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Abstract

In twelfth/eighteenth century Istanbul, spurious stories about the prophets circulat-
ed widely among the Muslim masses. In response to these popular fabrications, the
prominent theologian Kazizade Ahmed b. Mehmed Emin el-Istanbuli (d. 1197/1783)
composed the Enbiya’-i Kiram Hakkinda Yalan Rivayetleri Red Risalesi (“A Treatise on
Disproving Fabrications about the Noble Prophets”). Deeply concerned that such false
stories about the prophets would endanger Islamic doctrines, el-Istanbuli sought to
refute them in this treatise. Through a close analysis of his observations and apologetic
defense of Islamic prophetology, this study explores the popular reception and theo-
logical significance of the stories of the prophets (kisas-t enbiy@’).
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218 KAWANISHI
1 Introduction

Debates concerning Islamic prophetology in the early modern Ottoman world
remain relatively understudied.! Although some studies examined propheto-
logical discussions in the eleventh/seventeenth and twelfth/eighteenth cen-
turies Ottoman realm, a number of Muslim theologians who once engaged in
prophetological writings have been consigned to oblivion, awaiting careful in-
vestigation to enhance our comprehensive understanding of intellectual cur-
rents. This study aims to further our understanding of prophetological trends
within the context of twelfth/eighteenth century Istanbul, focusing on the
well-known theologian Kazizade Ahmed b. Mehmed Emin el-Istanbuli’s (d.
1197/1783)? Enbiya’-i Kiram Hakkinda Yalan Rivayetleri Red Risalesi (“A Treatise
on Disproving Fabrications about the Noble Prophets,” henceforth the Enbiya’).
This study delves into why el-Istanbuli composed the Enbiya’ by analyzing his
observation of popular discourses of the stories of the prophets (kisas-t enbi-
y@). Outlining his arguments, this article sheds light on el-Istanbuli’s theologi-
cal response to the popular fabrications about the prophets.

Some decades before el-Istanbuli’s scholarly activity, prophetological
themes drew serious attention from Muslim theologians throughout the Otto-
man lands. For example, the view of the founder of the Nagshbandi-Mujaddidi
order Ahmad al-Sirhindi (also known as Imam-1 Rabbani, d. 1034/1624) con-
cerning the superiority of the reality of the Kaaba over that of the Muhammad-
an Reality became the subject of a heated debate. Regarding al-Sirhind’s un-
derstanding of the metaphysical status of the Muhammadan Reality, Ibrahim
al-Karani (d. 1101/1690) and ‘Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulusi (d. 1143/1731) wrote their
treatises to critique his controversial statement.? In addition to this controver-
sy, another prophetological debate concerned the Khalwati Sufi Niyazi-i Misr1

1 I'would like to thank the anonymous reviewers for their very helpful feedback on this article.
For Arabic and Turkish transliterations, this article follows the I/MEs system. To better reflect
the nuances of Ottoman Turkish orthography, certain words derived from Arabic retain their
original phonetic markers. For example, Kazizadeli instead of Kadizadeli, enbiya’ instead
of enbiya, and du@ instead of dua. For translations of Quranic verses, this article relies on
Seyyed Hossein Nasr et al. (eds.), The Study Quran: A New Translation and Commentary (New
York: HarperOne, 2015).

2 El-Istanbuli is known as “Kazizade”; however, this designation does not signify his affiliation
with the Kazizadeli movement. Rather, it indicates that he was the son of a judge (kazi).

3 Atallah S. Copty, “The Nagshbandiyya and Its Offshoot, the Nagshbandiyya-Mujaddidiyya in
the Haramayn in the nth/17th Century,” Die Welt des Islams 43.3 (2003): 321-348; Atallah S.
Copty, “The Legacy of Ibrahim al-Karani and Its Influence on the Writings of ‘Abd al-Ghanit
al-Nabulusi,” in Early Modern Trends in Islamic Theology: Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulust and His
Network of Scholarship (Studies and Texts), ed. Lejla Demiri and Samuela Pagani (Tiibingen:
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(d. 1105/1694). MisrT declared that affirming the “prophecy” of the Prophet’s
grandsons Hasan b. ‘Ali (d. 50/670) and Husayn b. ‘Ali (d. 61/680) is an indis-
pensable element of a person’s correct beliefs.* Misr1’s designation of Hasan
and Husayn as prophets relies on Ibn ‘Arabi’s theory of “general prophecy”
(al-nubuwwa al-‘amma), which is tantamount to walaya and not prophecy per
se. This is distinct from what Ibn ‘Arabi refers to as “the prophecy of legisla-
tion” (nubuwwat al-tashrr’), which came to an end with the Prophet Muham-
mad.5 In response to this claim, Nabulusi composed a treatise to defend Misr1’s
position. In line with Ibn ‘Arabi’s prophetology, Nabulusi explained that Misri
in this context meant Hasan and Husayn were “prophet-saints” (al-anbiya
al-awliya’). These scholarly engagements demonstrate that Muslim theolo-
gians rigorously tackled the subject of prophetology in that era.

Apart from the above theological debates, existing scholarship highlighted
the dynamic social exchanges among Muslims, Christians, and Jews in twelfth/
eighteenth century Istanbul.” However, these historical studies overlook,
somewhat, the problem of the fabricated ksas-t enbiya’® discussed by Muslim

Mohr Siebeck, 2019), 97-106; Naser Dumairieh, Intellectual Life in the Hijaz before Wahha-
bism: Ibrahim al-Kurani’s (d. 101/1690) Theology of Sufism (Leiden: Brill, 2022), 288—294.

4 Derin Terzioglu, “Sufi and Dissident in the Ottoman Empire: Niyazi-i Misr1 (1618-1694)” (PhD
diss., Harvard University, 1999), 434—443.

5 Niyazi-i Muhammed Misti, Mawdidu'l-irfan: Irfan Sofralary, trans. Siileyman Ates (Ankara:
Emel Matbaasi, 1971), 142—145. For this distinction in Ibn ‘Arabi, see Michel Chodkiewicz, Seal
of the Saints: Prophethood and Sainthood in the Doctrine of Ibn Arabi, trans. Liadain Sherrard
(Cambridge: Islamic Texts Society, 1993), 114-115.

6 Samuela Pagani, “Timeless Typologies and New Individualities: ‘Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulusi,
Niyazi-i Misri and the Sufi Theory of Sainthood in the Early Modern Ottoman World,” in Early
Modern Trends in Islamic Theology: Abd al-Ghant al-Nabulust and His Network of Scholarship
(Studies and Texts), ed. Lejla Demiri and Samuela Pagani (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019),
171-194; Hiroaki Kawanishi, The Virtues of Divergence: Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulusi’s Sufi Recep-
tion of al-Aqida al-Sanusiyya (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2026), 157-159.

7 For instance, see Fariba Zarinebaf, “Intercommunal Life in Istanbul During the Eighteenth
Century,” Review of Middle East Studies 46.1 (2012): 79—85; Suraiya Faroghi, “Did cosmopol-
itanism exist in eighteenth-century Istanbul?: Stories of Christians and Jewish artisans,” in
Urban Governance Under the Ottomans: Between Cosmopolitanism and Conflict, ed. Ulrike
Freitag and Nora Lafi (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 21-36; Giovanni De Zorzi, “In Constanti-
nople Among Music and Dervishes: Reports by European Travellers from the Sixteenth to the
Eighteenth Century,” Mawlana Rumi Review 6 (2015): 36—66; Fatma Sel Turhan, “Conversion
of War Captives in the Ottoman Lands During the Eighteenth Century: Rules, Applications
and Abuses,” Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studies 26.4 (2024): 524—541; Hasan Colak,
“Ibrahim Miiteferrika and the Ottoman Intellectual Culture in the Early 18th Century: A
Transcultural Perspective,” in Arabic-Type Books Printed in Wallachia, Istanbul, and Beyond:
First Volume of Collected Works of the TYPARABIC Project, ed. Radu-Andrei Dipratu and Sam-
uel Noble (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2024), 1-20.
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theologians. Addressing this issue, el-Istanbuli’s Enbiya’ enables us to discern a
largely forgotten prophetological trend in twelfth/eighteenth century Istanbul.

2 El-Istanbuli’s Observation of Popular Prophetological Discourses

Born in 1133/1720, el-Istanbuli lived in Ottoman Anatolia. Although little
is known about his life, he is remembered as the author of several popular
theological works, particularly in the field of speculative theology (kalam).8
His most significant work is the Fara’id al-fawa’id fi bayan al-‘aqa’id (“The Ben-
eficial Obligations: An Exposition of Islamic Doctrines”), also known as the
Amentii gerhi (“A Commentary on ‘I believe”).? The Far@’id was an early text
of the Amentii serhi literary genre, a collection of writings that were designed
to teach the common people fundamental Islamic doctrines.!® The Fara’id
was printed multiple times, including the latest critical edition in Modern
Turkish (2014).1! El-Istanbuli also wrote a commentary on Mehmed Birgivi's
(d. 981/1573) Vasiyvetname (“Testament”), entitled the Cevhere-i behiyye-i
ahmediyye fi serh el-Vasiyye el-muhammediyye (“The Splendid Gem of Ahmad:
A Commentary on [Birgiv's| Muhammadan Testament”).”> Other than these
two works, el-Istanbuli authored a Turkish commentary on Siraj al-Din al-
Ush’s (d. 575/1179) creedal text al-Qasida al-lamiyya fi [-tawhid (“The Lamiyya
Poetry on Divine Unity,” also known as the Bad’ al-amali), entitled the Serh-i
terctime-i Lamiyye (“A Commentary on the Translation of The Lamiyya”).!® As

8 ilhan Apak (ed.), Tiirkiye Gazetesi Islam Alimleri Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Thlas Matbaacilik,
1986), 17:25—34.

9 Kazizade Ahmed b. Mehmed Emin el-Istanbul, Fara’id al-fawa’id fi bayan al-‘aqa’id (Is-
tanbul: Dar al-Tiba‘a al-‘Amira, 1828-1829). For the public reception of the Fara@id, see
M. Sait Ozervarli, “Feraidivl-Fevaid,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islém Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 1995), 12:361-362.

10 Yusuf Sevki Yavuz, “Amentii Serhi,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 1991), 3:30. The intended audience of the Fara’id was the common-
ers. El-Istanbuli, Fara’id al-fawa’id, 4.

11 Kazizade Ahmed b. Mehmed Emin el-Istanbuli, Osmanl Klasiklerinden Biiyiik Amentii
Serhive Diirri Yekta Serhi, ed. A. Faruk Meyan (Istanbul: Berekat Yayinevi, 2014).

12 Kazizade Ahmed b. Mehmed Emin el-Istanbuli, Birgivi Vasiyetndmesi: Kadizdde Serhi, ed.
A. Faruk Meyan (Istanbul: Bedir Yayinevi, 1988). Birgivi’'s Vasiyyetname is a well-known
ilm-i hal (catechism) text written in Turkish. This text was taught for basic religious ed-
ucation throughout the Ottoman period, even at late Ottoman ibtidaiyye and riisdiyye
schools. Hatice Kelpetin Arpagus, “Ilmihal,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (Tiir-
kiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2000), 22:139-141.

13 The Modern Turkish edition was recently published. Kazizade Ahmed b. Mehmed Emin
el-Istanbuli, Serh-i Terctime-i Lamiyye (Emali Serhi), ed. Yusuf $evki Yavuz (Ankara: Diya-
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these works indicate, el-Istanbuli dedicated his scholarly efforts to composing
doctrinal books aimed at a general readership.* Compared to the Fara’id, the
Cevhere, and al-Qasida, the Enbiya’ received less attention from later gener-
ations of Muslim scholars, as it exists in a single manuscript copy in Turkish
manuscript collections in accordance with the digital catalogue of Tiirkiye
Yazma Eserler Bagkanhg (TUYEK).!5

In the Enbiya’, el-Istanbuli condemns the fabricated kisas-t enbiya’ that had
currency among the broader Muslim populace at his time. Despite the survival
of its single manuscript copy, it likely reflects the author’s observation of pop-
ular prophetological discourses in Ottoman Istanbul.

In the twelfth/eighteenth century Istanbul, he witnessed some deceptive
inventions of the kisas-t enbiya’ that prevailed among lay Muslims as well as
some educated preachers and teachers. El-Istanbuli considers that such fabri-
cations would cause harm to the righteous belief of Islam. In response to this
current problem, he authored the Enbiya’. He begins the treatise by articulat-
ing that the prevailed fabrications about the prophets would lead one to heresy
as follows:

In our time, false narratives [hikayat-t kazibe] concerning the stories of
the prophets [kisas-t enbiya’] have become famous and are publicly talk-
ed among the common people. Ignorant preachers [cahiller-i va‘izler]
and heedless teachers [gafil-i muderrisler] recount [these fabricated
kusas-t enbiya’] in [their] sermon and exhortation. Those who hear [such
fabrications] approve of and believe in them, [and for this reason,] de-
viate from the true doctrines [itikad-t hakktan zeyg edip], and stay on
the false path [semt-i batilda]. The humble servant el-Istanbuli, Ahmed
b. Mehmed Emin—may God, the Exalted, assemble him and the believ-
ers in the highest heaven [f gurfat-t illiyin]—composed a brief Turkish
treatise in order to save pious brethren from this great evil [beld-i ‘azim],
to preserve the authority of prophecy [saha-i niibiivvet] from rebutted
falsehoods [akazib-i merdide] and repelled falsities [abatil-i matrude],

net Igleri Bagkanligy, 2021). Al-UshT's al-Amali delves into Maturidite doctrines of meta-
physics (ilahiyyat), prophetology (nubuwwat), and revealed matters (sam‘yyat). This text
also discusses doctrinal issues contested between major theological schools, such as the
issue of the created nature of the Quran, the nature of the beatific vision of God, and the
function and status of human actions. M. Sait Ozervarly, “el-Emali,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi
Islam Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 1995), 11:73-75.

14  Yusuf Sevki Yavuz identifies thirteen works by el-Istanbuli, some of which are lost.
El-Istanbuli, Serh-i Terciime-i Laimiyye (Emali Serhi), n1-14.

15  Ms Istanbul, Siilleymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Hact Mahmud Efendi 04438, 12 fols. (1786-1787).
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and to warn the heedless [ehl-i gaflet] [of the fabrications]. Accordingly,
I refuted several well-known fabrications [about the prophets] and wrote
refutations [based on evidence] drawn from trustworthy books [iitiib-i
mevsitka].16

In this preface, el-Istanbuli briefly describes popular fabrications of the kisas-t
enbiya’ and clarifies his motive of writing the Enbiya’. Particularly, he draws
our attention to the potential risk that such fabrications would consequently
deviate people from the righteous faith. By tackling this problem, he aims to
demonstrate the falsehood of some well-known fabrications about the proph-
ets in a theological manner. As will be examined later, in support of his argu-
ments, the Enbiya’ invokes extensive Quranic exegeses and kalam texts. De-
spite the presence of these theological references, the fact that this treatise was
written in plain Turkish, while engaging in technical tafsir and kalam works,
indicates that its intended audience was the common people as well as learned
experts.

In el-Istanbuli’s understanding, a problem of the fabricated ksas-t enbiya’ is
the alteration of the sacred scriptures, known as tafrif. In the Enbiya’, el-Istan-
buli accuses specifically disbelievers (zenadika), disbelieving stuffers (hasvi-
yye-i kafirler),'” and Israelites (beni-i Isra’il) for their fabrication and dissem-
ination of the deceptive kisas-t enbiya’. In this context, it is noteworthy that
most of the fabrications, which el-Istanbuli addresses, allegedly originated
from non-Muslim groups.

In the Enbiy@’, el-Istanbuli refutes each fabrication by drawing on author-
itative Islamic theological sources. More specifically, his argument appeals
to Quranic exegeses (tafasir, sing. tafsir) and kalam texts written by earlier
scholars. Besides these sources, he occasionally references hadith traditions
to support his arguments, albeit limited in a few places. Concerning Qura-
nic exegeses, he employs ‘Ali al-Wahidi1 al-NaysaburT's (d. 468/1076) al-Basit
(“The Expansive Commentary”), Fakhr al-Din al-Razi’s (d. 606/1210) al-Tafsir
al-kabir (“The Great Commentary”), Abu Hayyan al-Gharnatl’s (d. 745/1344)
al-Bahr al-muhit (“The Encompassing Ocean”), and Abu 1-Su‘td al-Imadr’s
(d. 982/1574) Irshad al-‘aql al-salim (“Guidance of the Sound Intellect”). Along

16  Hac1 Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. 1v.

17  The term hashwiyya is derived from the root A-sh-w, which carries the connotation of
stuffing something with worthless material. While conventionally rendered as “literal-
ists,” the literal translation “stuffers” more accurately captures the nuances of the present
context. This article consistently employs the term “stuffers.” I am grateful to one of the
anonymous reviewers for this insightful suggestion.
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with Muhammed Himmatzade’s (d. 1175/1761) Tuhfat al-rawi fi takhrij ahadith
Tafsir al-Baydawt (“The Gift of the Transmitter: Derivations of Hadith Tradi-
tions in the Tafsir al-Baydawi”), el-Istanbuli frequently cites Nasir al-Din ‘Abd
Allah al-Baydaw1’s (d. 691/1292) Anwar al-tanzil wa-asrar al-ta’wil (“The Lights
of Revelation and the Secrets of Interpretation”), which is a masterful theologi-
cal commentary and received great attention from later generations of Muslim
theologians.’® When it comes to kalam references, el-Istanbuli often invokes
al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjant's (d. 816/1413) Sharh al-Mawagqif (‘A Commentary
on The Standpoints”). This work was intensely studied at early modern Otto-
man imperial madrasas.!® Other than these sources, el-Istanbull’s reference to
the Maghribi Ash‘ari theologian Muhammad b. Yasuf al-Sanasrt’s (d. 895/1490)
Sharh al-Aqida al-wusta (“A Commentary on The Middle Creed”) reflects his
expertise in the science of kalam.2° Making use of these theological works, he
demonstrates the falsehoods of the popular kisas-t enbiya’.

Another noteworthy point is his criticism of ignorant preachers and heedless
teachers. In the preface of the Enbiya’ examined above, he explicitly mentions
certain preachers and teachers, who disseminate the false kisas-t enbiya’. To-
wards the end of the Enbiya’, el-Istanbull once again criticizes some preach-
ers who transmit wrong narratives (hikayat- fasideler) to the common people.
According to el-Istanbuli, one should be careful about fabrications uttered by
these preachers because they would consequently slander God and the proph-
ets.? Here, the question of interest to this study is who these preachers actual-
ly are. To make the matter even more intriguing, situating the Enbiya’ within
the broader context of the preceding Kazizadeli (Turk. Kadizadeli) movement
illuminates public religiosity in the eleventh/seventeenth century Ottoman

18  For al-BaydawT’s theological interpretations of the Quran, see Farid Suleiman, “Nasir ad-
Din al-Baydawi,” in Qur'anic Hermeneutics from the 13th to the 19th Century, ed. Georges
Tamer (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2025), 93-106. A study that examines the later reception of
al-Baydawi’s Anwar can be found in Walid Saleh, “The Quran Commentary of al-Baydawi:
A History of Anwar al-tanzil,” Journal of Qurianic Studies 23.1 (2021): 71-102.

19 See Mustafa Sait Yazcioglu, “xv. ve xv1. Yiizyillarda Osmanli Medreselerinde fIm-i KelAm
Ogretimi ve Genel Egitim Icindeki Yeri,” Islam Ilimleri Enstitiisii Dergisi 4 (1980): 273-283;
Mefail Hizli, “Osmanh Medreselerinde Okutulan Dersler ve Eserler,” Uludag Universitesi
Ilahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 171 (2008): 25-46; Osman Demirci, “Osmanli Medreselerinde
Kelam Ogretimi (Iznik, Bursa, Edirne, Istanbul)” (PhD diss., Marmara Universitesi, 2012);
Abdurrahman Atcil, “Osmanli Klasik Déneminde Egitim: Medreseler,” in Kronolojik ve
Tematik Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, ed. Mustafa Giindiiz (Istanbul: Ideal Kiiltiir Yayincilik, 2018),
25-40.

20 For al-Sanisi, see Khaled El-Rouayheb, Al-Saniist (New York: Oxford University Press,
2026).

21 Haci Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. 11r.
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224 KAWANISHI

capital. The Kazizadeli movement is well known for its denunciation of Sufi
practices, innovations (bid‘a), the consumption of coffee and tobacco, and ep-
isodes that were sometimes accompanied by violent attacks.?2

The eponymous leader Kazizade Mehmed Efendi (d. 1045/1635) and his fol-
lowers—known as Kazizadeliler—contributed to the shaping of popular re-
ligious discourses.?3 Many Kazizadeli followers were outside of the Ottoman
learned establishment and interacted directly with the general public through
their preaching at mosques.2* Given that their primary audience consisted of
laypeople, one might argue that el-Istanbuli’s condemnation of certain preach-
ers refer to the Kazizadeli preachers. Indeed, the Kazizadeli followers and the
ulema, who were trained within the imperial madrasa system, were in opposi-
tion because the former group’s anti-elitist criticism targeted the ulema as well
as Sufis.?5 In support of this argument, the Kazizadeli preachers were notably
effective in shaping public religious discourses, as Zekeriyyazade Yahya Efendi

22 Madeline C. Zilfi, “The Kadizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in Seventeenth-Century Istan-
bul,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 45.4 (1986): 251-269; Madeline C. Zilfi, The Politics of
Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Postclassical Age (1600-1800) (Minneapolis: Bibliotheca
Islamica, 1988); Semiramis Cavusoglu, “The Kadizadeli Movement: An Attempt of (sic)
Seri'at-Minded Reform in the Ottoman Empire” (PhD diss., Princeton University, 1990);
Mustapha Sheikh, “Taymiyyan Influences in an Ottoman-Hanafi Milieu: The Case of
Ahmad al-Riimi al-Aqghisari,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 25.1 (2015): 1-20; Musta-
pha Sheikh, Ottoman Puritanism and its Discontents: Ahmad al-Rami al-Aqhisari and the
Qadizadelis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016); Derin Terzioglu, “Bid‘at, Custom and
the Mutability of Legal Judgments: The Debate on the Congregational Performance of
Supererogatory Prayers in the Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Empire,” in Dimensions of
Transformation in the Ottoman Empire from the Late Medieval Age to Modernity: In Mem-
ory of Metin Kunst, ed. Seyfi Kenan and Sel¢uk Aksin Somel (Leiden: Brill, 2021), 323-366.
Despite their opposition to Sufi practices, Birgivi was a Sufi. Also, some Kazizadeli fol-
lowers were Sufis, for example, Osman Bosnevi (d. 1074/1664). Dina Le Gall, “Kadizadelis,
Naksbendis, and Intra-Sufi Diatribe in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul,” The Turkish Studies
Association Journal 28.1-2 (2004): 1-28.

23  After the committed preacher Ustiivani Mehmed Efendi (d. 1072/1661) and some lead-
ers of the movement were arrested and exiled to Cyprus under the direction of the
Grand Vizier Mehmed Kopriilii (d. 1072/1661), the movement lost its energy. Still, some
like-minded preachers continued to promote their ideas in Istanbul. Later, another sig-
nificant Kazizadeli leader Vani Mehmed Efendi (d. 1096/1685) became popular, but the
movement lost its repute after his death. Zilfi, “The Kadizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in
Seventeenth-Century Istanbul,” 263-265.

24  Zilfi, The Politics of Piety, 164; Zilfi, “The Kadizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in Seven-
teenth-Century Istanbul,” 265-269.

25  Many of the Kazizadeli preachers were from provinces and less educated than the ulema
educated at imperial madrasas. Zilfi, “The Kadizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in Seven-
teenth-Century Istanbul,” 252; Le Gall, “Kadizadelis, Nakgbendis, and Intra-Sufi Diatribe
in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul,” 2.
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(d. 1053/1644) accurately observes, “[their ability to] make the ignorant mass-
es listen.”26 Zekeriyyazade’s description of the Kazizadeli preachers closely
parallels el-Istanbull’s accusation of allegedly ignorant preachers and heedless
teachers for their indoctrination of the general public with fabricated kisas-t
enbiy@’. With the contemporary Kazizadeli movement in mind, even though
el-Istanbuli composed his commentary on Birgivi’s Vasiyyetname, who is re-
garded as the preceptor of the Kazizadeli movement, the above excerpt seems
to suggest that el-Istanbuli challenges the Kazizadeli-influenced preachers.
However, the Enbiya’ offers no explicit identification as to who these preachers
and teachers are. Returning to the Enbiya’, el-Istanbuli discusses eight specif-
ic fabrications that such preachers would propagate at his time. The present
study now examines these eight fabrications and el-Istanbult’s corresponding
refutations.

3 El-Istanbuli’s Response to Fabricated Kisas-t Enbiya’

In the Enbiya’, el-Istanbuli critiques popular fabrications about the following
prophets: Noah, Moses, Jonah, Hiid, David, Solomon, Job, and Abraham. With
regard to each fabrication, el-Istanbuli briefs its story, clarifies its problem, and
identifies who invented it. The order of his discussion of the eight fabricated
kisas-t enbiya’ does not follow a chronological order. It is possible that he ar-
ranged the order according to the relative significance of each fabrication—
that is, those discussed earlier may have been more widely circulated among
the commoners or more harmful to Islamic doctrines.

(1) The first fabrication concerns Noah and Moses. At Noah’s lifetime, in his
nation, there was a man called Og (‘Uc b. ‘Unuk). The popular narrative re-
lates that Og survived the Flood although he did not get on Noah's Ark. This
account contradicts the Quranic narrative that none of the people of Noah
survived the Flood except those saved with him in the Ark. As this popular
fabrication continues, surviving the Flood, Og remained alive until the time
of Moses. Later, Moses struck by his Staff and killed Og. Regarding this false
account, el-Istanbull affirms its invention by disbelievers of the People of the

26  As quoted in Le Gall, “Kadizadelis, Naksbendis, and Intra-Sufi Diatribe in Seven-
teenth-Century Istanbul,” 20. The following study provides valuable insights into the role
of preachers in shaping public religious education and literacy in eleventh/seventeenth
century Istanbul. Siimeyra Aslihan Giirbiizel, “Teachers of the Public, Advisors to the Sul-
tan: Preachers and the Rise of a Political Public Sphere in Early Modern Istanbul (1600—
1675)” (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2016).
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Book (ehl-i kitabin zenadikast). As opposed to this fabrication, el-Istanbuli un-
derlines that no disbeliever remained alive after the Flood and those saved in
Noah'’s Ark passed away after the Flood. Then, el-Istanbuli details how many
were those saved in the Ark and elucidates the offsprings of Noah'’s three sons,
Shem, Ham, and Japheth.2” El-Istanbuli concludes this popular fabrication by
referencing Najm al-Din al-Ghayt1’s (d. 983/1576) treatise, in which this narra-
tive is documented in detail 28

(2) The next story relates to Jonah. When the people of Jonah suffered pun-
ishment, they believed in and prayed to God. Accepting their invocation, God
removed and suspended their punishment until the Day of Resurrection. As
this popular fabrication reports, the people of Jonah are still alive in this world
while they are invisible. This account is incorrect because the people of Jonah
already passed away when their predetermined lifespan (ecel) terminated. To
disprove their lives lasting at the time of el-Istanbuli, he invokes al-RazT’s inter-
pretation of the Quranic verse, “And they believed; so We granted them enjoy-
ment for a while” (Q 37:148). As al-Razi explains the correct narrative, when the
people of Jonah believed in God, He removed their fear of perishing (helak-t
havfinu izale etti), secured them from the punishment, and blessed them with
long lives until they fulfilled their predestined lifespans. They later passed
away.2? Like al-Raz1’s exegesis, al-Gharnati in al-Bahr al-muhit understands that
the people of Jonah already passed away when they fulfilled their lifespans.3°
On the contrary, this popular fabrication adduces a hadith narrated by Ibn ‘Ab-
bas (d. 68/687), which reads that the people of Jonah will remain alive until the
Day of Resurrection although God hides them from the other people—this is,
in el-Istanbult’s understanding, a calumny (iftir@’) of Ibn ‘Abbas. El-Istanbuli
opposes to this invented account by acknowledging that it is a misrepresen-
tation of the hadith tradition. In refuting this fabrication, el-Istanbuli appeals
to al-Wahidr's Quranic exegesis, al-Basit, in which Ibn ‘Abbas’s narration ex-

27  Hac1 Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 1v—2r.

28  El-Istanbuli does not specify the title of al-Ghayt1’s work. However, it is likely the Risala
fi haqq Uj b. Unuq (‘A Treatise on Og’), also known as al-As’ila wa-l-ajwiba fi Iram dhat
al-imad (‘Questions and Answers about Iram of the Pillars’). Ms Manisa, Manisa il Halk
Kiitiiphanesi 10233/13, fols. 112v-119r; Ms Istanbul, Beyazit Kiitiiphanesi Bi571/2, fols.
20V—21L.

29  Al-Razi expounds that God determined the lifespan (ajal) of every single individual of the
people of Jonah. Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, al-Tafsir al-kabir aw-Mafatih al-ghayb, ed. Sayyid
‘Imran (Cairo: Dar al-Hadith, 2012), 13:425.

30  El-Istanbuli cites al-Gharnatl’s interpretation of Q 37:148. Aba Hayyan al-Gharnati, Tafsir
al-Bahr al-muhit, ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjud et al. (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya,
1993), 7:360.
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plicitly mentions that the people of Jonah already passed away, hence, they do
not remain alive until the Day of Resurrection.?! El-Istanbuli also mentions the
appearance of this narrative in the aforementioned treatise of al-Ghaytl. It is
noteworthy that el-Istanbuli paraphrases al-Ghaytr’s interpretation including
the same references.32

(3) The following fabrication speaks of Iram of the Pillars (Iram dhat al-
‘imad), a lost city mentioned in Q 89:6-8, which existed at the time of Hud.33
According to this popular fabrication, the city Iram is made of gold and silver
and has a thousand of parks (bagceler), a rose garden (giilzar), and a flowery
meadow (giilistan). Iram still exists in this world (diinyada), though God has
concealed it from human sight. Iram moves between multiple regions, such
as Sham, Yemen, and Iraq. In el-Istanbuli’s opinion, this account was invent-
ed by disbelievers of the Israelites (beni-i Israilin zenadikast) to subjugate
and ridicule whoever believes in this fabrication (inanan kimseleri miisahhar
ve-istihza’ i¢in). To falsify this popular story, el-Istanbull points out the Quranic
statement, “Hast thou not seen how thy Lord dealt with ‘Ad, Iram the pillared”
(Q 89:6—7). In these verses, God acknowledges that the people of ‘Ad already
perished. To the people of ‘Ad, God sent Hud, however, they did not believe
in him. Then, God destroyed them. In the end, el-Istanbuli suggests the afore-
mentioned treatise of al-Ghayti, in which the same fabrication is examined.34
Given that both el-Istanbuli and al-Ghayti discuss the same fabrications (1-3)
in their works, it is likely that these false narratives circulated widely across the
early modern Muslim world.

(4) The fourth fabrication is about David. According to this story, David
fell in love with the wife of Urya. When David became mad with love (meftiin
oldu), he sent Urya to a war for several times. As a result, in a war, Urya became
a martyr, which made David glad. Later, David married Urya’s wife. El-Istanbuli
asserts that it is a false story invented by a group of stuffers (hagviyye t@’ifes).
In support of his argument, he references al-Jurjani’s Sharh al-Mawagif3> and

31 ‘All al-Wahidi al-Naysaburi, al-Tafsir al-Basit, ed. ‘Al b. ‘Umar al-Suhaybani (Riyadh:
Jami‘at al-Imam Muhammad b. Sa‘ad al-Islamiyya, 2009), 19:117.

32 Beyazit Kiitiiphanesi Bi571/2, fols. 26r—27r. Hact Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 2r—3r.

33  Iramis interpreted either as a specific group of people or as the city belonging to the ‘Ad,
a pre-Islamic southern Arabian tribe. Nasr et al. (eds.), The Study Quran, 1510.

34  Al-Ghayti also regards disbelievers of the Israelites as the inventors of this fabrication.
Beyazit Kiitiiphanesi Bi571/2, fols. 2or—20v. Hact Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 3r—3v.

35  Al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif, ed. Mahmud ‘Umar al-Dimyati (Beirut:
Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 1998), 8:298.
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Abu I-Su‘ad’s tafsir. As el-Istanbuli paraphrases, in Turkish, Aba 1-Su‘td’s un-
compromising assessment:

[This fabrication is] a falsehood [ifk], a calumny [iftira’], a reprehensible
innovation [bid‘at-t mekriiha], and an invented deceit [mekr-i muhtera;
human nature [taba’] abhors this story, and the auditory faculty [kuvvet-i
sami‘a] repudiates it. May whoever fabricated it remain in loss; and may
those who disseminated this fabrication perish!36

According to ‘Ali b. Abi Talib’s (d. 40/661) report, whoever narrates this fabrica-
tion deserves to be beaten one hundred sixty times by a stick (degnek). In the
end, El-Istanbuli presents a hadith to assure the falsehood of this narrative.3”
(5) In the next fabrication, Solomon heard about a disbelieving king (bir
kafir padisahu) living on an island, whom some men attacked and killed. Since
then, the king’s beloved daughter had been constantly crying over this mis-
fortune. Thereupon, Solomon commanded the jinn to make a statue of the
king. The daughter clothed the statue and, together with the king’s sons, bowed
down before it (ona tapardt). One day, Solomon entered a privy (beyt el-hala),
where he left his Seal (hatem) with a maid. After he came out, someone re-
sembling Solomon entered the privy and took Solomon’s Seal. This impostor
then ascended the throne, pretending to be the real Solomon, which upset
Solomon. Meanwhile, the vizier Asif and the people realized that the person
sitting on the throne was not the real Solomon, because the impostor did not
perform the major ritual ablution (gus!l) after leaving the harem and recited
several invocations (du‘@’lar) thereafter. Later, the impostor threw the Seal into
the sea, and a fish swallowed it. Subsequently, a fisherman caught the fish and
returned the Seal to the real Solomon. Then, Solomon reclaimed his throne
and resumed his rule over humankind and the jinn. As el-Istanbuli assesses,
this wicked story, which was fabricated by disbelieving stuffers (hasviyye-i ka-
firleri), does not correspond to the true narrative. Unlike the previous fabri-
cations (1—4), el-Istanbuli does not provide any argument to disprove this ac-
count but concludes his discussion by suggesting al-Jurjani’s Sharh al-Mawagqif

36  In his interpretation of Q 38:23—24, Abu I-Su‘ad states: “[This fabrication is] an innovat-
ed and reprehensible falsehood [ifk mubtada‘ makrith] and an invented deceit [makr
mukhtara‘); how evil is the abominable thing that the ears reject [tumijjuhu l-asma‘] and
human nature recoils from [yanfir ‘anhu [-tiba‘]. Woe unto whoever innovated and dis-
seminated this [fabrication]; may evil befall whoever invented and spread this [fabrica-
tion]!” Abu 1-Su‘td al-Tmadi, Tafsir Abi [-Su‘ud (Beirut: Dar Ihya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, n.d.),
7:222.

37  ‘Alib. AbiTalib’s report appears in Abt I-Su‘ad’s tafsir. Hact Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. 3v.
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as a reference.?® Although al-Jurjant’s description does not include Solomon'’s
interaction with the maid, the impostor who pretended to be the real Solomon,
and the fish, al-Jurjani also regards inventors of the fabrication as hashwiyya.3®
(6) The sixth fabrication is about Job. According to this popular account,
Job possessed abundant wealth, had children, and worshiped God with deep
devotion. One day, the Devil (seytan), that is, Iblis, told God that Job worshiped
Him devotedly only because Job had abundant wealth; however, were he to
lose his wealth, he would no longer worship Him with such devotion. As God
replied to the Devil, Job was obedient to Him and patient for the sake of His
contentment, not for anything else. The Devil then suggested that God annihi-
late Job’s wealth, such that Job would abandon his worship of Him. Following
the Devil's suggestion, God took away Job’s wealth. However, Job remained pa-
tient, grateful, and obedient to God. Next, the Devil told God that if Job were
to lose his children, he would no longer worship Him. After his children passed
away, Job remained patient, grateful, and obedient to God. Then, the Devil told
to God that without his health, Job would no longer obey Him. Then, a wolf ate
Job, whence his whole body annihilated. However, Job remained humble and
prayed to God. Accepting Job’s prayer, God saved him from this misfortune.
Regarding this fabrication, el-Istanbuli holds that it originated from the Isra-
elite traditions (Isra’iliyyat). He invokes Himmatzade’s Tuhfat al-rawi, in which
Himmatzade cites Abt Bakr b. al-‘ArabT’s (d. 543/1148) statement that no narra-
tive about Job is right except what God acknowledges in the Quran: “And [re-
member] Job, when he cried unto his Lord, ‘Truly affliction has befallen me!”
(Q 21:83); “Truly Satan has afflicted me with weariness and punishment” (Q
38:41). Following Himmatzade's interpretation, el-Istanbuli insists that no men-
tion about a wolf appears in these verses. Nor does any authentic hadith, except
the following one related to Job: “When Job was taking a bath naked, golden
locusts began to fall on him.”#*® Moreover, no hadith reports a wolf. Outlining
this tradition, el-Istanbuli holds that no mention about a wolf exists in Quranic
verses and hadiths. In his opinion, this fabrication was invented by the ignorant
of the Israelites (beni-i Isra’il cehelesi). Verifiers (ehl-i tahkik) should abandon
their false kisas-t enbiy@’. To conclude this sixth fabrication, el-Istanbuli calls
for our attention to Israelites’ fabrications by presenting the following hadith:

How do you ask the People of the Book about anything, while your Book,
which was sent down to the Messenger of God, is the most recent news

38  Hacit Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 3v—4r.
39  Al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagif, 8:300.
40  See, inter alia, Bukhari, Sahih, #279 (Damascus: Dar Ibn Kathir, 2002), 78.
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from God which you recite, pure and unsullied? God has conveyed to you
that the People of the Book changed God’s Book and made it different,
writing the Book with their hands and then saying, “This is from God,” in
order to sell it for a small price [Q 2:79]. Should not the knowledge that
has come to you prevent you from asking them? Indeed, by God, we have
not seen a single one of them ask you about what has been sent down to
you [i.e. the Quran].#!

El-Istanbuli understands that the People of the Book changed (tabdil), made
different (taghyir), and altered (tahrif) the scriptures revealed to them.*2 Thus,
he cautions readers not to ask the People of the Book about the true narratives
about the prophets. In his discussion of this fabrication, he basically follows
Himmatzade’s description by translating it into Turkish.43

(7) The seventh fabrication features Abraham’s dream. One night, while he
was sleeping, Abraham saw a dream in which he was commanded to slaughter
his son by cutting his throat. However, Abraham was not certain whether this
dream was divine (rahmani) or satanic (geytant). As Abraham saw the same
dream three times, he ascertained that it was of divine origin. When Abraham
was about to achieve this command, his son made the following final requests:
Abraham should not show his son’s cloth to his mother, such that she would
not grieve, and he should not look at his son’s face while cutting his throat.
When Abraham was determined to carry out the command and placed a
knife upon his son’s throat, the knife did not work at all. Thus, Abraham could
not accomplish the act. Thereupon, God sent down a sheep from Paradise
(cennetten) through Gabriel. As el-Istanbuli responds to this fabrication, there
are several falsehoods mixed with the true narrative about Abraham. First, a
prophet’s dream is revelation (vafy) and hence cannot be satanic. The above
account that Abraham was uncertain whether his dream was divine or satanic
amounts to a thrusting (tan etmek) to him and deeming him ignorant (techil
etmek)—this is a great calumny (biiyiik biihtan). Second, no scriptural evi-
dence proves that Abraham’s son left the final requests as mentioned above.
Third, it is wrong that Abraham placed a knife upon his son’s throat. Instead,
the correct narrative reports that as soon as his son was made to lie down on
the ground, God created and sent down a sheep through an angel. Fourth, no
evidence tells that God sent down a sheep from Paradise. Demonstrating these

41 Bukhari, Sahih, #2685, 655.

42 Haci Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 4r—6v.

43  For Himmatzade’s explanation cited by el-Istanbuli, Ms Istanbul, Haci Selim Aga
Kiittiphanesi oo153, 257 fols. (1744-1745), fols. 193v—194r.
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falsehoods incorporated into this popular story, el-Istanbuli briefs the true nar-
rative about Abraham.*# In conclusion, he mentions Himmatzade’s Tufifat al-
rawt to support his argument.*>

(8) The final fabrication is about Abraham’s knowledge of God. In the
Quran, says God, “When the night grew dark upon him, he saw a star. He said,
‘This is my Lord!” (Q 6:76). According to the popular fabrication, before his age
of puberty (balig olamazdan evvel), Abraham desired to know God. One night,
he saw a star (yildiz) and said, “This is my Lord,” however, when it set, he un-
derstood that it was not God. Abraham does not desire that which moves and
sets. Next, he saw the moon rising and said, “This is my Lord.” However, when it
set, he said, “If God did not guide us, we would remain astray.” Then, he saw the
sun rising and said, “This is my Lord and large.” When the sun also set, he un-
derstood that it was not his Lord. After that, said Abraham, “It is my Lord, who
created the earth, heavens, and all creatures.” In this way, Abraham attained
his knowledge of God. According to el-Istanbull’s interpretation, this popular
fabrication is a grievous error containing wrong information (hat@-i ‘uzma’i
miitezammin). Particularly, he disproves Abraham’s desire to know God be-
fore his age of puberty by emphasizing that all prophets are knowers of God
(Grif bi-Allah) even before their puberty. Hence, it is impossible that ignorance
(cehl) precedes their attainment of knowledge of God regardless of their ages.
Aligning with this prophetological doctrine, el-Istanbuli understands that the
Abraham’s inference (istidlal) in the Quran does not speak of Abraham himself
but the people of his time. Thus, the Quranic narrative indicates Abraham’s
teaching to his people that God transcends changes, alterations, and other
contingent qualities (Allah Te‘ala’un tebeddiilattan ve-tegayyiirattan ve-sa’ir-i
evsaf-t imkandan mukaddes ve-miinezzeh oldugunu onlara teblig ve-ta‘lim icin).
Therefore, the following verse, “That was Our argument, which We gave unto
Abraham against his people” (Q 6:83) serves to convince his people that God
transcends anything inappropriate for His Existence, Unity, Eternal Perfection,
and Glory. Otherwise, the subject of the Quranic inference is not Abraham.*¢
As a supplement to the eighth fabrication, el-Istanbuli offers similar fabrica-
tions about Abraham, Moses, and Adam.

Table 1 visualizes the eight popular fabrications which el-Istanbuli address-
es in the Enbiya’. The table classifies each fabrication according to its protag-
onist, inventors, and sources adduced in support of el-Istanbuli’s argument.

44  Haci Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 6v—7v.

45  Himmatzade provides various reports about Abraham’s dream, his son’s final requests,
and a sheep sent down from Paradise. Hac1 Selim Aga Kiitiiphanesi 00153, fols. 188v-18gv.

46  Hac Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 7v—8r.
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TABLE 1 The eight fabricated ktsas-t enbiya’

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Prophets Noah &  Jonah Huad David Solomon Job Abraham Abraham
Moses
Inventors  Zenadika - Zenadika Hagviyye Disbelieving Israelites — -
hasviyye
Arguments K QHTK QK HTK K QHT T Q

Q: The Quran; H: Hadith; T: Tafasir; K: Kalam texts

El-Istanbuli’s serious engagement with popular fabrications about the proph-
ets is also observed in the Fara’id and the Cevhere. In the Fara’id, el-Istanbull
briefly discusses two of the above eight fabrications. In the context of the
necessary qualities of the prophets, he explains that verifiers should reject
the fabrications about David (4) and Job (6).47 In the Cevhere, with regard to
prophetology, he briefly presents three fabrications about David (4), Solomon
(5), and Job (6). Interestingly, Birgivi's Vasiyyetname, which el-Istanbuli com-
ments upon, does not mention these false narratives.*® Hence, this description
relies on el-Istanbull’s own observation of these fabrications. In short, both
the Fara’id and the Cevhere do not investigate these fabrications as profoundly
as the Enbiya’. In these texts, other fabrications about the prophets are not
discussed. It may be an indication that in el-Istanbuli’s observation, the three
fabrications (4), (5), and (6) were particularly widespread among lay Muslims
in Istanbul.

4 The Prophets’ Infallibility

Throughout el-Istanbult’s refutation of the fabricated kisas-t enbiya’, he accen-
tuates the prophets’ infallibility (‘isma), which ultimately invalidates any false-
hood attributed to them.4° Indeed, some of the aforementioned fabrications

47 El-Istanbuli, Fara’id al-fawa’id, 109 and 16.

48  Kazizade Ahmed b. Mehmed Emin el-Istanbuli, Cevhere-i behiyye-i ahmediyye fi serh
el-Vasiyye el-muhammediyye (Istanbul: Dar al-Tiba‘a al-‘Amira, 1842-1843), 55-56.

49  Since early times in Islamic history, kalam theologians discussed whether the prophets
are immune from both major and minor sins, whether they may commit a slip (zalla),
and whether their infallibility extends to the period before their prophetic missions. See
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recount misdeeds of certain prophets, which contradicts Islamic prophetology.
The question of whether a prophet can transgress revealed law or commit an
immoral act is crucial to assessing the popular fabrications about the proph-
ets. In the Enbiya’, upon completing his discussion of the eight fabrications,
el-Istanbuli delineates the necessary qualities of prophethood as follows:

According to Sunni doctrine, as the Quranic verses [hakk-t sarih] state,
the prophets are the best of creation and the Real’s beloved servants
and close companions [Hakk Te‘ala’nin sevgili kullar: ve-mukarrebleri].
They are immune [ma‘sam] from sin, falsehood, and anything contrary
to manliness [miiriivvet] and revelation [serq]. All of them are erudite,
pious, righteous, ascetic, entrusted with the Real’s revelation, excellent
in their nature, appearance, and ethics [fulkatlar: ve-suretlerive-ahlaklart
gtizeldir], and just.5°

In this excerpt, el-Istanbuli reiterates that the prophets are not subject to false-
hood in any respect. He dedicates the end of the Enbiya’to the doctrinal theme
of the prophets’ infallibility. By commenting on al-SantsT's Sharh al-Agida
al-wusta, el-Istanbull articulates that all prophets do not commit any sin. In
al-SanusT's prophetology, it is the prophetic miracle that proves the prophets’
immunity from falsehood. Al-Sanasi writes:

Wilferd Madelung and Emile Tyan, “Isma,” in EI? ed. E. van Donzel et al. (Leiden: Brill,
1997), 4:182-184. It should be noted that early modern doctrinal discussions on the pro-
phetic ‘isma resonate with the proliferation of prophetological writings, some of which
examine the prophetic miracle, the Prophet Muhammad’s Night Journey and Ascension
(e.g. mi‘racname/mi‘raciyye), the eschatological fate of his parents, and his superiority
over other prophets. See Fatrick Franke, “Are the Parents of the Prophet in Hell? Tracing
the History of a Debate in Sunni Islam,” in Bamberger Orientstudien, ed. Lale Behzadi et al.
(Bamberg: University of Bamberg Press, 2014), 1: 135-158; Fadil Aygan, “Osmanli Donemi
Niibiivvet Literatiirti,” Tiirkiye Arastrmalart Literatiir Dergisi 14.27 (2016): 133-174; Alex-
andre Papas, “Mi‘raciyye: The Ascension of the Prophet in Ottoman Literature from the
Fifteenth to the Twentieth Century,” in The Presence of the Prophet in Early Modern and
Contemporary Islam, ed. Denis Gril et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2022), 460—498. Along with these
texts, the special celebration of the Prophet’s birth (mevlid/mevlid kandili) widely prac-
ticed in early modern Ottoman society further sheds light on popular devotion to the
noble Prophet. Nebi Bozkurt, “Kandil,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Isldm Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2001), 24:300-301; Mehmet Seker, “Mevlid,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi
Islam Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2004), 29:479-480.
50  Hacit Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. gv.
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Their [i.e., the prophets’] immunity from falsehood [kidhb] is rationally
established through [their] prophetic miracle [mujiza]; [their immunity]
from major sins and minor sins [kab&@’ir al-ma‘asi wa-l-sagha’ir al-khissa]
is [established] through scholarly consensus [jma‘]; thus, [they are im-
mune] from all kinds of misdeeds [s@’ir al-dhunub]. Since the people, to
whom they [i.e., the prophets] are sent, are commanded to follow them,
the Exalted does not command any act of disobedience [ma‘siya].>!

In parallel with al-Santist’s argument, el-Istanbuli provides his interpretation
in Turkish:52

In short, the noble prophets’ immunity from falsehood [kizbden
ma‘sum]—may God bestow peace and blessings upon them—is proven
by [their] prophetic miracle. [Specifically,] their immunity from major
sins [keb@’ir] and minor sins [sega’ir] is unanimously agreed upon and
established [icma“ ile sabittir ve-matumdur]. Since the prophets’ immu-
nity from all kinds of sin is demonstrated in this way, [you should] verify
that the nations [éimmetler], to whom they [i.e., the prophets] are sent,
are commanded to follow them. The Real never commands anyone to
commit a sin or to follow a sinful individual [Hakk Te‘ala ise giinahla
ve-giinahkara iktida ile emr etmez]. As this [argument] establishes, the
prophets do not commit any sin.>3

In this excerpt, el-Istanbull literally translates al-Sansi’s explanation into
Turkish without offering a new argument.

Outlining al-Sanust’s argument, for a more detailed discussion of the issue,
el-Istanbuli adduces al-Shif@’ bi-ta‘rif huquq al-Mustafa (“The Cure through
Causing Us to Recognize the Rights of the Chosen One”) by al-Qadi ‘Iyad (d.
544/1149)5%* and al-Mawahib al-ladunniyya (“The Divinely-Granted Gifts”) by
Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Qastallani (d. 923/1517).5% In reference to the popu-

51

52

53

54

55

Muhammad b. Yasuf al-Sanusi, Sharh al-Agida al-wusta, ed. Anas Muhammad ‘Adnan
al-Sharfawl (Damascus: Dar al-Taqwa, 2019), 462.

El-Istanbuli mentions al-Agida al-kubra (‘The Great Creed’) as the source he cites, howev-
er, the correct title of the source is al-SanasT's Sharh al-Agida al-wusta.

Haci Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. gv—1or.

El-Istanbuli points out the Sifa-i serif (‘The Noble Cure’), a common designation of al-
Qadi ‘Iyad’s al-Shifa’ in the Ottoman period. M. Yasar Kandemir, “es-$ifa,” Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2010), 39:134-138.

Haci Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. gv—10v.
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lar fabrications about the prophets, what is noteworthy is that by proving the
prophets’ infallibility, el-Istanbuli reveals the baselessness of the deceptive
kisas-t enbiya’ and refutes one’s attribution of falsehood to the prophets.

In the Fara@’id, el-Istanbuli also makes a case for prophetic infallibility. In this
text, he maintains that no falsehood applies to them. The fact that no false-
hood originates from them, is demonstrated by their necessary quality of trust-
fulness (stdk).56 Intriguingly, in the Fara’id, el-Istanbuli does not mention the
name of al-Sanisi or his Sharh al-Aqgida al-wusta when proving the prophets’
infallibility.

In the Enbiya’, after demonstrating the prophets’ infallibility, el-Istanbuli
cautions readers against problematic genres of writing that publish false ac-
counts of the prophets. Following al-Santst’s explanation,57 el-Istanbuli consid-
ers that fabrications about the prophets derive from “bizarre stories [hurafat]
and absurd talks [hezeyan] of historians [ehl-i tarih], and deviating statements
as conveyed by ignorant Quranic exegetes [ehl-i tefsirin cahilleri]”>® Accord-
ingly, the readers must be alarmed about their kisas-t enbiya’. Additionally,
el-Istanbuli fleshes out how to discern the truthful fisas-t enbiya@ from the
deceptive ones, namely, whether they conform to the principles of Sunnism
(ehl-i siinnet usulii).>® The Sunni principles, as he emphasizes, are established
upon the Quran and Sunna.’% According to this rule, any narrative that does
not comply with Sunni prophetology has to be inspected cautiously.

Along with historians and Quranic exegetes, who allegedly propagate the
false kisas-t enbiya’, el-Istanbuli accuses ignorant preachers of their dissemina-
tion of the false kisas-t enbiya’. He writes:

[...] In our time, how many ignorant preachers [cahil-i va‘izler] stand on
their pulpits and deliver the aforementioned fabrications [about the
prophets] to the common people! Believing [the fabrications] to be true,
they [i.e., the preachers] slander [iftira’ ederler] the Real and His proph-
ets, encouraging and warning the common people, such that their [i.e.,
the common people’s] hearts will be attentive. [As a result,] they [i.e., the
preachers] would undermine Sunni doctrines, which are the capital of
felicity [sermaye-i sa‘adet]. They would mislead [izlal ederler] the believ-

56  El-Istanbuli, Fara’id al-fawa’id, 106—107.

57  Al-Sanusi, Sharh al-Aqida al-wusta, 462—463.
58 Haci Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. 10v.

59  Haci1 Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. 10v.

60  Hacit Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. 12v.
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ers participating [in their sermons]. We seek refuge in God, the Exalted,
from this [misfortune].6!

Taking this warning into account, el-Istanbuli puts forth three fundamental
epistemic sources of Islamic doctrines for the common people: the sound
senses (havass-t selime), truthful reports (haber-i sadik), and intellect (‘akdl).
In his opinion, the fabricated kisas-t enbiya’ do not manipulate those who base
their knowledge on these three sources. In the present context, el-Istanbuli’s
kalam epistemology agrees with that of al-Aqa’id al-nasafiyya (“The Nasafi
Creed”) although he does not mention the name of Abti Hafs ‘Umar al-Nasafi
(d. 537/1142). In line with these three epistemic sources, el-Istanbuli further
highlights the fact that the historians’ and exegetes’ accounts about the proph-
ets are unacceptable unless they conform to the Quran and Sunna, whose nar-
ratives are undoubtedly true.62 In sum, throughout the Enbiya’, el-Istanbuli
criticizes the misleading kisas-t enbiya’ that prevailed in twelfth/eighteenth
century Istanbul through his careful litmus test, namely, whether each account
agrees with the Quran and Hadith.

5 Concluding Remarks

El-Istanbuli’s Enbiya’ is an important piece of writing that witnesses popu-
lar prophetological discourses in twelfth/eighteenth century Istanbul. With
a focus on this treatise, this study analyzed el-Istanbull’'s arguments against
eight popular fabrications about the prophets. Regardless of whether his as-
sessment of the inventors of each fabrication stands to historical scrutiny, his
observation that such fabrications were widespread and manipulated among
the broader population deserves more careful attention. El-Istanbull’s concise
treatise offers a valuable glimpse into the religiosity of the Muslim populace.
Intriguingly, not only a broader public, but also certain educated people, such
as preachers and teachers, disseminated false kisas-t enbiya’ through their
preaching. As argued in this article, the preachers in question likely were the
Kazizadeli preachers or like-minded preachers. Overall, el-Istanbuli’s engage-
ment with the popular reception of the kisas-t enbiya’ demonstrates that Is-
lamic prophetology was the locus of heated debate involving both scholars
and the general public at his time. More studies of prophetological writings

61 Hac1 Mahmud Efendi 04438, fols. 11r-11v.
62  Hacit Mahmud Efendi 04438, fol. 12v.
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that remain in manuscript sources await in-depth research for a deeper under-
standing of similarly overlooked prophetological trends.

Another noteworthy finding in this study concerns the multiple references
drawn upon by el-Istanbuli. Particularly, some fabrications appear in tafasir
and kalam texts written by earlier scholars, such as al-Jurjani, al-Baydawi,
Himmatzade, and Abu I-Su‘ad. Theological sources such as these, which were
widespread across different times and regions, signal the fact that the dissem-
ination of false kisas-t enbiya@® was a rather common problem across various
genres in the pre-modern and early modern Muslim world.
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