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THE MILITARY LAND GRANT ALONG
THE MUSLIM-CHRISTIAN FRONTIER

The Christian-Muslim frontier frequently acted as a barrier that separated
religions, cultures, and societies from one anotiBert it was a permeable bar
rier in that ideas, commodities, and technology often passed throudio it.
demonstrate the precise mechanism of that permeability canficaltdio do.

As Lynn White has remadd: ‘No medieval text documents with xplicit words

the amazing openness of the medi&uropean mind to borrangs from alien
cultures.. .l It is fair to say that the pveiling historiograply has tended to
concentrate on the frontier as barrier and has tended to ignore its permeability

The issues | amxploring in this paper are the antecedents and parallels to
the Musceite pomest’esystem. Theguestion | am asking is: did the grand
princes, or whoer originated the program of military land grants in Musgo
think it up on their wn or did thg havean already xésting model in mind?
That is, vas it an indigenous Museite development or vas it the result of out-
side influence?Trying to determine 500 years after theerg what vas in the
minds of those who did something may be futiBait, the aercise itself may be
helpful in terms of gining more understanding of Mustite sources in relation-
ship to those of the rest of therd.

When | bgan this research, | thought | understood whatdsvabout to
study | found, instead, that my former understanding asWrn ‘feudalism’
was rot a coherent one, that my former understanding of tferelifce between
votchina and pomest’edid not correspond to thevidence, and that the Muslim

1 Lynn White, Jr “Cultural Climates and dchnological Adance in the Middle Ages,in
Medieval Religion and &dnolayy: Collected Essay$Berkeley, University of California Press,
1986), p. 230; originally published Wiator vol. 2, 1971, pp. 171-201For example, see Mozarabic
art as well as thearious aguments concerning the Muslim influence on Gothic architectyran
White, Jr, “Technology and Wention in the Middle Ages,i n Medieval Religion and &dnolagy,
pp. 6—7, n. 23.The Muslim influence on Gaelic manuscript illustrations of the ninth cersusly as
the Lindishirne Gospels and Book ofels, is unmistakableYet, precisely ho arabesque design
reached the British Isles is unkmo. In addition, (Grgorian) Chant wes much to the Islamic call
to prayer
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military land grant practice calleidta‘ is remarkably similgrboth structurally
and functionallyto our more recent concepts of what landholding in Mugco
was like. Whatis the reason for this similarity®s it possible (lilely) that con-
cepts of landholding spread in the sanag/hat technological inwations, such
as paper and gunpder, did? Orare the similarities merely superficial?

My hypothesis is that, when Musgoacquired an empire in the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries, just as when the Muslims acquired their empire in the
seventh and eighth centuries, the influx ofankands to be gerned created an
overload on the central state administratidvilitary land grants that incorpo-
rated administration of the frontiergiens along with maintenance of military
personnel s the answer in both casddut | propose that the Museites did
not arrive & that solution independentlyThey borrowed the concepts and tech-
niques of the Muslinigta‘. | do not hae an exact description of ha this bor
rowing occurred, bt the similarities between the systems are too striking for us
to accept the presupposition that the Mu#teosystem degloped in a cultural
vacuum or gen that it was somehw borroved from the Wst. Furthermord,
hypothesize that theavious systems of military land grants found in mealie
Europe, Byzantium, and the Ottoman Empire wese\ariants ofigta‘, bor-
rowed and modified to fit local needs.

* * *

But, first, let us clarify what we are trying to compaRamest’eis gener
ally regarded as a form of conditional land tenure thaswntroduced into Mus-
covy in the late fifteenth centuryit provided the basis for the system of serf-
dom, which in turn held the autocratic system and the Russian ruling class
together until 186%2.Our understanding ofxactly whatpomest’ewas is dill
changing. Thetraditional viev of pomest'ewas summed up by VO. Kili-
uchesskii who contrasted it witlvotchina. Kliuchevskii sav pomest'eas being
personal, conditional, and temporary as opposebtdiina, which he sa as
being was hereditarynon-conditional, and permanehflo these criteria, we
might add the English ¢ml distinction between possession amwinership, i.e.,
holding or occupancvs. legd right of proprietorship.

Historians often cite theeBtament of lan | from the early fourteenth cen-
tury as the firstxample of conditional land tenure in Musgo Ivan | grants a

2 John PLeDonne,Absolutism and Ruling Class: Therfation of the RussianoRtical Order,
1700-18250xford: Oxford Unversity Press, 1991), p. X.

3 V. O. Kliuchevskii, A History of Russiatrans. C. J. Hogrth, 5 wls. (Nev York: Russel &
Russel, 1960),al. 2, p. 121.
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village to a certain Borisk Vor’kov “if he senes one of my [lan’s] song.*
Jerome Blum stated thaf]Jater sources mad it clear that the granting of land
on conditional tenure becamaify common in the later fourteenth century and
increasingly so in the fifteenth century® Blum does not state what those
sources arélf it did become &irly common during that time, then onenders
why is there no mention of conditional land tenure ity ather grand princely
testament before &n IIl. In addition, it is not clear there is yameciprocity
between Wr’kov and Ivan I's ©ons. Whatwe may hsae here is merely an
attempt to establish the same relationship betwesikdv and lvan’s ©ns as
between lan’s wrvitors and lan himself. That is, once a servitor left the ser
vice of the grand prince, his landregted to the grand princerlhis principle of
the grand prince’ being the ultimate wner of the land {nitial carrier” in ar-
line terms) is a significant dérence from Kigan Rus’ where a servitor who
switched allgiances maintainedwmership of his land.lvan may hae been
expanding the principle of grand princelwiership to include his son&urther
research wuld tell us at what point we Y@ esidence of the grand prinee’
claim of avnership of all land under his control.

The Testament of lan Il from 1504 states:

And the bgars anddeti boiaskie of laroslal, along with theirvotchinas and
goods, are nex to leare my son \asilii to go to agbody If any leave, their lands

go to my son; bt if they serve im he will not transgress their lands nor those of
their wives o children. ... And the servitor princes in the Mosea@nd Tver’ terri-
tories who serg my son Vasilii will retain theirvotcinasas thg did under me.
But if ary of those servitor princes le@ ny son Vasilii for my younger children or
aryone else, thgotchinasof those princes go to my somflii.”

4 Dukhovnye i dgovornye gamoty velikikh i udel’nykh kniazei XIV-XVI. (@DG), ed. L. V
Cherepnin and S. .\Bakhrushin (Mosce: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1950), p. 1Bobert Craig
Howes, trans. and edThe Estaments of the @nd Princes of Mosco\ithaca: Cornell Uniersity
Press, 1967), pp. 186-18The concept of treason that Wes uses in discussing this document
(Howes, Testamentsp. 107) can be corrected by everticles: Orest Subteln “Mazepa, Peter |, and
the Question of feasorf, Harvard Ukrainian Studiesvol. 2, 1978, pp. 158-183; and Horace W
Dewey, “Political Poruka in Muscovite Rus’, Russian Réew, vol. 46, 1987, pp. 117-13David
Goldfrank has suggested that this villageswnder the jurisdiction of another prince.

5 Jerome BlumLord and Reasant in Russia:rém the Ninth to the Nineteenth CentyBrinceton:
Princeton Uniersity Press, 1961), pp. 84-85.

6 Thornton Anderson refers to tvboyars, one in 1374 and the other in 1433 who had their lands
confiscated, it he does not name them or his sourd@dornton AndersonRussian Blitical
Thought: An Intoduction(lthaca: Cornell Uniersity Press, 1967), p. 58.

7 Pamiatniki Russkgo prava (PRP), 8 wls., ed. L. V Cherepnin (Mosow: Gosiurizdat, 1955),
val. 3, pp. 294, 296 (trans. Norman Hegnia AndersonRussian Blitical Thought p. 54; see Hwe,
Testamentspp. 276, 280).
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It is not clear wig only Vasilii is mentioned.Also we should not assume that,
because land could be takavay for lack of service, it could be held as long as
service vas proferred.Other &@idence indicates that land could beemKor a,

or no articulated, reasonMe sould consider the possibility that the laretla
boyars, the Ter’ votdchina holders, and &silii constitute a special casélere
votdhinais treated as though it were conditional.

It is important to define what we mean byomest'é based on the direct
testimory of primary sources rather than on what we suppose them to say or
what we vant them to sayThe characteristics of etdina seem to be less in
doubt than those gfomest’e But recent research by Alekseand Kopane,
Degtiares, Hammond, and &brin suggests more similarities than historians
have taditionally acknwledged® For example, both kinds of land verted to
the grand prince when there were no male hddath could be confiscated for
lack of service or for gnreason. Neithewas “conditional” in the sense that, as
long as service as proferred, it could not be &k avay. Pomest’e could
remain with a non-servitorBoth could be donated to monasteries (alienation).
Both could be xchanged for the same type of land (in unequal amounts), that is,
pomest'efor pomest'eand votdina for votchina. Besides thatpomest'ecould
be echanged forvotdiina and votcina for pomest’eon condition that the
pomest’ewould becomevotdina and thevotcina would becomepomest’e
Both could be bequeathed to ahedns, brothers, and cousins, and both were
considereddmilial lands!® In other words, as Hammond gues,pomest’ewas
hereditary from the lggnning. Butwhat does ‘hereditary’ mean? Coulda
non-servitor ‘inherit” the pomest'eof a deceased relad? Did a servitors on
have the option of first refusal on claiming the land if he proferred servite?
may be thapomest’ecould be inherited Ut needed the appra of the ruler
The inheritance ofotchinamay not hae reeded such apprd at first.

It is also not clear that pomeshkik's son could recaie apomest’ewhen
he was 15 years old or if he had taivuntil he had preen himself in battle
first. A pomeshkik's son who had receed a pomest’ewhile his fther lved

8 |u. G. Aleksee and A. |. Kopane, “Razvitie pomestnoi sistemy v XVL.¥ i n Dvorianstvo i
krepnostnei stii Rossii XVI-XVIII vwShornik statei posviasiennyi pamiati Alekseia Anelvicha
Novoselskogo, ed. N. F Demidova (Moscowv: Nauka, 1975), pp. 57-69; Iu. Qwares, “O
mobilizatsii pomestykh zemel’ v XVI v,” i n |1z istorii feodal’'noi Rossii. Stat'i i deerki k 70-letiiu
so dnia pzhdeniia pof. V. V. Mavrodina (Leningrad: Izdate§two Leningradskgo unversiteta,
1978), pp. 85-91; MB. Kobrin, “Stanovrlenie pomestnoi sistenylstoricheskie zapiskil980, no.
105, pp. [168-171]?7?;.\B. Kobrin, Vlast’ i sobstvennost’ v sdnerelovoi Rossii(Moscav: Mysl’,
1985), pp. 90-135; idcent Hammond, The History of the Nugorodian Pomest'e: 1480-1550,
(Ph.D. dissertation, Uwérsity of lllinois at Urbana-Champagne, 1987).

9 1649 Ulozhenid 6:5 Hellie.

10 Hammond, “The History of the Negorodian Pomest'ep . 48.
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would not hae his fathers pomest’eadded to his when histher died. Ham-
mond goes on to point out that, wh@mmest'eestates bgen to show a relatively

high rate of turneer and confiscation in the second half of the sixteenth century
votchina also shaved an increase in its rate of tumeoand confiscatiort! Since

the change in the rates of tumeofor pomest’ecorresponds with the change in
rates of turneer for votdina, this means that tlyewere probably being treated
by the central state administration in pretty much the saaye hu addition, we
should also consider the testinyasf Richard Chancellor from the late sixteenth
century:

If any man behge himself valiantly in the field to the contention of the emperor
he bestweth upon him in recompense of his service scamm for so much ground
as he and his mayé yon, which notwithstanding after his death returnetiirag
to the emperor if he die without a male iss&er although his daughters bevee

so mam, yet no part of that inheritance comes to thertept peradenture the
emperor of his goodnessvgi sme portion of the land amongst them to besto
them withal. As for the man, whosweer he be, that is in this sort vearded by the
emperors liberality, he is bound in a great sum to maintain so maaldiers for
the war, when need shall require, as that land in the opinion of the emperor is able
to maintain. And all those to whom gnland flls by inheritance are in no better
condition, for if thg die without aly male issue all their landsilfs into the hands
of the emperol?

Several significant points stand ouEirst, the tsar gies the land pomest'¢ as a
reward for service, not to acquire the service of theviddial. Secondthe tsar
at that time vas under no oblafion to grant an part of the land to female
descendents. Thirdalthough Chancellor states tp®meshhik is obliged to
provide soldiers, he does notmicitly state that the land will be forfeit if the
pomeshhkik does not praeide soldiers. The Military Service Decree of 1556
does state that the size of themest'ewill be reduced to correspond more
closely to the amount of service proferresignificantly the penalty for no ser
vice is not confiscation of theomest'ebut a monetary payment to pvale an
equivalent number of men with full equipment and horsEBinally, votchina s
treated the sameay pomest’ds when there is no male heir

Differences did xast betweenpomest'eand votcina in practice. A
votchina could be gien avay by the holder to ayone else in service of the

11 Hammond, ‘The History of the Negorodian Pomestep p. 48—-49.

12 Richard Chancellor‘The First \byage to Russiaj n Rude and Barbaus Kingdom: Russia in
the Accounts of Sixteenth-Century Englislyaders, eds. Lloyd E. Berry and Robert O. Crumgne
(Madison: Unversity of Wisconsin Press, 1968), pp. 28-29.

13 Pdnoe sobanie russkikh letopisgiPSRI, 38 wls. (St. Petershg/Petrograd/Leningrad and
Moscaw: Arkheograficheskaiadmissiia and Nauka, 1843-19899).v13, pp. 267—269.
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Muscovite prince, whereapomest’ecould only be gien to monasteries. This
difference may ha been the origin of the idea that monasteries had to con-
tribute caarymen to the tsas amy. And avotdina could be sold for cash,
whereas gpomest’ecould only be rchanged for othgpomest’dand. Initially,
land transactions did not V@ b be regstered with the secular authorities.
Pomest'e lands signified a greater giee of rgulation by the central state
administration. Asthe state bgen to expand its rgulatory pavers wer land
transactions, the Church challenged the staight to reyulate land gifts to
monasteries. Significanflgonation ofvotchinalands was an issueut donation
of pomest’dands vas not. The reason for this is that donationpafimest'dands
was dlowed, except in plicitly specific case$?

* * *

As one might imagine, historiansJvgaalvanced seeral theories on the
origins of thepomest’esystem. Thos&ho ague that it is an indigenous phe-
nomenon see it as a specific solution to a specific problsrome Blum,
although stating thatconditional tenure becamaeifly common in the later
fourteenth century asserted that[s]ervice tenure did not become widespread,
however, until the sixteenth century It is unclear what distinction, if an he
was making between ‘fairly common” and “widespread. Nor is it clear
whether he sa& ‘‘conditional tenuré’as keing diferent from ‘service tenuré.
Blum rejected the idea that service tenwuisted in Kievan Rus’ and sw it as
originating during the period of MongoVerlordship. Buthe also rejected the
idea that service tenureas borraved from outside Musey: “It is, of course,
entirely conceiable that the idea could Y@ been borraved from abroad, Ui it
seems most probable that iasvan indigenous phenomenon, rising out of the
needs of the tim&.B lum does not say whhe thinks it is ‘most probablé. He
went on to state!Given the problems of contemporary political and economic
life, it seems a natural sort of solution for the princes and great landlords to
adopt: 15 Blum does not attempt toglain further what he means bg hatural
sort of solution’nor haw it relates to theveédence of the time.

Marc Szeftel, in 1956, stated thgelach prince, settling population in his
territory, faced the task of administering it and\pding for its defensé. B ut
since ‘money was scarce and tradeaw/poor.. he muld not.. dtract adminis-
trative and fighting men by déring mong or a share in commercial profit; [s0]
the only thing he could tdr them vas possession of land—landasvindeed

14 See, e.g., Donald Ostuski, “Church Polemics and Monastic Land Acquisition in Sixteenth-
Century Muscuy,” Slavonic and East Eapean Reiew, vol. 64, 1986, pp. 371-377.
15 Blum, Lord and Reasant in Russj. 85.
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inexhaustible. 16 Further on in the same article, Szeftel asserted ftete
was ot enough moneto insure the xdstence of this numerous militia. [s0]
the Grand Prince of Moseocreated thepomeste..” 17 Szeftel seems to fia
been influenced by ¥étern conceptions of feudalism agseng within a barter
economy Yet, the lage amount of trade along thelya route throughout this
period would seem to belie assertions that the Mugeagrand prince had no
mong.18 The tritute to the @tar khan, for Xample, vas apparently paid in
silver’® Besides not pointing to sirevidence that the scarcity of monaas the
cause of beswing pomest'e Szeftel, in efect, seems to be saying this: the
grand prince did not lva enough mong to pay military service men to adminis-
ter and defend melands, so he paid them by aliog them to administer and
defend those same lands that he did neeé ltze mong to pay them for admin-
istering and defending in the first place.

In relation to service tenure, Richard Hellie has writt&he assumption
has usually been that the Russians could ne¢ liame up with the idea them-
seles and so must ta borrowved it from some place el$é? If this has been
the assumption, then we should discardOmn the other hand, we should not
assume that, just because the Russians cou&lthay did in fact come up with

16 Marc Szeftel,'A spects of Feudalism in Russian Histoiiyn Feudalism in History ed. Rushton
Coulborn (Princeton: Princeton Wersity Press, 1956), p. 170.

17 Szeftel, A spects of Feudalisip . 175.

18 See Th[omas] S. NoonarRussias Eastern Tade, 1150-1350: The Archaeological Evidehce,
Archivum Euesiae Medii Aei, vol. 3, 1983, pp. 201-264, where hepdes @idence there as no
diminishing of the trade with Asian maats from the twelfth through the fourteenth centuries. See
also Artur Attman, who in the chaptéRussia and the Asian Magks, provides eidence that
“ [d]uring the 15th century Moseobecame a commercial centre ekeincreasing importance..”
Artur Attman, The Bullion Flow Between Eope and the East 1000-175@ans. Ea Green and
Allan Green (Gotebagr. Kungl. \etenskaps- ochitferhets-Samhaéllet, 1981), p. 104.

19 For an analysis of this issue, see Ggerernadsl, The Mongols and Russ{hlew Haven: Yale
University Press, 1953), pp. 228-23Roubley criticized \ernadslk for not demonstrating §n
extensive Russian trade with Europe, which is where theesilwould hae o come. Michel
Roubley, “The Mongol Tribute According to the Ws and Agreements of the Russian Printes,
The Structue d Russian History: Interpetive Essaysed. Michael Cherniesky (New York: Random
House, 1970), p. 31Since then, Attman has documented tkemsieness of that trade from the
thirteenth through the sixteenth centuriétie’ sources clearly sinoa continuous flav of precious
metals, abee dl silver, from Western Europe to RussidA rtur Attman, The Russian anddiish
Markets in International fade 1500-1650 trans. Ea Green and Allan Green (Goételgor
Kungsbacka, 1973), p. 11(Bee also AttmariThe Bullion Flow pp. 104-127; Charles J. Halperin,
Russia and the Golden Hig: The Mongol Impact on Medi@ Russian HistoryBloomington:
Indiana Unversity Press, 1987), pp. 83-84; and S. M. KashtaRinansy sedneelowi Rusi
(Moscaw: Nauka, 1988), pp. 7-13.

20 Richard Hellie,Enserfment and Military Chaegin Muscory (Chicago: Un¥ersity of Chicago
Press, 1971), p. 285 n. 37.
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the idea on theirwn. We rneed to set up some ground rules fowhee deter
mine what is foreign influence and what is indigenowgldpment.

Cherepnin preided a class strugglexglanation when he gued that
pomest'ewas the result of the conflict between theyhos, on the one side, and
the grand prince and thdvorianstvg on the other According to this vie, the
dvorianewere paid withpomest'eestates tadn avay from boyar votdiny.?! The
consensus vie of Soviet historiograpit saw pomest’ecreated by the confisca-
tion of princely holdings and thewing of them aspomest’iato the former
servitors of these princé3.However, N. E. Noso/ argues aginst the idea of
“ democratization'of landholding?® The need of Russian historians during the
Soviet period to encode their research in conformity with the Marxistsvief
the Rarty elite maks much of their discussion of service land tenure wapte
for our purposesMany of their generalizations simply do not correspond to the
awailable sourcevadence?*

There hae been numerous attempts to tie invelepments in Muscey
with those in Véstern Europe of the time or earlidn regad to service land
tenure, perhaps the most sustaineghiarent vas praided by N. PPavov-Sil-
vanskii. Hetried to refute the idea that the medieRussian social structure
was dfferent from that which pxailed in the medieal West or that it s
unique in ag way.?® As | will attempt to sha below, much of Raov-Silvan-
skii's comparison is based on an erroneous understanding ofvaéedfeudal-
ism” T hus, his ggument and those of others who see a connection of it with
Muscovite land tenuredll by defult.

Other historians, as Blum pointed out, see a Mongol connection for Mus-
covite service land tenurdn 1953, Geayge \ernadsl asserted:

When the political independence of theyais was brolen by Tsar lan 1V in the
second half of the 16th centutye status of the dviane of the Mongol period

21 L. V. Cherepnin, ‘Osnovny etapy razvitia feodal’noi sobsennosti na Rusi (do XVII .y’
Voprosy istoriil953, no. 4, pp. 59-60.

22 On this point, see Helli€nserfmentp. 286 n. 44.

23 N. E. Nosw, “Mnogotemnaia ‘istoriia SSSR; Voprosy istorii1968, no. 3, pp. 133-155.

24 On why Marxist historians canverride the gidence of the sources and resort‘tmn-source-
based knwledge, see Jerzy @polski, Metodolgia historii, 2nd ed. (Warsav: Panstwowe
Wydawnictwo Naulkowe, 1973), pp. 200-201, 355, 370-371; and id&mnyoli vneistochnilovogo
znaniia v istoricheskm issledwanii,” Voprosy filosofiil973, no. 5, pp. 76-82.

25 N. P Paviov-Silvanskii, Feodalizm v dewvnei Rusi(Moscawn-Leningrad: Brokguz-Efron, 1907);
N. P Pavov-Silvanskii, Feodalism v udel'noi RugiSt. Peterstrg: Tip. M. M. Stasiulgicha, 1910).
See also N..RPaviov-Silvanskii, Gosudaew duzhilnye liudj 2nd ed. (St. Petersig: Tip. M. M.
Stasiuleicha, 1898). For a dscussion of his vigs, see A[natole] G[gory] Mazour Modern
Russian Historigraphy, 2nd ed. (Princeton: &h Nostrand, 1958), pp. 173-174.
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became the pattern for the subsequent relationship between the tsar and the nobil-
ity at lage. Animportant source of the p@r of the Moscw tsar was his control

of the landed estates of the armfiagrs through the pomestie systeAnd as has

been said, it is in the landholdings of the grand ducatidwe of the Mongol

period that at least some of the roots of the pomestie system may be discerned.
Thus, while that system assumed definite shape only in the post-Mongol period—
in the 16th century—the Mongol age may be called its incubation périod.

Fourteen years earlieWernadsl described what seems to be aefiént influ-
ence: ‘The institution ofikta... might have been partly instrumental for the
growth of the pomestierégime in Russi&?’ But, in the footnote, he modified
that statement:Both the Byzantingipévola and the Ottomatimar might also
have sred as patterns for the Russigomestie’ 28 If we choose to think that
Vernadslk was not contradicting himself betweenxtteand footnote, and
between 1939 and 1953, then weuld have b conclude that ¥rnadsk sees at
least four possible influences on thedepment of Muscuite pomest’'e earlier
dvorianelandholding under the Mongols, Persigta‘, Byzantinepronoia, and
Ottomantimar.

The idea thatpomest’e derived from Byzantine pronoia has been
expressed in the historiographat least since the mid-nineteenth centuky A.
Nevolin argued that the resemblancepfmest’eto Byzantinepronoia (topion)
shaved Sophias influence on Ian 111.2° Miliuk ov noted the seeming simultane-
ous appearance of Ottoméimar and Muscwite pomest’e and he also noted
their similarity with Byzantingoronoia3® But Miliukov is ot clear about he
the system entered the Ottoman Empire, SoutticSéaeas, and Museyg at the
same time.SubsequentlyMiliukov agued aginst R\Mov-Silvanskii's view that
pomest'ewas smilar to western European feudalisnmstead, he pointed out
the similarity with both Byzantinpronoiaand Muslimigta‘.2* He did not spec-
ulate on the mechanism of its entry

26 Vernadsly, The Mongols and Russip. 372.

27 Geoge \krnadsk, “Feudalism in Russi&,Speculumvol. 14, 1939, p. 312.

28 \ernadsly, “Feudalism in Russiap. 312, fn. 4.

29 K. A. Nevoalin, Istoriia Rossiiskikh gizhdanskikh zaiov, 3 wols. (St.Petershrg, 1851), wl.
2, p. 195. El'iasherich accepted Nelin's auggestion that the evd “pomest'®@ was a direct
translation of the Greektopion” V. B. El'iashevich, Istoriia prava pozemel’noi sobstvennosti v
Rossij 2 wols. (Raris, n.p., 1948-1951)pl 1, p. 369.

30 P. N Miliukov, Ocherki po istorii russki kul'tury, 3 vols., 6th ed. (St. Petensty: Tip. M. A.
Aleksandrea, 1909), \ol. 1, p. 147.

31 P. N Miliukov, “Feodalizm v Rossii (v s&ro-vostochnoi Rusi), Entsiklopedibeskii slvar’,
ed. |. E. Andreeskii, 42 \ols. (St.Petershrg: Tip. Brokgauz-Efron, 1890-1907),0l: 35, pp.
548-550.
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Other historians hee inted out the similarity ofpomest’ewith the
already &isting system okormlenie32 A comparison of the foll@ing two char
ters, one fokormlenig the other fopomest’'e shows their similarity:

Kormlenie Charter
I, Grand Prince lan \asil'evich of all Rus’, hae ganted to lan son of Andrei
Plemiannilov [the villages of] Pushka and Osinisoes akormleniewith the right
to administer justicepfravdd and to collect tags on the purchase, sale, and brand-
ing of horsesgiatng. And you, all the people of thigolost’, honor him and obe
him, and he will geern you and judge you and will conduct youfaat in every
way as they were conducted heretofote.

Pomest’e Charter (January 12, 1546)
I, lvan \asil'evich, grand prince of all Rus’, grant to Grisha, son ahl\Zhedrin-
skii, of Nizhnii-Novgorod, a third portion of the village of Fre&koe in the Bere-
zopolskii stanof the Nizhnii-Nogoroduezd which formerly belonged to Eremei,
son of Matfei Rgozskii; and also thebrok-paying hamlet of Kichino in Strelitsa,
which belonged to Rodiauchin. Since—[omissiom original] thissyn boiaskii
died leaing behind no wife or children, and his landswnot gien as apomest’e
to aryone, thus I, the grand prince, grant it apamest’ewith everything that
belonged to this third of the village and to the hamlet as of Aédfor the peasants
who shall live i his land, in that third of the village and in the hamlet, mamest-
niki in Nizhnii-Novgorod and th&olosteliand theirtiuny shall not sit in judgment
over them for agthing except murder and robbery with materialdence; Grisha
himself or whoeer he designates shall administer and judge his easants.
And if there should be a nex trial between his peasants and the inhabitants of the
town orvolost, then our Nizhnii-Negorod namestnikiandvolostiand theirtiuny
shall sit in judgmentwer his peasants together with Grisha or his manager; and the
court fees shall be equallyvitied between themif anyone lodges a complaint
against Grisha or his managénen | myself, the grand prince, or ragiarin vve-
denoi[commissioned byar] will sit in judgment. And theobrok from his obrok-
paying hamlet shall be paid according to the bopkskniganhto [my] kliuchnik
[steward] in Novgorod. Writtenin Moscav, on the twelfth day of January in the
year 7054 [1546}*

Halperin, perhaps influenced by Orthodox Church sources, has asserted that
Tatar namestnikiwere not allaved to administer Christian subjects, onbttger

32 For a dscussion of the points of similarjtgee Hellie, Enserfmentpp. 27—28.

33 PRP, vol. 3, p. 156; trans. based #énSource Book for Russian Historyoin Early Tmes 3

vals., eds. Gege \krnadsk et a. (New Haven: Yale Unversity Press, 1972),0l. 1: Early Times to
the Late Seenteenth Centuryp. 120. Datedbnly to the reign of lan 11l (1462—1505).

34 Akty otnosiashuesia do iuriditieskogo byta drevnei Rossiied. Nikolai Kalache, 3 wols. (St.
Petershrg: Arkheograficheskaiadknissiia, 1857-1884),0l. 1, pp. 139-140; trans. based An
Souce Book for Russian Histaryol. 1, p. 162.
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revenue from thend® But, as is clear from xésting kormlenie charters, the
namestnikwhether Christian or Muslim, had full wer of administration within
the kormleniearea. Thepomeshhik, like the namestnikwas to administer the
territory, but there is no mention of his piding military service as a condition
of the grant. This charter delineates the administratéuties of thepomeshbik
from that of the prince’ men, the namestniki volosteli and tiuny. The
pomeshbik was to judge all matters wrolving his peasantsxeept murder and
robbery which were the only tev crimes the princea men would judge. It may
be significant that here we see aarmaple of the dual administration characteris-
tic of Mongol-dominated landsAre there gamples of such dual administration
in the West, or in Byzantium, or in the pre-Mongol Middle E&%f we hae a
charter that stipulates military service as a condition of the grémt?s the
amount of military service imposed aftemd?

Other historians hee pinted to the alises under th&ormlenie system.
But Crummg, following Dewey, questioned thextent of such alises®” Dewey
asserted that theamestnikimaintained their pwer at least until the 1555 mili-
tary reform, and therven ater asvoevody. He dsagreed with those whogare
that the namestnikihad their pwer stripped from them due to corruption.
Instead, Devey argued that the need for morefieient resenue collection \as
the decisie reason for the reforn®.It would appear then that the responsibili-
ties of thenamestnikdeclined as those of tlp@meshkiki rose.

* * *

When we mak a @mparison of Musagte service land tenure with that in
other realms, we get somery interesting resultsFirst, let us compare it with
west Europearifeudalism” H istorians hae poposed mantheories about the
origins of feudalism in the ¥ét. Montesquiesaw feudalism as dering from
the German tribal comitati$8. Geoge Waitz, in contrast, sa feudalism as

35 Halperin,Russia and the Golden Hig; p. 109.

36 Mottahedeh pointed to axample of dual administration under the Buyids axplained it as a
characteristic of decentralizedvgonment: ‘In a decentralized g@rnment, it vas desirable to ke
alternate wires to pull in caseyawire (as so easily and frequently happened) disappéaRealy P
Mottahedehoyalty and Leadeship in an Early Islamic Socief§Princeton: Princeton Uwersity
Press, 1980), pp. 36-37.

37 Robert O. Crummg The Prmation of Muscey 1304-1613London: Longman, 1987), p. 107;
Horace W Dewey, “The Decline of the Musacgte Namestnik' Oxford Savonic Ripers, vol. 12,
1965, pp. 28-29, 33-39See also A. A. ZiminRossiia na page rowogo wemeni. Oterki
politichesloi istorii Rossii pervoi &ti XVI v (Moscav: Mysl’, 1972), pp. 415-417.

38 See Dwvey, “The Decline of the Musadte Namestnik' pp. 34, 37, and 39.

39 Baron de Montesquieu (Charles de Second@®, Spirit of Laws2 wols., trans. Thomas Nugent
(New York: Colonial Press, 1900)ok 2, pp. 171-267 (bks. 30-31).



338 Russiamistory/Histoire Russe

deriving from Imperial Roman institutions of clientage and patrortagein-
rich Brunner sa its origins in the intrusion of the Muslims north of the Pyre-
nees, which precipitated a fusion of the German and Roman institutiigs.
argument is that Charles Martel had to raise a fighting force to meet the Muslim
attack. Martekonfiscated church and monastic lands aadethem to military
men for servicé! Another theory suggests that Norsevasions required
armored knights to protect villagé&sYet another theory \&s proposed byyinn
White who agued for the significance of the importation of the stirrup from
Central Asia. According to White, the stirrup as a technological inwetion
introduced to the Franks in the early eighth century the¢an adantage to the
armored knight on horsebacBut the knight needed land to maintain his armor
horse, and stirrup; thus, feudalisnasvirvented? Finally, other historians hae
seen feudalism as arvatutionary phase in the natural \édopment of all
societies'* One notable characteristic of all theories about the origins of feudal-
ism is the presumption that itas an indigenous delopment free from prac-
tices outside Europelor example, Donald Klley phrased the question of feu-
dalism’s arigins this vay: “was ‘feudalism’ a peculiarly European institution, or
is it a stage in the gelopment of gery nation?"4°

The \ariety of descriptions offeudalism’ is legon and generally reflect
the prefigurations of the describeit the bginning of this centuryMaitland
summed up theagueness of definitions dféudalism’:

Now were an gaminer to ask who introduced the feudal system into England? one
very good answerif properly eplained, vould be Henry Spelman, and if there
followed the question, whatas the feudal system? a good answer to tioatidv

40 Geog Waitz, Deutste \érfassungsgsaichte 8 wols., 3rd ed., (Kiel: Ernst Homann, 18829].v
2, pt. 1 pp. 330-383 and 2nd ed. (Berlireitvhannsche Buchhandlung, 1885)l. v, pp. 176-365.
41 Heinrich Brunner “Der Reiterdienst und die Anfinge des Lehnweser&gitsdrift der
Savigny-Stiftung fur Ratsgestichte Germanistisbe Abteilungvol. 8, 1887, pp. 1-38; reprinted in
Heinrich BrunnerForschungen zur Geduichte des deutéen und fanzosisbhen Rehts (Stuttaart: J.
G. Cottaschen Buchhandlung, 1894), pp. 39-74.

42 Edward McNall Burns\Western Civilizationg6th ed. (Nev York: Norton, 1963), p. 313.

43 Lynn White, Jr, Medieval Technolagical and Social Charey(Oxford: Oxford Unversity Press,
1964), pp. 14-28.

44 Marc Bloch, La société féodale: les classes et le gouvernement des hafRaniss Albin
Michel, 1940), pp. 249-252; Otto Hintze;Wesen und ¥&frbreitung des Feudalismus,
Sitzungsberiste der Peussishen Akademie der ig¢enshaften vol. 20, 1929, pp. 320-325;
“Feodal'ryi stroi,” Bol'shaia Swetskaia entsiklopedij&nd ed., 1956, ol. 44, pp. 608-612; B..F
Porshne, Ocherk politichesloi ekonomii feodalizmgMoscav: Gospolitizdat, 1956), pp. 9-13he
Marxist view, of course, dewies from theCommunist Manifesto

45 Donald R. Kelley, “De origine feudorumThe Beginnings of an Historical ProblemSpeculum
val. 39, 1964, p. 207.
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be, an early essay in compavatjurisprudence. .. If my examiner went on with
his questions and astt me, when did the feudal system attain its most perfect
development? Ishould answembout the middle of the last centufy

The phrase [feudal system] has thus become for us g #ad ague that it is
quite possible to maintain that of all countries Englard the most, or for the
matter of that the least, feudalized; thatldm the Conqueror introduced, or for
the matter of that suppressed, the feudal syétem.

More recently Richardson and SaylesvVesiggested thatfeudalism’ is little

“more than an arbitrary pattern imposed by modern writers upon men long dead
and &ents long pastand they advise that‘{a]n adjective © ambiguous and so
misleading is bestvaided? “8 In no uncertain terms, Elizabeth A. R. & pil-

loried those who try to use theiwvo concepts of‘feudalism’ to explain the
source testimon

The variety of definitions of feudalism and the limitations imposed on their rele-
vance are confusingEqually disconcerting is the persive endeng on the part of
those who use theoxrd to personifyreify, and, to coin tv@ words, occasionally
‘bacterialize, and even ‘lunarize’ the abstractiondHow often does one read that
feudalism, lile a \rus, spread from one area to anotleetthat, later on, it shely
waned. Ina dngle study feudalism is assigned a dazzling array of rdles
found gving birth, being rtremely virile, h&ing vitality, being strong, knwing a
long tradition, being successfully transplanted, sumgi, being replaced, teetering,
being routed, declining andlfing, and finally dead and in its ge*

One of the points Bmen males is that, while there seems to be a consensus
about feudalism’ when using it as a pedagogical/ie to teach students, there
is no consensus when it comes to usifegdalism’ as “an intellectual tool’in
studying society®

Nonetheless, Maitland and other historians seem to go througblang
door of castigting definitions of feudalism that imply a system, then of proceed-
ing to formulate theirwn systemic definitionsMaitland used his assessment of
the inadequacies of prieus definitions to adance his wn: “a state of society
in which all or a great part of public rights and duties argtiieably intervwo-
ven with the tenure of land, in which the wholevgmment system—financial,

46 Frederic Wliam Maitland, The Constitutional History of Englandd. H. A. L. Fisher
(Cambridge: The Unersity Press, 1908), p. 142.

47 Maitland, Constitutional Historyp. 143.

48 H. G. Richardson and G. O. Sayl@he Gwoernance of Mediaal England fom the Conquest
to Magna Carta(Edinturgh: University Press, 1963), pp. 92, 118.

49 Elizabeth A. R. Bran, “The Tyranry of a Construct: Feudalism and Historians of Medie
Europ€, American Historical Réew, vol. 79, 1974, p. 1075.

50 Brown, “The Tyranry of a Construct, p. 1070.
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military, judicial—is part of the la of private property’5! Yet, that definition is
also so ague that it could, with some modification, be applied to almgst an
sedentary societyncluding the present-day United States.

One of the leading scholars of feudalism, Carl Stephenson, has presented
his ovn model this \ay:

Ignoring for the moment all possibleaeptions, we may say that assal vas pre-
eminently a gentleman and afsior, pledged as such to support his lord on the
battlefield and in other honorableays. Thiswas a personal obligtion which feu-

dal tenure could modifyui never set aside.The fact that, by the elenth century

a vassal normally Yied on his ovn estate meant only that his attendance upon his
lord was restricted to particular occasions—when, thanks to his enhanced position,
his service wuld be especiallyaluable. Nordid the concession of a fief rale

the lord of personal responsibilitywerds his assal. Thdaithless lord, as well as

the faithless wassal, vas knevn as a felon, and felgnof one sort or another
remained prominent in all systems of feudal.la 52

Could a lord be a felon in Rus'@ould the grand prince, as lord, be a felon?
Here seems to be a place where Mugaander the Daniileichi differed from
Stephensos’ model of western Europeaffe¢udalism” As long as a grand
prince was considered ¢gtimate, he could not be considered a fétohe
grand princes determined thewm lawv by following the precedents of their pre-
decessors or by establishing avrigrecedent in agreement with the Church and
the byars®*

Stephenson goem to claim:

In actual practice we kmothat, een before the close of the ninth centuitywas
customary for fiefs to pass fromther to son; and that, within another hundred
years or so, a fief & rgularly described as hereditarffor reasons stated alm®
however, such inheritance is found to ¥& been merely the remal of a feudal
contract, to which each of the parties, the lord and #issal, had to gé personal
assent. Whea vassal died, his fief verted to the lord and really ceased to be a
fief at all until another assal had beenvested with it. In case the assal had no
heir, the reversion was called escheat, and the lordswiree to &ep the dead ma’
estate or to igrant it to whomsoer he deased. Ircase the assal had an hethe
lord was legdly obliged to accept his as thewndwolder Yet esen then a rgrant

51 Maitland, Constitutional Historypp. 23-24.

52 carl Stephensomedieval Feudalism(Ithaca: Cornell Uniersity Press, 1942), pp. 22—23.

53 Daniel Ravland, ‘Towads an Understanding of the Political Ideas imnivlimofeyev's
VremenniK' Slavonic and East Eapean Reiew, vol. 62, 1984, p. 396.

54 Marc Szeftel, “The Form of Gaernment of the Russian Empire Prior to the Constitutional
Reforms of 1905-06,Essays in Russian and\&et History in Honor of Garid Tanquary Robinsgn
ed. John Shelton Curtiss (Leiden: Brill, 1963), p. 106.
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was necessary through formalvestiture; and in recognition of thisdt the heir
very commonly paid the lord a sum of mgralled relief>®

Do we hae awy evidence of ‘frelief’” in Muscary? Did a pomest’eremain a
pomest'ealthough “escheated’'to the grand prince until gganted? Further
more, Stephenson asserts:

Another striking peculiarity of feudal tenurgas primogeniture, the rule that a fief
should pass intact to the eldest st such form of inheritanceas knavn either

to Roman or to Germanicva and allodial property continued to be shared by the
children of a deceasedvoer The fact that a fief ws Igadly indivisible seems to
prove that it was considered a publicfiofe rather than a piece of lapfd.

Here there is another crucial fedifence with Muscey. What Stephenson is
describing are political arrangements between independent contradtoes.
vassal entered the service of the lord by virtue of an agreement, sometimes
reciprocal. InMuscovy, servitors were already in the service of the grand
prince—no independent agreement or reciprocigs virvolved. The grand
prince could ta& the land back or le® the land with the servitor as he desired.
But not all lord-assal relationships in theaat were between such independent
contractors as Stephenson describes.

Clearly, things are not as thieappear in this catory. Somevhere along
the line historians h&@ nade the assumption thatdnditional’ land tenure in
Muscory must conform to thefeudal” model, whateer that historian under
stood by it. But service land tenure neither in western Europe nor in Mysco
conforms to aypsuch model.Even Stephenson admitted:

Although men in the Middle Ages were quitafiliar with vassals and fiefs and
with vassalage and feudal tenure ytlapparently did not think in terms of a broad
feudal theory—a set of feudal principles by which to construct a social and politi-
cal framevork.5”

Furthermore, Stephensonamed aginst accepting the ceentional wisdom
about feudalism:'I'am inclined to agree with those scholars who find the ordi-
nary remarks about feudalism in the abstract eitheagaeras to be historically
useless or so inaccurate as to be historically dange?d&sr example, the con-
ventional wisdom states thafssals receed land from the lord in return for

55 Stephensoryledieval Feudalism p. 24.

56 StephensorViedieval Feudalism pp. 24-25.

57 carl Stephenson;The Origin and Significance of Feudali§mAmerican Historical Réew,
vol. 46, 1941, p. 797.

58 Stephenson;Origin and Significancép. 797, fn. 36.
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military service. This is the vay textbooks present it'The relationship between
lord (suzerain) andassal, between the bestr and receer of the fief, is the
heart of the mediel feudal systeri>° Yet, Stephenson writes:

The status of assal. . could alvays be acquired, with or without the prospect of a
fief, merely by performing homage and swearing fealtyd solely in this \ay
could one become assal. Althougtiiefs might be declared hereditaassalage
was reve inherited®°

Such a formulation also auld distinguish \Wstern lord-assal relations from
relations in Muscaey where service obla@tions were hereditaryFurthermore,
according to Stephenson, swearing fealaswot enough to indicatassalage:

The primary and decig dement in the ceremgrwas homage, for in the twelfth
century as in the Frankish periods it @ alvays possible for one man to swear
fealty to another without becoming hiassal. Inother words, although anvassal
could properly be styledfadelis al fideleswere not assals$?

In short, there does not appear to be such a thing ‘agedl” feudal grant.
But, we can say thisThere are at least three components that oftew span
western European medat political relations: (1) homage; (2)assalage; and
(3) land granted for the maintenance of @attgman (horse, armeorshield,
weapons, etc.).Of these components, only the first, homage, is necessary to
what Stephenson call$eudalism” B ut Richardson and Sayles concluded that
homage was not typical, or ven a sgnificant part, of grants in Englafd.
Stephenson himself admitted that the other t@mponents, assalage and land
grant, are optional and that thelso appear in norifeudal” relations. ler
example, a king could hire a knightassal) for a particular battle, thus, treating
the knight as a soldier of fortune whaved no homage and reeed no land (a
straight ‘cash’ for service deal).And there were kings whoauld grant land
for the maintenance of av@ryman, although the king claimed thevalryman
owed service as a matter dct, not as the result of homagaended by an
independent contractofFor example, Carolingian edicts frequently refer to the
fact that all freemenwe military servicé? In this aspect, the Carolingian situa-

59 Stawart C. EastonThe Heritage d the Rist: Earliest Tmes to 15003rd ed. (N&v York: Holt,
Rinehart and Wiston, 1970), p. 525.

60 Stephenson:Origin and Significancép. 798.

61 Stephenson;Origin and Significancép. 798, fn. 38.

62 Richardson and SayleBhe Goernance of Medial England p. 112.

63 White, Medieval Technolagy, p. 6.
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tion seems to be similar to that in Muggainder the Daniileichi.?* Yet, if all
three components of political relations in the mealigVest were optional, then
in what sense does the terfeudal” haveary meaning?

Basically we dhould tale the advice of Richardson and Sayles and disre-
gad all definitions of‘feudalism’ i ncluding Marxist, as well as the wis of all
historians who see it as a single systérhere vas no “system’ of lord-vassal
relations as such in theaat. Eachord had his wn individual relationship with
each of his &ssals. Theséfeudal’ relationships were at times little more than
the relationships that members of a streetgin ay large American city hae
to the @ng leader In addition, the termsfeudal” and “feudalism’ are redolent
with nggaive mnnotations. Theare often used in the same sense that terms
like “Caesaropapisrh,” Oriental Despotisr,and “totalitarian; are used—to
categyorize what is being described as something that should beedislksa
result, | propose that grstatements about ¥¢tern ‘feudal” practice be accom-
panied by specific reference to when and where one thinks such a practice
existed and according to what documents one is basing gagments on.

The comparison with Byzantirgonoialikewise yields little in the way of
direct influence. Vasiliev rejected the comparison gfonoia with kormlenie
because, according to himkdrmleniewas not connected with the possession of
a territory and meant only the administration of aricor pravince with the right
to collect reenues for the profit of the administrator nstead, ¥siliev saw a
closer connection betwe@nonoiaandpomest’ewhich he defined a&h estate
held temporarily on condition of disclygmg military service, which speedily
assumed an hereditary charatf®r Vasiliev did not hae the adantage of
recent research that wevieaso he was operating under the peling assump-
tion thatpomest’ewas mot hereditary from the lggnning. Butthis is not the
only point on which his comparison may lzeilty. Ensslin definegpronoia by
comparing it with ‘feudalism’: *‘By the pronoia (provision) landed propertyo
which was attached the obhtjon of supplying soldiers, ag granted to superior
officers, and the income from these estates belonged to them during their life-
time, hut could not be inherited; this arrangement bears a certain resemblance to
the Western feudal systet$8 Ensslin seems to be in disagreement witisiNes
when he saypronoiawas ot hereditary The resemblance he thought hevsa

64 For a comparison of Musogy with the empire of Charlemagne, see DanieivRad, ‘lvan IV

as a Carolingian Renaissance Pringgnpublished paper).

65 A. A. Vasiliey, History of the Byzantine Empjr 2nd Eng. ed. (Madison: Unversity of
Wisconsin Press, 1964), p. 569.

66 Wwilhelm Ensslin, “The Emperor and the Imperial Administratibnin Byzantium: An
Introduction to East Roman Civilizatiords. H. N. Baynes and H. St. L. B. Moss (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1961, 1948), p. 300.
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with Western ‘feudalism’ is faulty because grants of land in theed&Vat the
time were frequently inherited.

According to Ernst H. Kantowacz, pronoia was introduced in the mid-
eleventh century It was a result of the Ducas dynastig#gnning “to build up a
civilian aristocrag of scholars and great fidials within the capital.. and to
play of that nev aristocrag aganst the military aristocrag’ t he strategoi, who
were ‘provincial commanders and ganors of the themes.” %7 In order to
reduce the pmer of the military aristocrag the pronoia “ estates were gén
both to high dicers of the state or army and to monasteries anet@mersons
also. Thg were gien in permanent administration as aveed for services.
The grants dfered from simple donations in that tpeonoia land was abso-
lutely bound to the recipient, thgronoetes that he receied it for a definite
period only usually for life; that he could not sell tipgonoia estate; and that it
was ot hereditary 8 Kantoravicz sav pronoiaas being used to end thewsey
of the pravincial generals, which as based on a peasant militia, and gare
central, cvilian control of the military Thus, both the circumstances and the
goals of the military land grant in Byzantium fdied from such grants else-
where in that it \as directed agnst the gisting military leaders and oftenas
given to non-military personagesrThe claim by some historians is thpimest’e
was drected aginst the bgars with their hereditary estateéd/hether or not we
accept that conjecture, we must acklemlge that ‘tivilians” were not gien
pomest'e And it was not an attempt by avitian elite of scholars and greatffief
cials to break the peer of the prwincial military. This strong non-military
aspect ofpronoiawould seem to refute the contention of those who assert that
Ottomantimar was based on if?

When we comparpomest’ewith Ottomantimar, we find some significant
points of similarity Inalcik describedimar this way:

Above dl else the timar systemas intended to pwide troops for the sultas’
army, by maintaining a lage, centrally controlled #alry force. The timarholding
sipah”kept his evn horse; he as armed with a lvg sword, shield, lance and
mace, and if his timar incomeaeeeded a certain sum here armour For each
three thousand gks of timar income, a sipahad to preide onecebeli—a fully
armed horseman; e pravided a cebelli for each éthousand ages. . .70

67 Ernst H. Kantorwicz, “‘ Feudalism’ in the Byzantine Empitén Feudalism in Historyp. 160.
68 Kantoravicz, “* Feudalism’ in the Byzantine Empitey. 161.

69 See, e.g., Speros Vryonis,, Jihe Decline of Medial Hellenism in Asia Minor and the &ress
of Islamization fom the Elgenth though the Hteenth CenturyBerkeley: University of California
Press, 1971), pp. 469-47B0r references to other proponents of thiswigeeibid., p. 470 n. 94.

70 Halil Inalcik, The Ottoman Empér The Classical Ag1300-1600trans. Norman ItzBwitz and
Colin Imber (Nav York: Prager, 1973), p. 113.
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The main points described here—of serving to maintairvargeforce on the
income of the estate and a certain set number of horsemen to \beéegro
according to the size of the estate—correspond with vluerce we hee for
pomest'e We do not havre enough &idence to say whether some aspects of
timar that Inalcik describes also occurred undemest’e including: the grant-
ing of land to a servitor after a petition by his commandirigesfto the ruler
(Sultan); the giing of a first-time applicant for a land grant a certificate
(tezlere), which he presented to the ruler; and the authority glebdssyis to
grant subsequent diplom&8sA timar-holder like a pomeshhkik could not be
dispossessed without the order of the rulglso, like pomest’e the Ottoman
timar system vas highly centralizedlnalcik contrasts this centralization with
the tendeng for Western medieal political-military relations to be decentral-
ized.

In the folloving passage Inalcik describes certain other aspedimaf
that we could gyue correspond withomest'e

To be digible for a timar a man had to be from the military class;asabsolutely
forbidden to grant timars to the2é. A son inherited military status if histher
were of military class or the kul of a sultan oyb&he Ottomans also accepted as
military class the members of the egalént caste in nely conquered states, and
in this way mary Christian fief-holders became timholding sipdhis. In time,
they or their sons accepted Islanin the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries gdar
part of the timaholding caalry was, like the Janissary corps, composed ofeda
Only those Muslim Trrks who had @lunteered and performed outstanding ser
vices on campaign or on the frontier else the Trkish followvers of frontier begs,
could receie imars’?

As with timar, apomest’eholder had to be from the military clasEhe son of a
pomeshbik could inherit thepomest’eand mutatis mutandisnon-Christians
(usually Muslims) could hold military land grants in Mugggust as Christians
could hold them in the Ottoman Empiieln time, the sons of the Muslim
pomeshbiki became Christian just as the sons of Christian sipabtame

71 Lambton pointed out that under the Buyits provincial governor could distriote the area
under his jurisdiction aijta‘s, hut he did this as an fidial of the state, and not because the area
formed part of his pvete domairf. A nn K. S. Lambton,'Reflections on théqgta‘,” in Arabic and
Islamic Studies in Honor of Hamilton A. R. Gjib&tl. Geoge Makdisi (Cambridge: Haavd
University Press, 1965), p. 367.

72 nalcik, The Ottoman Empi p. 114.

73 We havedirect evidence that Crusader knights who remaineddte®ine heldgta's g-anted by

the Mamluk sultan.Robert Irwin, ‘Igta’ and the End of the Crusader Stdtésy The Eastern
Mediterranean Lands in theefiod of the Crusadesd. P M. Holt (Warminster: Aris & Phillips,
1977), pp. 68-69.
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Muslim in the Ottoman EmpireAnd a number of slees becamepomeshbiki’
just as maytimar-holders were.

Timar seems to be related igta‘, but, as Cahen pointed oufn‘the pre-
sent state of our kndedge we do not kiva how the transition from the olikta’
to the nev timar was made’ ’® In comparingtimar with iqgta’, Douglas A.
Howard agued thatimar differs fromigta‘ in that the main purpose of the latter
was revenue collection while the main purpose of the form&as more specifi-
cally designed to be primarily a salary substitution for stateasts’® What
Howard seems to be ignoring is that baimar andigta’ were primarily meant
for cavary maintenance and administration of recently acquired frontier areas,
as waspomest’e

These primary purposes of the military land grant become clear when we
comparepomest’ewith various forms of Muslinigta’. First, let us look aigta‘
under the llkhansAccording to Mogan, the Turco-Mongols of the Illkhanate
gave W the nomadic life in the early fourteenth century for agricultural estates
in the form ofigta’.”” Previously, Mongol soldiers fied off booty. The introduc-
tion of theigta’ system in the llkhanate by Khan Ghazan coincided with his con-
version to Islam and the sedentarization and assimilation of the Mongol horse
archers’® Lambton, follaving Minorsky, made a distinction between avkinds
of landholding in the llkhanate‘hereditary grants, kiven assoyughal, carry-
ing certain immunities, antyd, the holders of which enjed the temporary
right to collect ggernment tars for their wn benefit. 7 She tracedsoyughal
back to administrate iqta’ andtuyd to personaiqta’ under the Seligs. But
between thedil of the Mongols and the rise of the &adls, according to
Lambton, a majing of all kinds of land assignment occurred such that the
came more and mor#d represent grants of ‘immunity’ to the holders from all
interference by geernment oficials” A long with this meging there vas ‘a
tendeng to regad all land as subject to thexeecise of full proprietary rights

74 See, e.g., HellieEnserfmentp. 27. Lambtonpointed out that in mediel Persia ‘the dominant
military class, from the ninth century A.D. oamds, vas composed, to a greatent, of slaes and
freedmer. L ambton, ‘Reflections); pp. 358—-359.

75 Claude Cahen!lktd,” Encyclopedia of Islagmew ed. (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1954— ), vol. 3,
p. 1089.

76 Douglas A. Hward, “The OttomanTimar System and Its rRnsformation, 1563—163@Ph.D.
dissertation, Indiana Uwérsity, 1987), p. 13.

77 David O. Moman, “The Mongol Armies in Persia,Der Islam vol. 56, 1979, pp. 94-96See
also Daid Nicolle, The Mongol \&rlords: Genghis Khan, #blai Khan, Hilgu, Tamerlane(Poole,
Dorset: Firebird Books, 1990), p. 123.

78 See Rashid al-Dif;GK, p. 310; Alizade, pp. 517-518.

79 Ann K. S. LambtonLandlord and Reasant in Brsia: A Study in Landéhue and Land Reenue
Administation (Oxford: Oxford Unversity Press, 1969 [reprint from 1953 ed.]), pp. 101-102.
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ove it by the petty territorial princes, who were ttie factoholders of the land.
This conception lgen to supersede both the earlier Islamic theomhich
regaded all land which had noamer as the property of all Muslims and permit-
ted its alienation by th@nam only in the interests of the communignd the
theory of the steppe, whichgaded the rulingKhan as holding the land as the
representatie d his people.® If pomest'edeveloped fromkormlenig then this
pattern of deelopment coincides with the pattern ofvd®pment ofigta’ in the
llkhanate—that is, from a temporangersonal grant to a permanerdnfilial
(i.e., hereditary) grantThe llkhanates wo forms ofigta’, i.e., soyughal (or
administratve) and tuyd (or personal) seem to correspondkmmlenig and
pomest'@espectiely. These are correlations that require furthgieration.

If we look atigta’ under the Seljks, we agin see similarities with Mus-
covite practice. Fragner pointed out thdftlhe most widespread forms of ben-
eficium—already under the Buyids and particularly from the Batieriod
onwards—consisted of thearious types ofgta‘.”8! For him, igta‘’ represented
“the states yielding the right of tax collection to inddual persons.In those
cases where this procedure represented a substitute for, saisrsight was
attached to the performance of certain adminisegati military duties within
the frameavork of the staté. T his meant in lgd theory that the land as not
transferable or inheritable ub practice, especially in gard to military iqta’,
was quite different. ThenFragner describes something that sourdsilfar to
those who hee dudied the system ahestnibestvoin Muscory: “The army of
the Great Saljg gate was based on nomadiaufkish tribal formations, and
evay tribal unit was at the same time also a military unlust as the leadsr’
rank was hereditary within the hierarnglof the tribe, so also his state function
(as a military leader) passed to his haid thus the igt in question becamde
facto the basis of subsistence fovaml generations of tribal leadérsl f we
substitute ‘tlan” for “tribe,” we havean important aspect ohestnibestvoin
Muscovy, that is an indiidual is rankd in society according to his clanmank
and the indiidual’s rank within the clan.Fragner goes on to describeahonder
Nizam a-Mulk the igta‘’-dar or mugg’, that is, the holder of aigta’ “ should
have ro direct contact with the peasants of ljg@' and should confine himself
exclusively to collecting the dues8? This is the vay kormlenie is often pre-
sented althougkormleniehad administratie and juridical components.

80 Lambton,Landlord and Reasant in Brsia, p. 102.

81 Bert Fragner“Social and Internal Economic f&irs.” i n The Cambridg History of Iran, vol. 6:

The Tmurid and Safavid &iods eds. Peter J. Jackson and Laurence Lockhart (Cambridge:
Cambridge Uniersity Press, 1986), p. 500.

82 Fragner“Social and Internal Economic fsirs;” p. 501.



348 Russiamistory/Histoire Russe

Lambton pointed out that besidiega’ granted to members of the ruling
family, there vas also military administratie, and personal estatigta'. She
described the administrad igta’ as ‘in effect a preincial government’ and
sav a resemblance between it and thhe earlier assignments made by the
Arabs and knen astu'ma’” The distinction between administragiand mili-
tary igta’ “tended to be obscured because the ‘adminigtratijta’ had by
Seljug imes become militarizet®3 In Muscavy, the progression may & keen
from administratie iqta’ (kormlenie) to a @mbination of military and adminis-
trative igta’ (pomest'g, if we can speak in those termbslowever, we should
keep in mind that theamestnilcould also perform military service.

David Morgan described four types adita’ during the Seljg period:

There vas, first, the grant by the smitof a private estate, a pension or an
allowance to an indiidual; secondlya gant made to a member of the Sglfam-

ily for his or her proper maintenance; thirddygant of land or the kenue of land

to anamir in lieu of salary or in return for specified military service (the ‘military’
igta‘); fourthly, a grant which vas in efect equialent to appointment as a pio-
cial governor (the ‘administratie’ igta‘).” 8

Not only do we hee examples of all four of these same types of land grants in
Muscory—1. grants to members of rulingrhily for their maintenance 2. per
sonal immunities 3. administrati (kormlenig 4. military—but we also see the
meuger of administratie and military grants withippomest'e

A comparison ofpomest’ewith iqta’ under the Mamluks wuld also be
useful, lut | cannot go into details herdor a dscussion ofigta’ under the
Mamluks, see the articles by Tsugitaka &atRobert Irwin® and Daid
Ayalon8’

A comparison ofpomest’ewith igta’ under the Ayubids is particularly
telling. After pointing out the significance afita’ (“[n]o institution played a
more critical role in the political structure of the Islamiorid from the eleenth
to the thirteenth century, Humphres defined fie categories ofiqgta’ but

83 Lambton,Landlord and Reasant in Brsia, p. 6. See also Lambton;Reflections, p p. 369-373,
where she describes six typesdid'.

84 David Morgan, Medieval Rersia 1040-1797London: Longman, 1988), p. 38.

85 Tsugitaka Safd‘The Ewlution of thelgta® System under the Manke—An Analysis of al-
Rawk al-Husani and al-Ravk al-Nasir1, " Memoirs o the Reseah Department of thedlyo Bunb,
vol. 37, 1979, pp. 99-131.

86 Jrwin, “Igta’ and the End of the Crusader Stdtpq. 62—77.

87 David Ayalon, ‘Studies on the Structure of the Mamluk ArihyBulletin of the Seool of
Oriental and African Studiewol. 15, 1953, pp. 203-228, 448-476, awndl 16, 1954, pp. 57-90;
and Daid Ayalon, ‘The System of Ryment in Mamluk Military Society Journal of the Economic
and Social History of the Origntol. 1, 1958, pp. 37-65, 257—-296.
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discussed mainly the second caty/—those hang “a predominantly military
character and which usually conferred upon their holdenseoof local ge-
ernment—because these constituted the basic elemenyyibid provincial
administratior?.88 Humphreys stressed thagta’

did not establish a tie of personal fealty between man and fitaere is no e-
dence of apkind to suggest that thesweign and hisnugta‘ formally undertook

a body of mutual obligtions to each othenor did the latter swear a specific oath
of fidelity to the prince on the occasion of his retcg anigta’. It is o course
true that when a me prince ascended the throne, he had his amirs ditdatf
swear allgiance to him, bt that is a dfferent institution altogetherAn igta’ was
conceded through a decreeanshuy issued by the prince, in the same manner as
ary other ofice of state wuld be concededThe mugta; for all that he often
appeared to be and bekd like a western feudatorywas in reality simply another
official, a delgate of the prince with no ¢g status of his wn. Amongthe Ayyu-

bids of Syria, as among their Seljukid and Zangid predecessorggtéhevas
understood simply as an administvatimechanism aimed at ensuring an adequate
financial basis for an fefctive military machine. In essence it as as impersonal
as ay other arrangement for primcial government and military administration
might have beens®

Humphres’ point here should confirm for us thmest'earrangements were
closer toigta’ than either were to medi@ western European landholding
arrangements.

As with igta' under the Mamluks, | cannot go iritga’ under the Buyids.
But for discussions oifjta’ under the Buyids, see articles by Tsugitaka®3ato
and C. E. Bosarth %! The more important question for our purposes is: Do we
have evidence of pre-Buyid forms dfjta‘ 2 Claims were made by those who
institutediqta’ under the Buyids in the second half of the tenth century that the
practice originated with Muhammé&@&We might try to dismiss such claims out
of hand as merely an attempt to justify an wation with an appeal to tradition
(in this case, the Prophet himselflowever, Frede Lokkegard found gidence

88 R. Stephen Humphys, From Saladin to the Mongols: Theyfubids of Damascus, 1193-1260
(Albany: State Uniersity of Nev York Press, 1977), p. 371.

89 Humphres, From Saladin to the Mongolsp. 375.

9%  Tsugitaka Said‘The Ig@E System of Iraq Under the Buayhids; Orient, vol. 18, 1982, pp.
83-105.

91 C. E. Boswerth, “Military Organization Under the Buyids of Persia and Ilta@riens vol.
18/19, 1967, pp. 143-167.

92 According to Mottahedeh, the Buyids were the first to igg& in an etensive way. He
suggests that thissystem may hee had its origins in the monetary crisigif the tenth century
Mottahedehloyalty and Leadeship (Princeton: Princeton Uwérsity Press, 1980), pp. 36-37.

93 Lambton,Landlord and Reasant in Brsia, p. 28.
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to support the assertion that Muhammed may indeeel ligen the originator of
igta‘ .94 But the sources dkkegard cites indicate that ynland granted by
Muhammed could be sold by the rameias personal property This is not our
military land grant. Cahen asserted thigtta' derived from a type of land grant
called gata, which had been used to remunerate Arab troopsivad in the
conquests of the genth century® If so, then we might suggest, and the source
evidence vould seem to support such an idea, that the military land grant that we
know as a orm ofigta’ was an innovation of ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab (Caliph from
634 to 644) who established the manner in which thdyneanquished territo-
ries would be geerned, namely to dide them among his milita®f ‘Umar may
have cerived the idea ofigta’ from theqgata. Bernard L&vis has asserted that
gata was based on Byzantinemphyteu$’ But neithergata nor emphyteusvas
intended as a measure to support loa or to administer nely vanquished
territories. Abd al-Aziz Dut accepts the idea that ‘Umar introdudeth' as a
means of dealing with mgy acquired land while at the same time maintaining
the Muslim military®® Lbkkegard also compared early Islaniga’ with West-

ern ‘feudalism’ and asserted that both had a common origin in Romaartaxf
ing (locatio).®® Yet, he does not discuss yatimechanisni’ by which locatio
could hae reemeged in the tw areas almost simultaneously after a hiatus of
several hundred years.

Significantly the military land grant siws up early in Muslim Spain.
According to Joseph O’CallagharEarly in the eighth century the Syrigunds
were authorized to settle in certain districts of al-Andulus wherne tihéd the
usufruct of agricultural properties on condition thatytiperform military ser
vice when summonedThese rights and oblidions passed by hereditary right

9 Frede lokkegard, Islamic Taxation in the Classic é?iod: Wth Special Refance to
Circumstances in &g (Copenhagen: Brunner anai¢h, 1950), pp. 14-17.

9 Claude Cahen,L'’évolution de ligé du IXe au Xllle siécle: Contrilion & une histoire
comparée des sociétés médiég, Annales: Economies, Sociétés, Civilisatiors. 8, 1953, p. 26;
Cahen,"1ktd,” p. 1088; and Claude CahefDay‘a,” Encyclopedia of Islapmew &l., wol. 2, p. 187.
See also LambtornfReflections), pp. 360-361.

9% 3. J. Saunderg\ History of Medigal Islam(London: Routledge andégan Paul, 1965), p. 45;
Laura \éccia \aglieri, “The Patriarchal and Umayyad Caliphatesn The Cambridg History of
Islam eds. P M. Holt, Ann K. S. Lambton, and Bernardwis, wl. 1A: The Cental Islamic Lands
from pe-Islamic Tmes to the Fst World War (Cambridge: Cambridge Urersity Press, 1970), pp.
64-65.

97 Bernard Levis, The Aabs in Historyrev. ed. (Nev York: Harpey 1966), p. 68.

98 ‘Abd al-Aziz Dut, “Landlord and Peasant in Early Islam: A Critical Stiidper Islam vol.
56, 1979, pp. 99-100.

99 | pkkegaard,Islamic Txation pp. 66—67.
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to their descendentd® Bernard Levis described these military land grants
given to the Syrian soldiers thisay:

In 741 the Berbers were strong enough to stage a geneshlineSpain aginst

the Arabs.The Caliph sent an Arab anddety Syrian army which axéd in 742
after a long and a@wnturous journg under the command of Balj ibn Bishit
soon defeated the Berbers and waml receved the Mediterranean coastlands of
Spain in fief. These ne colonists from Syria were settled on the same plan as in
Syria itself, and a Spanish districagvallocated to the men of each of the Syrian
Junds (military districts)—Damascus in Elvira, the Jordan at Mala@lestine in
Sidonia, Hims in Selle, Qinnasrin in JaenThe army of Egypt held Beja and
Murcia. TheseArab fief-holders were liable for military service on the summons
of the gwernment in Corduaa, the Arab capital.Otherwise the were supposed to
live an their lands. But the Arabs had not yet @k to agriculture, and the fief-
holders for the most part preferred to settle in the chiehdoof the districts in
which their lands were situated and t@lim the revenues thg drew from Spanish
serfs or sharecroppers who cudted their estatesThey formed a ne town popu-
lation, an Arab \arrior caste liing on their reenues and knen asShamis, or Syr-

ians, to distinguish them from the older settlers who had come with the first
invasion 101

Yet Collins pointed to anwen earlier example that relates to our question.
In 713, Abd al-Aziz ibn Msa made a treatywith a certain Theodemis, lord of
seven towns and their associated lands in the south-east of the periinsula.
Collins writes: “The same process, which alled for the maximizing of the
military potential of the Arab armies and the greatest rapiditkphrsion, \&s
also applied in Spaihand that process isvielent in the tgt of the treaty
Among the stipulations &s the payment of a trke. Collinsstates that this as
a yearly per capita trilte: “This consisted of one dinar (the Arab silvcoin,
though probably here indicating a weight of precious metal), four measures of
wheat, four of barlg four jugsful of grapejuice, four of viger, ten of hong
and two of oil per head.1%? Collins disagreed with Joaquiralé who stated
that the stipulated amounts were to be paid to each member of the Aral¥%army

100 joseph O’Callagham History of Medigal Spain(lthaca: Cornell Uniersity Press, 1975), pp.
147-148.

101 | ewis, The Ambs in History pp. 121-122.Whether this army that helped putwiothe Berber

revolt was in fict made up of Syrians has been challenged by Collins who suggests that the names
were merely labelsRoger Collins,The Aab Conquest of Spain 710-7@Jxford: Basil Blackwell,

1989), p. 101-102See also &ricia CroneSlaves on Haes: The Evolution of the IslamiolRy
(Cambridge: Cambridge Urersity Press, 1980), pp. 42—48.

102 Collins, The Aab Conquestp. 40.

103 joaquin \dllvé, La Division territorial de la Espza musulmanaMadrid: Consejo Superior de
Investigaciones Cientificas, Instituto de Filogogia, Departamento de Estudios Arabes, 1986), pp.
189-191.
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If, however, Vallvé is correct that the allotment is per soldileen we find paral-
lel cases in Musagy. The White Lale Charter of 1488 stipulates the amount of
subsistence payments foamestniki Each tax unit vas to preide: a half car
cass of meat or twaltyns ten loares of bread or terdengi a cartload of hay or
two altyns And on St. Petes’'Day (June 29 O.S.hamestnikivere to receie a
ram or eighdengj ten loaves o bread or terdengil® Likewise, an administra-
tive dharter of June 4, 1536, stipulates similar allotments fom#mestnikon
the three feast days of Christmas, Eastett St. Petes Day.'%> So the compari-
son of Muscuite practice with pre-Buyiijta’ seems to hold upThis suggests
thatigta‘, as practiced by the Muslims from the eighth through at least the fif-
teenth century had certain consistent characteristics, and these same characteris-
tics shav up in Muscaite military land grant practices.

How then doesqta’ compare with western European landholdirngar-
gan has pointed out that there are superficial similarities between thiegtitu-
tions. For example, both‘provided a means whereby the ruler could raise a mil-
itary force of substantial size without the unacceptakpemrse of maintaining a
large standing army But he finds the diérences between the avio be “more
striking” M organ differed from Humphngs and other scholars in that hevsa
igta’ as ‘simply a kureaucratic déce” and that it vas not ‘basic to the whole
structure of society This seems to be true only in certain isolated cases,
whereas the importance igta‘ to the social structure of the majority of Muslim
societies, apomest’ewas in Muscary, has been well establishe®ut Morgan
reminds us that medid western European internal political relatiotzsdse. ..
at a time when central gernment was weak and it seems tovieackevdoped out
of the need for protection.” In contrast,igta’ “was uilized, initially, by a
strong geernment, not created because of the absence of sucheagent’
Finally, Morgan wrote that ‘{tjhere was no element of protection or dependence
involved. ... There vas no relationship of mutual obdition between sultan and
mugga’, and no real oath of fealty on the European pattém.igta’ was smply
a gant, made or withdwan entirely at the will of the sultan% It would appear
thatigta’ differed from the traditional model oféudalism’ in the same ay
that service land tenure in Musgodid. It was, to a lage etent, not only a mil-
itary but also an administra® gant and could be tak avay at the will of the

104 Horace W Dewey, “The White Lale Charter: A Medigal Russian Administratie Satue’,
Speculumvol. 32, 1957, p. 80.

105 A Source Bookvol. 1, p. 132.

106 Morgan, Medieval Persia 1040-1797 pp. 39-40. See also the remarks of Lambton,
“ Reflections, passimand Cahen,'tktd,” pp. 1090-1091.
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ruler.197 It does not seem appropriate to call the graonditional’ i f the grand
prince could ta& avay the land for ay reason at antime, unless we mean

“ conditional’ on the will of the ruley not on whether the recipient does or does
not do somethingWhen we see land tak avay from apomeshhik, we may
have been assuming that itag for lack of service.

Both Brunner and White credited Charles Martel with introducing the con-
cept of service land tenure for maintainingzalgymen into western Europe.
This introduction wuld hare cccurred wer two centuries before we kia dfi-
cial documentation thdtjta’ appeared among the Buyidst®0 to 100 years
after ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab as Caliph. White, after iwestigating \arious asser
tions that the stirrup as introduced into Europe earliargued that ‘[w]e
must. . return to the vier of the older Germanic archaeologists that stirrups first
appeared in the ¥ét some time in the early eighth cenfi8? White, further
more, asserted thdit‘was the Franks alone—presumably led by Charles Mar
tel's genius—who fully grasped the possibilities inherent in the stirrdg?®
That is, Charles Martel realized the need for thealpgmen to maintain their
stirrups, etc., through kimg land to &ploit. Thus,he secularized church lands
to grant conditionally to his galrymen.

However, we know that the Arabs had the stirrup before the Franks.
According to al-Mubarrad, a ninth-century authtive first iron stirrups were
ordered to be made by al-Muhallab in 69%White asserts that al-Muhallab
borraved the concept of the stirrup from the Azraqites of central Persimsag
whom he vas campaigning‘the Arabs entered Iran without the stirrup for their
horses. W may conclude that the Muslims first appropriated it in A.D. 694 in
Persia, whither it must recently yVeamme from Trkestan, since it had been
unknowvn in the Sassanian realil! But the sources do not support Wiste’
contention that the Arabs did notveathe stirrup before 694For example, the
Shroud of St. Carilefus, asmth-century Syriandbric, shavs a Muslim horse
archer utilizing a short stirrujd?2 And S. M. Yusuf, whom White cites, merely
stated that al-Muhallag’innovation was to mak the stirrups out of iron instead
of wood as thg previously had been mad&he adantage, ¥suf surmised, as
that wooden stirrups could be cut by the opponent in battle, while iron stirrups

107 See, e.g., Irwin, gta* and the End of the Crusader Stdtps,67.

108 White, Medieval Technolagy, p. 24.

109 Wwhite, Medieval Tedhnolagy, p. 28.

110 Al-Mubarrad,The Kanil, ed. W. Wright (Leipzig: G. Krgsing, 1864), p. 675.

111 White, Medieval Technolagy, p. 19.

112 Robert LabBuche, Caesar to Charlengne: The Bginnings of Fance trans. Jennifer
Nicholson (London: Phoenix, 1968), p. 314, illus. 170.
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could not!13 Yet it was not the woden stirrup itself that & vulnerable to being
cut in battle, bt the leather or cloth strap holding However, the dificulty of
cutting the strap auld seem todr outweigh ay advantage this might ge te
opponent. Insteadhe adantage of iron stirrups (or perhap®®a wooden stir
rup with an iron band around it) is that yheould not gve way so easily when
the rider stood in themThe Arabs, lile the Central Asian nomads, used the
short stirrup, which all@ed them to stand in the stirrups with their derriere free
of the saddles jostlings. Thusthe legs acted as shock absorbers so the horse-
man’s wper body could remain stable while aiming and shootingna ibdod-
ern-day Mongolian horsemen display mastery of this skill while shooting a rifle
at full gallop!* The long stirrup of western European knights in armich
allow the rider to stretch hisde to their fullestx@ent, and thus brace himself in
the saddle, does not mealor accurate marksmanshipea if the horse were
moving at slav speed!1®

It is possible the stirrup then wased to Frankish territory via North
Africa with the Arabs during the laterv@ath and early eighth centurie¥hat
route would eplain why White could find no appearance of the stirrup in
Europe before the early eighth century and then only in Frankish territbat
is, the technological inmation of the stirrup did indeed nae from east to west,
but across North Africa to western Europe, not across Europe it$éalfs, the
Franks could hze acquired the idea of the stirrup in the eighth century from the
very Muslims from whom thg are often credited with sing Western ctiliza-
tion. Yet, the kind of stirrup the Muslims usedsvnot adequate for the kga
shock troops that aeloped later in Europelt seems likely that it took man
decades, perhaps longgoar the Muslim short stirrup to be turned into the Euro-
pean long stirrup.Brunner had accepted that Margeforces fought on foot at
the Battle of Poitiersut suggested that Martelas frustrated at not being able
to follow up the victory and quickly pursue the retreating Muslim ariityis
frustration led him to decide im¥a of cavalry. White accepted that the Franks
were on foot in 732/3, Wt used an account of the battle of the Dyle in 891,

113 s. M. Yasuf, ‘Al-Muhallab-bin-Ab-Sufra: His Stratgy and Qualities of GeneralsHigslamic
Culture, vol. 17, 1943, p. 2.

114 gee ‘The Mongol Onslaught 850-1500Warld TV History, BBC Production, 1985.Tim
Severin points out that the Mongol horsemen he encountered usually stand in the stirrups while
riding, even a much as 50 miles a dayTim Severin, In Seach d Genghis Khan(London:
Hutchinson, 1991), p. 50.

115 The feature filmDances with \Wlveshas footage that alles a comparison of bareback riders
trying to aim and shoot s and arrvs with a rider on a long-stirruped saddle trying to shoot a
rifle. Thebareback riders learver low and close to the tget to get accurgc The caadry-saddle
rider is able to &ep his upper body erectjtomust @uge the pulling of the trigger to correspond
with the devnward motion of his body while he is bouncing in the saddle.
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which he translated a%He Franks are unused to fighting on fdog argue that
the military revolution occurred in the interirh® Bernard A. Bachrach contested
White’s translation of “Francis pedetemptim cerg@rinusitatum est.” and
argued thapedetemptinmeans ‘to move forward slavly, sep by step, either
on foot or on horsebackThus, it cannot be used addence that the Franks no
longer fought on foot!” Bachrach concluded thatyem if we were to accept
White’s translation here and the otheridence about the use ofwvelry that
Brunner and White cited, itould not shw that Charles Martel haccteated a
revolution in military tactics, but “only that Carolingian armies, in the time of
Charlemagne and latexccasionally fought and tvaled on horseback!8

Historians hae been loath to accept the possibility that the Europeans
acquired the stirrup from the Musliméccording to Norman Daniel:

the increasing use of wry, deriving from the pwer of impact which the me
device [the stirrup] conferred, and which turned mountedritry into caalry, was
at least roughly ca@l among the Arabs and among the FranRsobably it origi-
nated in eastern Asiaubthere is in apcase no edence that it ws transmitted to
the West through the Mediterrane#.

By the same tadn, there is nowdence it vas transmitted to the &8t through
Europe. Buthere may be indirectvelence that the stirrupasg introduced into
Europe from North Africa.One of the earliest pictorial representations of the
stirrup found in Europe is from Egypt?

Finally, the main issue is the military land grant that White sgeating a
military revolution among the Franks and resulting from the genius of Charles
Martel, who, according to White,as the first to understand the military impli-
cations of the stirrupYet, not only did the Muslims who conquered Spaiaeha
the stirrup, the also had military land grantsThe archaeologicalvedence that
White used to contend that Martel instigd a full-scale military w®lution has
been challenged, most notably by Bachra€Cli.the 704 grees d fighting men
in eastern Francia dated to the period from the latentie to the early ninth

116 White, Medieval Technology, pp. 3-5.

117 Bernard A. Bachrach;Charles Martel, Mounted Shock Combat, the Stirrup and Feudalism,
Studies in Medieal and Renaissance Histomyol. 7, 1970, pp. 51-53See alsdAnnales Fuldenses
ed. and trans. Reinhold Rawsgewéhlite Quellen zur deutsen Gesgichte des Mittelaltes; vol. 7
(Berlin: Ritten & Loening, 1960), p. 15ar(no891).

118 Bachrach,‘Charles Martel, Mounted Shock Combat, the Stirrup and Feudaisns3 and n.
11. Inother words, the reolution that White sa occurring in the early eighth centuryae more an
evdution that may hee taken seeral centuries to complete.

119 Norman DanielThe Aabs and Mediagal Euope(London: Longman, 1975), p. 8.

120 The scarcity of pictorial representations of Muslimartiors from this period should not be
surprising gen Islam’s prohibition agrinst artistic depiction of the human form.
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century only 17% to 18% can be identified as horsem@hthese, less than 1%

have dirrups!?! Finally, one should remember that the best horses in Europe
could be found in Spain as a result of crossbreeding between the indigenous
Iberian horses and the Arabians brought in by the Mugk&iEhey were both

fast and strong.In addition, the Spanish continued to use the short stirrup, not
the long stirrup, at least until the sixteenth cent&yf Charles Martel vas the

first who *fully grasped the possibilities inherent in the stirfugen one wn-

ders wly the short stirrup, which as no good for the hegarmor varfare that
developed further north, continued to be used in Sp#in.

* * *

It may be useful to look at Museite pomest'eas a form ofgta‘’. In Mus-
covy, the main force of the armyas made up not of the hgashock caalry of
the late medieal West hut of light cazalry, that is horse archers who used the
short stirrup.For example, Richard Chancellor reported:

They fight not on foot bt altogether on horsebacRheir armor is a coat of mail

and a helmet; the coat of mail without is gilded or else adorned with silk, although
it pertain to a common soldier; thbavea geat pride in shwing their wealth.
They use baevs and arrars as the lirks do; thg carry lances also into the field.
They ride with a short stirrup after the manner of thekg. . .1

Since the Musoate cavalryman did not need the hgaarmor of the Wstern

121 Bachrach,‘Charles Martel, Mounted Shock Combat, the Stirrup and Feud&ligmp3—65.

122 john J. JohnsoniThe Introduction of the Horse into the éatern Hemisphete,Hispanic
American Historical Réew, vol. 23, 1942, p. 589.

123 According to Garcilaso de laega the Spanish used the short stirrdpld gineta), when thg
conquered the Incafuoted in R. B. Cunninghame Grahafhe Hoses of the Conque@tondon:
William Heinemann, 1930), p. 9Grahams book is an especially useful historical reference for
different kinds of saddles, bridles, bits, and stirrupme point he mads is the dct that the
American cavboy used the saddle bomed from the SpanishiThose who hae £en a Mgican, a
Western cavbay, or a Gaucho turn his horse, chasing wild cattleyéehaeen the way in which the
conquistadores rode, for Mieans and agboys all ride with the high hand and palate bit, on almost
the same saddle used by the conquér@rs’12). The American cedry, on the other hand, used the
saddle with long stirrups bomsed from northern Europearaviare.

124 |n the spirit of complete disclosure ofigence, | should point out an illumination, a photo of
which appears in th€hronicle of the \fld, ed. Jerome Burne (London: Ecam, 1989), p. 28bis
photo shws Europeans fighting as archers with short stirrups while the Muslims fight as lancers at
the Battle of Poitiersl can only think this illumination is a mistakxr a joke. All other &idence
that | knav of is in opposition to such a representation of the battle.

125 Chancelloy “The First \byage to Russiap. 28. Onthe ease with which a Musdte horse
archer could be knoekl from the saddle, see Herberst&ommentariesp. 56. Seealso Hellie,
Enserfmentpp. 30 and 287 nn. 63-64.
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type, his equipment & not soxgpensve. In addition, he vas paid vages by the
government upon fulfillment of his obliaions!?® It would appear that the
pomeshbik did not need to support himself entirelyff bfs estates.Why then
was the military land grant introduced into Musg® Muscaey in the four
teenth and pre-bn Il fifteenth century &s not a landening paver; it was a
tax collector of goods that trersed the trade routedJnder han Ill, Muscay
acquired more landThe problem in late fifteenth- and early sixteenth-century
Muscovy was not too little land or inhabited land, as has often been asseitted, b
too much. That is, the grand princeas acquiring relately large amounts of
new territory without agy way of administering it under the okdrmlenie sys-
tem. Pomest’e which gavethe holder a permanent andsted interest in the
land under his control, may V@ keen the answern other words, the problem
for the grand prince may not Ve been to acquire more land to satisfy the
“land-hungry’ dvorianstvobut to find a better wy of administering land
already held, as well aswéand being acquired in increasing amounts.

It is my contention that the institution of military land grants in the
medieval West, Byzantium, Selw and Ilkhanate Persia, the Ottoman Empire,
and Muscwy as well as among theypubids, the Mamluks, the Buyids, and the
pre-Buyid Arabs is not an indigenousvdepment in each case, completely
independent from each othdut, instead, completely interrelatedf. my con-
tention is correct, then it means that service land tenure is not typical of certain
kinds of societies at certain stages ofdlgpment. Ratheit is typical of these
particular societies because of more or less direct Worgoof one from the
other

The horse archer with a short stirrupsmthe standard south and east of a
line running from Spain in the &8t, eastard across the Mediterranean, then
north along the eastern boundary of the Byzantine Empire, across the Black Sea,
and through eastern Europe to the Baltic SEae mounted knight with long
stirrup was the standard north and west of that lilde battle of Poitiers in
732/3 was fought between Muslim horse archers (gatdrzed) and European
foot soldiers who used their horses only as transportation to the battlErsite.
the ninth through elenth centuries, theurks relied hedly on horse archers to
defeat Byzantine armies in Anatoli#. The el@enth-century Crusades\sano

126 PSR, vol. 13, pp. 268-269Likewise, holders ofgta’ were paid vages, or at least were
supposed to be, on agdar basis.See Boswrth, “Military Organisation Under the Brids," pp.
164-165; Safd'The g System of Irad, p. 87; Ayalon, ‘The System of Byment, pp. 49-50.

127 Walter Emil Kaegi, Jr, “The Contrilution of Archery to the Tirkish Conquest of Anatolia,
Speculumvol. 39, 1964, pp. 96-108Kaegi pointed to eidence that Byzantine armies under
Justinian in the sixth century had horse archews, aftervards the Byzantines seem tovéa
neglected that component of their military force.
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fundamental impreement on the Muslim side,ub the Europeans had wo
developed a heay cavary made up of armored knightdn the thirteenth cen-
tury, Alexander Negskii's horse archers metetitonic mounted knightsWhen
the Mongols came, the battle for Rusasvbetween horse archers on both sides,
but the Mongols held a decided superiority ingamization. Thebattle of
Leignitz was between genized horse archers and ugarized mounted
knights. Eentually the gunpader revolution and oganized stratgy using both
cavalry and infantry cqavethe Europeans the aamivtage. Buthe point is that the
military land grant to support the @y social class and to administerwig
acquired rgions was the ky cmponent of societies on both sides of the Mus-
lim-Christian frontier

How the Muscoites acquiredgta’ is open to speculationin the late fif-
teenth centurythe Musceite principality bgan devdoping a lureaucrag and
administratve measures to deal with anpanding domain.Edward L. Keenan
has suggested that thiswig forming bureaucrag was made up partly ofatar
Muslims who had fled the crumbling Kipchak Khanate (Golden Hordejo,
then these administraé cnsultants could k& trought the idea of Muslim
igta’ with them and helped to establish what became the basis of the Russian
governmental systemOr the Kipchak Khanate couldVeated as a transmitter
of concepts of land tenure in the llkhanate of the fourteenth century to four
teenth-century Musagy. It is dso possible that the concept of adminisueti
igta’ in its later Seljic incarnation could he entered Muscey askormlenievia
the Kipchak Khanate in the fourteenth centudfi Shamiloglu has gued that
the Kipchak Khanate as a society that deloped a sedentary elite and a rela-
tively large peasant population eaged in graving grain, in addition to a sub-
stantial nomad sectéf® If Schamiloglu is right, then the Kipchak Khanate fol-
lowed the same nomad-to-sedentary line ofeld@ment that the llkhanate
followed!?° Sinceigta‘ can be found practiced in Muslim societies from the se
enth to the twentieth centuries, and since the Khanaittary was made up of
horse archers, we can speculate that it alsadtad 3 In the late thirteenth cen-
tury, for example, we hee evidence that Nogi issued arigta’ granting the

128 gee Uli Schamiloglu;Reinterpreting the Nomad-Sedentarist Relationship in the Golden Horde
(13th—14th Centurie$),paper presented at the Conference on the Role of the Frontier in
Rus’/Russian Historythe Eighth through the Eighteenth Centuries (Chicago, May 29-31, 1992); and
idem, The Golden Hate: Economy Society and Civilization in ‘dstern Euasia, 13th-14th
Centuries Chap. 8 (forthcoming).

129 sSee Mogan, “The Mongol Armies in Persiap p. 81-96.

130 For an assertion that the Kipchak Khanate did noténigta’, see A. M. Khazang Nomads and

the Outside \bfld, trans. Julia Croadnden (Cambridge: Cambridge Maisity Press, 1984), p. 242.
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Crimea to his grandsdi! Likewise, the transformation of the nomadic Mongol
elite to sedentarianism in the llkhanatasamarked by the establishment iofta’
by Ghazan in the early fourteenth century

We hstorians may ha keen looking at the question of the mediemili-
tary-industrial compbe from the wrong endWe havetaken western European
“ feudalisnT, w hatever we wnderstand by that term, as the standardireg
which the service land tenure in all other societies is to be comphrstead,
the Muslim system of military land grants to support lighvalrgt (horse
archers), characterized by the short stirrup, has a better claim to being the stan-
dard from the senth through the senteenth centuriesThe Muslims bor
rowed caalry tactics and the stirrup from Central Asian nomads and added the
military land grant to support theiexsion of the horse archer and to administer
newly conquered territories.

The western European form of military land grant to suppongyhear-
alry, characterized by the long stirrupgag/zan anomaly within this systeriihe
western Europeans acquired the stirrup after the Muslims, and perhaps from
them. Themilitary revolution in tactics in western Europe, although we cannot
date it preciselyoccurred after contact with the Muslims in thes¥ Western
Europeans did not master the horse archer techniques of the Mubistead,
they devised another form of military tactic thatemtually clashed directly with
the Muslims in the Middle East during the Crusades.

Muscovite warriors did master the horse archer techniques, probably as a
result of direct contact with the nomads of the stepgyped Muscary’s s/stem of
military land grantspomest’e coincides with that of the Muslim systemiqfa’.
Pomest'eandigta’ were institutions that seed the same twfunctions: mainte-
nance of a standing eadry and administration of mdy acquired territories.

And the structural similarities between them are too close for us to continue to
ignore.

Harvard University

131 yli Schamiloglu, “Tribal Politics and Social @enization in the Golden Horde(Ph.D.
dissertation, Columbia Uwersity, 1986), pp. 139-140.



