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THE MONASTERIES OF METEORA
DURING THE OTTOMAN PERIOD
AND THE PRACTICE

OF MONASTIC CONFINEMENT

Elif Bayraktar Tellan

ABSTRACT: Monastic confinement as a disciplinary measure had a long past in
the Christian tradition and continued to be implemented by the Constantinopoli-
tan patriarchs during the Ottoman period. Although our knowledge of the earlier
centuries is limited, there is more information on the eighteenth- and the nine-
teenth-century cases of monastic exile, mainly thanks to the kalebend registers, as
well as other relevant Ottoman documentation. The surge of evidence is perhaps
related to the increasing role of the Patriarchate of Constantinople during the
eighteenth century in matters related to the Greek Orthodox subjects vis-a-vis the
Ottoman administration. By this time, monastic confinement was implemented
within the Ottoman legal framework of banishment. Besides Mount Athos, the
monasteries of Varlaam and Great Meteoro were also major locations of monas-
tic confinement. Apart from the documents of the Ottoman central bureaucracy,
monastic archives can also contribute to our insights on the implementation of
confinement in collaboration with the Ottoman administration during this period.
In this sense, the cases of monastic confinement shed light on a relatively obscure

aspect of the Orthodox experience under Ottoman rule.

KEYwoORDS: Meteora, Patriarchate of Constantinople, Ottoman administration,
Christians in the Ottoman Empire, Ottoman Thessaly.

NE=EIT-KAEIAIA: Metéwpa, TTatpiapxeio tng KwvotavtwounoAng, oBwuavikn ypa-
pelokpatia, xprotiavoi otnv OBwuavikn Avtokpatopia, oBwuavikr Osgoalia.

I. INTRODUCTION

n a patriarchal letter of recommendation, the famous seventeenth-century
traveller Evliya Celebi was portrayed as ‘a peaceful and good man [..] who
deserves kindness and joy from the devout Christians' and asked to be received
kindly during his travels in land or sea'. Meteora monasteries are among the

Stathi, "A Greek Patriarchal Letter for Evliya Celebi”, 263-268.
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194 ELIF BAYRAKTAR TELLAN

places Evliya Celebi talks about in his Seyahatname. In his usual witty style, he
provides a colourful account of Kalambaka/Kalabakkaya and the monasteries
on the top of the high rocks. Accordingly, after spending a night at Kalambaka,
Evliya and his companions left their horses at the village, to be taken up by the
monks to one of the monasteries the next morning. Fascinated by the unusual
geography, he describes the mechanism of how the monks pulled up the baskets
loaded with goods, be it as tiny as a grain of mustard or as heavy as people. As
the visitors were pulled upwards in the baskets, they were anxious about the
possibility of the strings or the reels breaking down. To their good fortune, the
accompanying monk sought to alleviate Evliya and his companions, asserting
that they were safe. The second group of visitors, terrified by the height, wanted
to return down in the middle of the way up, to no avail though. One of Evliya’s
companions humorously stated that there was no way he would get in the bas-
kets again, and that he would prefer staying up in the monastery as a monk and
be a friend of Jesus Christ. Evliya and his companions were fascinated by the
view and the atmosphere. As he describes, the monastery building was strong
as a castle, and the pendants and candles inside were decorated with jewellery.
‘Three hundred monks' stayed there in the service of God, and the servants pro-
vided the guests with all kinds of delicious food. As he reports, the monks of
these monasteries, after a forty-year service, could serve as priests in Sinai or as
patriarchs of Constantinople ('Islambol’). After a pleasant time spent conversing
with the monks, Evliya and his friends got in the baskets once more, climbed
down in fear reciting parts from the Quran, and landed safely on the ground.
Evliya Celebi’s typical humour and exaggeration, especially when it comes
to numbers and lack of proper place names is not an impediment to get a sense
of the prevalent atmosphere at Meteora during the seventeenth century and
presents a rare description of the monasteries by an Ottoman Muslim?®. He was
not the first Muslim observer though. In the sixteenth century, Asik Mehmed
recorded the observations of visitors to Meteora (Cebel-i Kalabak Kaya), and the
wheel and basket mechanism that enabled ascent upwards. He learned from vis-
itors that the monks accompanied them in the baskets, where at least two guests
could fit without difficulty, showing cordial hospitality once they reached the
top”. It seems that the basket journey was what fascinated travellers the most.

2 Dankoff, Kahraman, Dagli, Evliya Celebi Seyahatndamesi, 94-96.

3 For a discussion and interpretation of Evliya Celebi's credibility and style and see Dankoff, An Otto-
man Mentality, 153-214.

4 Ak, A§tk Mehmed: Mendzurii'l-avalim, 407-408. For Asik Mehmed see Hagen, “The Traveller Mehmed
Asik”, 145-154. Sariyannis, "Asik Mehmed", 735-739. For the possibility of Evliya Celebi's appropria-
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Perhaps not as colourful as these accounts, several documents preserved in Is-
tanbul’s Ottoman archive and various monastic archives can inform us on the
various functions of the Meteora monasteries during the Ottoman period®. The
purpose of this study is to provide an overview of the available Ottoman doc-
umentation on the monasteries, focusing on the practice of monastic confine-
ment and the insights it can provide on the Patriarchate’s bureaucratic functions
under the Ottomans.

II. OTTOMAN DOCUMENTATION ON THE METEORA MONASTERIES

Studies on Orthodox monasteries have been a major part of the historiog-
raphy produced on the Greek experience under Ottoman rule, which has been
examined primarily in terms of administrative and financial relationships, privi-
leges, and limitations®. The administrative, financial, and demographic informa-
tion on Orthodox monasteries under Ottoman rule can be gleaned from various
documents including imperial edicts and related records, registers of financial
transactions between the monasteries and the imperial treasury, documents on
conflicts that were either sent to the capital or were solved by the local repre-
sentatives of the imperial administration and others. Despite the limitations of
documents produced by the central bureaucracy, Ottoman documents on mon-
asteries offer an insight of imperial administrative policies, which make more
sense in tandem with research on ecclesiastical documentation.

In the Ottoman documents, the monasteries of Meteora are generally re-
ferred to as “the monasteries located at Kalambaka” which was part of Trikala/
Tirhala. Under Ottoman rule, Trikala/Tirhala was the centre of the administra-
tive unit of the sancak which encompassed the region of Thessaly’. Thus, the
Ottoman imperial registers of Trikala/Tirhala could potentially offer informa-

tion of Asik Mehmed's account of Meteora, see Hagen's Afterword in Dankoff, An Ottoman Mentality,
225 and Kreutel, Im Reiche des goldenen Apfels, 22. For Asik Mehmed's work as a source on Evliya
Celebi see Maccay, "Evliya Celebi's use of Ottoman geographers”, 93-103.

5 Some studies on the history of the Meteora monasteries during the Ottoman era are by Alexander,
"The monasteries of the Meteora during the first two centuries of the Ottoman rule”, 95-103. Laiou,
Ta 0Bwpaviké éyypaga. Vapheiades, H Movij Tou Ayiou kot MeydAouv Metewpov, 81-147.

6  Studies on Orthodox monasteries under Ottoman rule have been published by (in alphabetical order)
N. Adiyeke, A. Fotic, E. Kermeli, E. Kolovos, P. Kotzageorgis, S. Laiou, H. W. Lowry, N. Oikonomides, K.
Vapheiades, N. Vatin, G. Veinstein, E. Zachariadou. Studies of monastic archives are being published
by the National Hellenic Research Foundation in Athens.

7 It was expanded southward to include Lamia/izdin, Ypati/Badracik and Sperchios after 1424. Kiel,
“Tirhala”, 114-116.
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tion on the monastic community of Meteora. To start with, the demographic and
administrative aspects and the transformations of a settlement under Ottoman
rule can be traced from tahrir registers, i.e., the surveys conducted in timar areas
after conquest and updated subsequently, to determine the units of taxation and
the potential of taxpayers®. The monasteries, their possessions, the number of
their residents, the taxes they were responsible for and exempt from are also re-
corded in the tahrir registers. There are nearly twenty surviving tahrir registers
from Trikala/Tirhala, the oldest one dating back to 1454/1455°. In this earliest
register, it was recorded that the monasteries (of Kalbakkaya') were exempt
from taxation according to a berat given by Bayezid, and 44 monks were regis-
tered!. The aftermath of the taxation and demographic status of the Meteora
monasteries may be traced from the remaining tahrir registers of Trikala/Tirha-
la and Thessaly, though not consistently!®.

The kad: court registers of a region include the copies of documents and
edicts arriving from the imperial centre, apart from local registers of lawsuits
and notary records. The court records of Trikala/Tirhala conceivably include
registers related to the monasteries of Meteora'?. An additional source of infor-
mation are the piskopos registers dating back to the seventeenth century. Start-
ing from the beginning of the seventeenth century and increasing by the middle
of the century, registers related to the Orthodox Patriarchates were produced by
the piskoposluk kalemi. Related documentation is available in several subcollec-
tions in the Ottoman archive in Istanbul'®. Petitions of patriarchs, archbishops,
more rarely of Orthodox priests or notables in matters related to the Orthodox
people, and the respective Ottoman documentation, such as imperial edicts and
orders of lower level, can be found in these collections. Conflicts related to mon-
asteries, monks and monastic estates are likewise recorded there. Needless to

8 Inalcik, Quataert, An economic and social history of the Ottoman Empire, 132-142. Darling, Reve-
nue-raising and legitimacy, 29-35. Oz, “Tahrir", 425-429.

9 Stamouli, XV. yiizyl Teselya bélgesine dair bir kaynak, 3-4. The oldest tahrir register has been pub-
lished by Delilbasi and Arikan in Hicri 859 tarihli sGret-i defter-i sancak-t Tirhala. For the theses based
on the tahrir registers of Tirhala and Thessaly see Stamouli, op. cit. Kul, Tirhala kazasinin sosyal ve
iktisadi yapist. Candemir, Tirhala sancagt. Kaya, Yenisehir-i Teselya kazast.

10 Delilbasl, Arikan, Hicri 859 tarihli sGret-i defter-i sancak-t Tirhala, 73-74.

11 M. Kul notes that the defter of 1521 does not include information on Meteora monasteries, whereas
the one dated 1569 has detailed information on the number of monks and monastic possessions for
each of the monasteries. For details see Kul, Tirhala kazaswnn sosyal ve iktisadi yapisi, 143-147.

12 According to the catalogue of ISAM Library in Istanbul, there are 28 kadt court records for Trikala/
Tirhala from the seventeenth to the beginning of the twentieth century, the earliest one dating from
H.1053 (1643). See http://ktp.isam.org.tr/?url=kaynaksicil/

13 See Tire, Kaynar, Basbakanlik Osmanlt Arsivi Rehberi, 112.
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say, a thorough research in the other collections of the Ottoman archive pre-
sents the potential to yield more information on the economic, demographic,
and administrative aspects relevant to the Meteora monasteries and their resi-
dents.

III. MONASTIC CONFINEMENT IN OTTOMAN CONTEXT

Monastic confinement has deep roots in the Christian tradition. The geo-
graphical location and physical conditions of monasteries has long served the
purpose of voluntary and involuntary isolation of people from the community.
Involuntary isolation of wayward individuals in monasteries is related to the
idea of repentance, as associated with the capacity of monastic environment to
transform behaviours. A wide literature on the history of prisons acknowledges
the existence of incarceration, but a scepticism as to the function of prisons be-
fore the modern period as places of punishment and discipline prevails, propos-
ing rather that they were contemporary spots of detention'.

Recent studies question the assumptions about the premodern rationales of
physical confinement in monasteries'®. Based on her studies on monastic con-
finement in late antiquity, Julia Hillner proposes a much more complex picture
about the forms and purposes of punishment in premodern times. According to
Hillner, monastic confinement of clerics was officialised in ecclesiastical law
by the sixth century, thus normalising the already established practices. On the
other hand, imprisonment of lay people in monasteries was canonised in the
Justinian novels. So, by the end of the sixth century monastic confinement was
established as a punishment of lay people and clerics, involving the idea of
repentance’®. In the later Byzantine centuries, monasteries in Constantinople
and the provinces continued to serve as places of exile especially for the higher
strata of the society. As expected, monastic confinement as a tradition was ac-
knowledged and implemented by the Orthodox high clergymen under Ottoman
administration as well.

14 The most prominent and cited work on the history of prisons by M. Foucault (1975) evaluates incar-
ceration as an instrument of discipline and control by the modern state. (English translation: Disci-
pline and Punish: The birth of prison). For the history of Ottoman prisons in the nineteenth century
see Yildiz, Mapusdne. Schull, Prisons in the late Ottoman Empire.

15 See Julia Hillner's discussion on the function of pre-modern imprisonment in Hillner, “Gregory the
Great's 'Prisons’”, 433-471.

16 Idem, "Monastic imprisonment in Justinian’s novels”, 205-237. Idem, "Gregory the Great's 'Prisons”.
Hillner, Ulrich, Engberg, Clerical exile in late antiquity.
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The Orthodox traditions and institutions transformed over time during the
Ottoman period so as to adapt to the uneven administrative, economic, and de-
mographic circumstances. In this sense, monastic exiles present an interest-
ing and fitting case to analyse the Orthodox experience under the Ottomans, in
terms of how an Orthodox tradition is practiced within the Ottoman legal frame-
work, through an interaction of administrative and ecclesiastical actors. How
did monastic confinement continue into the Ottoman period? What was the pro-
cedure and who were the actors? Which monasteries were used as loci of exile?
How did the practice transform over time? The relevant documentation from the
eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries is abundant. For the earlier period of
Ottoman rule though, our knowledge on the practice remains relatively limit-
ed. Evidently from the early Ottoman period onwards the major monasteries in
Mount Athos, the Aegean and the Princes Islands continued to function as loci
of retirement and banishment for the Orthodox high clergy. However, documen-
tation on the function of monasteries as places of punishment and repentance
until the first decade of the eighteenth century is relatively scarcer.

An entry found in a miihimme register gives a clue about the bureaucratic
process of monastic confinement and the patriarch’s position vis-a-vis the ad-
ministration in 1577'7. According to that document, Patriarch Ieremias II of
Constantinople (c. 1536-1595) presented himself in front of the city’s kad: court
against Parthenios, the former metropolitan of Varna. Parthenios had been dis-
missed from his position due to an indecent behaviour and was exiled to Mount
Athos. However, the former metropolitan somehow escaped and was back to the
city. leremias II proved in the court that Parthenios continued his indecent acts,
and he had this claim registered in the kad: records. According to the register in
the miihimme defteri, an imperial edict was issued to send Parthenios to Simo-
nopetra Monastery on Mount Athos and keep him within its confines!®. For this
period, it is important to note that it was necessary for the patriarch to prove his
case in the kad: court and to register his claim, in order to exile the metropoli-
tan. However, by the beginning of the eighteenth century, the patriarch would
have achieved a more prominent position in Ottoman society, a state of affairs
also reflected on the cases of monastic confinement'®. Our knowledge on the

17 A mithimme defteri is a register of the copies of sultanic edicts approved by the sultan on issues
discussed in the imperial court. S. Faroghi, “Mihimme Defterleri”, 470-472. Kutlkoglu, “Mihimme
Defteri”, 520-523.

18 The order addressed the kadt of Thessaloniki/Selanik. Turkish Presidency State Archives of the Re-
public of Turkey, Department of Ottoman Archives (Hereafter BOA) ADVNSMHM.d. 31/821, (H.985).

19 The increasing prominence of the Patriarchate of Constantinople by the eighteenth century coin-
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process of monastic confinement in the period in-between is limited and there
are no grounds to assume a steady passage from the sixteenth to the eighteenth
century.

As already stated, from the beginning of the eighteenth century onwards cas-
es of monastic confinement of lay and ecclesiastical figures initiated by the pa-
triarchs of Constantinople are well-documented. In Ottoman registers the term
used for the practice of monastic confinement is manastirbend, formed by the
Persian suffix - bend that means bound, captivated, confined, or detained®. Other
words formed in the same way are kalebend (confinement to a castle), kulebend
(bondage in a tower), cezirebend (exile to an island), zindanbend (detention in
a dungeon) or prangabend (bondage in fetters). The similarity is more than a
linguistic one; they are all punishments of confinement in the Ottoman legal
system, implemented by executive officers (ehl-i 67f)*'. Uriel Heyd notes that im-
prisonment was not a very common penalty for criminal offences in the earlier
Ottoman period as it was in antiquity and medieval Europe, despite its occur-
rence in Islamic law and fetvas (legal opinions of miiftis)?. In the eighteenth
century though, banishment to castles increased, and ultimately became prev-
alent by the nineteenth century®. Cases of confinements were recorded in a se-
ries of registers called kalebend defterleri**. The earliest kalebend registers located
in Istanbul’s Ottoman state archive date back to 1680, and they abound in the
eighteenth century to continue up to the 1840s%. Apart from the direct kalebend
registers, various other documents related to confinements are available in a va-
riety of collections and registers in the same archive such as petitions, decisions
of the divan or imperial orders, until the end of the nineteenth century. A typical
kalebend register is a short entry copying the imperial order and addressing the
involved executive officers and/or the kadis, ordering the arrest of an individual

cides with the gradual transformation of the Ottoman finances and bureaucracy and the shift from
a military to a bureaucratic state. For the context of the eighteenth-century transformation of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople see Bayraktar Tellan, The Patriarch and the Sultan, 88-91.

20 Steingass, "33 201-202.

21 Erim, "Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda kalebentlik cezasi”, 79-88. isbilir, "Kalebend”, 5-7.

22 Heyd, Studies in old Ottoman criminal law, 301.

23 Ibid., 303-304. isbilir, "Kalebend”, 5-7.

24 Uz, "Osmanli Tarihi Calismalarinda Kalebend Defterlerinin Rolii ve Onemi", 447-464.

25 A list of these registers and documents can be found in Tlre and Kaynar, Basbakanlik Osmanlt
Arsivi Rehberi, 50-51, 164. At Mimar Sinan Glzel Sanatlar University in Istanbul, Prof. ishilir and
Prof. Aycibin-Seyitkiran have been supervising a series of theses based on the kalebend registers in
the Ottoman archive. The theses of the following researchers have contributed a great deal to my
research (see bibliography): U. Koca, M. Alakus, R. Uz, F. Sahin, S. Alemdaroglu, V. Ceribas, E. Das, Z.
Toku, H. Geng, M. C. Erdogan, M. Kara, F. Algdil.
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and his detainment in a specified location (a castle, an island, a tower), with the
instruction to be kept under strict control and not to be released without further
imperial order. Most often, the release (itlak) orders were also recorded under
the main entry of confinement. The exact period to be spent in detention was in
general unspecified in the Ottoman penal paradigm. However, Heyd notes that
a fetva would mention that a detainee remains in custody until the time of re-
pentance and moral improvement' arrives®. This was mostly expressed as 'until
the time of self-redemption’ (islah-1 nefs) in the kalebend registers. Studies on
these registers have shown that the time spent in confinement is indefinite and
variable each time, even for similar offences”.

Despite the literature on the kalebend registers in Ottoman legal historiogra-
phy, and the familiarity of the students of these registers with the term manas-
tirbend, the practice of confinement to monasteries as an Orthodox practice
within the Ottoman legal framework has so far been treated as a series of iso-
lated cases of punishment implemented on Christians, occasionally appearing
in the kalebend registers?. Nevertheless, an overall evaluation of manastirbend
cases as established procedures, rather than individual instances, in which the
Orthodox actors and the Ottoman administration interact, can reveal the trans-
formation of an Orthodox practice under Ottoman rule, illuminating a neglected
phenomenon and providing a more complex narrative on the dynamic functions
of monasteries during this period®.

Evidence from the eighteenth century onwards reveals that monastic exiles
were imposed on the Christians of the Ottoman Empire by the patriarchs who
acted as the intermediaries®. It is important to note that by this time the patri-
archs of Constantinople had forged a more conventional relationship with the
Ottoman bureaucracy, a dynamic that would culminate in the second half of the
eighteenth century. Rather than presenting their case to the the kad: court, as
it happened in 1577, the patriarchs penned petitions and presented their cases
directly to the Ottoman administration and managed to procure the imperial

26 Heyd, Studies in old Ottoman criminal law, 302.

27 Erim, “Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda kalebentlik cezasi”, 82. isbilir, “Kalebend”, 5-7. Baytimur, Osmanl
Devletinde hapis ve siirgiin cezalart, 59. In one study, the period between confinement and release in
a kalebend register has been identified as varying from ten days to four years. Aksin, Baytimur, “25
Numarali kalebend defterinin tanitimi”, 805-807.

28 Soylemez, "Kalebend Cezasi Baglaminda”, 135-156.

29 | was inspired by Hillner's approach in her studies on monastic confinement. See footnote 16.

30 The Armenian patriarchs also implemented monastic confinement on the clergy and subjects under
their jurisdiction, but this study excludes the Armenian cases. Documents are available in the kaleb-
end registers.
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edicts they required, based on their rights defined in the patriarchal berats. The
implementation of monastic confinement operated in this system with the pa-
triarchs conveying their request through petitions stamped by their official seal.
Monastic exile was basically a punishment of exile (nefy) that sometimes
also included banishment to a tower (kulebend). For the Greek Orthodox, the two
most frequent places of exile from the eighteenth century on were the mon-
asteries of Mount Athos and Meteora. Regarding Mount Athos, Great Lavra,
Hilandar, Iveron, Vatopedi, Dionysiou, Simonopetra, Filotheou, Esfigmenou,
Agiou Paulou, Koutloumousiou, Panteleimon and Karakallou are the monas-
teries I have encountered in the relevant Ottoman documentation®. The towers
of Hilandar, Lavra, Iveron, Vatopedi, Panteleimon and Karakallou monasteries
were used for imprisonment. Robert Curzon notes that three monks were being
kept in exile at Xenophontos Monastery at the time of his visit in 183732 Most
probably the physical and geographical conditions of the monasteries in these
regions facilitated control over the exiled people. In Meteora, Varlaam and the
Great Meteoro (Monastery of the Transfiguration) were used for monastic exiles
at least from the eighteenth century on*. Under the jurisdiction of the Patriar-
chate of Constantinople, the Leimonos Monastery in Lesvos/Midilli, Bachkovo
Monastery in Filippoupoli/Filibe/Plovdiv, Soumela Monastery in Trapezounta/
Trabzon and Prodromos Monastery in Caesarea/Kayseri were also used as loca-
tions of exile for local clergymen in the nineteenth century*. Christians were
sent to castles too, not exclusively monasteries. Alternatively, they were sent to
galleys as well. Records revealing the diversity of locations employed can be
found in kalebend registers, sikayet registers and other related documentation.

31 See some examples in Bayraktar Tellan, “Osmanli arastirmalarinda yeni kaynaklarin tarihyazimina
katkilar”, 171-190. Many other examples exist in kalebend registers. See the kalebend theses in the
bibliography, which are also available online.

32 Curzon, Visit to the monasteries of the Levant, 372-373.

33 Laiou presents cases of exiles from the Ottoman documents of Varlaam from 1796 to 1858 and refers
to an earlier case of 1751. Laiou, Ta 0Bwpavikd Eyypapa, 66-67, 271, 276-277, 279-280. Vapheiades,
H Movn tou Ayiou kau MeydAou Metewpou, 150-156. Idem, “Ta povaotrpla Tng Osocahiag”, 33-40.

34 Papa Lykourgos from Smyrna/izmir was exiled to Leimonos Monastery in Lesvos/Midilli in 1856.
(BOAHR.MKT.162/63, H.1272) loasef, the former metropolitan of Hersek was released from the
Bachkovo monastery in Filippoupoli/Filibe/Plovdiv in 1855. (BOA HR.MKT.126/51). Papa Yani from
Vidin was exiled to Bachkovo in Filippoupoli/Filibe/Plovdiv by the Patriarchate (BOA.HR.MKT.138/56,
H.1272). Degirmencioglu Papa Georgis from the Dikencik (?) village of Bafra was exiled to Soumela
by the Patriarchate in 1859. (BOA.HR.MKT. 288/50, H.1275). In these cases, the local priests were sent
to nearby monasteries. The metropolitan of Kyzikos/Kapidagi and Artaki/Erdek Zacharia was sent to
Prodromos Monastery in Kaisareia/Kayseri in October 1824. Das, 37 numaralt kalebend defteri, doc.
51/5.
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Orthodox women as well were sentenced to monastic confinement by patri-
archal petition. The most common locations of banishment for Orthodox wom-
en were the nunneries in Santorini, Lesvos, Kios/Gemlik, Samokov, Skopelos
and Patmos in the eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries®. In the Ottoman
documents the names of nunneries are rarely stated, as they are mostly re-
ferred to as women'’s monasteries (kadinlara / kizlara / nisvana mahsus manas-
tirlar). Unfortunately, we are not provided with much information about the
procedure that was followed for women, except for the place and the reasons of
banishment, and only in vague terms. Nevertheless, thanks to this documen-
tation, Orthodox nunneries as well can gain more visibility in the context of
Ottoman studies.

IV. METEORA AS LOCI OF MONASTIC CONFINEMENT

The process of monastic confinement during the Ottoman period can be
traced in the numerous cases of exiles to Meteora monasteries during the eight-
eenth and the nineteenth centuries. The Ottoman documentation describes the
procedure from the exile’s detention up to his entrance to the monastery. With-
in the Ottoman legal framework, the related imperial orders were sent to the
kadi or his substitute (naib) and the administrative officers of the area where
the criminal/outlaw lived and acted, as well as to the Ottoman rulers where the
monasteries were located. In the case the Meteora monasteries, one copy of
the imperial orders was addressed the kad: of Trikala/Tirhala. Among the mon-
asteries close to Kalambaka, it seems that, at least according to the Ottoman
documentation, the overriding majority of exiles were sent to Varlaam Monas-
tery. The Monastery of the Transfiguration (Great Meteoro) was also used, but
probably less often. Sometimes, the name of the monastery was left unspecified
and mentioned only generically as ‘the monastery at Kalanbaka'. The detainees
included metropolitans, priests, monks and others who were not clergymen. The
long list of detainees includes archbishops like Paisios of Kaisareia, who was

35 BOA.HR.MKT. 62/72, H. 1269, BOA.HR.MKT. 261/89, H.1275, BOA.HR.MKT. 285/95, H.1275, BOA
C.ADL.29/1724, H.1226, BOA HAT 774/36278, H.1235, BOA C.ZB 76/3765, H.1227, BOA AE.SMHD.II.
65/4641 H.1231, BOA C.ADL. 40/2396, H. 1245, BOA C.ADL 48/2858, H.1233. Many other documents
of these monasteries as exile places for Christian women can be found in the kalebend registers.
Other monasteries where women were exiled less often included the monasteries of Yanartas in
Kaisareia/Kayseri (Das, 37 numaralt kalebend defteri, doc. 121/2), Agia Anastasia in Sozopolis (Geng,
35 numarali kalebend defteri, doc. 57/1) and Kalofer in Filippoupoli/Filibe/Plovdiv (Toku, 34 numaralt
kalebend defteri, doc. 52/2).
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confined at Great Meteoro in the 1760s%*, Athanasios of Athens®”, and Makarios
of Catalca, who were both confined at Varlaam in 1789 and 1800 respectively®,
and Parthenios of Prizren in 1855, who is mentioned to have been confined at
'Kalanbaka' monastery®. Monks from Meteora or other monasteries located in
the region of Trikala were sent to Athonite monasteries, possibly to be kept
away from their neighbourhood®. Exiles from Athonite monasteries have also
been documented. For example, in 1857 the monks Vartholomeos and Bessarion
from Filotheou Monastery, who had been exiled to the monasteries of Zograf/
Zographou and Pantokratoros, were released by patriarchal petition®'.

In the eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries, the procedure of exile initi-
ates with the notification of the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople. In case
a Christian individual poses a burden to society, his/her misdeeds are generally
conveyed to the patriarch by the residents of the affected neighbourhood. In
Ottoman society, one of the ways to transmit communal problems to the Ot-
toman administration was petition-writing*?. However, the main actors of this
procedure changed according to time and circumstances. In case of unrest, the
residents of a village or a town, the priest, the bishop, or the archbishop could
write a petition to the patriarch. The kad: was an alternative figure to pen the
petition to the divan. During the eighteenth century, in most of known cases, the
local Christians notified the patriarch with a letter written in Greek (Rumi hat),
as referred to in consecutive documents. This brings us to the position of the
patriarch of Constantinople in eighteenth-century Ottoman society. This was
a time when the intermediary position of the patriarch between the Orthodox
people and the Ottoman administration seems to have been in surge, at least
when compared to the seventeenth century. Then, a kad: would more often con-
vey these communal problems to the capital. Upon hearing the news of miscon-
duct, the patriarchs would write a petition to the Sublime Porte. The patriarchal
petitions to the Porte in general, and not only the requests for monastic confine-
ment, would follow a standard pattern. After presenting the case quite briefly
and in an undetailed manner, the patriarch would ask for the person to be trans-
ferred to a monastery that he specifies, and to be kept detained until a further

36 Vapheiades, “Ta povaotripia tng Osoooiiog”, 34.

37 Uz, 24 Numarali kalebend defteri, docs. 82/2, 181/2.

38 BOA C.ADL. 57/3420 (H. 1215).

39 BOA HR.MKT. 126/69 (H. 1272).

40 BOA HR.MKT. 64 /28 (H. 1269), BOA HR.MKT. 223/ 67 (H. 1274), BOA HR.MKT. 293/ 33 (H. 1275).
41 BOA HR.MKT. 177/21 (H. 1273).

42 Ursinus, Grievance administration. Tas, "Osmanli'da Sikayet Hakkinin Kullanimi Uzerine Diisiinceler”,
186-204. inalcik, “Sikayet Hakki”, 33-54.
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petition sealed by himself or the Patriarchate was issued. He would conclude by
asking for the related imperial orders to be sent to the involved parties. A major
change in the standard pattern for patriarchal petitions happened only in 1763.
From this time onwards, i.e., the office of Samuel Hantzeris, the petitions were
not presented by the patriarch alone, but by 'the Patriarch of Constantinople and
the resident metropolitans in the city' (asitanede mukim cemaat-i metropolidan).
The patriarchal seal changed as well. Rather than the personal seal of the patri-
arch, the petitions that were presented to the Porte were sealed by one that was
divided into four parts, which were shared among the metropolitans®.

Despite the standard pattern of patriarchal petitions, the discourse of these
apparently identical documents reveals a great deal about the means of interac-
tion as well as the patriarchs’ scope of jurisdiction. As mentioned above, the pa-
triarchal petitions in most cases only vaguely mentioned the actions that made
monastic exile necessary. For the manastirbend cases presented by patriarchal
petitions, the most frequent reasons that justified exile in the documents were
generic, e.g., 'misconduct’, improper actions’, 'interloping in others’ business’,
‘daring to involve in brigandage and mischief’, etc*. No further details are pro-
vided as to what exact mischief was conducted. This is not different from the
documents of Muslim exiles to castles or islands of the same period*. What
differs in the manastirbend documents is the term 'in contravention to their rite’
(ayinlerine mugayir). But this does not necessarily mean that the mischief was
related to a misconduct according to the Christian dogma. On the contrary, this
term customarily appears not only in monastic confinement petitions, but also
in many Ottoman documents which allege the patriarch’s involvement. For ex-
ample, in patriarchal berats, it is recurrently stated that T..|] the petitions of the
patriarchs shall be observed, and whatever they petition regarding their rite
shall be allowed“. Many of the stipulations related to patriarchal rights and
privileges are justified as being ‘'in accordance with their rite’”. The patriarchs’
jurisdiction is limited to the religious realm according to the discourse of the

43 For the historical context of this development see Bayraktar Tellan, “The Patriarchate of Constantino-
ple and the “reform of the synod"”, 7-22.

44 Among numerous examples, the following are illustrative: 'kendi halinde olmayub vazifesinden
haric umura siluk ve ayinimize mugayir harekat-1 nahemvaraneye tasaddi idiib’ (BOA C.ADL. 4/211,
H.1215), 'ziyade mufsid ve yaramaz olub reaya beyninde ilka-i fitne ve tahrik-i fesad ve reaya fukar-
asini tecrim ve tagrim itdirmekle’ (BOA AE.SMST.III 32/2184, H. 1174).

45 Erim, "Osmanl imparatorlugu’nda kalebentlik cezasi”, 82.

46 See the patriarchal berats published in Colak, Bayraktar Tellan, The Orthodox Church, 225, 235, 243,
249, 256, 264, 269, 276, 285, 293.

47 Ibid., passim.
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Ottoman bureaucratic documentation only if you read documents at face val-
ue, and without further analysis®. These cases however, which almost never
give details of misconduct, apparently go beyond the religious realm. Not only
clergymen, but many laymen and women as well are subjects of manastirbend
documents that deal with penal law. The perpetrators need to be prevented from
unsettling their neighbourhood, and the patriarch, who has become by that time
the most prominent Orthodox figure not only in the eyes of his flock, but be-
fore the Ottoman administration as well, is the one to settle the affairs*’. Upon
patriarchal notification, the relevant order is issued by the Porte and sent to lo-
cal officers. Patriarchal berats are the legal basis for the approval of patriarchal
petitions, according to which ‘the petitions of the patriarchs shall be observed,
and whatever they petition regarding their rite shall be allowed°. The imperial
centre is the final authority to approve the exile or release of culprits, only after
the procedure is commenced by the patriarch in cases of monastic exiles. Rather
than a one-way imposition of imperial authority, the described process reflects
more of an interplay between the Patriarchate and the Porte. For example, the
utilization of imperial authority could sometimes prove useful to the patriarchs,
as it enabled them to smoothly implement their decisions. Relevant to this ar-
gument is the fact that in patriarchal letters sent to monasteries about exiles,
the patriarchs underlined that the culprits were exiled by the sultan’s order, be-
sides stressing their own religious authority".

One of the functions of exile in early modern Ottoman society was to keep
the culprit away from his habitat, preventing him/her from disturbing the order
of local society. The responsibility of the community in maintaining order is ap-
parent in the discourse of bureaucratic documents®. The physical conditions of
monasteries were appropriate to facilitate this function of forced isolation from
the society. On the other hand, keeping perpetrators in confinement served not
only as a means of punishment. The time spent in detention was also considered
an opportunity for repentance and self-improvement. The documents underline
the necessity that confinement should continue until the accomplishment of
self-repentance (islah-1 nefs edinceye degin). But how and by whom was ‘correc-
tion of oneself' assessed? The measure and conditions of 'self-repentance’ are

48 Cf. Kenanoglu, Osmanlt millet sistemi.

49 Bayraktar Tellan, The Patriarch and the sultan, 150-159.

50 Colak, Bayraktar Tellan, The Orthodox Church, 225, 235 et passim.

51 Anastasiadis, Apxeio ™¢ . M. XtAavdapiou, 152-153, 165, 280-281.

52 For the common responsibility of Ottoman subjects in an Ottoman neighbourhood see Ergeng, Sehir,
toplum devlet, 75-84.
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not clearly stated, and most probably pressure from outside authorities to ter-
minate incarceration must have played a role. The wording used is not specific
to monasteries but extends to other locations of incarceration, like castles and
towers. In the case of monasteries, the transformative power of their environ-
ment, especially in terms of the culprit’s repentance, was also taken into con-
sideration by the patriarchs. In 1785, Patriarch Gabriel of Constantinople wrote
a letter to Hilandar about the situation of Anastasis from Imbros, who was kept
by imperial order in the monastery’s tower. The patriarch recommended that
the culprit should have continuous contact with the spiritual fathers to correct
himself, and if he repents, he may remain in the monastery for the salvation of
his soul®. In cases of release, the patriarch utilized the discourse of repentance
and self-correction to terminate the exile of Christian subjects, which was once
again fitting into the structural context of kalebend registers. In the release doc-
uments, the petitioners claim that the exiled person has repented and corrected
himself, and thus may be released™. As part of the significance of collective
responsibility in early modern Ottoman society, sometimes warrantors (kefil)
facilitated the procedure of release from bondage or exile. Trustworthy subjects
of the sultan’ or reliable people’ acted as warrantors for their future deeds. For
example, in June 1781 a monk called Daniel from Constantinople was exiled
to Varlaam Monastery because of his misconducts. Two months later he was
released on the condition that he would not go to the capital again, upon the
testimony of reliable people’ who warrantied (tekeffiil) that he had corrected
himself*.

The imperial edicts, letters of Ottoman administrators and patriarchs strict-
ly instructed the officials of the monasteries to keep the exiled people under
control. In a letter published by Konstantinos Vapheiades, Veli Pasa warns the
attendants of the monasteries of Kalambaka and Kastraki that the exiled people
were sent in order to correct themselves, not to be pampered, reminding that
they were not in any way allowed to go out, nor have visitors®. Similarly, the
patriarchs recited the phrases of imperial orders to prevent fugitives. A case
from Hilandar might suggest a similar situation for Meteora; in 1780, Patriarch

53 Anastasiadis, Apxeio ¢ I. M. XitAavdapiou, 165.

54 Quite a few release documents survive in archives, e.g., BOA C.ADL. 4/229, H. 1211. BOA C.ADL.
66/3955, H. 1214. BOA AE.SMST.III 325/26135, H. 1171.

55 Alemdaroglu, 20 Numaral: Kalebend Defteri, docs. 94/3 and 119/1. (BOA A{DVNSKLB.d. 20) Daniel
is referred to as a monk (kesis) in the exile order and a priest (rahib) in the release order. This is not
surprising: the Ottoman clerks were not consistent nor punctual in recording the terminology about
Christian clergymen or places of worships.

56 Vapheiades, “Ta povaotipla tg Osooohiog”, 34.
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Sofronios II had warned the attendants of Hilandar to be careful about the for-
mer metropolitan of Tzerven, to lock him in a tower and prevent any attempt to
escape”. Some fugitives were successful, like Papa Filippos from Tulcea/Tul¢a
who escaped from Hilandar back to Sulina/Siinne Strait in 1856. as informed by
the metropolitan of Silistra/Silistire to the Patriarchate®®. Undoubtedly, escapes
of the exiled people from monasteries put the monastic authorities in a difficult
position. Probably not all exiles were treated equally, and exceptional visitors
of higher rank were condoned occasionally. For example, Paisios, Archbishop of
Caesarea/Kayseri, who had been in exile at the Great Meteoro for two years, left
the monastery and went to Varlaam for the first time, and stayed for an hour of
prayer on Christmas day in 1768%.

To continue, Ottoman documentation reveals the actors of the implemen-
tation of monastic exile. The imperial orders and patriarchal letters were nec-
essary to facilitate the safe travel of the outlaw from his residence to exile. In
cases of monastic exiles to Meteora, the exiled were arrested and accompanied
by yasakgis, while the local rulers and officials were expected to aid them®. In
the later nineteenth-century documents, the official to accompany the outlaw
was defined as ‘an official appointed by the Patriarchate’ rather than a yasak¢i®.
The Ottoman documents are silent as to what happens after the exiled person
passes the monastery’s entrance. Occasionally, we are fortunate to follow what
happens afterwards thanks to monastic documents.

In 1781, Alexios was exiled to Hilandar Monastery, and his annual allowance
of 50 gurus sent by the Patriarchate was handed over by the yasakgi, as we learn
from Patriarch Gregorios V’s letter to the monastery®2 This piece of information
is actually quite crucial, as it points at the insights that monastic archives can
offer. One of the questions that studies in premodern incarceration deal with is
the means of the imprisoned subjects’ subsistence. In the Ottoman paradigm,
the confined people’s needs were maintained by themselves according to court
registers, except for the impoverished ones, who benefited from philanthropes

57 Anastasiadis, Apxeio ¢ . M. XtAavdapiov, 153.

58 BOA.HR.MKT. 157/54.

59 Vapheiades, "Ta povaotripla tng Osocohiag”, 34. Idem, H Movn tou Ayiou katw MeydAou Metewpou,
152.

60 Yasakgis were recruited among the yeniceris, and they served to provide for security in the prov-
inces, in the consulates, and the Patriarchates. Canatar, "Kavas”, 66-68. Uzuncarsili, Osmanlt devleti
teskilatindan kaptkulu ocaklary, passim. For the provincial duties of yasakgts see Dingeg, “16. ve 17.
ylzyillarda tasrada yasakgilar”, 129-143.

61 See for example BOA HR.SYS. 1771 /9 (1852). BOA HR.MKT. 214/60 (H. 1274). BOA HR.MKT. 214/97
(H. 1274).

62 Anastasiadis, Apxeio ¢ . M. Xidavdapiov, 280-281.
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and occasional charities®>. Nevertheless, in my view the Ottoman Christian ex-
perience may differ in this aspect and calls for further research. Moreover, the
monastic documentation also reveals other actors inside the monasteries, such
as the guardians responsible for the exiled®.

The opacity of Ottoman documentation as to the exact description of mis-
conduct and its standardized discourse reveals a lot about the Ottoman admin-
istrative mentality, the role of the Patriarchate in the regulation of communal
affairs, and the communication between the local Christians and the imperial
centre. The imperial expectation from the Patriarchate was to prevent and pun-
ish the Orthodox clergymen and subjects who ruined communal order, dared to
go further than their limited realm, or impeded the collection of taxes. Monks
who 'transgressed their realms’ by being involved in inappropriate behaviours'
ended up in exile at Meteora or Mount Athos. For example, Theodosios from
the Athonite Karakallou Monastery, who had been sent to the Great Meteoro
Monastery, was forgiven and released by the petition of Patriarch Anthimos in
1854%. Papa Constantine from Korutsa/Gorice/Kor¢a was exiled to Varlaam in
1796, and the monk Ananias from the Monastery of Agia Anastasia in Thes-
saloniki/Selanik was exiled to Great Meteoro in 1805, on the grounds that he
abandoned his religion and was inclined to debauchery®”. Sometimes the con-
tent of ‘inappropriate behaviour' was more explicit. Neophytos, a priest (or a
monk) from Krini/Cesme, was exiled to Varlaam Monastery in 1858 because he
had abandoned his rite by being involved in intercourse with a woman contrary
to the rules of his religion®.

A powerful reason for severe punishment was impeding the flow of state
and Church income. In 1800, Makarios, the archbishop of Catalca was faulted
by the Patriarchate for his failure to fulfil his financial duties to the state and
the Church. He did not pay the state tax (mal-1 miri) and the metropolitan tax to
the Patriarchate (zarar-1 kassabiye). Even though he had been warned multiple
times before, his failure to pay attention ended up in him being dismissed. As he
then went missing, the Patriarchate filed a petition asking for him to be arrested
and exiled to Varlaam Monastery®. The petition was responded to, but to my
knowledge, there is no further information on Makarios available in the Otto-

63 Yildiz, Mapusdne, 24-25.

64 On the interesting case of Kallinikos, see Anastasiadis, Apxeio ¢ I. M. XidavSapiou, 326-328.
65 BOA HR.MKT. 87/66 (H.1271).

66 BOA C.ADL. 4 /229 (H.1211).

67 BOA C.ADL. 15/966 (H.1220).

68 BOA HR.MKT. 244/81 (H.1274).

69 BOA C.ADL. 57/3420 (H.1215).
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man documentation. Unless there is a further order of release, even an imperial
edict (ferman) does not prove that the exile is successfully implemented. In this
case and in similar cases of complaints, the discourse of 'having harmed the in-
come of the Patriarchate and the state’ constitutes a powerful cause presented
by the Patriarchate. Without further documentation it is not possible to know to
what extent the documents reflect the truth about the deeds of the culprit, or the
real nature of the problem between the accuser and the accused. The petitions
of the Patriarchate that are available to us in the Ottoman archive are the ones
responded to positively by the Porte, and very rarely was further investigation
conducted by the state. The personal conflicts of archbishops with patriarchs
and their exiles or dismissals were obviously justified by equally strong causes.

A further cause that necessitated punishment was the ‘transgression of
one’s boundaries”’. As part of preserving order in society, individuals in the
early modern Ottoman society were expected to stay within their boundaries,
standardly defined as keeping an inoffensive attitude and not being involved
in others’ business'. What constituted a monk’s, a priest’s, or others’ bounda-
ries, infringement of which ended up in exile to a monastery? Local conflicts
over power among the inhabitants of the provinces at the end of the eighteenth
century are sometimes echoed in central records. One example is the conflict
over the control of tax-farming and administration of the community in Koza-
ni in the second half of the eighteenth century. As demonstrated by Dimitrios
Lamprakis, Kozani was the scene of local strife among various groups including
the local notables, bishops, and Ottoman officials in the period when local nota-
bles formed cross-confessional partnerships’’. In the struggle over the control
of finances and local authority in this area, the Patriarchate of Constantinople
intervened as an intermediary, and in the course of the strife, ‘offensive’ figures
were punished by imprisonment in monasteries on the grounds of their ‘claim
to be the kocabas' of the area and their harassment of the local subjects’. In
this context, prominent local figures including Georgios Avliotis, protosyngkel-
los Kallinikos, Dimo Tologlu and others involved in the conflicts were exiled to
Varlaam in 1780s”. In another case, that of Papa Nikolas from Bor, which was in
the jurisdiction of the archbishop of Ikonio/Konya, the Patriarchate filed a peti-

70 "kendl halinde olmayub vazifesinden hari¢ umura siluk [etmek]”

71 See Lamprakis, The relationship between centre and periphery.

72 Alemdaroglu, 20 Numarali Kalebend Defteri, doc. 108/1.

73 BOA C.ADL.64/3868 (H.1194), Alemdaroglu, 20 Numaralt Kalebend Defteri, docs. 57/5 (H. 1195), 94/1
(H. 1195), 107/4 (H. 1195), 108/1 (H. 1195), 123/3 (H. 1195), 164/4 (H. 1196). | first encountered these
documents in Alemdaroglu’s thesis. | checked the kalebend defteri (BOA A{DVNSKLB.d. 20) for the
spelling of Greek names.
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tion against him on the grounds that he 'had claims to kocabasilik, harassed the
population, and acted in many ways contrary to his religion'. Papa Nikolas had
been first exiled to Karahisar and was released after a while; but the local pop-
ulation wrote a letter of complaint in Greek to the Patriarchate, informing that
Papa Nikolas continued his old habits, that is harassing people in many ways.
The Patriarchate requested him to be arrested and exiled to Varlaam Monas-
tery’4. For this case no further work to my knowledge enlightens this local strife.
In a similar case, Konomos (oikonomos?) Papa Yani (Giannis) from Akhisar was
cited by his metropolitan for being involved in administrative matters and go-
ing beyond his realm. Upon a patriarchal petition presented to the Porte, he was
exiled to Varlaam in 18287.

The Meteora monasteries occasionally hosted members of the Phanariot ar-
istocracy as well, who held the highest positions in the Ottoman administration
available and exclusive to the Orthodox Christians during the eighteenth cen-
tury and up until the Greek Revolution’. The posts of the imperial dragoman,
the dragoman of the fleet, and the princes (voyvodas) of Wallachia and Mol-
davia were the most prestigious, rewarding but at the same time fatal positions,
which could end up in exile and confiscation, if not decapitation””. During the
tumultuous course of his career, a Phanariot bey could find himself in a difficult
position vis-a-vis the Ottoman administration with the allegation of treason.
The rivalry among Phanariot families or personal conflicts were additional bur-
dens for a Phanariot bey that could end up in an unwanted situation like impris-
onment in a monastery. Alexander Hantzeris was from a family that generated
voyvodas, dragomans and even an Ecumenical Patriarch, Samuel Hantzeris (in
office 1763-68, 1773-74). Referred to as ‘the son of the deceased voyvoda Kon-
stantin Hancerlioglu' and the former hospodar of Moldavia, 'Aleko’ was ordered
to be exiled to Varlaam Monastery upon the petition of the Patriarchate in
1813 due to his misbehaviour’®. He was released a short time later, but on the
grounds for his persistent disobedience, it was ordered to exile him once more

74 BOA C.ADL. 36/2187 (H. 1193, 1195]. Alemdaroglu, 20 Numarali Kalebend Defteri, docs. 88/5 and 134/1.

75 BOA C.ADL. 47/2850 (H. 1243).

76  Phillou, “Communities on the Verge”, 151-181. Janos, “Panaiotis Nicousios and Alexander Mavro-
cordatos”, 177-196. Patrinelis, "Phanariots before 1821", 177-198. For the biographies of the grand
dragomans see Stamatiadis, Bioypaiat. For the position of the dragoman of the fleet and the biog-
raphies of dragomans see Sphyroeras, Ot Apayoudvot Tou 2téAov.

77 Patrinelis notes that 'of the forty-six Phanariot princes appointed between 1709 and 1821, thir-
teen were beheaded, while many were imprisoned and had their property confiscated' (Patrinelis,
“Phanariots before 1821, 188).

78 For the life of the Konstantinos Hantzeris as the grand dragoman of the fleet see Sphyroeras, Ot
Apayoudvot Tou Ztodov, 131-136.
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to Varlaam. The allegations against him included the abduction of a young girl
and keeping her in the neighbourhood of Vathyrryax/Biiyiikdere”. Exile orders
alone could have raised doubts over the execution of the order, as the interven-
tion of influential people might have cancelled it. However, the order of release
addressing the kad: of Trikala/Tirhala confirms the implementation of the impe-
rial order. In the case of the dismissed voyvoda Alexander Hantzeris, the centre
of complaint was the Patriarchate of Constantinople. The princes of Wallachia
and Moldavia could also act as the ones to commence the exile process of ‘out-
laws' in their region. Local figures in the Principality of Wallachia who did not
show loyalty to the Ottoman state during the Ottoman-Russian wars at the end
of the 18® century, were exiled to Meteora. Three boyars, namely Pano Kalipko
(?) and his sons postelnik Kostaki and logothetis Nikolaitse had been placed in the
Monastery of Varlaam, as notified by the kad: of Trikala/Tirhala in 1788%. Two
years later they were transferred from the Meteora where they had been exiled
by the Prince of Wallachia, to Tirnovo/Tirnova®. Ten years later, boyars from
Wallachia were again accused of instigating the local population and creating
turbulence. Three of them were sent to Varlaam, and the other three were sent
to Soumela Monastery in Trapezounta/Trabzon. In this case the instigators were
exiled through the voyvoda of Wallachia, Konstantinzade Alexander®>.

Apart from disobeying monks, clerics and outlaws, the fathers of Meteo-
ra also had to receive young Christian men who were reported as being detri-
mental to their families, relatives, and their community. They were sent by the
patriarchs, and in the process notable figures like archbishops or community
leaders acted as intermediaries. A prominent case is that of Dimitris, the son of
Panagiotis Lagoudakis, a merchant from Smyrna/izmir. According to the doc-
uments of the Great Meteoro Monastery published by Vapheiades, in 1858 Pa-
nagiotis Lagoudakis wanted his incorrigible son Dimitri to be exiled and kept
at the monastery for life®®. This unusual request was supported by a patriarchal

79 Related orders are in Ceribas, 33 Numarali Kalebend Defteri, docs. 77/1, 89/3, 90/2, 91/1, and 109/2.
Alexander Hantzeris was transferred to Rhodes during his imprisonment and his kapt kethiidast was
exiled to Ankara. Unfortunately, | could not check kalebend defteri no.33 to eliminate chronological
inconsistencies, as only digitized documents from the archive were available during the pandemic of
2020.

80 BOA C.HR. 31/1549 (H.1202).

81 We cannot be sure if they were transferred from Varlaam to Great Meteoro in the meantime or if it
was a scribal mistake to record Varlaam as ‘the Monastery of Meteora' instead of 'a monastery at
Meteora’. BOA C.HR. 97/4812 (H. 1204).

82 BOA C.HR. 43/2149 (H. 1214).

83 Vapheiades, "Ta povaotipla tng Osooohiag”, 33-40. Idem, H Movrj Tou Ayiou kat MeydAou Metew-
pou, 153-154, 439-442.
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letter, and Dimitri was accompanied by a ¢avus to the monastery. His father was
ready to pay a monthly amount of 300 gurus for his son’s expenses. The elders
of the community of Smyrna/izmir and the archbishop endorsed the father’s
decision, and Dimitris was received by the monastery. Fortunately, the Ottoman
documentation of the case is available in the archive at Istanbul. According to
the imperial orders sent to the local rulers of Smyrna/izmir and Trikala/Tirhala,
Dimitris the son of Panagiotis was involved in mischievous behaviour that was
detrimental to his relatives, family, and the local community. Despite his fa-
ther’s attempts to discipline him, he persisted with his actions. Upon his father’s
notification, the Patriarch of Constantinople wrote a petition to provide for the
necessary permissions and edicts to exile Dimitris to Meteora. Related docu-
mentation was produced to exile him to Meteora accompanied by an official
appointed by the Patriarchate, and the local officials were notified®. Similarly,
Vasilis, son of the deceased carpenter Konstantinos from the neighbourhood of
Tatavla in Constantinople was condemned by his relatives for his inappropri-
ate and unbearable behaviour. The Patriarch of Constantinople was involved
again, procuring the necessary orders to exile him to Meteora. Vasilis, defined
as a vagabond in the Ottoman documentation, was ordered to be exiled to the
Great Meteoro Monastery accompanied by an official of the Patriarchate, for
penitence as well as to relieve his relatives®. The cases of Vasilis and Dimitris
were filed in the same collection with close dates. Probably it was the Patriarch
of Constantinople Kyrillos VII or the officials at the Patriarchate who decided to
deal with the two cases in a similar way, i.e., exiling both to the Great Meteoro.
Vapheiades presents similar cases of exiles to the Great Meteoro Monastery
like Vasileios Fakas in 18406, and Panagiotis, the son of a notable in Ioannina/
Yanya in 1875%. As Vapheiades notes, the Great Meteoro functioned not only as
a place of imprisonment, but also as a place for the correction of behaviour and
healing of souls®’.

Indeed, a further case confirms that the Great Meteoro was preferred for
spiritual recovery. In 1815, the Patriarchate of Constantinople wanted a priest
from Nicomedia/iznikmid, Papa Polihron to be exiled to Monastery of the
Transfiguration (Great Meteoro). According to the petition signed by the Patri-

84 BOA HR.MKT. 214/60 (H. 1274). BOA HR.MKT. 264/81 (H. 1275). BOA HR.MKT. 272/4 (H. 1275). The
documentation includes Panagiotis's letter to the patriarch written in Greek.

85 BOA HR.MKT. 214/97 (H.1274).

86 Vapheiades "Ta povaotipla tng OsoooAiog”, 35-36. Idem, H Movij tou Ayiou kat MeydAou MeTew-
pou, 153.

87 Ibid., 150-156.
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arch of Constantinople and the members of the Synod resident in the city, Papa
Polihron had lost his mind, and thus acted contrary to his religion presenting
inappropriate behaviour. They requested he was arrested by a yasak¢t and kept
inside the monastery until he corrected himself and his mind healed. The nec-
essary orders to exile the priest were issued®. On Mount Athos, Hilandar Mon-
astery was similarly used as an asylum for the psychologically unbalanced peo-
ple. For example, Prodromos son of Murat from Constantinople, who had lost
his mind (aklina hiffet tari olub) was imprisoned by the Patriarchate in Hilandar
Monastery in April 1816 and was released in February 1817 after his recovery®.
A few decades earlier, in 1789, Papa Lykourgos from Patmos had been sent to
Hilandar for the same reason, that is for having lost his mind (aklina hiffet tari
ve mecnun olub). The Patriarchate, notified by the locals of the priest’s behaviour,
requested an imperial edict so that he was arrested and incarcerated in the mon-
astery’s castle (kalebend)™. We can probably identify Papa Lykourgos with monk
Lykourgos from the Monastery of Saint John the Theologian in Patmos, who
had spent almost three months in exile at Varlaam Monastery in 1782. His exile
was not due to a psychological disorder but inappropriate behaviour®. Obvi-
ously, the reasons for monastic exile were not always stated nor clearly defined.
Probably having lost one’s mind, posing harm to one’s family and society, or be-
ing involved in inappropriate behaviour contrary to one’s religion were equally
adequate justifications. In the absence of further evidence, it is not possible to
safely presume that the monasteries were systematically categorized according
to the types of exiles they would receive. A sounder assumption would be to
claim that the Great Meteoro and Hilandar might have customarily functioned
as asylums for psychologically unbalanced outlaws.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Monastic exile as part of church tradition was imposed by the patriarchs
of Constantinople on Orthodox people who posed a challenge to the state, the
community, or the ecclesiastic authorities during the Ottoman period. Despite
the scarcity of documentation on the earlier centuries as to the mechanism of
implementation, there are enough clues to suggest that the practice was trans-

88 BOA C.ADL. 57/3423 (H. 1230).
89 BOA C.ADL. 60/3642 (H. 1232).
90 BOA C.ADL. 56/3358 (H. 1204).
91 Alemdaroglu, 20 Numarali Kalebend Defteri, doc. 197/3, BOA A{DVNSKLB.d. 20.
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formed in parallel to the position of the Patriarchate vis-a-vis the Ottoman ad-
ministration and Orthodox community. By the eighteenth century, monastic ex-
ile was implemented within the Ottoman judicial and administrative system
of exiles and bondages. The adaptation of this Christian tradition is document-
ed mainly but not exclusively in the kalebend registers. While the Patriarchate
played an important role in this practice, we must note that Orthodox subjects
were not necessarily exiled by patriarchal petition. After the authorities’ notifi-
cation by the local naib and other subjects, and without any patriarchal inter-
vention, Orthodox outlaws could also be incarcerated in the castles of Kavala,
Rhodes, Ainos/Iinéz, Cyprus/Kibris, Tenedos/Bozcaada or other places, just like
the other Muslim outlaws®.

By the eighteenth century, the patriarchs were the major actors to adapt
the Orthodox practices and customs in the Ottoman context. As is well-known,
former patriarchs of Constantinople customarily retreated to Athonite monas-
teries. Also, the Ottoman administration sometimes exiled dismissed patriarchs
to the Princes Islands, Magosa, Rodos, Kioutacheia/Kiitahya, Chalki/Heybeliada,
Mount Sinai, etc., by the petition of current patriarchs. In the mid-eighteenth
century, Kyrillos V of Constantinople was adept at using the Ottoman bureau-
cratic mechanism and discourse to manipulate decisions to his ends and dis-
tance his opponents. In 1755, he succeeded to have his rival, the former Patri-
arch Paisios II, transferred from Chalki/Heybeliada to Mount Athos/Aynoroz on
the pretext that Paisios II was old, sick and in need of a physician®. One could
read the kalebend register at face value and conclude at the good intentions of
Kyrillos towards the former patriarch, if only unaware of the rivalry between
the two”. Be that as it may, these cases reflect the tools a patriarch had at his
disposal by this time when negotiating with the administration.

Among the Meteora monasteries, Varlaam and the Great Meteoro were fre-
quently more used as loci of monastic exile at least from the beginning of the
eighteenth century onwards. Relevant earlier evidence on cases of confinement
at the monasteries of Mount Athos may also suggest that Meteora were used
for this practice even before the eighteenth century. The collaboration between
the Patriarchate and the Ottoman administration in their quest for control over
the outlaws of society is evident in the cases of monastic confinement. This re-
flects the interplay between the two institutions, as well as the Patriarchate’s

92 BOA C.ADL. 33/1966 (H.1224/1809). BOA C.ADL.41/2509 (H.1230/1815). BOA C.ADL. 56/3395 (1798).
93 Algil, 77 Numaralt kalebend defteri, doc. 247/5.
94 Papadopoulos, Studies and Documents, 159-183.



THE PRACTICE OF MONASTIC CONFINEMENT 215

prominent position in the specific context, both in the eyes of the empire’s Or-
thodox subjects and of the Ottoman administration.

Clearly, the cases of monastic confinement functioned within the wider Otto-
man judicial and administrative system, and they reflect how the position of the
Patriarchate had shifted by the eighteenth century. The major bureaucratic and
military reorganization of the empire is visible in nineteenth-century Ottoman
documents of monastic confinement, e.g., the changing functions of state offi-
cials and the steps followed in bureaucratic procedures. On the other hand, even
after the Greek Revolution of 1821 and the establishment of the Modern Greek
State, monastic confinement was still imposed by the patriarchs of Constantino-
ple over the Orthodox Christians of the empire without major changes. In this
sense, the considerable continuity in imperial arrangements with the Ecumen-
ical Patriarchate, even after the establishment of an Orthodox nation-state, is
noteworthy. Still, future studies may reveal the precise effects of the emergence
of the Modern Greek State on monastic confinement cases.

The figures exiled to the monasteries of Meteora in the cases presented so
far were not simple outlaws. They were either formidable figures in society that
posed a threat to authority, like archbishops in conflict with patriarchs, bishops
who resisted payments, or outlaws who posed serious threat to the order of their
community. What happened after their arrival in Meteora is curious. What were
the physical conditions of their confinement? Were they indeed kept in a tower,
locked in a room or were they free to walk around? How were they received by
the monks? Who oversaw them, and how were they treated? Were they allowed
to go out, maybe stay in a nearby village, or have visitors, despite the strict
conditions of imperial edicts and patriarchal orders? Did any lay person decide
to stay as a monk? The Ottoman documentation available provides no answers
to these questions so far, but monastic documentation may offer more insights.
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OI MONEX TON METEQPON

KATA THN O6OMANIKH EITOXH
KAT H XPHYH AYTON

QY YXOOPONIXTIKON IAPYMATON

Elif Bayraktar Tellan

H xphion povav wg ow@povioTIKwV 18pupdtwy NTtav MPAaktiki pe pakpd 10to-
pila oto Buddvtio, n omoia, 6mws paptupovy ta eAAnvikd kat obwpavikd apxeia,
e€akolovBnoe va epappdletatl katl katd v obwpavikn emoxn. [TapdAn tn orma-
V14TNTA YPAITIWV IINYWV KATd T0UG IPWTOVG alwveg tng oBwpavikng Kuplapxiag,
1Kavomolntikdg aplbpog eyypdewv owdetal amd tov 18° kat tov 19° aiwva. Béoet
avtwv twv eyypdewy, pmopei va okiaypagnbei n epappoyn tng kabeipews oe
povnh amé toug Iatpidpxeg tng KwvotaviivodnoAng péoa oto yevikdtepo mAaiolo
1oL 00wWRaVIKoL TO1VIKOL cuothpatog. Extég amd to Ayiov Opog, 1o ev Adyw @at-
vépevo epeavidetal kat ota Ayla Metéwpa, pe 116 povég Ayiwv ITaviwv (BapAa-
ap) rkat Metapoppwoews tov Zwtnpog (Meydlo Metéwpo) va xpnaotponolodvial
G TOIOo1 TIOVIKOV €YKAEIGP0U, TOVAGXIOTOV armd Tov 18° alva kat émetta.

O1 0Bwpavikég inyég ouvnbwg eptypdpouv avalvtikd tn diadikacia tng ka-
BeipEews oe povaotnpt, and tn ottyph tng cOAMNYPNG éwg v eicodo tov mapa-
Bdtn otwn povi. EmmAéov, minpogopotpacte amnd €yypapa tov 18 aiwva ot
Atav obvnbeg va vrmopdAovyv ot Tlatpidpxeg emionpa artnpata anevdeiag otig
oBwpavikég apxég, EMXEPNIATOAOYWVIAG LIEP TNG Kpdtnong evdg Xp1otiavoy
vrinkéov. H e ékdoon 1ov 0XeTIKOV autokpatopikoL diatdyparog facigérav ota
€KKANO1A0TIKA S1KAlMPIATA TIOL TIeptypdovtayv ota matplapxikd Bepdria. Ot Ia-
Tp1apxeg 6prgav Tov TéImo eyKAEloPoL Tov mapafdrtn, ¢ntwvtag va Siapkéoel n
Tipwpia Tov péxpl vewTtépag matplapXikng aitnong, avaipovong 1o apxikd aftn-
Ha Rpdtnong. ZTi¢ artnoelg aneAevdépwong avagepdtay 0Tl o Kpatoluevog eixe
Hetavonaoel kal cwgpoviotel, kal emopévwg propovoe va agebei eledBepog. Ta
avtorpatopikd Siatdypara, kabwg rat ta ypdppatra OBwpavwy aflwpatovxwy
kat ITatpiapxwy, €6tvav avotnpés odnyieg oTig PoOVaAoTNPIAKREG apXEG OXETIKA e
1oV éAeyX0 TV Kpatovpévwy. Qotdoo, vpEav Kal mepimtwoelg anodpdoewv. Ot
oBwpavikég nyég Sev avagépouv Tinmota mévw otn Wi TwV KPAToLPEVWYV HETA
v €{0066 toLvGg oTn povAi. Autd 10 KeVO TO KAAUITTOLV EPIKEG POpES Ta apxela
TwV 81wV TV povaov.

To MAB06 TwV Kpatoupévwy oTig 1€péG PLovES Twv MeTewpwv ovpmeptAdppa-
Ve avurtdkovoug povaxovg Kal KAnpikovg pe mapaBatiki oupmepipopd, Kabwg
Kat véoug otnv nAikia xpiotiavoug mov éBAartayv kat mapevoxAovoayv Tig olkoyE-
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VELEG KAl KovATnTég Toug. Atydtepo ouvnbelg ntav ot mepimtwoelg kabeip€ewg pe-
AWV TG eavaplidtikng apiotokpatiag. Zuvapa, vmpxav kat opdédofes yuvaikeg
IOV TIHWPOLVTAV KATd MATPLAPXIKN €VIOAN, KAl OTEAVOVIAV O€ YUVAIKEIEG PHOVEG
LX. TwVv vholwv tov Atyaiov. Qotdoo, yia 11§ yvvaikeg kKpatovpeves dev owlo-
vtat oAég mAnpo@opieg. ITapdMnAg, eival afloonpeiwto 611 ta povaotipia dev
xpnoipevav pévo we témot ipwpiag kat uiakioews, aAld kat cw@povicpov Kat
Bepameiag Ppuxwv. H petapopewtiki S0vapn tov povactnpliakov mepiBarlovtog
Kai n petdvola mov emtuyxavotav oe avtd ntav, katd ndoa mbavdtnta, o KOP1-
06 Adyog yia tnv mpotipnon avth. [Mapadeiypatog xdpiy, vidpxouv €yypaga, ta
omoia gwtiouv Tn xphon twv povwv Meydhov Metewpov kat Xihavdapiov oto
Ay10v ‘Opog wg dovAa yia Puxikd dratapaypévoug rapaBdres.

Emmnpdofeta, oxetikd €yypaga armokaAvmtovv 61l n oBwpaviki §loiknon
nipoodokovoe and to Ilatpiapxeio tnv Tipwpia twv opBoddwv KAnpikwyv Kat Aa-
iKWV ekeivawy, o1 omoiotl vovépevav Ty Kolvwviki 1dén. H cuvepyaoia tov Ila-
Tprapxeiov pe n Sroiknon yia tov éleyxo twv mapapatwv eival eppavig otig
LITOBECELG TIOVIKOV €YKAEIOPOD O povaoTtipl. AUTA n cuVépyela avukartormtpilel
v vPnAn Béon mov kateixe to [Natplapxeio xatd tov 18° aiwva ota pdria 1éoo
TWV XploTiavwv 600 Kal g oBwpavikng ypagelokpatiag. Katd tov 19° aidva ot
HeyéAeg alayég mov emnABav otnv opydvwon tng OBwpavikng Avtokpatopiag
yivovtal epgaveic kat ota éyypaga mov oxetidovtal pe t Sradikacia kabeipfewg
oe povaothptl. Qotdoo, aképn kat petd ty EAnvikn Enavéotaon tov 1821 kat
v {§puon Tov veoeAANVIKOU KpATtoug, n €V Adyw TIPAKTIKN OLVEXIOE va €Qappo-
Cetat amd 1o Okovpeviko Iatpiapxeio xwpis onpavtikég alayés.
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