the Sufi shaykh as a mihrab
that his dervishes should turn to for their spiritual
development. The inscription above the gate into the
tev¥ºdÒ¸ne bears a hadith suggesting that this space was
meant for specific Sufi ritual: “The prophet of God...
said that the highest-grade people according to Allah
are those who perform dhikr (al-dh¸kir¢n)” (figs. 11
and 12).

Communal sessions of dhikr (liturgically regulated
practice of litany, with prescribed rules regarding word
sequence, respiratory rhythm, physical posture, and
order of those who join the session), as in many other
Sufi brotherhoods, appear to have been taken very
seriously in the convent of Nureddinzade. {Ata}i re-
lates that a disciple of Nureddinzade, called Nured-
din-i Zakiri, so excelled in the science of dhikr that
his melodic creations “have been accepted as incon-
testable by all knowledgeable masters [of dhikr] for
over sixty years.” The discovery of this great dhikr
master occurred by chance one day, when the dervishes,
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Fig. 5. Aerial view of the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne from the southeast, with the mosque in the background. (Photo: K. Görkay)

Fig. 6. View showing the domes of the entrance hall and the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne, with the mosque in the background. (Photo: Archive
of the Mülga Eski Eserler Encümeni, Istanbul Archaeological Museum)
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Fig. 7. View of the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne from the upper courtyard. (Photo: Z. Yürekli)

Fig. 8. Southwest arch of the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne, with medallions bearing the names of Abu Bakr and {Ali on the pendentives. The
wooden women’s gallery is probably a nineteenth-century addition. (Photo: Archive of the Mülga Eski Eserler Encümeni,
Istanbul Archaeological Museum)
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←
Fig. 9. Interior of the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne, looking towards the
misplaced “mihrab” from the west corner, showing the
medallions bearing the names {Uthman (on the pen-
dentive) and Hasan and Husayn (above the “mihrab”).
The Kufic insciption below the medallions, probably
a nineteenth-century addition, bears a fragment of a
Qur}anic verse (39: 53). (Photo: Archive of the Mülga
Eski Eserler Encümeni, Istanbul Archaeological Mu-
seum)

Fig. 10. Halveti dhikr in the eighteenth century. (From
I. M. d’Ohsson, Tableau général de l’Empire othoman
[Paris, 1787])
↓
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←
Fig. 11. View from the entrance hall towards the gate into
the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne. (Photo: Archive of the Mülga Eski Eserler
Encümeni, Istanbul Archaeological Museum)

Fig. 12. Inscription above the gate into the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne with
the hadith, “The highest-grade people according to Allah are
those who perform dhikr (al-dh¸kir¢n).” The painted inscrip-
tion above bears the basmala. (Photo: Archive of the Mülga
Eski Eserler Encümeni, Istanbul Archaeological Museum)
↓
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having formed the usual circle of unity (¥al_abeste-i
tev¥ºd) in the presence of Nureddinzade, were unable
to start the session because the current dhikr-leader
(z¸kirba×æ) was absent, and Nureddinzade told Nu-
reddin-i Zakiri to start the dhikr. That the ritual could
not start without a dhikr-leader implies that dhikr in
Nureddinzade’s convent was not only a prescribed way
of achieving ecstasy (as is also common in many other
Sufi orders) but also a matter of expertise within the
brotherhood. The inscription mentioning “those who
perform dhikr” above the gate into the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne is
in direct reference to this specific practice.

With the rise of the Safavid state in Ardabil early
in the sixteenth century, religious scholars in the
Ottoman Empire became increasingly suspicious of
dervish groups. The orthodoxy and permissibility of
such Sufi ritual practices as communal dhikr sessions
thus became a matter of dispute among religious schol-
ars. Zenbilli {Ali, the above-mentioned Cemali ×eyÒülis-
l¸m of the early sixteenth century, issued a fatwa in
favor of communal dhikr, stating that “if a person
attempts to break up a gathering of dhikr-performers
(z¸kirler), the order of the shari{a is that he should be
killed.”42 Zenbilli {Ali supported his fatwa with a trea-
tise that deals with the accusations against dhikr by
previous religious scholars, and counters them with a
number of hadith similar to the one above the gate
in Kadærga.43 A similar treatise by the Halveti shaykh
Sünbül Sinan (d. 1529–30), a disciple of Çelebi Halife,
also makes use of such hadith to prove his point.44 A
considerable part of Sünbül Sinan’s treatise discusses
the permissibility of communal dhikr, as opposed to
silent individual dhikr, and concludes that the former
is not only permissible but also better, because it
multiplies the spiritual effect.

The fact that both treatises were written in Arabic
indicates that their primary intended audiences were
madrasa students and graduates, that is, prospective
or actual ulema. The Halveti shaykh Hulvi (d. 1654),
a spiritual descendant of Sünbül Sinan, recounts that
the latter wrote his treatise as a result of a debate with
the ulema and sent copies of it to prominent religious
scholars.45 Another Cemali shaykh, Ishak Karamani (d.
1526–27) wrote a similar treatise in response to a let-
ter sent by a religious scholar, the preacher Molla {Arab,
to all Halveti convents in Istanbul. Ta×köprizade re-
ports that not only did Ishak Karamani convincingly
prove the permissibility of Halveti dhikr, but he also
pinpointed Arabic-language mistakes in Molla {Arab’s
letter.46

The hadith at the entrance to the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne in
Kadærga and the architectural separation of that space
from the mosque both appear as implicit responses
to a party of religious scholars who contested the per-
missibility of communal dhikr on the one hand, and
the permissibility of such Sufi rituals within mosques
on the other. Zenbilli {Ali’s above-mentioned fatwa was
issued in answer to a question about the permissibil-
ity of breaking up the dhikr gatherings that the Sufis
held “in the mosques, after performing their Sunni
religious duties (ed¸-i fer¸}i¾ ü sünen).” There should
be no doubt, then, that in the early sixteenth century
there were indeed people who wished to have the
mosques free of such Sufi ritual. According to Hulvi,
the above-mentioned debate between Sünbül Sinan
and the ulema arose because of the shaykh’s custom
of holding dhikr rituals in the mosques of Mehmed
II and Ayasofya after Friday sermons.47 Sokollu Meh-
med Pasha’s complex provided the shaykh and his der-
vishes with a separate and protected space where they
could perform dhikr sessions away from the sight of
the students at the madrasa.

That this protected space for dhikr (apparently not
serving the function of regular prayer services at all)
should imitate a domed mosque is a curious phenom-
enon. The later Halveti convent in the Atik Valide
complex (examined below), for example, similarly has
a ritual room within the convent compound, but while
nothing is known of its original interior decoration,
both its size and its position in the compound are
comparable to a madrasa lecture room (dersÒ¸ne)
rather than a mosque. The tev¥ºdÒ¸ne of Sokollu’s
convent is unique in that it is architecturally a mosque
without serving the function of a mosque. This phe-
nomenon should be evaluated against the background
of the development of Halveti ritual in Istanbul.

The first Halveti convent in Istanbul, the Koca
Mustafa Pasha convent of the late fifteenth century
(also examined below), was centered on a Byzantine
monastic church that was converted into a mosque to
be used for regular prayer services as well as Sufi ritu-
als. The particulars of sixteenth-century Halveti ritual
developed in that architectural setting, while an el-
evated dome like that of the Koca Mustafa Pasha
mosque came to be recognized as the suitable super-
structure for a space to house the ecstatic and circu-
lar Sufi ritual (sem¸{) held in great esteem by Halvetis.
The following anecdote told by a disciple of Sünbül
Sinan, the second shaykh of the Koca Mustafa Pasha
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convent, implies a curious connection between the
dome of the Koca Mustafa Pasha mosque and the
experience of ecstasy during the ritual:

My shaykh Sünbül Sinan Efendi was a man of sem¸{. He
also got up [to perform it]. Whenever the shaykh came
to the sem¸{, the dome of the mosque was elevated and
we saw the angels whirling in the air.48

The convent of Küçük Ayasofya, where Nureddinzade
was shaykh, did not have a separate ritual space ei-
ther. Dhikr and sem¸{ sessions were held in the mosque,
as was common practice at a number of Halveti con-
vents in Istanbul.49 In endowing a new convent with
a relatively protected ritual space for Nureddinzade
only a few minutes’ walk from his old convent, Sokollu’s
primary concern might have been protecting his shaykh
from exposure to criticism regarding the permissibil-
ity of dhikr, without depriving him of the kind of ritual
space he and his dervishes were accustomed to. The
tev¥ºdÒ¸ne of Sokollu’s convent, with its mosque-like
decoration and domed structure, accords with the
ritual habits that developed through three generations
of Halvetis in the mosques of Istanbul. The separa-
tion of the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne from the mosque looks reluc-
tant here: in its structure and decoration, the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne
still wants to be a small mosque.

{ILMIYYE-ÙALVETIYYE RELATIONS AND THE
ARCHITECTURAL PROGRAM OF GRANDEE

COMPLEXES IN ISTANBUL

The arrival of the first Halveti shaykh in Istanbul
coincided with the rise of the Ottoman {ilmiyye as an
empire-wide religio-legal cadre in the aftermath of
the conquest of the city in 1453. Mehmed II (r. 1444–
46 and 1451–81) systematically transformed Istanbul
into the capital of an Ottoman empire as he under-
stood it—an empire with, among other things, a cen-
tralized religio-legal system.50 As part of his imperial
project, he systematized the madrasas under an im-
perial classification in 1471. Highest-ranking in the
new classification were the Sahn-æ Seman madrasas,
built as part of his complex in Istanbul (1463–70).51

All other madrasas in the empire were now subordi-
nated to that center in order to form an empire-wide
educational network for the {ilmiyye.

Following Mehmed’s death in 1481, as his two sons
Bayezid and Cem were fighting over the right to the
throne, the shaykh Çelebi Halife stepped into the
political scene in Amasya, a provincial capital near

the Black Sea, and actively supported the eventual
winner, Bayezid, whose princely residence had been
in Amasya.52 After defeating his brother with the help
of Çelebi Halife’s party, Bayezid gratefully invited the
shaykh to Istanbul.53 Seventeenth-century Halveti tra-
dition held that Çelebi Halife then saw in a dream
that a torch of divine radiance coming out of Amasya
soon traveled to the utmost limits of the Islamic lands,
filling them with a light that covered the entire world,
particularly the land of Rum.54

The dream narrative reflects the conviction of its
seventeenth-century author that the institutionaliza-
tion of the Ottoman Ùalvetiyye had started with Çelebi
Halife in Istanbul. Bayezid’s former boon compan-
ion Kapucæba×æ Hacæ Mustafa, later known as Koca
Mustafa Pasha (d. 1512), endowed a new convent for
Çelebi Halife between 1486 and 1491.55 The site cho-
sen was the Byzantine monastery Hagios Andreas en
te Krisei.56 The monastic church was converted into
a mosque to form the center of the building com-
plex now known as Koca Mustafa Pasha. The ar-
chitectural program incorporated a Sufi convent, a
madrasa, a hospice ({im¸ret), and a bathhouse.57 In
an arrangement similar to that of the complex in
Kadærga, at one side of the church/mosque is the
madrasa, and at the other side the convent for Çelebi
Halife (fig. 13).

The story of the transformation of the Ottoman
Ùalvetiyye into a network begins here. The crucial step
in the process of the institutionalization of a Sufi or-
der was the propagation of a shaykh’s teaching to a
larger community of his disciples.58 Convents were thus
connected to each other by spiritual kinship and shared
ritual; they were considered akin to each other in the
sense that, at some point in their spiritual lineage, their
current or previous shaykhs were pºrd¸×, or disciples
of the same shaykh. In sixteenth-century Istanbul
and the Balkans, the network of Halveti convents, at-
tached to each other by their shaykhs’ spiritual lin-
eage reaching back to Çelebi Halife, was particularly
influential.

The convent of Koca Mustafa Pasha was recognized
as the center of the Ottoman Ùalvetiyye, whence sprang
a number of suborders (of which the Cemali-Halvetis
were only one). Religious groups in the sixteenth-
century Ottoman lands had to live with the increas-
ing legal and administrative authority of the {ilmiyye.59

As becomes apparent from the fatwas of Ebussu{ud,
the activities of Sufi convents were under the constant
surveillance of the ×eyÒülisl¸m to make sure their prac-
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tices did not deviate from Sunni Islam. The Halvetis
in particular, in order to keep their distinguished
position in urban social life, were to engage in debates
regarding the permissibility of their ritual practices.

The aforementioned letter sent by Molla {Arab di-
rectly to the Halveti convents in Istanbul forced them
to take a defensive position. As the shaykh of the al-
leged center of the Ottoman Ùalvetiyye, Sünbül Sinan
had the mission of convincing the ulema that Halveti
rituals were in accordance with the shari{a. A spiritual
descendant of Sünbül Sinan describes the situation
then as follows: “The ulema were divided into two
parties. Most of them were on the side of the shaykh
Sünbül, for no one could defeat the shaykh in a schol-
arly discussion.” Sünbül Sinan was invited to such a
scholarly discussion in the mosque of Mehmed II by

his opponents, a group of eminent religious scholars
led by Saræ Kürz (or Saræ Görez, d. 1521–23), the judge
of Istanbul, and Kürz Seydi, a professor at the Sahn-æ
Seman madrasas in the building complex of Mehmed
II. As the scholars investigated Sünbül Sinan, he suc-
ceeded in rendering their accusations unconvincing
by sarcastically reminding the judge of their student
days together in a madrasa, and by recalling for the
Sahn-æ Seman professor the ritual sessions he used to
join when he was the professor of the madrasa in the
Koca Mustafa Pasha complex:

He said: “When [Koca] Mustafa Pasha was the grand
vizier, you used to be the professor at our madrasa. On
Friday nights, the pasha used to come to join the com-
pany of the dervishes. You also used to come, take off
your turban, take off your robe, and whirl along with

Fig. 13. Koca Mustafa Pasha complex, Istanbul. Site plan. 1. mosque  2. dervish cells  3. madrasa  4. tomb of the patron
5. tombs (later additions) (W. Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls [Tübingen, 1977])
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the dervishes (sem¸{ iderdin). Did you not know of this
problem then? Or did you know of it but do so in or-
der to please the pasha…?” Then he ascended the
minbar and expended so much truth and subtlety that
most of the scholars pledged allegiance. Eighteen madra-
sa students became dervishes and entered the order.
Abandoning their student robes and turbans, they put
on dervish cloaks and caps.60

The continuation of the debate between orthodox
religious scholars and Halveti shaykhs can be observed
through the fatwas issued by the ×eyÒülisl¸m Ebussu{ud
on questions concerning Sufi practices.61 Ebussu{ud
was not against Sufi rituals altogether, but he advised
strict control over their conditions, permitting com-
munal dhikr as long as there was no dancing (ra_ª),
whirling (devr¸n or sem¸{), or instrumental music in-
volved.62 One of the questions he was asked was if it
was appropriate to display hostility against the Halvetis
because they performed dhikr with devr¸n. Ebussu{ud’s
response was that “there are decent people among the
Halvetis,” whose rituals were religiously acceptable, and
that whoever displayed hostility against them should
be reprimanded.63

Among several Sufi groups that partook of the cul-
tural milieu of the Ottoman sixteenth century, the
Cemali-Halvetis are notable for their close relation to
the {ilmiyye. Cemali-Halveti shaykhs like Nureddinzade
and his shaykh, Bali, “served” the religio-legal cadre,
so to speak, appropriating an outspokenly Sunni
stance.64 That branch of the Ùalvetiyye posited itself
not only as a spiritual path, but also as a path that
committed ulema could choose if they were discon-
tent with a career in the {ilmiyye. Çelebi Halife was a
madrasa professor until, according to Hulvi, he no-
ticed the materialist orientation of the {ilmiyye career
and turned to Sufism.65 Such a retreat to Sufism from
the {ilmiyye is quite typical in the biographies of Cemali-
Halveti shaykhs, including Nureddinzade. Nured-
dinzade’s disciples were also usually madrasa graduates,
capable of fortifying their sermons with their knowl-
edge of external religious sciences.66 The primary
activities in Nureddinzade’s convent were “scientific
discussions” (müz¸kere-i {ilmiye) attended by “a select
group of righteous people,” and “education in reli-
gious sciences” (ta{lºm-i {ul¢m-i dºniyye).67

The coupling of a madrasa with a convent in the
architectural program should be evaluated against the
background of the close and relatively unproblematic
relation of the Cemali-Halvetis to the {ilmiyye. We know
with certainty of only one other dervish convent built

in a mosque-madrasa complex in Istanbul after the
Koca Mustafa Pasha convent and before that of Kadær-
ga: the convent in the Atik {Ali Pasha complex, en-
dowed in 1509 by the grand vizier Hadæm {Ali Pasha
(d. 1511).68 {Ali Pasha’s convent, now demolished, was
built for Kasæm Çelebi (d. ca. 1520), who as previously
noted was a relative and disciple of Çelebi Halife and
the source of the Cemali-Halveti branch.69 Kasæm
Çelebi sent several disciples to the Balkans; one of them
was Sofyalæ Bali, the shaykh of both Nureddinzade and
Kurd Efendi.

The above-mentioned debate regarding the permis-
sibility of Sufi rituals seems to have complicated the
inclusion of Sufi convents in mosque-madrasa com-
plexes during the reigns of Selim I (1512–20), Süley-
man (1520–66), and Selim II (1566–74). Selim I and
the ×eyÒülisl¸m Kemalpa×azade (d. 1534) appear in later
Halveti tradition as enemies of the Halvetis.70 We know
through piecemeal evidence that even then some
Halveti convents were supported by the ruling elite,
although they were hardly included in mosque-madrasa
complexes in Istanbul. The Cemali grand vizier Piri
Mehmed Pasha endowed two convents in Istanbul. One
of them was built for his uncle, the above-mentioned
shaykh Ishak Karamani.71 Süleyman’s mother Hafsa
Sultan (d. 1533) endowed a convent in 1522 as part
of her building complex in Manisa (which also in-
cluded a madrasa), and left the choice of a shaykh to
Sünbül Sinan, who installed his disciple Merkez Efendi
there.72 Selim I’s daughter Øah Sultan, who was at-
tached (and, according to some, married) to Merkez
Efendi, endowed two convents in Istanbul (in Eyüp
and Yenikapæ), with the condition in the endowment
deed that both shaykhs should be disciples of Merkez
Efendi.73 Hafsa Sultan’s building complex in Manisa
and Øah Sultan’s in Eyüp were both attached to the
palaces of their patrons,74 like Sokollu and Ismihan’s
in Kadærga. The patronage of Sufism thus seems to have
been largely a private matter at that time.

Under Murad III (1574–95), himself a Halveti sym-
pathizer, courtly patronage of Sufism spread to other
Sufi orders as well. Among a number of Halveti con-
vents endowed then, the convent in the Atik Valide
complex in Istanbul (1582–83), designed by Sinan, is
noteworthy for its relative monumentality. The com-
plex was endowed by Nurbanu, who was Murad III’s
mother and Sokollu’s mother-in-law. The extant build-
ings form a program similar to that of the Kadærga
complex, consisting of a mosque, a madrasa, and a
Halveti convent (figs. 14 and 15), although the Atik
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Fig. 14. Atik Valide complex, Istanbul. Site plan. 1. mosque  2. madrasa  3. dervish convent. (Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon)

Valide complex also included additional buildings
according to Nurbanu’s endowment deed.75 The first
shaykh of the convent was Vi×ne Mehmed, a shaykh
from a different branch of the Ùalvetiyye than was
Nureddinzade. Also in the 1580s, the court officers
Øemsi Ahmed Pasha and Mehmed A¯a endowed a
convent each for a disciple of Vi×ne Mehmed, namely
Yayaba×æzade Hæzær.76 Both shaykhs appear to have been
quite influential in palace circles of Murad III’s time.

In the seventeenth century, however, the relations
between a part of the ulema and the Halvetis became
uneasy because of the so-called Kadæzadeli movement.77

The theological stance underlying that assault was a
Selefi one, which denounced any innovation (bid{a)

introduced into religious practice after the time of
the Prophet and thus had an anti-Sufi direction. The
historical fact of the Kadæzadeli movement prevents
us from readily assuming that dervishes and madrasa
students could peacefully live in a complex without
tension based on professional ambition or theologi-
cal dispute, the two of which more often than not
went in tandem.

THE CONVENT VERSUS THE MADRASA IN
KADIRGA

A telling instance of the full-fledged bureaucratization
of the Halveti order in the seventeenth century is found
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Fig.15. Atik Valide complex, Istanbul. Aerial view from the west: the mosque, the madrasa in the foreground, and the der-
vish convent to the left. (Photo: A. Güler and M. Niksarlæ, from A. Kuran, Sinan the Grand Old Master of Ottoman Architecture
[Washington, D.C., 1987])

in the diary of a Halveti dervish in Istanbul, who re-
lates therein that his appointment as the shaykh of a
convent in 1665 had to be approved by the ×eyÒülisl¸m,
probably because being the shaykh was almost auto-
matically coupled with serving as Friday preacher in
a mosque.78 As mentioned before, the endowment
deed of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha stipulates such a
combined post of shaykh and Friday preacher. Simi-
larly, the endowment deed of Nurbanu states that the

shaykh of the convent in the Atik Valide complex is
charged with preaching in the mosque on all sacred
days.79 The shaykh chosen for the convent was there-
fore expected to be “a preacher and adviser to the
worshippers.”80

In the second half of the sixteenth century, the
employment of Halveti preachers was not restricted
to the mosques beside their convents. Numerous
Halveti shaykhs were appointed to the most prestigious
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Friday preacher positions in major mosques of Istanbul,
including the mosques of Süleymaniye and Mehmed
II, the two highest-ranking mosque-madrasa complexes
in the Ottoman {ilmiyye. {Ata}i mentions in passing that
it was common knowledge that the position in Mehmed
II’s mosque was held by “saints who have completed
their spiritual development” («arº_den f¸rig. olan e{izze),
that is, shaykhs.81 In the relative freedom enjoyed
by Sufis under Murad III, some Halveti preachers
also combined Friday sermons with dhikr rituals in
mosques. Müniri-i Belgradi, for example, tells of a
friend who went to listen to the Friday sermon by
Yayaba×æzade in the mosque of Sütlüce, which, as the
burial place of the aforementioned proponent of dhikr,
Ishak Karamani, must have been a popular Halveti
site.82 But when Yayaba×æzade started a dhikr session
with his dervishes before the sermon, Müniri’s friend
said to himself in disappointment: “I came to listen
to this holy man. He could have had the dhikr ses-
sion in his convent.”83

The Friday posts in the major mosques of Istanbul
were highly prestigious, enabling their holders to
communicate their ideas to the masses and to adver-
tise the principles of the theological stance they ad-
vocated. In the 1630s, the pulpits of these mosques
became the loci for a theological dispute generated
by Kadæzade Mehmed, the initiator of the Kadæzadeli
movement, and his major adversary, the Halveti shaykh
Abdülmecid Sivasi. According to Madeline Zilfi’s
study (see note 77), of all the appointments to Friday
preacher posts in the five major mosques in Istanbul
between 1621 and 1685, a great majority was of Halveti
shaykhs. It is no surprise, then, that Halveti convents
were the major targets for Kadæzadeli attacks during
that time. Much as this was based on a theological
dispute, it also incorporated professional competition,
as a group of the ulema who considered themselves
“true preachers of the preacher path («arº_-i v¸{i¬¸n)
were forced to share their mosques with Sufis turned
part-time preachers—and this at a time when the
number of mosques in the city was not substantially
increasing.”84

From the late sixteenth century on, not only the
Friday preacher posts but also the entire {ilmiyye no
longer provided a substantially flourishing career pool.
Under Murad III (r. 1574–95), when the expansion
of imperial territories came to a relative halt, the
number of madrasa graduates seems to have exceeded
the number of available {ilmiyye positions. In the sec-
ond half of the sixteenth century, madrasa students

repeatedly engaged in uprisings as well as relatively
peaceful demonstrations complaining of their situa-
tion.85

If there was such frustration on the part of the
madrasa students in the Kadærga complex as well, one
wonders how they perceived their neighbors, the der-
vishes with whom they shared the mosque and the
shaykh who regularly preached to them. The modest
architecture of the Sufi convent in comparison to the
madrasa belies the fact that dervishes were probably
the majority among the inhabitants of the entire com-
plex. On the assumption that one room was meant to
accommodate one person, the madrasa could house
seventeen people, including the müderris and his as-
sistant, whereas the convent accommodated up to thirty
dervishes in addition to the shaykh.86

Madrasa professors rotated frequently, whereas
being the shaykh of a convent was usually a lifelong
position. Within the first six years of existence of the
madrasa in Kadærga, four different people were ap-
pointed as its müderris, with a maximum duration of
two years,87 while Kurd Mehmed Efendi stayed there
as shaykh for thirteen.88 As opposed to the insecurity
that haunted professors’ thoughts about their future
careers, the shaykh, with his stable position and his
regular sermons in the mosque, enjoyed the status of
a host. The students at the madrasa were also likely
to stay there for a much shorter time than did the
dervishes. The {ilmiyye system encouraged madrasa
students, like their professors, to rotate to madrasas
of increasing rank,89 whereas submission to a Sufi
shaykh was oftentimes a lifelong commitment.

Compared to dervishes, the students and their pro-
fessor at the madrasa did not have much to complain
about in terms of stipend. The endowment deed allo-
cates fifty aspers per diem for the müderris, twenty-five
for the shaykh, five per diem for each madrasa student,
and only three for a dervish.90 Shaykhs were occasion-
ally granted large amounts of money by grandees who
sought their spiritual guidance, however, and the
employment of a shaykh by multiple endowments
was also not uncommon. Kurd Efendi, for example,
also preached in the mosque of Mehmed II, receiving
an additional salary from that endowment.91 Fur-
thermore, the totals of salaries allocated in the endow-
ment deed of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha for convent
members (the shaykh and the dervishes) and for
madrasa members (the professor, his assistant, and the
students)—again assuming one person per room—
were more or less the same. To the endower, the Sufi

muq-20-2.pmd 9/2/2003, 4:24 PM175



zeynep yürekli.176

convent thus seems to have been at least as important
as the madrasa.

THE RELATION OF THE CONVENT TO
IMPERIAL ARCHITECTURAL IDIOMS

The Sufi convent in Kadærga was designed in a man-
ner more modest in scale and architectural refinement
than the rest of the complex. The main architectural
guidelines that contribute to the monumental appear-
ance of the mosque-madrasa in Kadærga—namely sym-
metry, leveling of the ground, and elevation from the
natural topography—were not adopted in the adja-
cent convent. On the contrary, the convent seems
almost hidden behind the mosque and within the
existing topography (fig. 16).

In that respect, the Kadærga convent is also quite
different from that in the Atik Valide complex. The
latter consists of dervish rooms and a ritual space
behind a continuous portico surrounding a leveled
courtyard (fig. 17).92 The madrasa-like character of
the Atik Valide convent, with its courtyard and ashlar
masonry and a ritual room that is hard to distinguish
from a madrasa lecture room, becomes yet more evi-
dent when the structure is compared to the madrasa
in the same complex (see fig. 15). Abandoned and
stripped of its decoration today, the convent would
hardly have been identifiable without the eighteenth-
century inscription placed above the gate into the ritual
room.93

Since the architect apparently knew from the be-
ginning who the user of the Kadærga convent would
be, Nureddinzade himself may have guided the de-
sign process to some extent. He is recorded to have
been “free of ostentation in his food and clothing”
(ta{¸m ve lib¸sda tekellüfden {¸rº).94 His fellow, Kurd
Efendi, also favored avoiding unnecessary preoccupa-
tion with outer appearance. In a treatise delineating
the etiquette of dervishes, he stated that he consid-
ered it unacceptable for a convent (his own, we might
assume) to house a dervish who washes his clothes
unless they are canonically unclean, or who brushes
his beard.95 In accord with these ideas, the outer walls
of the convent lack even the simplest decoration.

Yet the fact that the inside of the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne was
lavishly decorated makes it doubtful that the convent
was designed solely on the basis of the shaykhs’ exal-
tation of modesty. Possibly Sokollu did not want to
reveal the amount of money he had spent on a der-
vish convent, and by keeping its outer appearance

modest in scale, embellishment, and monumentality,
he would also have helped his shaykh preserve a repu-
tation of modesty.

The contrast between modest outside and lavish
interior could also be read in terms of the inward-
oriented nature of the Halveti “course of conduct” (seyr-
i sül¢k). The entrance wall is a plain surface interrupted
solely by the single door into the convent and four
irregular windows, two of which seem to be later ad-
ditions (fig. 18). The west wall is enlivened only by
four small shops on the lower level and a series of seven
windows on the upper (fig. 19). Six of the dervish cells
and the shaykh’s quarters excepted, the rooms of the
convent have windows that look only towards the court-
yard. In contrast to the madrasa, where all rooms but
one have windows with views to the outside (and all
but the two corner rooms also have windows facing

Fig. 16. Sokollu Mehmed Pasha complex in Kadærga, Istanbul.
Aerial view from the north: the mosque, the madrasa in the
foreground, and the dervish convent behind the mosque.
(Photo: A. Güler and M. Niksarlæ, from Kuran, Sinan)
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Fig. 17. Aerial view of the convent in the Atik Valide complex from the north. (Photo: VGMA; from Tanman, “Tekkeler”)

Fig. 18. The entrance wall and the south corner of the convent in Kadærga. (Photo: K. Görkay)
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the courtyard), the convent compound is a secluded
place. In addition, the madrasa shares its courtyard
with the mosque, while the convent courtyard is re-
served for the brotherhood. The inward-oriented ar-
chitecture and embellishment of the convent—its
sparseness of windows and lack of exterior decoration,
which we also see in the Atik Valide convent—is in
keeping with the idea of seclusion from the outer world
(Òalvet), so crucial an element in the Halveti course
of conduct that the order derives its name from that
concept.

Nevertheless, the difference between the convent
and the rest of the complex is not only in its modest
and secluded appearance. As opposed to the preset
design paradigm reflected by canonical mosque-ma-
drasa, the architectural arrangement of the convent

relies on the topography of the site. For the construc-
tion of the mosque-madrasa, natural topography was
overpowered by leveling the construction ground,
which is not the case with the convent. Neither do
the surrounding streets seem to have been dictated
by the boundaries of the convent building. On the
contrary, the design of the convent appears to have
been entirely determined by natural topography and
its outline defined by existing boundaries.

The distorted symmetry one notices in the con-
vent plan is even more pronounced in the three-
dimensional reality of the building; to the mind of
a sixteenth-century Ottoman court architect, whose
knowledge of geometry was by professional defini-
tion very elaborate, it wouldn’t have constituted sym-
metry at all.96 The southwest part of the building rests
on lower ground, as dictated by natural topography,
and is therefore designed as a two-story building sur-
rounding a lower courtyard accessible by a stairway
running behind the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne (figs. 20 and 21). It is
not the asymmetry per se but the preference for to-
pographical determination over symmetry that reflects
a different approach to architectural design from the
one utilized in the mosque-madrasa.

While the mosque-madrasa courtyard imposed an
idiom that reflected the empire-wide institution of
“madrasa” in its conceptual sense, the convent court-
yard was reserved for the brotherhood; it was defined
by the topography of its site and is closer to residen-
tial architecture in scale and outlook. The architec-
tural difference is due to the different ends that the
two institutions served: the madrasa was designed for
an unknown series of professors in rotation, and for
students educated under an imperial managerial sys-
tem for the main purpose of becoming members of
the religio-legal cadre of that system, while the con-
vent was created for a particular user, in this case
Nureddinzade.

As much as the architectural program of the Kadærga
complex suggests a convergence of the Ùalvetiyye
with the {ilmiyye, it also echoes their segregation, in
that the convent is assigned an autonomous space in
the mosque-madrasa complex. Likewise, seen against
the architecture of the adjacent madrasa, that of the
convent building also suggests both convergence
and segregation. Although the convent building
deviates from the classical Ottoman idiom for reli-
gious architecture in terms of the basic design crite-
ria employed, its architecture does incorporate some
aspects of that idiom, especially in the mosque-like

Fig. 19. The west wall of the convent in Kadærga. (Photo: K.
Görkay)
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Fig. 20. The southwest portico of the lower courtyard. (Photo: Archive of the Mülga Eski Eserler Encümeni, Istanbul Ar-
chaeological Museum)

Fig. 21. View from the lower courtyard towards the staircase leading to the upper courtyard. The protruding wooden con-
struction on the left is probably a later addition. (Photo: Archive of the Mülga Eski Eserler Encümeni, Istanbul Archaeologi-
cal Museum)
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interior decoration of the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne.
The convent building thus refers to the imperial

idiom in religious architecture, but the reference is
imprecise. The aforementioned architectural differ-
ences between the convent and the madrasa, as well
as the differences between the Kadærga convent and
the Atik Valide convent, might indicate that we should
consider the convent in Kadærga as much an exten-
sion of the palace of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha as a part
of the mosque-madrasa complex. Sokollu Mehmed
Pasha’s relation to the madrasa as an architectural
patron was primarily in his administrative persona as
the grand vizier: he endowed a madrasa for the em-
pire. His patronage of the Halveti convent, however,
was of a personal nature: he endowed this convent
specifically for his shaykh, with the continuation and
enhancement of a personal relationship in mind.

The give-and-take between Sufi ideal and imperial
image that one can observe in the architecture of the
dervish convent is striking. Ideally, a Sufi would seek
knowledge by experiencing his own mental state (¥¸l),
and not what scholarship told him (_¸l). Thus, again

ideally, every Sufi pursued his own singular path and
sought his own truth. The Kadærga convent is architec-
turally singular as a result of its configuration in accord
with the topography of the site, much like many other
Sufi convents. Yet on the other hand, it was built at a
time when the Halveti order was highly institutional-
ized and bureaucratized, when the singularity of the
spiritual paths of Halveti dervishes was mixed with their
role in imperial politics or their positions in the {ilmiyye
as Friday preachers. Particularly the disciples of Sofyalæ
Bali, who was praised by Ta×köprizade for being “a man
of _¸l and a man of ¥¸l at the same time” (hem ehl-i _¸l
hem ehl-i ¥¸l),97 were trained to partake of Ottoman
religious scholarship, which they did.98 Accordingly,
the architecture of the convent combines imperial
features with the topography of the site. It incor-
porates classical architectural elements—a domed
ritual space decorated as a mosque, a spacious colum-
nar anteroom covered by cross-vaults (fig. 22), regu-
lar bands of stone and brick masonry on all visible
outer surfaces, stone as the prevailing surface mate-
rial on the inside, and lead-covered roofs (fig. 23)—

Fig. 22. The northwestern bay of the columnar anteroom with the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne on the left. (Photo: Z. Yürekli)
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Fig. 23. Aerial view of the convent from the southeast, show-
ing the dome over the entrance hall, the cross vaults over
the columnar anteroom, and the dome over the tev¥ºdÒ¸ne,
all covered with lead. (Photo: K. Görkay)

in what would otherwise have been a vernacular ar-
chitectural rendering of local topography.

Given its proximity to the palace of Sokollu and
Ismihan (see fig. 2), perhaps the convent building was
architecturally conceived as part of their extended
household, which would explain its apparent adher-
ence to a palatial idiom. The interconnected asym-
metrical courtyards, seclusion from the outer world,
limited use of domes to highlight only the entrance
axis and the ritual space (unlike the madrasa, where
domes are used in each unit), and lack of the basic
elements that contribute to monumentality in Otto-
man religious architecture all recall the harem sec-
tion of the Topkapæ Palace. In Ottoman and Persian

literature, it was common practice to refer to the con-
vents of esteemed shaykhs and to palaces with the same
words (such as derg¸h and ¸sit¸ne). Here, this meta-
phoric association finds architectural expression in the
convent’s allusions to a palatial idiom.

CONCLUSION: THE EMPIRE AND THE SELF

The Kadærga complex is one of the very few building
complexes in sixteenth-century Istanbul that combine
a Sufi convent with a madrasa. In the sixteenth-cen-
tury Ottoman context, madrasas were places where a
crucial sector of imperial policy operators, namely
the {ilmiyye class, was educated. Sunni Islamic thought
traditionally did not separate {ilm (literally, “knowl-
edge”: a word that had religious connotations until
secularist thinking weakened them) from politics any-
way. The Sunni Sufi convents that established close
relations with the {ilmiyye, on the other hand, served
in part as an alternative for those who sought a form
of {ilm other than that taught in the madrasa, or who
lacked access to the institution. Thus some Sufi or-
ders particularly served the spiritual, intellectual, and
political interests of those who were denied such ac-
cess; the case of women is perhaps most easily no-
ticed. Interestingly, other Ottomans denied madrasa
education included the greater part of the courtly
elite who occupied the highest-ranking offices: slave
soldiers including grand viziers like Sokollu Mehmed
Pasha, as well as members of the inner court, includ-
ing the sultans and their first-degree relatives.

Sunni Sufism was not necessarily isolated, either
theologically or politically, from the {ilmiyye, as there
had never been a clear-cut distinction between them.
The fact that part of the sixteenth-century ulema criti-
cized Sufi rituals and part of the seventeenth-century
ulema did not want to see Sufis in the pulpits does
not mean that we should conceive of Sufism and the
{ilmiyye as two different universes, since this would
ignore the many members of the {ilmiyye who attended
Sufi convents. Some convents also provided alterna-
tive {ilmº communities for many “insiders” of the
madrasa. But the debate between a part of the {ilmiyye
and the Sufis in the sixteenth century did complicate
the inclusion of Sufi convents in mosque-madrasa
complexes in Istanbul. Until Murad III’s time, excep-
tions were made only for Sufi shaykhs recognized and
trusted for their commitment to the shari{a.

The architectural program of the Kadærga complex
is one such exception, bearing witness to the conver-
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gence of the Cemali-Halveti community with the Ot-
toman {ilmiyye: a convergence we have observed in the
ideological support that some Cemali-Halveti shaykhs,
such as Nureddinzade, lent to Ebussu{ud, or in the
very high number of Cemali-Halveti shaykhs, again such
as Nureddinzade, who had madrasa educations, com-
posed scholarly treatises, and held Friday preacher
posts. The architecture of Sokollu’s dervish convent
in and of itself reflects the convergence of Sufism with
imperial politics by combining elements of both.

Certainly, we are not dealing only with imperial
politics. After decades of scholarship assuming that
the idea of “the self” is an idiosyncrasy of Western
thought, Cemal Kafadar relatively recently made us
aware that “the self” is actually not missing from the
intellectual life of the Ottomans.99 Among other things,
he drew attention to the capacity of dervish circles to
offer an environment where individuals could cope
with their anxieties. Accordingly, the Sufi method of
aspiring to personal development seems to have of-
fered many soldiers, officers, and courtiers a retreat
from the administrative and economic afflictions of
the second half of the sixteenth century. The hybrid
nature of the Kadærga convent, with its simultaneous
architectural references to public-religious and private-
residential idioms in Ottoman architecture, reflects
the capacity of a particular Sufi circle to infiltrate si-
multaneously the public realm of the empire and the
private realm of the ruling elite.

Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts
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