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Abstract: Jean Bodin is a prominent thinker in the Western political thought tradition, while Nizam al-Mulk
stands out in the Islamic political thought tradition historically. Both thinkers sought solutions to the political
problems of their times. Although Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk lived in different periods and geographical
locations, they both sought solutions to similar problems that arose in their respective eras. The strict separation
of religion and state in the Western political tradition and the unique development of the feudal system led
Bodin to a secular monarchy based on a theory of sovereignty. The acceptance of religion and state as a whole
in the Islamic political tradition, and the widespread tribalism in society, led Nizam al-Mulk to establish a
theocratic model of monarchy that embraces a strong sultanate. While the political problems of the two periods
were not identical and same, they showed similarities in that they forced political power to establish
dependency relationships both domestically and internationally. To break free from these dependency
relationships and to make political power independent and centralized, Bodin used more secular and theoretical
arguments, while Nizam al-Mulk used religious and practical arguments to construct an monarchy. This study
does not treat the two traditions as a continuation of one another but rather conducts a comparative analysis
which is based on the nature of similar problems that arose in different periods and the functionality of the
solutions found to these problems. The aim of the study is to compare two different understandings of monarchy
that emerged within different traditions, focusing on themes such as the relationship between religion and state,
the establishment of central authority, sources of legitimacy, and the limitation of power, thus revealing the
similarities and differences between these two understandings of monarchy.
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Oz: Jean Bodin Bati siyasal diisiince gelenegi, Nizamiilmiilk ise Islam siyasal diisiince gelenegi acisindan 6ne
cikan diisiiniirlerdir. iki diisiiniir de kendi bulunduklar1 dénemlerin siyasi sorunlarina ¢dziimler iiretmeye
calismislardir. Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk farkli donemlerde ve farkli cografyalarda yasamig olmalarina kargin
kendi bulunduklar1 donemlerde ortaya ¢ikmis olan benzer sorunlara ¢6ziim arayisinda olmuslardir. Bat1 siyasal
gelenegindeki kati din ve devlet ayrim1 ve feodal sistemin kendine 6zgii gelisimi Bodin’i egemenlik teorisine
dayanan sekiiler bir monarsi anlayisina ydneltmistir. Islam siyasal gelenegindeki din ve devletin bir biitiin
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olarak kabul edilmesi ve toplumdaki yaygin kabilecilik gelenegi ise Nizamiilmiilk’iin gii¢lii bir sultanlik
anlayisini benimseyen teokratik bir monarsi modeli kurmasina sebep olmustur. Iki ayr1 donemdeki siyasal
sorunlar birebir ayni olmasa da siyasal iktidar iilke i¢inde ve iilke disinda bagimhilik iliskileri kurmaya
zorlamak bakimindan benzerlik gostermistir. Bu bagimlilik iligkilerinden kurtulmak, siyasal iktidar1 bagimsiz
ve merkezi bir hale getirebilmek i¢cin Bodin daha diinyevi ve teorik, Nizamiilmiilk ise dini ve pratik argiimanlar
kullanarak monarsiyi insa etmislerdir. Caligmada iki gelenek birbirinin devami olarak ele alinmamus, farkl
donemlerde ortaya ¢ikan benzer sorunlarin niteligi ve bu sorunlara bulunan ¢oziimlerin iglevselligi tizerinden
kargilagtirmali bir analiz yapilmistir. Calismanin amaci, farkli gelenekler igerisinde ortaya ¢ikan iki farkli
monarsi anlayiginin din-devlet iliskisi, merkezi otoritenin kurulmasi, mesruiyet kaynaklari, iktidarin
smirlandirilmasi gibi temalar {izerinden karsilastirilmasi, boylece iki monarsi anlayiginin benzerliklerinin ve
farkliliklarinin ortaya ¢ikarilmasidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Siyasal Diisiinceler, Jean Bodin, Nizamiilmiilk, Egemenlik, Sultanlik, Monarsi.
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Structured Abstract

Jean Bodin, who lived in the 16" century, and Nizam al-Mulk, who lived in the 11 century, addressed
the political problems of their time and developed different approaches that were relatively new for their eras.
The aim of this article is to present a comparative analysis of the similarities and differences between Bodin’s
and Nizam al-Mulk’s approaches to solving the political problems of their respective periods. There is not any
study in the literature that focuses on comparing the Western and Islamic political thought traditions within the
context of centralized monarchy and the ideas of Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk, while comparatively examining
internal and external dependency relationships. To avoid an anachronistic approach, the historical and cultural
differences between the two periods have been considered, and both approaches have been examined within
the dynamics of their respective eras. Bodin’s and Nizam al-Mulk’s approaches are not theoretical
continuations of each other, nor are they mutually influential. However, the solution of centralized monarchy
that they produced against the legitimacy crises and the threat of political fragmentation within their periods
carries functional similarities.

The most significant political problem in the periods of these two thinkers was the internal and external
dependency relationships to which governments were subjected. This situation prevented the strengthening of
central governments, leading to unstable political structures that were dependent on religious institutions in
foreign relations and to fragmented in domestic relations among local power centers. External dependency
arose because of the institutionalization of religion-state relations. Internal dependency, on the other hand, took
shape in the West around feudalism during Bodin’s time, while stemming from the irregularities and
independence tendencies of local powers in Nizam al-Mulk’s time. The solution proposed by both thinkers to
eliminate internal and external dependencies was a stronger and more centralized monarchy. However, due to
the political, social, and cultural conditions of the two periods, significant differences also emerged between
their understandings of monarchy.

The greatest factor that contributes to the differences between understandings of monarchy is the
difference in the nature of the relationship between religion and state in the two cultures. In the Western
political thought, the spheres of authority of religion and state are separated. This has established the
understanding in the West that religion and state are separate institutions. In the Islamic political thought,
however, religion and state are considered as a whole in an institutional sense. Within this understanding, the
Caliphate institution fulfilled not only religious duties but also political duties. However, from the 11" century
onwards, the weakening of the military and political power of the Caliphate institution, and conversely, the
strengthening of the Great Seljuk sultans, who were secular rulers, gave rise to the separation of religious and
political authority in the Islamic political thought. However, this separation of authority, which theoretically
existed in the Western political thought, constituted an artificial separation of authority in the Islamic political
thought, forced by political conditions. The most fundamental result of this separation was the emergence of a
secular theory of sovereignty with the weakening of the Papacy, and the assumption by the sultans, as political
authorities, of the duties of fulfilling religious duties and protecting the Caliphate. Therefore, “the sovereign
monarch” which was presented by Bodin, while similar in terms of function to “the sultan monarch” which
was advocated by Nizam al-Mulk, exhibits a different character in terms of the origin of legitimacy. In this
respect, Bodin developed a theory of sovereignty by developing a secular and theoretical approach, while
Nizam al-Mulk attempted to establish a strong authority by developing religious and practical arguments. The
differences between the two approaches led to different conclusions regarding dependence on religious
institutions.

Both thinkers discuss the position of political authority vis-a-vis religious authority. Bodin establishes
this relationship through the independence of sovereignty and addresses it at a theoretical level while in Nizam
al-Mulk, however, this relationship is shaped by the de facto supremacy of the sultan and is examined more at
a practical level. Making an institutional equation between the Papacy and the Caliphate may lead to erroneous
conclusions due to the differences in conditions. For this reason, the comparison between the two thinkers is
made through the functional roles of the Papacy and the Caliphate in relation to political powers. Within the
Western political thought tradition, Bodin eliminated the Papacy and developed a secular monarchy, while
within the Islamic political thought tradition, Nizam al-Mulk envisioned a theocratic monarchy independent
of the Caliphate institution, but deriving its governing authority directly from divine source.

Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk argued that the monarch should be the sole authority within the country
and that they should get rid of dependence on local power centers. The nature of local centers (actors) of power
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differs in the two traditions. In the West, the feudal system causes local powers -the lords- to limit the king’s
powers and implement their own laws in their own regions. In the feudal system, kings are seen as primus inter
pares (first among equals) against lords. During the Nizam al-Mulk period, the local forces that were formed
by the Turkish tribes and the Oghuz clan tradition were unfamiliar with the concept of ‘centralized monarchy’
and had difficulty in adopting this understanding. Tribes and clans mostly have a migration culture and tend to
independently act. Therefore, Bodin suggested weakening feudalism in order to emerge a sovereign monarch,
while Nizam al-Mulk suggested increasing the dependence of tribes and clans on the center within the land
system called “ikta” in order to emerge a strong sultan. In addition, Nizam al-Mulk emphasized that the sultan
had superior qualities that other clan and tribal leaders did not have, and therefore he was the highest authority
to be obeyed. For this reason, in Bodin, the strengthening of the central authority was formulated in a theoretical
and normative framework while in Nizam al-Mulk, this process was carried out through practical and
administrative mechanisms.

Although Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk defended strong monarchy, they also imposed certain restrictions
on monarchs. The most important of these restrictions are religious restrictions. According to Bodin, the
sovereign monarch must obey divine laws, but He can introduce laws that contradict divine laws and this does
not harm his legitimacy. For Nizam al-Mulk, the sultan monarch must comply with the divine law of Sharia
and can never change these laws. If He introduces laws contrary to Sharia, His legitimacy will be eliminated.
However, both thinkers leave these limitations at a conscientious point. Because, according to both thinkers,
there is no authority to judge and punish the monarch in an institutional sense. At this point, in Bodin, the
sovereign monarch is seen as the source of the law, while according to Nizam al-Mulk, the sultan monarch is
not the source of the law, but its executor (of law).

As a result, Bodin’s theory of sovereignty and Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding of sultanate are not
identical approaches. However, both aim to strengthen the central authority against similar legitimacy problems
and the danger of political fragmentation inside different historical and cultural conditions. While doing this,
Bodin used secular and theoretical arguments, while Nizam al-Mulk used religious and practical arguments,
and thus presenting two separate solution models. Therefore, they both constructed the monarch, freed from
internal and external dependence, within different methods. This study comparatively examines the monarchy
approaches of Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk, who have an important place in the two political traditions, and
reveals the similarities and differences between the two traditions. The study examines primary and secondary
sources by the qualitative content analysis method and compares the approaches of the two thinkers
functionally by considering their historical and cultural conditions with the comparative analysis method.

Keywords: Political Thought, Jean Bodin, Nizam Al-Mulk, Sovereignty, Sultanate, Monarchy.
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Résumé Structuré

Jean Bodin, qui vécut au XVlIe siécle, et Nizam al-Mulk, qui vécut au Xle siécle, se sont penchés sur
les problémes politiques propres a leurs époques respectives et ont élaboré des approches distinctes qui
présentaient, dans leur contexte historique, un caractére relativement novateur. Le présent article vise a
proposer une analyse comparative des similitudes et des différences entre les approches développées par Bodin
et Nizam al-Mulk afin de répondre aux problémes politiques de leurs périodes respectives. A notre
connaissance, la littérature ne comporte aucune étude spécifiquement consacrée a une comparaison des
traditions occidentale et islamique de la pensée politique dans le contexte de la monarchie centralisée, a partir
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des conceptions de Bodin et de Nizam al-Mulk, tout en examinant comparativement les rapports de dépendance
interne et externe. Afin d’éviter toute lecture anachronique, les différences historiques et culturelles entre les
deux périodes ont été prises en considération, et chacune des deux approches a été analysée a la lumicre des
dynamiques propres a son époque. Les conceptions de Bodin et de Nizam al-Mulk ne constituent ni des
prolongements théoriques 1’une de 1’autre ni le résultat d’une influence réciproque. Néanmoins, la solution de
la monarchie centralisée qu’ils ont respectivement formulée face aux crises de 1égitimité et & la menace de
fragmentation politique propres a leurs contextes historiques présente d’importantes similitudes fonctionnelles.

Le probléme politique majeur auquel furent confrontées les époques de ces deux penseurs résidait
dans les rapports de dépendance interne et externe auxquels les pouvoirs politiques étaient soumis. Cette
situation faisait obstacle au renforcement des gouvernements centraux et engendrait des structures politiques
instables, caractérisées, sur le plan extérieur, par une dépendance a 1’égard des institutions religieuses et, sur le
plan intérieur, par une fragmentation entre différents centres de pouvoir locaux. La dépendance externe résultait
de Dinstitutionnalisation des rapports entre religion et Etat. La dépendance interne, quant a elle, se structurait
en Occident autour du féodalisme a 1’époque de Bodin, tandis qu’a 1’époque de Nizam al-Mulk elle procédait
des dysfonctionnements des pouvoirs locaux et de leurs tendances autonomistes. La solution préconisée par les
deux penseurs pour ¢éliminer ces dépendances internes et externes consistait a instaurer une monarchie plus
forte et davantage centralisée. Toutefois, les conditions politiques, sociales et culturelles propres aux deux
périodes ont également engendré des différences substantielles entre leurs conceptions respectives de la
monarchie.

Le facteur déterminant permettant d’expliquer les divergences entre ces conceptions de la monarchie
réside dans la différence de nature des rapports entre religion et Etat au sein des deux cultures. Dans la pensée
politique occidentale, les sphéres d’autorité de la religion et de I’Etat sont distinctes. Cette configuration a
favorisé en Occident la conception de la religion et de 1’Etat comme deux institutions séparées. Dans la pensée
politique islamique, en revanche, religion et Etat sont congus, sur le plan institutionnel, comme formant un
tout. Dans ce cadre, I’institution califale assumait non seulement des fonctions religieuses, mais également des
fonctions politiques. Cependant, a partir du Xle si¢cle, I’affaiblissement du pouvoir militaire et politique de
I’institution califale et, inversement, le renforcement des sultans grands-seldjoukides en tant que détenteurs du
pouvoir temporel ont entrainé une dissociation entre autorité religieuse et autorité politique dans la pensée
politique islamique. Toutefois, alors que cette séparation des autorités existait théoriquement dans la pensée
politique occidentale, elle constituait, dans la pensée politique islamique, une dissociation artificielle imposée
par les circonstances politiques. La conséquence fondamentale de cette séparation fut, d’une part, I’émergence
d’une théorie séculiere de la souveraineté parallélement a I’affaiblissement de la Papauté et, d’autre part, la
prise en charge par les sultans, en leur qualité d’autorités politiques, des responsabilités relatives a
I’accomplissement des devoirs religieux et a la protection du Califat. Ainsi, le « monarque souverain »
conceptualisé par Bodin, tout en présentant des similitudes fonctionnelles avec le « sultan-monarque » défendu
par Nizam al-Mulk, s’en distingue quant au fondement de sa légitimité. A cet égard, Bodin a élaboré une théorie
de la souveraineté fondée sur une approche séculicre et théorique, tandis que Nizam al-Mulk a cherché a établir
une autorité forte au moyen d’arguments religieux et pragmatiques. Les divergences entre ces deux approches
ont ainsi conduit a des conclusions différentes concernant la dépendance a 1’égard des institutions religieuses.

Les deux penseurs examinent ¢galement la position de ’autorité politique vis-a-vis de 1’autorité
religieuse. Bodin structure cette relation autour du principe de /’indépendance de la souveraineté et 1’aborde
essentiellement sur un plan théorique. Chez Nizam al-Mulk, en revanche, cette relation se construit autour de
la suprématie de facto du sultan et fait principalement I’objet d’une analyse pratique. Etablir une équivalence
institutionnelle entre /a Papauté et le Califat risquerait de conduire a des conclusions erronées compte tenu des
différences entre leurs conditions historiques et institutionnelles respectives. C’est pourquoi la comparaison
entre les deux penseurs est effectuée a partir des fonctions exercées respectivement par la Papauté et le Califat
dans leurs rapports avec les pouvoirs politiques. Dans le cadre de la tradition occidentale de la pensée politique,
Bodin écarte la Papauté de la structure du pouvoir politique et développe une conception séculiere de la
monarchie ; dans la tradition islamique de la pensée politique, Nizam al-Mulk envisage, pour sa part, une
monarchie théocratique indépendante de [institution califale, mais tirant directement son autorité
gouvernementale d’une source divine.

Bodin et Nizam al-Mulk soutiennent tous deux que le monarque doit constituer /’autorité unique a
I’intérieur du pays et s’affranchir de toute dépendance a 1’égard des centres de pouvoir locaux. La nature de
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ces centres ou acteurs locaux du pouvoir différe toutefois entre les deux traditions. En Occident, le systéme
féodal permet aux pouvoirs locaux — les seigneurs — de limiter les prérogatives du roi et d’appliquer leurs
propres lois sur les territoires relevant de leur autorité. Dans le systéme féodal, le roi est considéré, par rapport
aux seigneurs, comme primus inter pares (« premier parmi ses pairs »). A 1’époque de Nizam al-Mulk, les
forces locales constituées autour des tribus turques et de la tradition clanique oghouze étaient peu familicres
avec la notion de « monarchie centralisée » et éprouvaient des difficultés a 1’adopter. Les tribus et les clans
étaient largement associés a une culture migratoire et manifestaient une propension a agir de maniére autonome.
Par conséquent, Bodin préconisait 1’affaiblissement du féodalisme afin de permettre 1’émergence d’un
monarque souverain, tandis que Nizam al-Mulk recommandait, dans le cadre du systéme foncier appelé igta ,
de renforcer la dépendance des tribus et des clans a I’égard du pouvoir central afin de favoriser I’émergence
d’un sultan puissant. En outre, Nizam al-Mulk soulignait que le sultan possédait des qualités supérieures dont
les autres chefs tribaux et claniques étaient dépourvus et qu’il constituait, a ce titre, ['autorité supréme a
laquelle tous devaient obéir. Ainsi, chez Bodin, le renforcement de 1’autorité centrale est formulé dans un cadre
théorique et normatif, tandis que chez Nizam al-Mulk ce processus repose davantage sur des mécanismes
pratiques et administratifs.

Bien que Bodin et Nizam al-Mulk défendent tous deux une monarchie forte, ils imposent également
certaines limites au monarque. Les restrictions religieuses occupent a cet égard une place centrale. Selon Bodin,
le monarque souverain est tenu de respecter les lois divines ; il peut toutefois édicter des lois qui leur sont
contraires sans que cela compromette nécessairement sa légitimité. Chez Nizam al-Mulk, en revanche, le
sultan-monarque est tenu de respecter la loi divine que constitue la charia et ne peut en aucun cas modifier ces
prescriptions. S’il promulgue des lois contraires & la charia, sa 1égitimité disparait. Néanmoins, les deux
penseurs maintiennent ces limitations essentiellement dans le domaine de la conscience et de la responsabilité
morale, puisqu’il n’existe, selon eux, aucune autorité institutionnelle habilitée a juger et a sanctionner le
monarque. Sur ce point, le monarque souverain apparait chez Bodin comme la source de la loi, tandis que, chez
Nizam al-Mulk, le sultan-monarque n’en constitue pas la source, mais en est [ ‘exécuteur.

En définitive, la théorie de la souveraineté de Bodin et la conception du sultanat de Nizam al-Mulk
ne constituent pas des approches identiques. Toutes deux visent néanmoins a renforcer 1’autorité centrale face
a des problémes analogues de 1égitimité et au risque de fragmentation politique, dans des contextes historiques
et culturels distincts. Pour atteindre cet objectif, Bodin mobilise des arguments séculiers et théoriques, tandis
que Nizam al-Mulk recourt a des arguments religieux et pratiques, proposant ainsi deux mode¢les distincts de
résolution des problémes politiques considérés. Tous deux construisent donc, selon des méthodes différentes,
la figure d’un monarque affranchi des rapports de dépendance interne et externe. La présente étude analyse
comparativement les conceptions de la monarchie élaborées par Bodin et Nizam al-Mulk, deux penseurs
occupant une place majeure dans deux traditions distinctes de pensée politique, et met en évidence les
similitudes et les différences entre ces traditions. Sur le plan méthodologique, elle examine les sources
primaires et secondaires au moyen dune méthode d’analyse qualitative de contenu et compare
fonctionnellement les approches des deux penseurs a I’aide de la méthode d’analyse comparative, en tenant
compte des conditions historiques et culturelles propres a chacun de leurs contextes.

Mots-clés : pensée politique, Jean Bodin, Nizam al-Mulk, souveraineté, sultanat, monarchie.

Resumen Estructurado

Jean Bodin, quien vivid en el siglo XVI, y Nizam al-Mulk, quien vivié en el siglo XI, abordaron los
problemas politicos caracteristicos de sus respectivas épocas y desarrollaron enfoques diferenciados que, en
sus correspondientes contextos historicos, presentaban un caracter relativamente innovador. El objetivo de este
articulo es ofrecer un analisis comparativo de las similitudes y diferencias entre los planteamientos de Bodin y
Nizam al-Mulk respecto de la resolucion de los problemas politicos de sus respectivos periodos. Hasta donde
alcanza la literatura existente, no se ha identificado ningun estudio centrado especificamente en comparar las
tradiciones occidental e islamica del pensamiento politico en el contexto de la monarquia centralizada, a partir
de las ideas de Bodin y Nizam al-Mulk, y que examine simultaneamente, desde una perspectiva comparativa,
las relaciones de dependencia interna y externa. Con el fin de evitar una interpretacion anacrénica, se han
tenido en cuenta las diferencias historicas y culturales entre ambos periodos, y cada enfoque ha sido analizado
dentro de las dinamicas especificas de su propia época. Los planteamientos de Bodin y Nizam al-Mulk no
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constituyen continuaciones teéricas el uno del otro ni son producto de una influencia reciproca. Sin embargo,
la solucion de una monarquia centralizada que ambos formularon frente a las crisis de legitimidad y a la
amenaza de fragmentacion politica existentes en sus respectivos periodos presenta importantes similitudes
funcionales.

El problema politico mas significativo durante los periodos en los que vivieron ambos pensadores
residia en las relaciones de dependencia interna y externa a las que estaban sometidos los poderes politicos.
Esta situacion obstaculizaba el fortalecimiento de los gobiernos centrales y daba lugar a estructuras politicas
inestables, caracterizadas, en las relaciones exteriores, por la dependencia respecto de las instituciones
religiosas y, en el ambito interno, por la fragmentacion entre distintos centros locales de poder. La dependencia
externa surgié como consecuencia de la institucionalizacion de las relaciones entre religion y Estado. La
dependencia interna, por su parte, se articuld en Occidente en torno al feudalismo durante la época de Bodin,
mientras que, en tiempos de Nizam al-Mulk, derivaba de las irregularidades de los poderes locales y de sus
tendencias hacia la autonomia y la independencia. La solucion propuesta por ambos pensadores para eliminar
estas dependencias internas y externas consistia en establecer una monarquia mas fuerte y centralizada. No
obstante, las condiciones politicas, sociales y culturales propias de ambos periodos generaron también
diferencias sustanciales entre sus respectivas concepciones de la monarquia.

El principal factor que explica las diferencias entre ambas concepciones monarquicas radica en la
distinta naturaleza de la relacion entre religion y Estado en las dos culturas. En el pensamiento politico
occidental, las esferas de autoridad de la religion y del Estado se encuentran diferenciadas. Esta configuracion
consolidé en Occidente la concepcion de la religion y el Estado como instituciones separadas. En el
pensamiento politico islamico, por el contrario, la religion y el Estado son concebidos, desde una perspectiva
institucional, como un todo integrado. Dentro de esta concepcion, la institucion del Califato desempefiaba no
solo funciones religiosas, sino también funciones politicas. Sin embargo, a partir del siglo XI, el debilitamiento
del poder militar y politico de la institucion califal y, paralelamente, el fortalecimiento de los sultanes del Gran
Imperio selytcida como gobernantes temporales dieron lugar a una separacion entre la autoridad religiosa y la
autoridad politica en el pensamiento politico islamico. No obstante, mientras que esta separacion de autoridades
existia teéricamente en el pensamiento politico occidental, en el pensamiento politico islamico constituyd una
separacion artificial de la autoridad impuesta por las circunstancias politicas. El resultado mas fundamental de
esta separacion fue, por una parte, la emergencia de una teoria secular de la soberania con el debilitamiento del
Papado y, por otra, la asuncién por parte de los sultanes, en cuanto autoridades politicas, de las
responsabilidades relativas al cumplimiento de los deberes religiosos y a la proteccion del Califato. Por
consiguiente, el «monarca soberano» formulado por Bodin, aunque funcionalmente similar al «sultan-
monarcay defendido por Nizam al-Mulk, presenta un caracter diferente en lo que respecta al origen de su
legitimidad. En este sentido, Bodin desarrolld una teoria de la soberania mediante un enfoque secular y teoérico,
mientras que Nizam al-Mulk tratd de establecer una autoridad fuerte recurriendo a argumentos religiosos y
practicos. Las diferencias entre ambos planteamientos condujeron, por tanto, a conclusiones distintas respecto
de la dependencia de las instituciones religiosas.

Ambos pensadores examinan asimismo la posicion de la autoridad politica vis-a-vis de la autoridad
religiosa. Bodin articula esta relacion a través del principio de independencia de la soberania y la aborda
fundamentalmente en un plano teérico. En Nizam al-Mulk, por el contrario, esta relacion se configura a partir
de la supremacia de facto del sultan y se analiza predominantemente desde una perspectiva practica. Establecer
una equivalencia institucional entre e/ Papado y el Califato podria conducir a conclusiones erréneas debido a
las diferencias existentes entre sus respectivos contextos histéricos e institucionales. Por esta razén, la
comparacion entre ambos pensadores se realiza a partir de las funciones desempefiadas por el Papado y el
Califato en sus relaciones con los poderes politicos. Dentro de la tradicion occidental del pensamiento politico,
Bodin excluyé al Papado de la estructura del poder politico y desarrolld una concepcidon secular de la
monarquia; dentro de la tradicion islamica del pensamiento politico, Nizam al-Mulk, por su parte, concibid una
monarquia teocratica independiente de la institucion del Califato, pero cuya autoridad para gobernar procedia
directamente de una fuente divina.

Bodin y Nizam al-Mulk sostuvieron que el monarca debia constituir la unica autoridad dentro del
pais y liberarse de toda dependencia respecto de los centros locales de poder. Sin embargo, la naturaleza de
estos centros o actores locales de poder difiere entre ambas tradiciones. En Occidente, el sistema feudal
permitia que los poderes locales —los sefiores feudales— limitaran las prerrogativas del rey y aplicaran sus
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propias leyes en los territorios sometidos a su autoridad. En el sistema feudal, el rey era considerado, frente a
los sefiores, primus inter pares («primero entre iguales»). Durante la época de Nizam al-Mulk, las fuerzas
locales configuradas en torno a las tribus turcas y a la tradicion clanica oghuz desconocian en gran medida el
concepto de «monarquia centralizada» y encontraban dificultades para adoptar esta concepcion. Las tribus y
los clanes estaban asociados predominantemente a una cultura migratoria y tendian a actuar de manera
independiente. En consecuencia, Bodin propuso debilitar el feudalismo para posibilitar la consolidacién de un
monarca soberano, mientras que Nizam al-Mulk recomendé incrementar la dependencia de las tribus y los
clanes respecto del poder central mediante el sistema territorial denominado igta‘, con el proposito de
consolidar la autoridad de un sultan fuerte. Ademas, Nizam al-Mulk subray6 que el sultan poseia cualidades
superiores de las que carecian los demas dirigentes tribales y clanicos y que, por consiguiente, constituia /a
autoridad suprema a la que se debia obediencia. Por esta razon, en Bodin el fortalecimiento de la autoridad
central se formul6 dentro de un marco teérico y normativo, mientras que en Nizam al-Mulk este proceso se
articul6 fundamentalmente mediante mecanismos practicos y administrativos.

Aunque Bodin y Nizam al-Mulk defendieron una monarquia fuerte, ambos establecieron también
determinadas limitaciones al poder del monarca. Entre estas restricciones, las de naturaleza religiosa ocupan
un lugar central. Segiin Bodin, el monarca soberano debe obedecer las leyes divinas; sin embargo, puede
promulgar leyes que contradigan dichas leyes divinas sin que ello menoscabe necesariamente su legitimidad.
Para Nizam al-Mulk, en cambio, el sultin-monarca debe observar la ley divina representada por la sharia y no
puede modificarla bajo ninguna circunstancia. Si promulga leyes contrarias a la sharia, pierde su legitimidad.
No obstante, ambos pensadores sitiian estas limitaciones esencialmente en el ambito de la conciencia y de la
responsabilidad moral, puesto que, segun sus respectivos planteamientos, no existe una autoridad institucional
facultada para juzgar y sancionar al monarca. En este punto, el monarca soberano aparece en Bodin como la
fuente de la ley, mientras que, segin Nizam al-Mulk, el sultin-monarca no constituye la fuente de la ley, sino
su ejecutor.

En conclusion, la teoria de la soberania de Bodin 'y la concepcion del sultanato de Nizam al-Mulk no
constituyen enfoques idénticos. Sin embargo, ambas pretenden fortalecer la autoridad central frente a
problemas analogos de legitimidad y al riesgo de fragmentacion politica, aunque dentro de condiciones
historicas y culturales diferentes. Para alcanzar este objetivo, Bodin recurrié a argumentos seculares y tedricos,
mientras que Nizam al-Mulk emple6 argumentos religiosos y practicos, presentando de este modo dos modelos
diferenciados de solucion. Por consiguiente, ambos construyeron, mediante métodos distintos, la figura de un
monarca liberado de las relaciones de dependencia interna y externa. El presente estudio examina
comparativamente las concepciones de la monarquia de Bodin y Nizam al-Mulk, quienes ocupan una posicion
destacada en dos tradiciones diferentes del pensamiento politico, y pone de manifiesto las similitudes y
diferencias existentes entre ambas tradiciones. Metodologicamente, el estudio examina fuentes primarias y
secundarias mediante el método de andlisis cualitativo de contenido y compara funcionalmente los
planteamientos de ambos pensadores mediante el método de andlisis comparativo, teniendo en consideracion
las condiciones historicas y culturales especificas de sus respectivos contextos.

Palabras clave: pensamiento politico, Jean Bodin, Nizam al-Mulk, soberania, sultanato, monarquia.
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CTpyKTypUpOBaHHAS AHHOTALMS

Kan Bonen, »uBmmit B XVI Beke, 1 Huzam amp-Mynbk, sxuBmuii B XI Beke, oOpaiiaauch K
MOJIMTHYECKUM TPoOIIeMaM CBOUX 310X U pa3paboTaiy pa3IryuHbIe MOIXO0bI, KOTOPbIE B COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM
HMCTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE HOCHIN OTHOCUTEIHHO HOBAaTOPCKUM Xapaktep. L{enp HacTosIel cTaTh COCTOUT B
MPOBEJCHUU CPAaBHUTEJIBHOTO aHaM3a CXOJICTB U pa3inuuil Mexay noaxoaamu bonena u Huzam ans-Mynbka
K PELICHHUIO TOJIMTHYECKUX MPOOJIEeM COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX HCTOPHUCCKHX MEePHOA0B. HacKOIBKO MO3BOJISET
CYyIUTh CYIIECTBYIOIIAs HaydHas JUTepaTypa, JO HACTOSIIETO BPEMEHHM OTCYTCTBYIOT HCCIEIOBaHUS,
CIIEUAJIBHO TOCBSLIEHHBIE CONOCTABICHUIO 3alaJHOM M HCIAMCKOM TpaauLMi MOJIUTHUYECKOM MBICIU B
KOHTEKCTE LEHTPaJIU30BaHHOW MOHApXuu Ha ocHOoBe uael bonena n Huzam anb-Mysnbka ¢ 0JHOBpEMEHHBIM
CPaBHUTEIHHBIM PACCMOTPCHHEM OTHOIICHUA BHYTPEHHEH W BHEIIHEH 3aBHCHMOCTH. Bo wu3bexaHme
AHAXPOHMYECKON HMHTEpHpeTaly B UCCIEIOBAaHUM YUHUTBHIBAIOTCS HUCTOPUUYECKUE U KYJIbTYPHBIE Pa3JIAUMs
MEXAy JBYMsl IEpUOJaMH, a MOJAXOJ KaXKIOI0 MBICIUTENS] pacCMaTpUBAaeTCsl B paMKax JIWHAMUKU
cootBercTBytomied snoxu. Konuenuuu bonena n Huzam anb-Mysbka He SBISIIOTCS TEOPETHUECKUM
MPOJOIHKEHUEM JPYT JIpyra W He cPOpMHUpOBaNINCh B pe3yibTaTe B3aUMHOTO BIIMSHUA. Bmecte ¢ Tem
MPeIIoKEHHOe 00OMMH MBICIHTEISIMU PEIICHNE B BUJE IEHTPAIN30BAHHOW MOHAPXWH, HANPaBICHHOE Ha
MIPEOJI0JICHNE KPU3UCOB JIESTHTUMHOCTH M YTPO3bI MOJTUTUIECKON (PparMeHTaln!, XapaKTePHBIX JJIS UX JI0X,
00HapyKUBaAET CYIIECTBEHHOE (PYHKIIMOHAIBHOE CXOCTBO.

HawnbGonee 3HaunMO# MONWUTHYECKOW MPOOJIEMO B TEPUOMABI, K KOTOPHIM MPHUHAJJIEKATH 00a
MBICJIUTEIS, SBJSUTACH OTHOIICHUS BHYTPEHHEH W BHEINHEH 3aBUCHMOCTH, KOTOPHIM OBUIH ITOJYHHCHBI
nonuTH4eckue BiacTh. [loo0HOE MOJOXKEHHE MPEMATCTBOBAIO YKPEIUICHUIO LEHTPAILHOW BIACTH U
MPUBOIMWIO K (POPMHUPOBAHHIO HECTAOMIEHBIX TOJIUTHYCCKUX CTPYKTYP, XapaKTEPU30BABIINXCS BO BHEIITHUX
OTHOIIICHHUAX 3aBHCHMOCTBIO OT PEIHMTHO3HBIX HHCTHTYTOB, 2 BO BHYTPCHHHUX — ()parMEHTAIMeH BIACTH
MEXAy  JIOKQJIbHBIMM  LEHTpaMHU  BIMSHHUS. BHEMHsSs  3aBUCHUMOCTb  BO3HMKJIA  BCJIEJICTBUE

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



5110 Ayman Kara

MHCTHUTYINOHATN3aIUN OTHOLICHHH MEXIy PEIMIHedl W rocylapCcTBOM. BHYTpeHHSS 3aBHCHMOCTB, B CBOIO
ouepens, B 3amaHOM Mupe 3moxu boxena GopmupoBanack BOKpyr ¢eonanusma, Toraa kak B nepuos Huzam
anp-MynbKa OHa ObuTa 00YCIIOBIIEHA HEYTIOPSAAOYCHHOCTHIO IESITEIbHOCTH MECTHBIX CHII M X CTPEMIICHUEM
K CaMOCTOATENBHOCTH. PermeHne, MpeioKeHHOe 000MMH MBICIUTENSAMH Ul YCTPaHEHHsI BHYTPEHHEH U
BHEITHEH 3aBHCHUMOCTH, 3aKJIIOYaJOCh B YCTAHOBJICHHH OoJiee CHIBHOM M IEHTPaIM30BAaHHOW MOHAPXHH.
OnHaKo MOJIUTHYECKHE, COLMATBHBIC M KYIbTYPHBIC YCIOBHUS IBYX PaCCMaTPUBACMBbIX IIEPHOAOB 00YCIOBHIN
TaKKe CYIIECTBEHHBIC PA3JINUUs MEXKIY UX MPEACTABICHUSIMH O MOHAPXUH.

BaxHeWmmM (akTopoM, ONPEACTMBIIUM pa3Indus MEXKIY ABYMS KOHICHIMAMH MOHAPXHHU,
BBICTYIIAET HEOJWHAKOBBIM XapakTep OTHOLICHUH MEXIy penueuel u eocyoapcmeom B JABYX KynbTypax. B
3amajgHoNl TMOJIUTUYECKOW MBICTH cdepbl MOJHOMOYHMIA PENUTHO3HOM U TOCYAapPCTBEHHOW BJIACTH
pasrpannurBaroTcsa. Ha 3Toif ocHOBe Ha 3amazie chopMHPOBAIOCH MPEJCTABICHUEC O PEJIUTHU U TOCYIapCTBE
KaK 0 pazdenibHblx uHcmumymax. B UCIaMCKOW MOTUTHYCCKON MBICIH, HATIPOTUB, PEIIUTHUS U TOCYAapPCTBO B
WHCTUTYLMOHAIEHOM OTHOUICHHH PAacCMaTpUBAIOTCS KaK eduHoe yenoe. B pamMKkax HaHHOTO MTOHUMAaHHS
HHCTUTYT Xanu(aTa BHIIOIHSI HE TOJIBKO PEUTHO3HBIE, HO W IMONUTHYeCKHEe QyHKINU. OTHAKO HAYMHAS C
XI Beka ociabiieHHEe BOCHHO-TIOJIMTHYSCKOTO MOTYIIECTBa MHCTUTyTa Xaiudara W, HANPOTHB, yYCHJIICHHE
BEJIMKUX CEJbIKYKCKHUX CYJITaHOB KaK CBETCKUX IpaBUTENICH NPUBEIN K Pa3rpaHUYEHUIO PEIMTHO3HOW U
MOJINTHYECKOM BJIACTH B MCIAMCKOH IOJIUTHYECKONM MBICIH. BMecTe ¢ TeM, eciu B 3almagHON ITOJIUTHYCCKOH
MBICITH TTOJIOOHOE pa3lielieHUe BIACTHRIX Cep CYIIeCTBOBAJIO HA TEOPETUIECKOM YPOBHE, TO B MCIAMCKOI
MOJIMTUYECKONW MBICITU OHO TMPEACTaBISIO CO00M MCKYCCTBEHHOE pa3rpaHWYeHHE BIACTHBIX MOJTHOMOYUH,
00YyCIIOBJICHHOE MOJUTHYCCKHMU OOCTOsATeNbCcTBAaMU. Hanbosnee (QyHIaMEHTANIBHBIM CICACTBHEM JaHHOTO
paszencHus CTalo, C OJJHON CTOPOHBI, BOSHUKHOBCHHE CBETCKOM TCOPUHU CYBEpeHUTETa Ha ()OHE OCTabIeHUs
[MancTBa, a ¢ Apyroil — NpPUHITHE CYJNTAaHAMHM KaK HOCHTENISMH MOJMTHYECKOW BIACTH OOS3aHHOCTEH IO
BBITIOJTHEHHUIO PENUTHO3HBIX (GyHKuui W 3amure Xanudara. CrenoBarenbHO, NpeioKeHHas boaeHom
KOHIICTIIINST «CYBEPEHHOTO MOHApXa», XOTA M 00namaeT (pyHKIIMOHATBHBIM CXOJCTBOM C KOHIICTIITHCH
«CyJTaHa-MOHapXa», KOTOpylo orctauBan Huzam anb-MynbK, CYIIECTBEHHO OTJIMYAETCA OT HEE C TOUKHU
3peHHs HICTOYHHKA JISTUTUMHOCTH. B 3TOM oTHOmEeHNn bomeH pa3paboTan Teopuio CyBepeHUTETa Ha OCHOBE
CBETCKOI'0 M TEOPETUYECKOT0 MOAX0Aa, TorAa kak Huzam anb-Mynbk cTpeMuiics yTBEpAUTh CUIIbHYIO BIacThb
MOCPEACTBOM PEJIUTHO3HBIX U MPAKTUYECKUX apryMEHTOB. Paznuuus Mexay AByMs MOAXOAAMU IPUBEIH,
TaKAM 00pa3oM, K pa3InIHbIM BEIBOJAM OTHOCHTEIHHO 3aBUCHMOCTH ITOJTUTHICCKOM BIACTH OT PEIUTHO3HBIX
WHCTHUTYTOB.

O0a MBICTUTEIS PACCMATPUBAIOT TAKXKE IOJIOKCHUE TMOJIMTHYCCKOW BIIACTH 710 OMHOWEHUIO K
penuruo3Hor BIacTH. bolleH BhICTpanBaeT JaHHBIE OTHOIICHUS MOCPEICTBOM MPUHIUIA HE3A8UCUMOCTU
cysepenumema W aHAIM3UPYET UX MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO Ha TeOpeTHYeCKOM ypoBHe. Y Hwuszam anb-Myibka,
HAMPOTHB, OSTH OTHOIICHHS OMPEACISIOTCS paxmuueckum (de facto) eepxoeencmeom CyntaHa u
paccMaTpuBaloTCs TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM Ha MPaKTUYECKOM ypoBHe. [IpoBeieHre HHCTUTYITMOHATILHOM aHAJIOTUN
Mexny Ilancmeom v Xanughamom MOKET IPUBECTH K OIIHOOYHBIM BBIBO/IaM BBHY CYIIECTBEHHBIX Pa3IHIUMA
B UCTOPMYECKUX U MHCTUTYLHMOHAIBHBIX YCIOBHUSX HX cyllecTBOBaHUs. I1o 3Tol mpUyMHE CpaBHEHUE JIBYX
MBICJIHTENEH OCYIIECTBISIETCS. Ha OCHOBE (DYHKIIMOHANBHEIX poureit [TancTBa n Xamdara B ©X OTHOIICHUSX C
MOJIMTUYECKOHN BAacThl0. B pamkax 3amagHol Tpaauuuu nonutudeckoi Mpicau bonen ucknrounn Ilancteo us
CTPYKTYpPHI TIOJIUTHYECKOTO CyBEpEHHTETa W pa3padoTal KOHICHIMIO CBETCKOW MOHApXHH, B paMKax
HCIAaMCKOM mnonuTthueckod tpazuuuu Huszam anb-Mynbk, HanpoTuB, IpeAnosaral CyLECTBOBAHUE
MeoKpamu4eckol MOHAPXUU, He3a8UcUMol OT MHCTUTYTa XanudaTa, HO HEMOCPEACTBEHHO BBIBOJISIIEH CBOIO
BIIACTh Ha ympaBlieHHe U3 00’)KECTBEHHOTO NCTOYHHKA.

Bomer m Hwuszam anmp-MyJnbK yTBepKIamM, YTO MOHAapX IOJDKEH BBICTYNATh eOUHCHIBEHHbIM
HOcumesnem 8epxo6Holl 61acmy BHYTPU FOCYIapCTBA U OCBOOOIUTHCS OT 3aBUCHMOCTH OT JIOKAIBHBIX IIEHTPOB
cwiel. OTHaKO MIPHUPOJAa MECTHBIX IIEHTPOB (aKTOPOB) BIIACTH PA3IHNIALTCS B ABYX MOJUTUYECKUX TPATUIHIX.
Ha 3anane deonanpHas cucteMa 1mo3BoIsiia MECTHBIM CHIIaM — (PEOJIAVIBHBIM CEHbOpaM — OTPaHHYMBATH
MIOJTHOMOYHS KOPOJIS ¥ IPUMEHSTH COOCTBEHHBIE 3aKOHBI HA TOJKOHTPOJLHBIX UM TeppuTOpusX. B pamkax
(heonanbHON cUCTEMBI KOPOJIb 10 OTHOIIEHUIO K CEHhOPAM paccMaTpHBAIICS KaK primus inter pares («NepBbIi
cpean paBHBIX»). B snoxy Huzam anb-Mynbka MecTHBIE crilbl, COOPMHUPOBABIINECS Ha OCHOBE TIOPKCKUX
TUIEMEH M OTY3CKOH KJIaHOBOW TpaJIMIMMU, He OBUIM 3HAKOMBI C KOHLENIUEH «IIEHTPAIN30BaHHON MOHApXUM»
Y MCHBITHIBAJIM TPYJHOCTH ¢ e€ mpuHATHEM. [lneMeHa U KiaHbl B 3HAYMTEIILHOM CTENEHN OBLIM CBSI3aHBI C
MUTPALMOHHON KyJbTYpOM M NPOSBISIM TEHACHLHIO K CaMOCTOSATENbHBIM neicTBUsAM. Iloaromy bonen
npenjarai ociabuTh peoganusM ¢ 1enblo GOpPMHUPOBAHMSI CYBEPEHHOTO MOHapxa, Torjaa kak Huzam aib-
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MynbK BBICTYHAd 32 YCHJICHHE 3aBHCHMOCTH IUIEMEH M KJIAHOB OT IICHTPAIbHOHM BIACTH IIOCPEICTBOM
3eMEJIbHOM CHCTEMBI, H3BECTHOH KaK ukma (iqtd ‘), ¢ Uenbl0 yKPETICHHUsI BIACTH CHIIBHOTO cyiTaHa. Kpome
toro, Huzam ans-Mysbk moguépKuBai, 9To CylITaH 00J1alacT UCKIIOUYNTEIbHBIMI Ka4eCTBAMH, KOTOPHIMH HE
pacrnonaralT ApyrHe IUIEMEHHbIE M KIAHOBBIE BOXKIM, W MOTOMY SBISETCS Gblculell 61acmbvlo, KOTOPOH
HaJUIS)KNUT TOAYMHATHCA. TakuMm oOpasoM, y BomeHa ykperuieHne LEHTpanbHON BIACTH (OPMYIHPYETCS B
TEOPETHKO-HOPMATHBHBIX KaTETOpHAX, Toraa Kak y Hwusam amp-Mynbka 3TOT HpoLecc OCYIIECTBISIETCS
MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO MIOCPEACTBOM NMPAKTUYECKUX U aJMUHUCTPATUBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB.

Hecmotps Ha To uto Bozmen u Huzam anp-Mynbk BBICTYIANM B 3aIlUTy CHJIBHOW MOHapxuu, oba
MBICIIUTEIIA [IPEAYCMATPUBAIIU ONIPEACIEHHbBIE OTPAHUYEHUS BIACTH MOHAapXa. BaxkHeliliee MeCTO cpeyu HUX
3aHUMalHd OrPaHHWYEHHsS peauruo3Horo xapakrepa. CormacHo boneHy, cyBepeHHBIH MoHapX 00s3aH
MOAYMHATHCS OOKECTBEHHBIM 3aKOHaM; BMECT€ C TeM OH MOXKET M3/aBaTh 3aKOHBI, MPOTHBOpEYaIHe
00’KEeCTBEHHBIM YCTAHOBJICHHSIM, M 9TO HE 0053aTEJILHO JINILAET €ro JISTMTUMHOCTH. B koHnenmu Huzam anb-
MynbKa, HAIPOTHB, CYATaH-MOHAPX 003aH cOOII0AaTh O0KECTBECHHBIN 3aKOH — wiapuam — 1 HY TIPA KaKUX
00CTOATENBCTBAX HE BIIPABE N3MEHATH €T0 NpeanHcanys. Eciam cynTaH NpuHIMAET 3aKOHbI, TPOTHBOPEYAIIIe
wapuamy, €ro IJIETUTUMHOCTh yTpauuBaeTca. OngHako o00a MpIcouTens (GAKTHYECKH OCTaBISIOT 3TH
OTpaHWIEHUS B cepe COBECTH M MOPAJIbHOI OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, MOCKOJBKY, COTTIACHO MX MPEACTABICHUSIM,
HE CyIIECTBYET MHCTUTYLHOHAIBHON BIACTH, 001a1atoIIeii TOJTHOMOYMAMH CYANTh M HAaKa3blBaTh MOHapXa.
B stom oTHomeHnu y boneHa cyBepeHHBIII MOHapX pacCMaTpPHBAeTCs KaK MCTOYHHMK 3aKOHA, TOTJa Kak y
Husam ans-Mysibka cynTaH-MOHApX SABJIAETCS HE MCTOYHUKOM 3aKOHA, @ €T0 UCNONHUMENEM.

Taxum obpaszoM, meopus cysepenumema booena n xonyenyus cyimanama Huzam anv-Mynvka He
SBIIAIOTCS WACHTHYHBIMU TOAXOAaMH. TeM He MeHee o00e KOHIICTIMM HamlpaBiIeHbl Ha YyKpEIUICHHUe
LEHTPaJbHON BJIACTH Iepel JIMIOM CXOJHBIX TPoONeM JIETUTUMHOCTH M YIpO3bl TONUTHYECKOH
(parMeHTaIMy, XOTS U B PA3JIMYHBIX HICTOPHYECKUX U KYJIBTYPHBIX YCIOBHAX. J{ys oCTHKEeHNs TaHHO# 1eu
Bonen ncmosp30Ba CBETCKHME M TEOPETHYECKHE apryMEHTHI, Torna kak Hmzam amp-Myusbk ommpaincst Ha
PENUrHO3HBIE M TPAKTHIECKUE apTyMEHTHI, TEM CaMBIM IpeAasaras JIB€ CaMOCTOSATEIbHBIC MOJIEIN PEIICHHS
COOTBETCTBYIOIINX MOJUTHYECKUX mpobneM. CremoBarenbHO, 00a MBICIUTENS PA3IUIHBIMH METONAMH
KOHCTPYHPOBAJIH MOJIENIb MOHAapXa, OCBOOOXKIEHHOTO OT BHYTpPEHHEH M BHENIHEH 3aBHcuMocTH. HacTosmee
HCCIIEIOBaHNE OCYIIECTBISIET CPAaBHUTEIBHBIN aHAIM3 KOHIENni MoHapxun bonena n Husam ans-Myinbka,
3aHMMAIOIIX 3HAYMMOE MECTO B JIBYX Pa3INYHBIX TPAIUINAX TTOJIUTHIECKON MBICIIN, U BBISBIISIET CXOJICTBA U
pa3nuuus MeXIy 3TUMH TPaIuIUsMHA. B METOZONOrMY4ecKOM OTHOIIEHHH B HCCIEJOBAHUN NPUMEHSAETCS
METOJl KAYeCmBeHH020 KOHMEHM-aHAIU3a Ul U3yYeHHs NEPBUYHBIX U BTOPUYHBIX HCTOYHHMKOB, a TAKXKe
Memoo CpaGHUMENbHO20 AHANU3A, TTIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOTO MOAXObI BYX MBICIHUTENCH COMOCTaBIAIOTCS Ha
(DyHKIIMOHATPHOM YPOBHE C Y4Y€TOM CHEeUH(UYECKHX HMCTOPHUECKUX M KYJIBTYpHBIX YCIOBHH UX
(hopMupoBaHUsI.

KuioueBble cjioBa: monuTHYecKas MbIcib, JKan boaen, Huzam anb-MynbK, CyBepeHHUTET, CyITaHAT,
MOHAapXHUsl.
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163t TreTec! 7 Sfia i PR a1 S S (Jean Bodin) 3R 11T XrdTect H Siia ddiid &= ardt
ST 31e- e (Nizam al-Mulk) 3 30H-310 I &1 IS Jrersii o1 fazayor farar sik ¥ fir
D fIH Ry g, St 3o Tafird BfaetRie Teuf & smienepd T &1 59 O BT 3% 3UA-307
BHIAAE DI oD AR & T & Hae H a1 3R o 3id-Hedb gRT [dBRid eP®IvN & st
U1 3R st &7 gaTed [Ty TRgd &A1 | | SUds URifTes Ao o W1 deb U1 g
31T TP TET BYaT ST peiipd IoTas b T H S 3R S 3ret-Heob & fIaRT & 3R TR ufdet
3R STt IS fia &t tRuRTel @Y qaT HRd gU Siider Td arer FvRar-deen 1 of garrers
TRI&I0T Rl 81 | HIAGINYU! S7dT 3HIARTRIS (anachronistic) TR ¥ S & o GHI HIa€S! & srd
faemm BfaeTRies SR UiRefass fmarst &I e o a1 71 8 a1 ) il & BHI0T &1 udier 3%
S gt ot fafr nfaRiterarstt & siavd fvar a1 81 aid oiR e S/d-ge & P HI0 7 df Th-gar
D) Agifard AR § 3R 7 8 379 s RTINS J=1es UHTd BT Pis U Jae g | T, 3m-31o=
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FHIATS! B dUdT P Fhel 3R IoHIaD [G6ed & TR & GG % gRI UK HLiHd Joiad &
THIYTT HRATHD TR TR I FHHATE TS Rid ST 8|

2 ! Rid®! & HIaEs] B Taid Hewqul JoHiad ST 39 ke iR &l FHRadr-
aet § fAfgd O, e srefia oo aard of | 59 okl = St ReRT & FegidRul &I a1
fopar ik Tt SRR IoFifas TRl Y o= foar st arer Tt 7 enfifes Twyreff wr ek off qur
3iaRe TR R e i wfed-dal & o9 faufsa off | s FHRar o ok Isu & a9 Iadi &
GBI S TRUTAERRY I+ g8 | g891 3R, 3idRe fRar d1¢ & orar & ufym & gridare & 3¢-
1 TRfa g3, Safer ™ Sre-He & o1a § g8 Wi fgqal &t sifafiaarsit 3k S9! W
3YaT WAl &1 Ughral ¥ IUd g3 | ik 3R arel FvRarsii ! gurd o7 & foe g e grr
AT JHTYM Sfde MfaaRme 3R S Heipd Jodd Bt RATAT AT| T, G HIegs! ol
TSI, e IR Aikgpiae URRRURRT & iR & SRUI I o Faed srayromsff # +f
YU TS S g3

Mo Faeh g sauRonSt & o iR B Fuia $RA aren waiiye de@yul dRS aHl
TSt & g7 v oy Sta Taie Bt yasta B faemm fysrar 81 ufyd Iemifas fidm o enf sik g
& UIIRPR-8F Tdh-geR ¥ JUH AF I1d 8 | 397 Ul & oif 3R [0 &1 7o/ Feraf s U 8 qagm
D1 YR B! RO fobar| 39 [Iuia, ST Ioifae fRide H SRINT 2P T 4 iR I Bl 75 T577
ZH7E S U H a1 1T § | T SHGURUN & favid Racthd &1 T = Fraet it dHode o1 8 781, afesh
e Sl o1 off frde farar | qutfdy, 119 wrarect | Racrerd o1 S 3R AeHifae wfad & eftor g1
TUT 3% famsta difess TH! & U § TgH ool eaH! b G & Jeg o o AT eI
fefa & enfifer iR IoFifas MYER & o9 fayeH Iad gan| fhg MieR &1 ag e, S ufyedt
oI Ride H Sgifae U 3 fagmm o1, 3%t Ismifae fRidT | oo aRkiRufaa) grT smifta
T HRAY faueH uT1 9 fqueH &1 Jad gHare! uRomg T 3R TIY-I=T (Papacy) & HHGIR §H &
T WYYAT & T Afhed RIGid BT 384 3R G 3R Ioifad WRGR & =4 8 Year! gRT ifiie
St & fAdg auT Radd o1 JRem 9 Yafid STReT@l &I U801 A1 UT| 37d: die gRT URdd “TuY
HUIC” (sovereign monarch), Capiracy G g e S{cd-Hedb gIRT Taffa “HedlI-HHTC” (sultan monarch)
¥ A 1 & SIaele, YT & 9id 31 2D I I i afia adr g1 30 Hed | 91 A T aifer s ok
Sgifasw e fawmRa xd gu Sy &1 Rigia ufaufed fa, Sefes fHemT sra-gews 3 arftfe sk
HTGRING b & H1EH ¥ U Yeg Ao-iad UMADHR R H ST YA faar| g ePaivn & s
T 3R} A UTfHer TRarsff R fvRar & gy & dey § fia et & o fea

3l fRiqe wiftie tieR & grgermerifas TiReR @ R TR 1 R #a §1 &1 59 Iy
& JYaT F1 GaFard RGid & ATeH F MG H 8 3R 3THT fa=ay Igifds TR R Hd gl
U fAuRid, FoH Sd-Howb & feid H U8 Hae Yooll-l BT FRa1aP (de facto) TaldTH HUR TR HTHR
TG0 R & 3R YAd: ARG WR R fafed g1 ] 1 717 73R Rempads sia GRITTd JAdeddl
R FHRAT 3! uRRfRyfeat & faemme fisrarstt & HRoT Ffequ! fFmsf &) 571 ¢ TohdT 81 3 HROT
ST RicebT Bt ot sTifere Wigal & Feie & Tiu-ge 3R Raaed gRT 4TS 71 Srafee yftersi
F YR R B 718 g1 IRl Iorifae fRidT Bt o1 & 3idid sie 3 GIu-I= &Y Asifad Ty $I
T Y TEX R §U U allfheh Tolci o AR fawRid o | 39 fausid, swardt IJerifas fida
DI R T W 3A-Jowb = RIAThd &1 TR W W77 T §HTAS o7 o) Uk B, foraa!
H-I1 Ydef =0 J St 9 ¥ U7 Bt B

e 3R 9T 3a-eob S A T8 ufquried foan & <=1 iR WHTe & gpar7 Tal=r Tifeere
BT ATfRT 3R I I Wfda-Fal W FRar ¥ gad 1 At auifd, Ff uorrstt & v ifa-
Hal AT Yo fimarstt &1 ugpfa firs off | ufdm & aridt srawit 3 i el srifq amd
YT I BT AfFadl BT FAT FRA SR 3 &3 T 31U Td & BT AR B & e ST |
Wﬁ?ﬁmﬂﬁqﬁ\}ﬁaﬁmﬁWﬁpnmusznterpares ST «THM B YYH /ET A onl A
AT S BT B qaT STl 3R NSl wetems Rt & P vt wfdmt Fdigd e 3
YR & URRIT TeT of 3R I T AT AR ST TR H HTITE Bt 2| ooy 3R saftel
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TG YT TP T Y Tag ¥ SR Wl U W S - &1 Uafty @ A1 3fa: |1 3 JuY Je &
Iag & foTT AHddIE $1 HHSR B DT Jeid e, Siais e $d-Heob - T Wfka=irel! Yoo &
I B I Y “5FT (iga ) TS Y{H-TaRIT P HILLH J STSTI 3R aital i dreta wa uR fHafar
G BT SR BT | 3D SifaRad, Fomd o/@-Jeb = 39 91d W 99 fean i Joam H Tt 98 fa—iward
{32 & S o pellars SR SeIdig Adisll # 781 §; 31d: 98 Fal=y F9PR ¢, foaeb! 3= 1 Urer
forar ST 1R 59 TR, Sie & fid | He I & Yeihry &l Jgifad iR AFSTES ard o
W%mw,aaf%ﬁamm&w%ﬁmﬁ%mmﬁiﬁsmmﬁ%mmﬁ
Tarferd g2l

T SI¢ 3R S Sd-ge® Qi A Yeg oiad &1 Tl 35, auifl 35 9uTe &1 aal R
Fo W +ft Feffia @t 379 arftie fdey aifiies Tewyui g1 a1 & , WYY FHTE BT 3t B
BT A BT AR, fobq a8 Tt B! & faud B Hi a1 TebdT § SR T AT Sifarda: Suab!
YT B! U Tt BTl 3TF ARG, Ao 3/d-Jeib & IOR, JeadH-THIE &1 I3a & & o
ifiegad <t B HT A TU ¥ U HRAT AIMGT 3R g 37 ST B! forat of ufefRufa &
oRafda T8t e Tddn| afg 98 Ifya & FAud T AN ST 8, al ITD! aYdT THT gl it |
YT, ST fRides o1 amal &1 3idd: 3id:pur 3R s IR b TR R B &d T, i Gl &
TR TR 3 H T} PIs Iwaek Tl e g1 ¢ Sl 9HTe &1 <1 X T AR I e X 9 |
zq fdg W A & a9 & TUY JHIe & S & AId & T B 91 o1l §, &P o Hd-Heb &
3UR edH-THTE ST ST AId Ta1, Sfeeh IUDT /B Trag-7dl & |

frsweia:, 18 &7 TTYTr RITa 3R [0 /e foib 1 Fead Gaell Sae/ROTaH SudT
=fPPIv 751 51 ﬁ,ﬁm@%ﬁﬁa@%v@ﬁmuﬁ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁmwmﬁ
QyaT-Teeh FHrel quT IeE faEeT & TR & v S T B geg BT 8| 39 3539 Bt
Tt 3 fer e 3 ifres iR Agifae ao! o1 T forar, Srafes Ao srd-Hew = afifes oiR raeTie
T BT TGRT foraT 3R T UHR HI A & gYd JHIYTH-ATSH URKd fbu | 37d: 1 feiden! = Sfe-SfaT
Ugfadl & Hre ¥ T 991e &1 srauron fAftfa &t o siafe iR arer FHvRar I god 811 I 31eaa
o fRia BT a SET-SreRT TRURTSH H AUl ™I 3@ a1d §le; 3R e 3d- b &1 Ieida
et srayRumel H1 JaTTaTd TS FRAT § AR G URORISH & dtg gHFArsT qul frFdrsit &l
IgHIfed Al 5 | UGhaiTd e ¥ sieqa= mufie SR fgdtas didl &1 wie 7o Qygaeg [aeavor
U@?%(qualitative content analysis) & HTHH J Rl %H?-IT deididHD faeeyor U@ﬁ(comparative analysis)
HT IUINT HRd gU S ffasd! & Ufaeifie iR IiRgfas TaHf & e o [WHR 3% DB B
HTHD o PRI |
& TeG;: I feiaH, §if die;, e Sid-Jeb, YUY, Head, Teia |

Yapilandirilmis Ozet

16. yiizyllda yasamig olan Jean Bodin ve 11. yiizyllda yasamis olan Nizamiilmiilk kendi
donemlerindeki siyasal sorunlarla ilgilenmisler ve donemlerine gore yeni sayilabilecek yaklagimlar
gelistirmislerdir. Bu makalenin amaci, Bodin’in ve Nizamiilmiilk’iin, bulunduklart dénemlerdeki siyasal
sorunlarin ve bu sorunlarin ¢dziimii i¢in gelistirilen yaklagimlarin benzerlik ve farkliliklarinin karsilastirmali
bir analizle ortaya konulmasidir. Bat1 ve Islam siyasal diisiince geleneklerini merkezi monarsi baglaminda ve
Bodin ile Nizamiilmiilk’iin diisiinceleri ¢ergevesinde karsilagtirmaya odaklanan ve bunu yaparken i¢ ve dis
bagimlilik iliskilerini karsilagtirmali bicimde inceleyen bir ¢alisma literatiirde bulunmamaktadir. Bu analiz
yapilirken anakronik bir yaklasimdan kaginmak adimna iki donem arasindaki tarihsel ve kiiltiirel farkliliklar g6z
oniinde bulundurulmus, iki yaklagim da kendi donemlerinin dinamikleri ¢ergcevesinde incelenmistir. Bodin ve
Nizamiilmiilk’iin yaklagimlar1 birbirinin kuramsal anlamda devami olmayip birbirinden etkilenen yaklasimlar
degildir. Ancak, kendi donemleri igerisindeki mesruiyet krizlerine ve siyasal pargalanma tehlikesine karst
iirettikleri merkezi monarsi ¢oziimii islevsel agidan benzer noktalar tagimaktadir.

Iki diisiiniirin donemlerindeki en onemli siyasal sorun iktidarlarin maruz kaldiklar1 i¢ ve dis
bagimlilik iligkileridir. Bu durum merkezi yonetimlerin giliglenmesine engel olmus, dis iligskilerde dini
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kurumlara bagimli, i¢ iliskilerde yerel giic odaklar1 arasinda iktidarin parcalandig: istikrarsiz siyasal yapilar
ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Dis bagimlilik din-devlet iligkilerinin kurumsal bir boyutta gerceklesmesi neticesinde
meydana gelmistir. I¢ bagimlilik ise Bodin’in déneminde Bat’da feodalizm ekseninde sekillenmis,
Nizamiilmiilk doneminde ise yerel giiclerin diizensizliklerinden ve bagimsizlik egilimlerinden
kaynaklanmustir. I¢ ve dis bagimliliklarin ortadan kaldirilabilmesi icin iki diisiiniiriin de sundugu ¢6ziim daha
giiclii ve merkezi bir monarsi olmustur. Ancak, iki donemin siyasal, toplumsal ve kiiltiirel kosullar1 nedeniyle
iki monarsi anlayis1 arasinda bilyiik farkliliklar olusmustur.

Monarsi anlayiglart arasindaki farkliliklarin olusmasindaki en biiyiik etken iki kiiltiir arasindaki din-
devlet iligkilerinin niteliginin birbirinden farkli olmasidir. Bat1 siyasal diisiincesinde din ve devletin yetki
alanlart ayrigtirilmisgtir. Bu durum Bati’da din ve devletin birbirinden ayri kurumlar oldugu anlayisim
yerlestirmistir. Islam siyasal diisiincesinde ise din ve devlet kurumsal anlamda bir biitiin olarak kabul edilmistir.
Bu anlayis igerisinde Hilafet kurumu yalnizca dini gérevleri degil, siyasi gérevleri de yerine getirmistir. Ancak
11. yiizyildan itibaren Hilafet kurumunun askeri ve siyasal giicliniin zayiflamasi, buna karsilik diinyevi
yoneticiler olan Biiyiik Selcuklu sultanlarinin giiglenmeleri islam siyasal diisiincesinde de dini ve siyasi otorite
ayrimmi dogurmustur. Bati siyasal diisiincesinde teorik olarak var olan bu otorite ayrimi, Islam siyasal
diisiincesinde siyasal kosullarin zorlamasiyla yapay bir sekilde gergceklesmistir. Bu ayrimin en temel sonucu,
Papalik kurumunun zayiflamasiyla sekiiller bir egemenlik teorisinin dogmasi, Hilafet kurumunun
zayiflamasinin ise siyasi otorite olan sultanlarin dini gorevleri yerine getirme ve Hilafeti koruma gorevlerini
istlenmesi olmustur. Dolayisiyla Bodin’in ortaya koydugu egemen monark, Nizamiilmiilk’in savundugu
sultan monark ile islev bakimindan benzer, mesruiyet kokeni bakimindan farkli bir nitelik gdstermistir. Bu
bakimdan Bodin diinyevi ve teorik bir yaklasim gelistirerek egemenlik teorisini olusturmus, Nizamiilmiilk ise
dini ve pratik argiimanlar gelistirerek giiclii bir otorite kurmaya calismustir. Iki yaklasim arasindaki farklar dini
kurumlara bagimlilik konusunda farkli sonuglar dogurmustur.

Her iki diisiiniirde de siyasal otoritenin dini otorite karsisindaki konumu tartisilmaktadir. Bodin bu
iligkiyi egemenligin bagimsizlig1 lizerinden kurmakta ve teorik diizeyde ele almaktadir. Nizdmiilmiilk’te ise bu
iligki sultanin fiili iistiinligl ile sekillenmekte, daha ¢ok pratik diizeyde incelenmektedir. Papalik ve Hilafet
arasinda kurumsal anlamda bir esitleme yapmak kosullarin farkliligindan dolayr yanlis ¢ikarimlara sebep
olabilir. Bu sebeple iki diisiiniir arasindaki karsilagtirma Papalik ve Hilafet kurumlarinin siyasal iktidarlar
karsisindaki islevsel rolleri iizerinden yapilmistir. Bat1 siyasal diisiince gelenegi icerisinde Bodin Papaligi
devreden cikarip sekiiler bir monarsi gelistirmis, Islam siyasal diisiince gelenegi icerisinde Nizamiilmiilk
Hilafet kurumundan bagimsiz, ama yonetme yetkisini dogrudan ilahi kaynaktan alan teokratik bir monarsi
kurgulamustir.

Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk monarkin iilke icerisinde de tek yetkili merci olmasini ve yerel iktidar
odaklarma bagimhliktan kurtulmalar1 gerektigini savunmuslardir. Iki gelenek icerisinde yerel iktidar
odaklarmin niteligi farklilik gostermektedir. Bati’da feodal sistem yerel giigler olan lordlarin kralin yetkilerini
smirlandirmalarina, kendi bolgelerinde kendi yasalarini uygulamalarina sebep olmaktadir. Feodal sistem
icerisinde krallar lordlar karsisinda esitler arasinda birinci olarak goriilmektedir. Nizamiilmiilk doneminde ise
Tiirk boylarinin ve Oguz kabile geleneginin olusturdugu yerel gii¢ler merkezi monarsi anlayisina yabanci olup
bu anlayis1 benimsemekte zorlanmaktadirlar. Boylar ve kabileler cogunlukla gog kiiltiiriine sahip olup bagimsiz
hareket etme egilimi gostermektedirler. Dolayisiyla Bodin egemen monarkin ortaya ¢ikmasi igin feodalitenin
zayiflatilmasini, Nizamiilmiilk ise gii¢lii bir sultanin ortaya ¢ikmasi i¢in kabilelerin ve boylarin ikta isimli
toprak sistemi igerisinde merkeze bagimliliklarinin artirtlmasini 6nermislerdir. Ayrica Nizamiilmiilk sultanin
diger boy ve kabile liderlerinde olmayan iistiin vasiflara sahip oldugunu ve bu sebeple itaat edilmesi gereken
en Ustlin merci oldugunu vurgulamistir. Bu nedenle Bodin’de merkezi otoritenin gli¢lendirilmesi teorik ve
normatif bir ¢ergevede formiile edilmis, Nizdmiilmiilk’te bu siire¢ pratik ve idari mekanizmalar {izerinden
yuriitilmiistiir.

Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk giicli monarsiyi savunmalarina karsin monarklara belirli sinirlamalar da
getirmislerdir. Bu smirlamalarin en dnemlisi dini sinirlamalardir. Bodin’e gore egemen monark ilahi yasalara
uymalidir. Ancak, ilahi yasalara aykir1 yasalar getirebilir ve bu durum onun mesruiyetine zarar vermez.
Nizamiilmiilk’e gore ise sultan monark ilahi yasa olan Seriat yasalarina uymak zorundadir ve bu yasalar1 asla
degistiremez. Seriata aykir1 yasalar getirirse mesruiyeti ortadan kalkar. Fakat iki diisliniir de bu sinirlamalari
vicdani bir noktada birakir. Cilinkii iki diisliniire gore de monarki kurumsal anlamda yargilayacak ve
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cezalandiracak bir merci bulunmamaktadir. Bu noktada Bodin’e gore egemen monark yasanin kaynagi olarak
goriilmektedir. Oysa Nizamiilmiilk’e gore sultan monark yasanin kaynagi degil, uygulayicisidir.

Sonug olarak Bodin’in egemenlik teorisi ve Nizamiilmiilk’in sultanlik anlayis1 6zdes yaklagimlar
degildirler. Ancak, farkl tarihsel ve kiiltiirel kosullarda benzer mesruiyet sorunlarina ve siyasal par¢alanma
tehlikesine karst merkezi otoriteyi giliclendirmeyi amaglamaktadirlar. Bunu yaparken de Bodin sekiiler ve
teorik, Nizamiilmiilk ise dini ve pratik argimanlar kullanmislar, bdylece iki ayr1 ¢6ziim modeli ortaya
koymuslardir. Dolayisiyla ikisi de i¢ ve dis bagimliliktan kurtulmus monarki farkli yontemlerle
kurgulamislardir. Bu ¢alisma iki siyasal gelenek igerisinde 6nemli yere sahip olan Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk’iin
monarsi yaklagimlarini karsilastirmali bir sekilde inceleyerek iki gelenck arasindaki benzerlikleri ve
farkliliklar1 ortaya koymaktadir. Calismada nitel igerik analizi yontemiyle birincil ve ikincil kaynaklar
incelenmis, karsilagtirmali analiz yontemiyle iki diigiiniiriin yaklasimlari kendi tarihsel ve kiiltiirel kosullar
dikkate alinarak iglevsel anlamda karsilagtirilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Siyasal Diisiinceler, Jean Bodin, Nizamiilmiilk, Egemenlik, Sultanlik, Monarsi.
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A Comparative Analysis of the Political Thought of Jean Bodin and Nizam Al-Mulk:
Sovereignty and Sultanate

Introduction

The history of political thought investigates the understandings of political power
that emerged within civilizations in different geographies and historical periods, examining
the source, legitimacy, and limits of political power. In this context, Jean Bodin, within the
Western political thought, and Nizam al-Mulk, within Islamic political thought, are two
important figures who developed theories on the characteristics of political power and are
significant figures within their respective political thought traditions (bk. Canatan 2009).
Both sought solutions to the political crises and legitimacy problems arising from internal
and external dependencies experienced in their time, finding this solution in strengthening
central authority. Despite belonging to different historical and cultural traditions, the two
thinkers are suitable for comparison due to their similar approaches to solving political crises
and their advocacy for a strong central authority. This comparison reveals both similarities
and differences. Differences exist within the two traditions regarding issues such as the
relationship between religion and state, understandings of legitimacy, and the source and
limits of power.

Bodin developed the theory of sovereignty, thus seeking solutions to the religious
wars that became a major problem in 16M-century France and the fragmented structure of
political power brought about by feudalism. According to him, royal authority should be
made absolute. This is where the theory of sovereignty comes into play. According to the
theory of sovereignty, royal authority originates solely from the sovereign himself; its source
cannot be sought in any external factor. Sovereignty is absolute, indivisible, continuous, and
the highest authority. Because this theory does not see the sovereign’s authority in any
religious or secular source of legitimacy, it strengthened the Western political thought
tradition, which considers religion and state as separate institutions, thus paving the way for
the modern understanding of the state.

Nizam al-Mulk, the then vizier of the Great Seljuk Empire, lived in the 11 century,
and he was an important thinker in the Islamic political thought. Nizam al-Mulk’s main goal
was to free the sultan from the influence of powers binding and limiting him both inside and
outside the country, thus establishing a strong sultanate authority. He defended this
understanding in his work, famously known as Siyasetname (Political Treatise, Book of
Politics or politics). In doing so, he acted within the Islamic political thought tradition, which
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considers religion and state fogether, basing the source of strong authority on divine
foundations.

Nizam al-Mulk’s conception of a powerful sultanate, which was compared
“functionally” with Bodin’s theory of sovereignty, differs in its source of legitimacy. While
Bodin’s theory of sovereignty does not rely on a religious source, according to Nizam al-
Mulk, the source of legitimacy for sultanate authority has a divine character. The sultan is
seen as the God’s shadow on earth and derives his authority to rule from Him. This authority
is not granted by an intermediary institution.

A comparison was also made between the two thinkers regarding the similarities and
differences in their solutions to the problem of internal dependency. In contrast to the
practices of the feudal system that undermined central authority in Bodin’s time and
geography, the demands for independence and actions that undermined central authority by
local powers and power centers in Nizam al-Mulk’s time and geography were examined.
The theory of sovereignty, while aiming to eliminate the feudal system and strengthen
central authority, also necessitates that local power centers act in allegiance to the sultan and
be recognized as the highest authority within the country.

Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk’s political thought is directly linked to the religious and
cultural factors they were influenced by. The differences in these factors are one of the most
important reasons for the differences in their understanding of the state and governance. The
relationship between religion and state influenced their understanding of political power and
monarchy. Tensions and conflicts in the church-state relationship in the West gave rise to
the theory of sovereignty, forming an understanding of a sovereign monarch independent of
religious institutions. In the Islamic world, the understanding that religion and state coexist,
even being seen as sister institutions, led to the belief that political power originated from
divine sources. Therefore, Bodin’s understanding of sovereignty had a secular and legal
basis, while Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding of sultanate took shape in a theocratic manner.

It is necessary to emphasize a point regarding the methodological approach used in
this study. The two thinkers are not considered representatives of the same theoretical
framework. Their solutions to the political order and legitimacy problems of their respective
periods are compared due to the historical, cultural, and sociological differences between
them as mentioned above. There is no intellectual continuity or conceptual identity between
them. Bodin’s concept of sovereignty and Nizam al-Mulk’s concept of the sultan were
influential concepts within their own historical contexts. To avoid an anachronistic reading,
these concepts were evaluated within their own historical and cultural conditions and
compared in terms of their functional solutions to the problems that arose in their time.
Qualitative content analysis and comparative analysis methods were used in this study.

This study aims to examine —from a comparative perspective— Bodin’s theory of
sovereignty and Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding of sultanate, comparing their approaches to
the state, power, legitimacy, and religious authority, and the solutions they developed for
similar problems and crises that arose in different geographies and historical periods.
Considering the conditions and cultural differences between the two periods and
geographies, solutions to legitimacy crises were compared through themes such as the
relationship between religion and state, the establishment of central authority, sources of
legitimacy, and the limitation of power. Furthermore, it attempts to reveal how the Western
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and Islamic political thought traditions constructed central authority in response to similar
legitimacy crises and governance problems, and how religion, social structure, and historical
conditions were decisive in this process. In this context, Bodin’s secular understanding of
sovereignty and Nizam al-Mulk’s theocratic understanding of sultanate were evaluated as
proposed solutions to various problems experienced in their respective periods, and the
similarities and differences in the two thinkers’ understandings of monarchy were discussed.

Jean Bodin’s Political Thought and the Development of His Theory of
Sovereignty

Jean Bodin, who lived in 16" century France, was the first thinker to formulate a
theory of sovereignty. Through this theory, he argued that the king should be the supreme,
unlimited, and permanent power within the country, while being independent of any
religious or political authority outside the country.

Jean Bodin studied law, worked as a professor and lawyer, and held close ties to royal
circles. He served as an advisor to King Henry III, and he was appointed royal prosecutor
and eventually became a member of the Estates General. The Estates General was a three-
tiered assembly in France, composed of the nobility, clergy, and commoners (the third
estate). Bodin was appointed to this assembly as a representative of the bourgeoisie within
the third estate. Influenced by his close ties to royal circles, Bodin advocated for absolute
monarchy, opposing the strengthening of the nobility and clergy and arguing instead for the
consolidation of royal rule (Senel, 1995, pp. 311-313).

This idea, which saw salvation in strengthening the power of the monarchy, aligns
with the thought of a group that emerged during that period and was called “the Politique”.
Indeed, Bodin was one of the thinkers in this group who published his ideas. Contrary to the
prevailing thought of the time, the Politique argued that multiple religions and sects could
coexist within a single state, and that the monarchy, as an institution above them, could
govern these differences as a superior power. According to the Politique and Bodin, the
monarchy should be above all social formations, religions, and sects. Only in this way could
order be maintained in society (Sabine, 1969b, pp. 75-78). Bodin would take the Politique’s
idea of positioning the monarchy as a superior power as a solution to the escalating religious
and sectarian conflicts in France at the time even further, portraying a sovereign king free
from all dependencies, both domestically and internationally.

Indeed, during the Middle Ages, the kings of France —as was the case throughout
Western Europe— were subject to numerous dependencies both domestically and
internationally. The dominant political and social order in medieval Europe was feudalism.
Feudalism was a system based on a contract of mutual rights and obligations, consisting of
lords and vassals who worked for the lord and, in return, gained the lord’s protection. The
weakness of centralized kingdoms at the time led to the emergence and strengthening of
feudal units. Within this system, kings also existed as lords and held the highest position
within the feudal order. Important indicators of sovereignty, such as maintaining the army,
collecting taxes, and administering justice, were carried out through feudal units (Reynolds,
2001, pp. 17-23; Berman, 2020, pp. 433-435). Each lord was a vassal of the lord above him.
However, the king did not have direct authority over the vassals of his vassals or lower-
ranking vassals (Bloch, 1983, pp. 185-200).
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In addition, there were feudal councils. Within these councils were the king, the
highest lord, and his vassals. The king or lords could not direct these councils or make
decisions on their own, nor could they act solely on their own. The council’s decisions were
implemented by the collective power of its members, and these actions could even be taken
against the king if necessary. At this point, a typical rule applied within the feudal system:
primus inter pares. According to this rule, the king held the first position among equals
within the feudal council. Therefore, in medieval kingdoms, kings had to rule through feudal
councils and make decisions in consultation with these councils (Sabine, 1969a, pp. 210-
219; Lapidus, 2002, pp. 122-124; Ganshof, 1952, pp. 141-147).

The situation in France was no different from that of Europe. The power vacuum that
emerged after the Carolingian Empire and the resulting insecurity led to the distribution of
power among different hands (Bloch, 1983, pp. 86-90). People gathered around feudal lords
who possessed castles, wealth, and military power, and pledged allegiance to them. This
situation eventually reached a point where different administrative systems, tax laws, legal
rules, and customs prevailed throughout France, and these feudal rules often override the
kings’ decrees. Even as the centralized rule of kings tended to strengthen, these feudal ties
persisted for centuries (Gaxotte, 1962, pp. 4-9; Davis, 2020, pp. 307-312). Therefore, during
Bodin’s time, Europe in general, and France in particular, saw a portrait of kings largely
devoid of central authority and sovereignty. Feudal ties and institutions dominated the
governance of the country and limited the authority of the kings.

In addition to the feudal allegiances that limited the kings within the country, there
were also the dependency relationships established by the Catholic Church over all European
countries outside the country. After the fall of the Roman Empire, the power vacuum formed
in the European territories began to be filled by the Catholic Church, the most influential
institution of the time, and the boundaries of this authority gradually expanded. While in the
first centuries the Papacy sought to establish the belief that religion was independent of
political authorities, over time it began to claim that the authority of the church encompassed
everyone, including rulers. Particularly with the development of the Two Swords Theory, the
belief that the church was the primary authority within every state was established (Ben-
Amittay, 1983, pp. 91-95).

According to the Two Swords Theory, put forward by the Papacy, there are two
authorities: a material and a spiritual authority. However, the material authority, the state, is
under the control of the spiritual authority, the church. This is because both authorities were
bestowed upon the church by the God, and the church delegated the material authority to the
kings. Thus, kingdoms were seen as custodians of material authority. The understanding that
this authority could be revoked by the Papacy at would become established (Agaogullari,
2018, pp. 248-250; Berman, 2020, pp. 139-140, 164-165, 169, 690). Indeed, the conflict
between Pope Gregory VII and Emperor Henry IV constitutes the clearest example of this.
As a result of this conflict, the Pope excommunicated the Emperor and simultaneously took
political power from him. The Emperor, in turn, apologized to the Pope and requested
forgiveness (Davis, 2020, pp. 258-262). This example reveals the nature of the relationship
between the Papacy and political powers. Political power has needed legitimacy validated
by the Papacy. When necessary, this has been supported by harsh measures such as
excommunication.
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Another factor that solidified the papacy’s authority in the Middle Ages was its
increasing territorial expansion, transforming it into the largest feudal institution. As a result,
the papacy sought to act independently from kingdoms in collecting taxes and establishing
authority within its territories in the European countries (Ben-Amittay, 1983, pp. 91-95).
This understanding of the Church’s dominance was also prevalent in France, where Bodin
lived. However, after the 13™ century, royal authority gradually strengthened, while papal
authority weakened, increasing conflicts between the two authorities. Although the papacy
began to weaken institutionally, it maintained its claim to supremacy over political powers
(Beris, 2016, pp. 358-359).

This situation became evident in the religious wars of 16" century France. Bodin’s
proposal for resolving the religious and sectarian wars between Catholics and Protestants in
France was to replace religious and feudal authorities with a strong, supra-religious state
authority, thus establishing a sovereign state authority in every sense. According to him, the
state should be above religious and sectarian differences and should be free from feudal
remnants (Sabine, 1969b, pp. 75-77).

In this way, it would be possible for multiple religions to coexist under the same state,
and the bond between the state and its subjects would be limited to citizenship. Bodin
proposed the theory of sovereignty to ensure state authority by freeing it from internal and
external dependencies, thus resolving many problems, including religious and sectarian
wars. According to Bodin, sovereignty is what holds the elements of the state together. He
argues that sovereignty has three characteristics: absolute, permanent, and indivisible
(Bodin, 2024, p. 37, 131).

The absolute nature of sovereignty means that it is not limited by any other power or
authority. Therefore, if authority is granted by another authority under certain conditions,
sovereignty cannot be said to exist. All powers and authorities within a country originate
from the sovereign, but the sovereign’s authority and power do not depend on any other
source. In this sense, the sovereign does not rely on or seek approval from any other power
or authority when enacting laws. Furthermore, the sovereign is not bound by the laws made
by his predecessors, or even by the laws he himself makes (Bodin, 2024, pp. 43, 49-51, 58-
59, 85, 89, 93). With the absolute nature of sovereignty, it can be said that Bodin wanted
both the Papacy to intervene in domestic affairs and act independently of the sovereign, as
well as the remnants of feudal laws to be invalidated and the independent actions of feudal
power centers within the country’s borders to be prevented.

The perpetuity of sovereignty ensures that it is considered independent of the person
sitting on the throne or governing the state. The perpetuity of sovereignty shows that the
state does not have a limited existence in terms of time and is not tied to the life of the kings
who rule (Bodin, 2024, pp. 39-40, 79). It can be said that Bodin, with his principle of
perpetuity of sovereignty, wanted to dismantle the Papacy’s understanding of granting
authority to kings on a temporary basis. Because an institution like the Papacy granting kings
the authority to rule on a temporary basis prevents kings from becoming sovereign powers.
On the other hand, it seems that the thinker wanted to eliminate the tendency of feudal units
to rebel and weaken central authority upon the death of a king, and to build the institutional
structure of the kingdom.
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The indivisibility of sovereignty is a consequence of its absolute and perpetual nature.
According to Bodin, the division of sovereignty among different power centers means the
collapse of the state and the disappearance of sovereignty. According to him, there cannot
be more than one sovereign in a country. Sovereign powers must be concentrated in a single
person, a minority, or the people. These powers cannot be distributed among themselves
(Bodin, 2024, pp. 125-131). It can be said that with the principle of the indivisibility of
sovereignty, Bodin aimed to eliminate the remnants of the feudal system existing in France
and consolidate sovereignty in a single center. With this principle, the different rules and
laws that existed in each region under the feudal system could be abolished, and the powers
of sovereignty, which were distributed among many centers, could be gathered in a single
center.

In Bodin’s thought, sovereignty is absolute, unlimited, and indivisible, but it also has
certain limitations. Although these limitations may seem contradictory, they should be
understood as limitations that bind the sovereign morally, since there is no power to compel
him. One of these is divine laws. Divine laws are above the sovereign’s authority. However,
since there is no authority that can compel the sovereign if he does not comply with divine
laws, this limitation remains at the point of moral responsibility (Bodin, 2024, pp. 46-49, 66-
67). Another limitation is the superior laws of the kingdom. Accordingly, the sovereign
cannot break the established customs of succession to the throne and cannot transfer the
country’s lands to another (Bodin, 2024, p. 86). The final limitation on the sovereign is the
inviolability of private property. According to Bodin, property belongs to families, and it is
outside the sovereign’s sphere of intervention (Bodin, 2024, pp. 74-77). Bodin’s theory of
sovereignty, while seen as the source of laws, legitimacy, and power, also portrays a
sovereign subject to certain limitations, although compliance with these limitations is
ultimately left to their own conscience.

The Political Thought of Nizam al-Mulk and the Development of His
Understanding of Sultanate

Nizam al-Mulk, who lived in the 11" century and served as vizier in the Great Seljuk
Empire, sought to make the Great Seljuk sultans independent from internal and external
authorities through his understanding of sultanate, thus establishing the sultans’ authority as
the sole dominant authority over the then local power centers within the country. This
understanding of sultanate sought to achieve a structure largely independent from the
Caliphate institution that existed at the time. His understanding of sultanate developed along
a different line from the governance approaches of previous Turkish and Islamic states.

During Nizam al-Mulk’s time, the Caliphate institution had begun to weaken, the
Ghaznavid State collapsed, and the Great Seljuk Empire rapidly risen to become a great
empire (Lambton, 2006, p. 88). Primitive and tribal methods had become insufficient for
governing this empire. At this point, Nizam al-Mulk undertook the task of making the
necessary adjustments in administration. In doing so, he was influenced by Iranian state
traditions, adapting them to the Great Seljuk state traditions in accordance with Islamic
beliefs (Hassan, 1990, pp. 375, 387-388; Peacock, 2020, p. 36).

Nizam al-Mulk was born in 1018 in Tus, Khorasan (Iran). His father had served as a
tax collector in Tus during the Ghaznavid period. He traveled to many cities such as Aleppo,
Isfahan, Merv, and Nishapur, continuing his education there, and for a time held various
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positions within the Ghaznavid administration, gaining knowledge of their governance
(Ozaydin, 1999, pp. 194-196). Eventually, he joined the Seljuks and began serving as an
advisor to Alp Arslan during the reign of Cagr1 Bey. Upon Alp Arslan’s ascension to the
throne, Nizam al-Mulk was appointed vizier, a position he held until the reign of Sultan
Malik-Shah (Black, 2011, p. 91).

Nizam al-Mulk authored a work titled “Siyasetname”, in which he conveyed his
thoughts. This work was commissioned by Sultan Malik-Shah, who requested the writing of
works that would offer principles and guidance on the state and administration of the
country. Nizam al-Mulk’s Siyasetname was among those commissioned and was accepted.
This work, drawing on examples from historical events and Nizam al-Mulk’s own
experiences, sets forth general principles regarding state administration (Menekse, 2005, pp.
188-189).

During this period, debates over authority arose within Islamic political thought,
influenced by the prevailing political conditions. Two opposing views emerged: those
arguing that the authority to govern is given directly by the God, and those arguing that the
Caliphate is an intermediary in distributing this authority to political powers (Menekse,
2005, pp. 203-205; Peacock, 2020, p. 136).

Nizam al-Mulk, at this point, sided with the argument that the authority to rule was
given directly to the sultans by the God. Examining the sources upon which Nizam al-Mulk
based his political power would provide a better understanding of his views on the state. In
his Siyasetname, he quotes a speech by Nushirvan, one of the Persian kings: “Know that this
kingship was given to me by Allah, that it was inherited from my father, that I fought for it,
and that I took it with the sword.” (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 54-55). This example shows
that Nizam al-Mulk based the source of power firstly on a divine foundation, secondly on
the principle of inheritance, and thirdly on the acquisition of power through war and
conquest. In this respect, while Nizam al-Mulk defines the sultan as the supreme authority,
he does not see the Caliphate as an intermediary but rather bases the sultan’s authority on
these three points.

Among Islamic political thinkers, al-Mawardi argues that the Caliphate is the
fundamental institution and that the authority to govern should be granted directly by this
institution. According to al-Mawardi, caliphs are both religious and political leaders,
inheritors of the Prophet in both areas. In this sense, the authority and responsibility for
implementing religious and political governance rests with the caliphs (al-Mawardi, 2018,
pp. 26-30). These powers cannot be divided, and the sole legitimate authority to govern
resides with the caliphs. However, the situation of the Caliphate in the 11" century is quite
different from what this thesis describes. According to al-Mawardi’s thesis, the Caliphate,
which should have possessed the highest and most powerful authority, had in practice largely
lost its military and political power and had become dependent on the Seljuk sultans. At this
point, al-Mawardi attempts to reconcile this divergence between theory and practice
(Lambton, 2006, pp. 83-90; Evkuran, 2016, pp. 145-147). In theory, the caliphs, who
remained the highest power, could delegate military and administrative authority to the
sultans to maintain order and reduce the workload of governance (Mawardi, 2018, pp. 78-
87; Crone, 2007, pp. 346-348). Thus, the Caliphate institution remained the highest source
of authority and legitimacy, with sultans positioned hierarchically below the caliphs. This
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theory was a result of an attempt to make the dual leadership situation that occurred in
practice conform to the theoretical framework.

Looking at the situation in practice, the Caliphate institution did indeed seem to have
lost its former power and become more symbolic under the conditions of the time. The
Caliphate institution represented the unity of the Islamic world and provided legitimacy to
political powers. In the 11" century, while caliphs in the Islamic world often did not possess
direct political power, they functioned as a source of political legitimacy (Kafesoglu, 1997,
pp. 344-345; Feldman, 2008, pp. 36-40; Hodgson, 1977, pp. 42-44). Despite periodic overt
or covert power struggles, a kind of division of labor can be said to have emerged when the
theoretical and practical aspects are considered together. The caliphate continued to function
as a source of religious legitimacy and to ensure the unity of the ummah, while the Great
Seljuk sultans, in practice, held military and administrative power and carried out de facto
governance (Crone, 2007, pp. 364-369; Kafesoglu, 1972, pp. 121-127; Findley, 2005, pp.
69-70). At this point, it is necessary to briefly touch upon the symbols of authority in the
Islamic world.

In the Islamic world, there are two distinct symbols of authority: delivering the Friday
sermon (khutbah) and minting coins. Whoever’s name is mentioned in the sermon and whose
name is used to mint the coins is considered to have recognized authority (Peacock, 2020,
pp. 54-56; Mergil, 2011, p. 31). A distinction has been made between these two indicators.
Whoever’s name is mentioned during the Friday sermon is considered to have legitimized
their power. Coinage, on the other hand, is considered a more material and public indicator
of authority (Turan, 2000, pp. 450-451). With the symbolic nature of the Caliphate and the
rise of the Great Seljuk Empire, the question of whose name these two indicators should be
applied in gave rise to debates in Islamic political thought and practice. As a solution, the
names of the caliphs and then the sultans were mentioned together in the sermon, thus
emphasizing the Caliphate as a source of legitimacy and attributing legitimacy to the sultan.
However, the sultans adopted a stricter stance regarding coinage, coins were minted in the
name of the sultans in Seljuk lands (Kennedy, 2004, p. 383; Crone, 2007, pp. 362-364;
Kafesoglu, 1997, p. 359).

The duality of authority in the Islamic world and the tension that arose between these
two authorities developed in parallel with the rise of the Seljuks. From the 10" century
onwards, the weakening of the Caliphate institution made it vulnerable to external
influences. This situation increased the pressure on the caliphs, and the Buyid dynasty,
belonging to the Shia sect, gained influence over them. When the caliph of the time invited
the Seljuk ruler Tugrul Bey and asked for his help, Tugrul Bey rescued the caliph from this
situation, thus gaining significant political power. Giving him the title of “Sultan of the East
and West” by the caliph, Tugrul Bey seized political leadership in the Islamic world (Crone,
2007, p. 349; Lewis, 2005, p. 186; Cahen, 1968, pp. 13-15, 24-25).

Another event that strengthened Tugrul Bey’s position occurred during the same
period. This event is the Basasiri Revolt. The Turkish commander Arslan al-Basasiri
captured Baghdad and expelled the Caliph from the city. Tugrul Bey once again assumed
the role of protecting the Caliph, suppressing the revolt and bringing the Caliph back to
Baghdad (Laoust, 1999, pp. 189-190; Bosworth, 2011, pp. 20-21; Ibn al-Athir, 1991a, pp.
486-492). Thus, in the Islamic world, material authority and spiritual authority were
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separated from each other. While this situation did not directly correspond to the separation
of church and state in the West in an institutional sense, a dual authority emerged: material
authority passed into the hands of the Seljuk sultans, but spiritual authority as a source of
legitimacy remained with the caliphs (Mergil, 2011, pp. 30-32; Findley, 2005, pp. 69-70).

During the reign of Sultan Alp Arslan, the Caliphate became more symbolic, while
military and political power continued to be embodied in the Seljuk State. The Great Seljuk
Empire reached its peak of power during the reign of Sultan Malik Shah. During this period,
the caliphs were excluded from political decision-making processes, becoming merely ‘a
source of legitimacy’ (Spuler, 2005, p. 150; Ibn al-Athir, 1991b, pp. 91, 195; Kafesoglu,
1972, pp. 121-127). When examining the positions of the Great Seljuk Empire and the
Caliphate during that period, it is evident that the Caliphate had weakened militarily and
politically, while the Great Seljuk Empire had effectively assumed leadership. The
strengthening of the sultans’ power vis-a-vis the caliphs is related not only to their practical
successes but also to the concept of sultanate which was put forth by Nizam al-Mulk. He
emphasized the need to free the sultanate from internal and external limitations, striving to
establish a strong central authority.

In line with this, Nizam al-Mulk advocated a view more suited to the conditions of
the time and valid in practice. According to him, Seljuk sultans should establish their own
sovereignty without being dependent on any external authority. Indeed, Nizam al-Mulk
emphasized that the sultan was the supreme leader who “did not need guidance” (Nizam al-
Mulk, 2014, pp. 23-24; Rosenthal, 1962, pp. 82-83; Hassan, 1990, pp. 382-387). Nizam al-
Mulk laid the groundwork for this in his work, Siyasetname.

“In every era, Allah (the God) chooses a person from among the people and
endows him with qualities befitting a ruler. He makes him responsible for worldly
affairs and the well-being of his people, and eliminates corruption, disorder, and
discord through him. His power and justice inspire deep respect in the hearts and eyes
of the people, and they feel secure in him, desiring the continuation of his state”
(Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, p. 21).

From Nizam al-Mulk’s words conclude that sultans were chosen directly by the God,
not through an institution like the Caliphate, and that they derived their authority directly
from the God. Therefore, Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding of sultanate is that of an
independent sultan whose authority is directly confirmed by divine decree, not relying on
any external authority.

This understanding of sultanate is one that is not dependent on any external authority.
Within the country, it is the sole authority, with its sovereignty —except for religious rules—
unrestricted. However, this understanding was completely alien to the tribal governance
traditions of the Turks. According to this tribal governance system, the highest-ranking ruler,
holding the title of Khan, acted like a great tribal chief (Black, 2011, p. 92). However, in this
system, smaller families also had their own chiefs. These chiefs ruled within their own
territories with their own laws or the rules of their own tribes. Within this framework, since
sultans were seen as holding the position of Khan, they were bound and limited by various
tribal relations and local laws within the country. On the other hand, the understanding that
“the country is the common property of the dynasty” leads to the division of the country’s
territories into local units, thus weakening the central government. The resulting local
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powers begin to act semi-independently from the center. Furthermore, decision-making
processes are carried out through the gathering of tribal chiefs, making it impossible for a
strong monarchy to emerge (Kafesoglu, 1997, pp. 223-231, 281-284; 341-342; Ozgiidenli,
2000, pp. 71-73; Golden, 1992, pp. 208-211; Findley, 2005, pp. 18-20).

Indeed, the disorder and occasional raiding behaviors resulting from the nomadic
lifestyle among the Turkmen tribes (Ibn al-Athir, 1991a, pp. 349-353, 450-458; Cahen, 1968,
pp. 22-25; Peacock, 2020, p. 233), and the occasional independence movements and
rebellions of the tribal chiefs, demonstrate this more clearly (Peacock, 2020, pp. 64-67;
Ozgiidenli, 2000, pp. 73-79; Ibn al-Athir, 1991b, pp. 48-49, 82, 127-128). However, this
type of governance proved insufficient for managing a growing empire under the conditions
of the time. Nizam al-Mulk, however, strived to transform this tribal form of government
into a truly independent and sovereign sultanate within his own framework. This was
because, within the growing empire, there was a need to control the Oghuz tribal leaders and
local Turkmen tribes, bringing them under the control of a single center of authority. Only
an independent and powerful monarchy could achieve this (Hassan, 1990, pp. 387-388;
Hodgson, 1977, pp. 44-46; Cahen, 1968, pp. 25-27, 30). The establishment of a centralized
state administration was the most important factor in the emergence of a strong sultanate
within the country. In this sense, Nizam al-Mulk worked to neutralize local power centers
and increase the sultan’s authority.

One of the measures taken by Nizam al-Mulk to achieve this goal was the
establishment of the igta system (a land system in Seljuks). In this system, the ownership of
the land belonged to the sultan, and the officials entrusted with the land were responsible for
collecting taxes from the people living in their regions, while also treating them well. If the
people were mistreated, the land could be reclaimed by the sultan (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, p.
53). Furthermore, the individuals entrusted with the land were rotated at regular intervals.
This prevented a particular group from establishing dominance over the land and showing a
tendency to break away from the sultan’s authority (Cahen, 1968, pp. 38-40; Black, 2011, p.
92). In addition, Nizam al-Mulk advised the sultan to strengthen central authority by
personally sending officials and spies to all parts of the country to oversee the administration
(Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 65, 68, 71, 95-96, 111). This ensured that the irregular tendencies
of local powers were tied to a specific territory, thus guaranteeing their compliance with
central authority.

Nizam al-Mulk also employed several arguments to constitute this image of ‘a
powerful sultan’ with internal and external independence. The first is the characterization of
the sultan as the shadow of the God on earth (zillullah fi’l-arz) (Hassan, 1990, p. 390). This
characterization implies that the sultan received his authority and legitimacy to rule directly
from the God and therefore needed no intermediary institutions.

Another argument Nizam al-Mulk used to glorify the sultan and place him in a central
position of power was that the sultan was endowed with superior qualities by the God. The
sultan was formed with noble attributes not found in other people, such as justice, courage,
generosity, and knowledge. The reason for this is that the God gave him the task of
governing. Indeed, in his Siyasetname, Nizam al-Mulk does not mention that sultans
received their authority from caliphs. He explains that the God directly gave the sultans the
authority to govern and endowed them with the qualities suitable for this task (Nizam al-
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Mulk, 2014, pp. 22-23). According to Nizam al-Mulk, the sultan is like a candle that gives
light and illuminates. The people find the right path through his light. He does not need to
be guided by others (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 23-24). Here, too, the aim is to convey that
the sultan received his superior qualities directly from the God and is worthy of governing.

According to Nizam al-Mulk, one of the justifications for the sultan’s sole power to
rule was the responsibility entrusted to him to implement the Sharia law and protect religion.
The sultan serves as a means to implement Sharia and to bring the people into compliance
with religious rules (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 87-88). In this sense, the sultan can maintain
a strong dominance as long as he implements Sharia and protects religious rules. Especially
in the face of the weakness of the Caliphate at that time, the sultan’s entrustment with the
duty of implementing and protecting religion became the most important point that
nourished the concept of a strong sultanate.

While Nizam al-Mulk established a strong conception of sultanate, he also
emphasized that the sultan was subject to certain limitations. In his view, the sultan was not
an absolute lawgiver. He believed that Sharia law, valid in every era, could not be changed.
The sultan was obligated to abide by these laws. Furthermore, while he himself had to abide
by the Sharia law, he was also responsible for making the necessary arrangements for society
to live according to Sharia law (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 87-88; Black, 2011, pp. 93-94).
On the other hand, as a religious duty, the sultan was required to treat his people justly. In
this sense, the principle of acting justly also imposes a limit on the sultan’s authority.
Furthermore, the sultan was responsible for ensuring the peace and well-being of his people.
However, if the sultan did not comply with these limitations, there was no authority that
could impose sanctions on him. Compliance with these limitations was left to the sultan’s
own conscience. The Sultan was accountable only to The God, not to any worldly authority,
regarding whether or not he fulfilled these duties (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 22-27).

Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding of a strong central authority independent of internal
and external authorities did not give rise to a system of governance where the Sultan was
unlimited in every respect. Because the understanding he put forth was a monarchy bound
by divine legitimacy parameters, it was an understanding where religious rules were valid,
even though it advocated for external independence in an institutional sense. The Sultan was
subject to existing and unchangeable laws. The principle of justice also took its place within
this understanding as a religious concept and was determined as a parameter that ensured the
Sultan’s legitimacy. However, there was no institution to actually stop the Sultan if he did
not comply with religious principles or did not provide justice; these limitations were left to
the point of moral responsibility.

A Comparison of Sovereignty Theory and the Concept of Sultanate

Jean Bodin from the Western political thought tradition and Nizam al-Mulk from the
Islamic political thought tradition were both statesmen and thinkers who contributed to
political thought. Bodin’s theory of sovereignty shares similarities with Nizam al-Mulk’s
concept of a strong sultanate. However, due to differences between the two state traditions,
there are also significant differences between the thoughts of Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk. In
this context, considering the differences in the political and cultural environments in which
the two thinkers lived, a comparative analysis was conducted based on their defense of
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central authority, the solutions they offered to political legitimacy crises, and specific
themes.

Both thinkers’ general understanding is based on freeing the monarch from internal
and external dependencies and strengthening the central monarchy. In this sense, one of the
most important problems in the periods of Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk was external
dependency. External dependency, in both periods, has a religious character. While not
identical, just as France was institutionally dependent on the Papacy, the Seljuks were
dependent on the Caliphate in terms of legitimacy (Kafesoglu, 1972, pp. 121-127; Turan,
2000, p. 450; Findley, 2005, pp. 69-70). However, the relationship between religion and state
in the Western political thought differs from that in the Islamic political thought. In the
Western political thought, religion and state are seen as separate institutions, leading to
power struggles between them. In the Islamic political thought, however, religion and state
are seen as an inseparable whole, even as sister institutions, and they are evaluated within
the same normative framework. The formation of these understandings was influenced by
the Papacy’s emphasis in the Middle Ages that religion and state were separate institutions
and that interference in each other’s domains was wrong, while the Caliphate institution,
within a state structure, also carried out secular affairs (Lewis, 1988, pp. 1-5; Hallaq, 2013,
p. 60; Black, 2011, pp. 94-95; Ullmann, 1970, pp. 11-25; Berman, 2020, pp. 139-140, 690).

The Papacy did not deem it appropriate to handle political affairs itself, positioning
political powers as institutions that shed blood and committed evil deeds, thus mostly
preferring that these tasks be performed by political powers it chose rather than by itself
(Berman, 2020, pp. 165, 407). In the Islamic political thought, —during periods when the
Caliphate was strong—, conducting state affairs was considered one of the duties of the
caliphs. The state was viewed not as an evil, but as a tool for ensuring justice and the more
orderly conduct of religious affairs. However, during the period when the Caliphate
weakened politically and militarily, and the Seljuk sultans gained power, the caliphs became
authorities representing spiritual authority and legitimacy, while the sultans became
authorities representing worldly power. Efforts were made to ensure that the sultans served
religion (Crone, 2007, pp. 362-369; Kafesoglu, 1997, pp. 344-345; Hallaq, 2013, p. 60;
Lapidus, 2002, pp. 120-121). For these reasons, while Bodin’s monarch became detached
from religious values and possessed a completely self-proclaimed understanding of
legitimacy, Nizam al-Mulk’s monarch also took on the duty of protecting and implementing
religion. Therefore, for Nizam al-Mulk, one of the factors that ensured the sultan’s
legitimacy was religion.

Differences exist in the understanding of legitimacy between Bodin and Nizam al-
Mulk, reflecting the differences in the relationship between religion and state in the two
traditions. Bodin’s conception of the sovereign monarch derives legitimacy solely from
himself; he is not dependent on any other authority, tradition, rule, or law. In particular, he
is not dependent on any religious institution (such as the Papacy) (Mairet; 2013, pp. 235-
237). Nizam al-Mulk, on the other hand, portrays a sultan who is independent of the
Caliphate “institutionally,” regardless of the actual situation. However, unlike Bodin, he
does not advocate for religion not being a source of legitimacy. According to Nizam al-
Mulk, the sultan’s power is directly granted by The God (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 21-23;
Rosenthal, 1962, pp. 82-83). However, according to Bodin, the sovereign monarch is

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



5128 Ayman Kara

inherently legitimate and does not rely on institutional or religious authority (Mairet, 2013,
p. 233).

A difference is observed between the two thinkers on this point. For both thinkers,
the monarch gains legitimacy the moment of their existence. However, while in Bodin this
is not based on religious content, it acquires a religious content in Nizam al-Mulk. Al-Mulk’s
sultan also gained legitimacy the moment of his existence because The God permitted him
to be “sultan” (Hassan, 1990, pp. 385-386). In Bodin, the sovereign derives his legitimacy
from himself, while in Nizam al-Mulk, the sultan derives his legitimacy from The God. The
sovereign is legitimate simply because he exists, whereas the sultan is legitimate because
The God permitted him to be sultan. While Bodin’s theory of sovereignty posits a self-
proclaimed legitimacy devoid of religious values, Nizam al-Mulk’s sultanate is based on a
divine understanding of legitimacy, assuming the duty of protecting and implementing
religion.

Bodin’s theory of sovereignty and Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding of sultanate also
show similarities in terms of the monarch’s position within the country. According to the
sovereignty theory, the sovereign is the supreme, absolute, and indivisible power within the
country, while according to Nizam al-Mulk, the sultan possesses similar characteristics.
However, while Bodin argues that the source of these characteristics in the sovereign is
inherent in themselves, Nizam al-Mulk generally bases them on religious reasons. Bodin
argues that sultans were created by The God with special qualities, that The God granted
them the ability to rule, and that their right to rule comes directly from The God. Thus, he
develops a conception of the sultan that possesses the qualities of a sovereign monarch “in
an institutional and functional sense,” but defines these qualities through divine values
(Rosenthal, 1962, pp. 82-83; Beris, 2016, pp. 361-363). Here, Bodin’s theory of sovereignty
is not applied directly to Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding of the sultan. Rather, it emphasizes
the strength of central authorities within the country in terms of institutional structure.

Bodin’s theory of sovereignty defines the monarch as “the supreme, absolute, and
indivisible power within the country”, preventing any external interference and
simultaneously aiming to prevent different power centers within the country from interfering
with the monarch. E.g., the feudal system that existed in Europe at that time gave rise to
different centers of power within the country (Bloch, 1983, pp. 275-282). The feudal system
affected the position of political power. Because when the feudal system was strong, the
central authority was weak. In Europe, the feudal system formed a situation where there were
different states within the state. Since feudal lords were seen as the owners of the lands
within the country, they established their own political and legal rules in their places, which
increased the king’s dependencies within the country and prevented him from becoming a
strong monarch. It caused the king to be seen as “first among equals” in relation to the other
lords. This situation prevented the king from becoming the supreme and absolute ruler within
the country (Sabine, 1969a, pp. 210-219; Reynolds, 2001, pp. 20-39; Ganshof, 1952, pp. 49-
54). Indeed, Bodin, with his theory of sovereignty, argues that feudal lords were not
independent, but derived all their authority from the sovereign king, and that this authority
was bestowed upon them by the sovereign king (Bodin, 2024, pp. 101, 136). Therefore, the
understanding put forward by Bodin made the sovereign king the source of authority and
aimed to prevent the independent actions of local units.
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In terms of freeing oneself from internal dependencies, Nizam al-Mulk’s concept of
a strong sultanate shows “functional” similarities to Bodin’s theory of sovereignty. Just as
Bodin proposed his theory of sovereignty against the feudal system in France, Nizam al-
Mulk, faced with the situation of the Turkic tribes in the Seljuk Empire acting independently
from the sultan and not accepting his complete dominance, strived to build a strong concept
of sultanate. In this sense, he wanted to prevent the development of the local and traditional
characteristics of the Turkic tribes in a way that would weaken the central administration. In
the land system igfa used by Nizam al-Mulk, lands were allocated to others at certain
intervals, meaning that the people in charge of the lands were changed (Cahen, 1968, pp. 35-
40; Hodgson, 1977, pp. 48-52; Lapidus, 2002, pp. 124-125; Kafesoglu, 1997, pp. 357-359).
Those to whom the lands were granted by the Sultan were not the owners of the lands, but
rather guardians of them. Their duty was to collect the amount of tax determined by the
Sultan from the people living there. The allocated land could be reclaimed by the Sultan at
will, because the Sultan himself was the owner of the lands (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, p. 53).
In this way, the transformation of the land system into a feudal system like in Europe was
prevented, and central authority was strengthened.

From the perspective of internal dependency, while the uncontrolled development of
the feudal system in Europe prevented the strengthening of central authority and was one of
the biggest obstacles to the emergence of a sovereign monarch, local powers in the Seljuk
Empire were also one of the most important obstacles to a central authority (Hassan, 1990,
pp- 387-389). However, while the feudal system in Europe led to this, the main problem in
terms of internal dependency in the Seljuk Empire was the traditions that allowed the
Turkmen and Oghuz tribes to act independently. This situation, unlike in Europe, is not a
result of independence developing based on territory, but rather a consequence of the
traditional division into tribes. Each tribe is subject to different traditions and rules. This led
to the understanding that the tribes were governed by tribal chiefs, with the monarch being
seen as the supreme tribal chief. Therefore, the Turkmen and Oghuz tribes are far from
understanding the concept of being governed under a single monarch-sultan, which goes far
beyond tribal chieftainship. While establishing a strong concept of sultanate, Nizam al-Mulk
attempted to control local power centers through the iqta system and simultaneously justified
the sultan’s superiority over the leaders of other tribes by attributing it to divinely bestowed
superior qualities and governing authority (Ozgiidenli, 2000, pp. 71-73; Nizam al-Mulk,
2014, pp. 21-24; Turan, 2000, p. 449; Lapidus, 2002, pp. 117-120). The feudal system that
developed in the West was seen as an obstacle to the formation of a strong central authority
and was attempted to be eliminated through the theory of sovereignty. In the Seljuk State,
however, it was not the land system but the tribal mentality that hindered the formation of a
central authority. To resolve this, Nizam al-Mulk introduced the igta system, thus aiming to
prevent local powers from acting independently. Thus, he sought to transform a tribal leader,
who was first among equals, into a powerful sultan to whom all the tribal chiefs and local
powers submitted.

There are similarities and differences between Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk regarding
the limitations placed on the sovereign. Similarities exist between the two thinkers in terms
of adherence to divine rules. Bodin’s view of the sovereign monarch is limited by religious
rules, advising them to abide by divine laws and act justly. However, since there is no
authority to punish the sovereign if they act otherwise, this limitation is only a conscientious
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one (Bodin, 2024, pp. 46-49, 66-67). Nizam al-Mulk also speaks of the sultan-monarch
similarly needing to adhere to religious rules and be just. Again, he does not mention any
sanctions against them if they do not act accordingly but rather states that they would be held
accountable by The God in the afterlife (Nizam al-Mulk, 2014, pp. 22-27). In both thinkers,
the limit placed on the monarch appears only as a matter of conscience. Because, according
to them, the monarch is the highest authority in an institutional sense, and no one is in a
position to punish them.

In Bodin’s thought, one of the limitations placed on the sovereign monarch is the
right to private property held by families. According to him, the state is composed of
families. Ownership of land belongs to families, while sovereignty belongs to the king. The
monarch cannot dispose of the wealth of families, but all segments and classes are equal
before the monarch and are obliged to obey him (Sabine, 1969b, p. 80). A similar situation
exists for the sultan monarch in Nizam al-Mulk’s thought. However, here it is not private
property but the tribal traditions of the Oghuz and Turkmen that are at issue. In the picture
presented by Nizam al-Mulk, instead of adherence to tribal traditions in the relationship
between the sultan and the people, everyone must be obliged to obey the sultan. Even if local
and traditional titles exist, everyone should be equal in obedience to the sultan (Ozgiidenli,
2000, pp. 71-73). According to Bodin, citizenship is being a subject. Within the country,
there is a sovereign and a subject. Different ties cannot be effective. Everyone (lord,
seigneur, peasant, commoner) has the same obligation to obey the sovereign (Sabine, 1969b,
p. 81). A similar understanding is found in Nizam al-Mulk’s conception of the sultanate.
Different titles cannot be used in a way that would harm the sultan’s authority. Regardless
of title, everyone is considered a subject before the sultan and is obligated to obey (Hassan,
1990, pp. 387-389).

Another point of limitation is the laws. Bodin’s sovereign monarch can enact and
repeal laws. He has the power to make laws except for changing divine laws and the supreme
laws of the kingdom (the prohibition of transferring the throne and the country’s lands to
another). Furthermore, he is not bound by the laws he enacts. In Bodin, the source of the law
is the sovereign himself (Bodin, 2024, pp. 46-51, 86-87). Furthermore, according to Bodin,
even if the ruler engages in tyranny and impiety, no individual or organization has the right
to rebel against him (Bodin, 2024, pp. 150-155). Nizam al-Mulk’s sultanate, however, had
very limited legislative power. This is because the Sharia laws, which the sultan and all the
people must obey and which are unchangeable, were in effect. The sultan had the authority
to legislate within the framework of the Sharia law. The source of the law was Sharia, not
the sultan (Lewis, 1988, pp. 30-32; Lambton, 2006, pp. 1-2).

The most striking point in comparing Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk’s approaches to
monarchy is that Bodin’s sovereign monarch is the source of power; there is no other
authority upon which power, legitimacy, and laws are based, and the supreme center is the
sovereign himself. Nizam al-Mulk’s sultan monarch, while possessing many of the
institutional and functional characteristics of Bodin’s sovereign monarch, derives his power,
legitimacy, and laws from religion. Despite this difference, Nizam al-Mulk’s understanding
of sultanate and Bodin’s theory of sovereignty served similar purposes within their own
cultural and political contexts and gave rise to centralized authorities.
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Table: Comparative Analysis of the Political Thought of Jean Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk

Jean Bodin Nizam al-Mulk  Similarity Difference
Method of It presents a It presents an There is a significant methodological
political theoretical understanding difference. Bodin focuses primarily on
thought understanding. ~ based on - theory, while Nizam al-Mulk explains
experience and his ideas through practical arguments.
historical lessons.
Historical Political Internal and Both periods have Because they belong to different
and political instability external similar political periods and geographical locations,
context resulting from dependencies and  problems. there are cultural and political
internal and friction between differences.
external the caliph and the
dependencies sultan
and sectarian political
wars. instability it
caused
The idea of The state is a The state is a There is a concept Bodin establishes the state on
the state political entity ~ political entity of a strong and theoretical foundations. Nizam al-Mulk

Concepts of
monarchy

Concepts of
legitimacy

The limits of
political
power

Legal
concepts

Religion-state
relationship

External
dependence

founded on
sovereignty.

The sovereign
monarch’s
power is
absolute,
perpetual, and
indivisible.
The monarch’s
legitimacy
stems from
himself.

Divine laws
and family
property rights

The monarch
has the power
to make laws.

The state takes
center stage.

It rejects
external
dependence on
any institution.

that protects
justice and public
order.

The sultan, or
monarch, is the
highest authority
in political terms.

The monarch
derives his
legitimacy
directly from The
God.

To uphold divine
law and justice.

Sharia law is
fundamental.

Religion and state
have a
complementary
relationship.

It paints a picture
of a powerful
sultan who is not
dependent on any
external
institution.

stable state.

A strong,
centralized
monarchy is
advocated.

Both thinkers
believe that the
monarch is bound
by divine laws.
However, obeying
these laws is a
matter of their own
conscience.

Laws are the
foundation of the
state order.

Religion is
important in
maintaining social
order.

The concept of a
strong monarch free
from external
dependencies is
present in both
thinkers.

establishes the state on practical
foundations.

They are clear in terms of their
purposes.

Bodin explains monarchy from a
theoretical perspective. Nizam al-Mulk
explains monarchy in terms of practical
purposes.

Bodin’s monarchy does not need
legitimacy in a religious or institutional
sense. Nizam al-Mulk’s monarchy,
however, possesses a source of
legitimacy, if not institutional, then at
least religiously.

In Bodin’s philosophy, family property
rights (feudal rights) are particularly
important. In Nizam al-Mulk’s
philosophy, the principle of justice
prevails.

In Bodin’s philosophy, the source of
law is the sovereign monarch. In
Nizam al-Mulk’s philosophy, however,
the source of law is Sharia.

Bodin prioritizes the preservation of
political unity, while Nizam al-Mulk
places the harmony between religious
legitimacy and political order at the
forefront.

Bodin theoretically explains that the
approval of the Papacy is not needed.
Nizam al-Mulk, on the other hand,
establishes a concept of a powerful
sultanate that does not require the
approval of the Caliphate.
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Internal He rejected This leads to a Both thinkers share ~ Bodin defended a strong central
dependency feudal ties and  strong image of the vision of a authority against feudal lords, while
argued that the sultanate in strong, centralized Nizam al-Mulk did the same against
everyone was the face of Oghuz ~ monarchy free from  independent tribal chiefs.
equal in and Turkmen internal
obedience to tribes acting dependencies.
the monarch. independently of
the central
authority.
Continuity of  Sovereignty is This is ensured The continuity and Bodin based the survival of the state on
the state ensured by its through the survival of the state  sovereignty, while Nizam al-Mulk
characteristic protection of is a common goal. based it on just and good governance.
of continuity. justice and public
order.
The ultimate  The goal is to The goal is to Political unity and Although the two thinkers lived in
goal ensure political  ensure political stability are different civilizations and different
unity and unity and common goals. periods, the point where their ideas
stability. stability. intersect is the concept of a strong and

stable state.

Conclusion

Jean Bodin from the Western political thought and Nizam al-Mulk from the Islamic
political thought were thinkers who held important positions and developed significant
political theories in their respective periods. Both thinkers sought solutions to the political
problems prevalent in their historical and political contexts. In doing so, similarities and
differences emerged between the ideas they developed. The solutions and theories developed
by the two thinkers have been compared within the framework of specific themes, and
conclusions have been drawn. However, to avoid anachronism, the views of the two thinkers
have not been considered identical; they have been examined within their own historical and
cultural contexts and have not been treated as continuations of each other or as thinkers who
influenced each other.

Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk lived in different historical periods and in different
geographical locations, witnessing similar problems. In both periods and geographies, a
political landscape emerged in which the monarch was bound by internal and external
dependencies. External dependency arose because of the institutionalization of the
relationship between religion and state. Internal dependence, in Bodin’s time, took shape
within the framework of feudalism in Europe, while in the era of Nizam al-Mulk, it stemmed
from the irregularities and independence tendencies of local powers. Both thinkers proposed
a stronger and more centralized monarchy as a solution to these problems. However, due to
the political, social, and cultural conditions of the two periods, there are significant
differences between the two understandings of monarchy.

The most important of these differences is the distinction between religion and state.
A fundamental difference exists between the Western and Islamic political thought regarding
the relationship between religion and state. In the Western political thought, religion and
state are seen as separate spheres, with their areas of authority separated. In the Islamic
political thought, religion and state are seen as twin and sister institutions, and the principle
is that authority should encompass the powers of both. However, developments in the
Islamic history and the disappearance of the political and military power of the Caliphate led

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(3)



A Comparative Analysis of the Political Thought of Jean Bodin and Nizam Al-Mulk:... 5133

to the strengthening of secular rulers (sultans), which in turn caused a separation of the areas
of authority of religion and state in Islamic political thought.

In the Western political thought, the separation of religion and state has existed from
the beginning and emerged as a natural state of affairs. In the Islamic political thought,
however, this separation is not a natural state existing in theory and in principle, but rather
an artificial separation caused by the constraints of political conditions. This situation led to
the emergence of a secular theory of sovereignty in terms of political power with the
weakening of the Papacy in the Western political thought, while the weakening of the
Caliphate in Islamic political thought resulted in the political power (the sultan) assuming
the responsibility of both religious duties and protecting the Caliphate. The concept of the
sultan-monarch in the Islamic political thought is similar to the concept of the sovereign
monarch in the Western political thought in terms of function, but different in terms of the
origin of legitimacy. In this respect, Bodin constructed the sovereign monarch with a more
secular and theoretical approach, while Nizam al-Mulk emphasized the religious role of the
sultan, highlighted his personal qualities, and thus established the institution of the sultanate
on these arguments.

While the relationship between religion and politics yielded different results for the
two thinkers, the reaction against religious structures in an institutional sense led to similar
outcomes. To free central monarchies from external dependencies, Bodin put forward his
theory of sovereignty, while Nizam al-Mulk developed the concept of sultanate. Thus, strong
central monarchies emerged, shaped within the framework of Western and Islamic political
traditions. Bodin’s theory of sovereignty sidelined the Papacy and gave rise to a monarchy
independent of religious values. Nizam al-Mulk’s concept of sultanate, on the other hand,
constituted a form of monarchy based on religious values, assigning the religious duties
previously undertaken by the Caliphate to the sultan. At this point, it is seen that in the West,
the tension between the Papacy and kings turned into a fierce struggle, with the use of certain
powers such as excommunication.

The tension between caliphs and sultans, however, can be said to have occurred
within a softer framework, driven by the need for mutual protection and legitimacy. Thanks
to the production of secular legitimacy parameters like the theory of sovereignty, the need
for an institution like the Papacy disappeared in the West, while sultans needed the approval
of the caliphs. Nizam al-Mulk argued that this institutional allegiance should be eliminated.
From the perspective of the source of legitimacy, Bodin’s ruler is a monarch who does not
need to derive legitimacy from a religious source; his legitimacy is inherent in himself.
Nizam al-Mulk’s sultan, however, is a monarch who, in terms of legitimacy, has freed
himself from the institutional allegiance to the Caliphate and derives his legitimacy directly
from a divine source.

Both thinkers discuss the position of political authority vis-a-vis religious authority.
Bodin establishes this relationship through the independence of sovereignty and addresses it
at a theoretical level. In Nizam al-Mulk, this relationship is shaped by the de facto supremacy
of the sultan, and it is examined more at a practical level. Making an institutional equation
between the Papacy and the Caliphate could lead to erroneous conclusions due to the
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differences in circumstances. Therefore, the comparison between the two thinkers is made
through the functional roles of the Papacy and the Caliphate in relation to political powers.

Some of the conclusions reached in the comparison between the two thinkers also
relate to the issue of internal dependence. In both periods, local power centers within the
country hindered the formation of a strong monarchical system, and Bodin and Nizam al-
Mulk developed solutions to overcome this situation within the conditions of their respective
eras. However, the nature of these local power centers differed in both periods. In Europe,
the feudal system was an obstacle to central power, while in the Seljuk period, the
independent movements of Turkic tribes and Oghuz Turks posed this obstacle. Bodin put
forward the theory of sovereignty to eliminate the feudal system and establish central
authority, while Nizam al-Mulk, using the igta system to bind local independent powers to
the central authority, strived to establish a strong sultanate within the country. In Europe, the
feudal system contained mechanisms that could undermine central authority, limiting the
king’s powers in terms of land ownership and the enactment and enforcement of laws
concerning those lands. Within this understanding, kings were seen as first among equals in
relation to lords.

In the Seljuk period, however, the governance style brought about by the Turkic
tribes and the Oghuz tribal tradition prevented the formation of a strong monarch. Clans and
tribes tended to act independently, living mostly as nomadic masses, and the concept of a
strong sultan was not embraced by these tribes. Therefore, Bodin proposed weakening
feudalism to create a sovereign monarch, while Nizam al-Mulk suggested increasing the
dependence of tribes and clans on the central government through a land system called iqta
to create a strong sultan. Thus, in Bodin’s work, the strengthening of central authority was
formulated within a theoretical and normative framework, while in Nizam al-Mulk’s work,
this process was carried out through practical and administrative mechanisms.

There is a similarity between Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk in terms of limiting the
monarch’s authority. Bodin limited the sovereign with divine laws but stated that there was
no authority to sanction him if he did not comply. Nizam al-Mulk also limited the sultan
with Sharia law, but he too argued that there was no authority to compel the sultan if he did
not comply with Sharia. However, there is a difference between them. In Bodin’s view, the
sovereign does not lose his legitimacy as a sovereign, even if he does not comply with divine
rules. He must be obeyed. In Nizam al-Mulk’s view, however, if the sultan does not comply
with Sharia, he loses his legitimacy and becomes vulnerable to rebellion. In this case, it can
be said that in Bodin’s view, rebellion is not legitimate in any way. Even if a rebellion occurs,
the legitimacy of the sovereign does not change, and the justification of his decisions is not
harmed. In Nizam al-Mulk’s view, rebellion is not legitimate, but it can effectively call into
question the legitimacy of the sultan’s decisions. At this point, a difference emerges between
them.

Bodin’s sovereign has the power to legislate. Laws are made and changed at his
command. However, Nizam al-Mulk’s sultan is not a legislator. He is bound by the Sharia
(law) law and can only legislate within the framework of this law. In Bodin’s theory, the
sovereign is the source of the law. In Nizam al-Mulk’s theory, the sultan is not the source of
the law, but its executor. In conclusion, Bodin’s theory of sovereignty and Nizam al-Mulk’s
understanding of sultanate are not identical approaches. However, they both aim to
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strengthen central authority against legitimacy problems and the danger of political
fragmentation in different historical and cultural conditions. In doing so, Bodin adopts a
more secular and theoretical approach, while Nizam al-Mulk uses religious arguments and
practical means. Thus, they offer two different solution models to similar problems of
legitimacy and instability with the formula of a strong monarchy. Therefore, both construct
a centralized and strong monarchy, free from internal and external dependencies, through
different methods.
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Giris

Siyasal diiglinceler tarihi, farkli cografyalarda ve farkli tarihlerde yasamis medeniyetler
icerisinde ortaya c¢ikan siyasal iktidar anlayislarini, siyasal iktidarin kaynagini, mesruiyetini ve
sinirlarini arastirir. Bu baglamda Jean Bodin Bati siyasal diisiincesi, Nizamiilmiilk ise Islam siyasal
diistincesi icerisinde siyasal iktidarin nitelikleri lizerine teoriler gelistirmis iki dnemli figiir olup kendi
siyasal diisiince gelenekleri agisindan dnemli isimlerdir (bk. Canatan 2009). Ikisi de bulunduklar:
donemlerde yasanmis olan siyasal krizlere, i¢ ve dis bagimliligin getirdigi mesruiyet sorunlarina
¢Oziim aramis, bu ¢dziimii de merkezi otoriteyi giiclendirmekte bulmus diisiiniirlerdir. iki diisiiniir
farkl tarihsel ve kiiltiirel gelenekler icerisinde olmalarina ragmen benzer siyasal krizlere ¢6ziim
arayislart ve giiclii merkezi otoriteyi savunmalart gibi noktalardan karsilastirilmaya elverisli iki
isimdir. Bu karsilastirma icerisinde benzerlikler oldugu gibi farkliliklar da mevcuttur. iki gelenek
igerisinde din-devlet iligkileri, mesruiyet anlayislari, iktidarin kaynagi ve sinirlar1 gibi konularda
farkliliklar bulunmaktadir.

Bodin egemenlik teorisini gelistirmis, bdylece Fransa’da 16. yiizyilda biiyiik bir sorun haline
gelmis olan din savaslarina ve feodalitenin getirdigi siyasal iktidarin pargalanmig yapisina ¢ozim
arayisinda olmustur. Ona gore kraliyet otoritesi mutlak hale getirilmelidir. Egemenlik teorisi bu
noktada devreye girer. Egemenlik teorisine gore kraliyet otoritesi yalnizca egemenin kendisinden
kaynaklanir, kaynagi herhangi bir dis etkende aranmaz. Egemenlik mutlak, bdliinemez, siirekli ve en
yiiksek mercidir. Bu teori egemenin otoritesini dini ya da diinyevi herhangi bir mesruiyet kaynaginda
gormedigi icin din ve devletin ayr1 kurumlar olarak degerlendirildigi Bati siyasal diisiince gelenegini
giiclendirmis, bdylece modern devlet anlayisina da zemin hazirlamigtir,

Biiyiik Selguklu Devleti’nin veziri olan Nizamiilmiilk ise 11. yiizyilda yasamis, Islam siyasal
diisiincesi igerisinde onemli yeri olan bir diisiiniirdiir. Nizamiilmiilk’iin temel amaci sultanin iilke
disinda ve iilke i¢cinde kendisini baglayan ve sinirlandiran gii¢lerin etkisinden kurtulmasini saglamak,
boylece giiclii bir sultanlik otoritesi kurmaktir. Siyasetname ismiyle iinlii olan eserinde de bu anlayisi
savunmustur. Bunu yaparken de din ve devletin birlikte degerlendirildigi islam siyasal diisiince
gelenegi icerisinde hareket etmis, giiclii otoritenin kaynagini ilahi temellere dayandirmistir.

Bodin’in egemenlik teorisiyle “islev bakumindan” karsilastirilacak olan Nizamiilmiilk’iin
giiclii sultanlik anlayisi, mesruiyet kaynagi olarak farklilik gostermektedir. Bodin’in egemenlik
teorisi dini bir kaynaga dayanmazken, Nizamiilmiilk’e gore sultanlik otoritesinin mesruiyet kaynagi
ilahi bir nitelige sahiptir. Sultan Allah’in yeryiiziindeki gdlgesi olarak goriilmekte ve yonetme
yetkisini ondan almaktadir. Bu yetki, araci bir kurum tarafindan verilen bir yetki degildir.
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I¢ bagimlilik sorununa getirilen ¢dziimlerin benzerlik ve farklilig1 noktasinda da iki diisiiniir
arasinda karsilagtirma yapilacaktir. Bodin’in yasadig1 donem ve cografyada yerlesik olan feodalite
kurumunun getirmis oldugu merkezi otoriteyi sarsan uygulamalara karsin Nizamiilmiilk’iin i¢cinde
bulundugu dénem ve cografyada yerel giiclerin ve iktidar odaklarinin cesitli sebeplerle olusan
bagimsizlik talepleri ve merkezi otoriteyi sarsan davraniglari incelenecektir. Egemenlik teorisi feodal
sistemi ortadan kaldirip merkezi otoriteyi giliclendirme gayesinde oldugu gibi, giiclii sultanlik
anlayis1 da kendi dinamikleri igerisinde yerel iktidar odaklarinin sultana bagli hareket etmesini ve
iilke icerisinde en yiiksek otorite olarak taninmasini gerekli kilmaktadir.

Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk’iin siyasi diislinceleri, i¢inde bulunduklar1 dini ve kiiltiirel etkenlerle
de dogrudan baglantilidir. Bu etkenlerin farkliligt onlarin devlet ve yonetim anlayislarindaki
farkliliklarin en 6nemli sebeplerinden biridir. Din ve devlet arasindaki iliski siyasal iktidar ve
monarsi anlayislarini etkilemistir. Bati’da yasanan kilise-devlet iliskisindeki gerilimler ve ¢atigmalar
egemenlik teorisini dogurmus, dini kurumlardan bagimsiz bir egemen monark anlayisini ortaya
cikarmistir. Islam diinyasindaki din ve devletin bir arada var oldugu, hatta kardes kurumlar olarak
goriildiigli anlayis ise siyasal iktidarin ilahi kaynakli olmasina yol agmistir. Bu nedenle Bodin’in
egemenlik anlayis1 sekiiler ve hukuki bir temele sahip olmus, Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultanlik anlayisi ise
teokratik bir bigimde sekillenmistir.

Burada calismada bulunan metodolojik yaklagimla ilgili bir noktayr vurgulamak
gerekmektedir. iki diisiiniir ayn1 teorik cercevenin temsilcileri olarak degerlendirilmemektedir.
Aralarinda bulunan —yukarida deginilmis olan- tarihsel, kiiltiirel ve sosyolojik farklar sebebiyle kendi
donemlerinde bulunan siyasal diizen ve mesruiyet sorunlar1 acisindan ortaya koyduklar1 ¢éziimler
karsilastirilmaktadir. Aralarinda diisiinsel anlamda bir siireklilik ya da kavramsal bir 6zdeslik yoktur.
Bodin’in egemenlik kavrami ya da Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultan kavrami kendi tarihsel baglamlari
icerisinde etkili olmus kavramlardir. Anakronik bir okumaya meydan vermemek adina bu kavramlar
kendi tarihsel ve kiiltiirel kosullar1 igerisinde degerlendirilecek, diisiiniirlerin kendi donemleri
icerisinde ortaya ¢ikmis olan sorunlara ¢Oziim bulmalar agisindan ve islevsel ydnden
karsilastirilacaktir. Calismada nitel icerik analizi ve karsilagtirmali analiz yontemleri kullanilmistir.

Bu calisma, Bodin’in egemenlik teorisi ile Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultanlik anlayisini
karsilastirmali bir perspektifle ele alarak, her iki diisliniiriin devlet, iktidar, mesruiyet ve dini
otoriteye iliskin yaklagimlarini, farkli cografyalarda ve tarihlerde ortaya ¢ikmis benzer sorunlara ve
krizlere yonelik gelistirdikleri ¢oziimleri karsilastirmali olarak incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. ki
donem ve iki cografya arasindaki kosullar ve kiiltiirel farklar da g6z Oniinde bulundurularak
mesruiyet krizlerine yonelik ¢oziimler din-devlet iliskisi, merkezi otoritenin kurulmasi, mesruiyet
kaynaklari, iktidarin sinirlandirilmasi gibi bazi temalar tizerinden karsilastirilacaktir. Ayrica Bati ve
Islam siyasal diisiince geleneklerinin benzer mesruiyet krizlerine ve yonetim sorunlarina cevap
olarak merkezi otoriteyi nasil inga ettikleri ve bu siirecte din, toplum yapisi ve tarihsel kosullarin
nasil belirleyici oldugu ortaya konulmaya c¢aligilacaktir. Bu baglamda Bodin’in sekiiler egemenlik
anlayis1 ve Nizamiilmiilk{in teokratik sultanlik anlayisi, donemlerinde yasanan ¢esitli sorunlara birer
¢Oziim Onerisi olarak degerlendirilecek, iki diislinliriin monarsi anlayiglarindaki benzerlikler ve
farkliliklar tartisilacaktir.

Jean Bodin’in Siyasal Diisiincesi ve Egemenlik Teorisinin Gelisimi

16. yiizyilda Fransa’da yasamis olan Jean Bodin egemenlik teorisini ilk kez ortaya atan
disiiniirdiir. Bu teori sayesinde kralin iilke igerisinde en iistiin, sinirsiz ve siirekli gii¢ olmasi, iilke
disinda ise herhangi bir dini ve siyasi otoriteden bagimsiz olmasi gerektigi diislincesini savunmustur.

Jean Bodin hukuk okumus, 6gretim tiyeligi ve avukatlik yapmis, krallik ¢evrelerine yakin
konumda bulunmustur. Kral III. Henri’ye danismanlik yapmuis, krallik savciligi gérevine atanmis ve
nihayetinde Etats Généraux liyeligine getirilmistir. Etats Généraux Fransa’da bulunan {i¢ tabakal1 bir
meclis olup soylular, din adamlar ve halk ({iglincii zlimre) tabakalarindan olugsmaktadir. Bodin ise
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bu meclise {igiincii ziimre tabakasi1 igerisinden burjuvazi temsilcisi olarak atanmistir. Bodin krallik
cevrelerine yakin olmasinin da etkisiyle mutlak monarsiyi destekleyici sdylemlerde bulunmusg, soylu
sinifin ve din adamlariin giiclenmesine karsi ¢ikarak krallik yonetiminin gii¢lendirilmesi gerektigi
iizerinde durmustur (Senel, 1995, s. 311-313).

Kurtulusu krallik iktidariin gii¢lendirilmesinde goren bu diisiince o donemde ortaya ¢ikmis
bir grup olan ve Politique olarak adlandirilan grubun diisiince bicimine uymaktadir. Nitekim Bodin
de bu gruptaki diisiiniirlerden biri olarak fikirlerini nesretmistir. Politique’ler dénemin diislince
bicimine zit bir sekilde birden fazla din ve mezhebin bir devlet icerisinde yasayabilecegini dile
getiriyorlar, kralligin ise bunlarin {izerinde bir kurum olarak bu farkliliklan iistiin bir giic olarak
yonetebileceginden bahsediyorlardi. Politique’ler ve Bodin’e goére krallik biitiin toplumsal
olusumlarin, dinlerin ve mezheplerin iizerinde olmalidir. Ancak bu sekilde toplumda diizen
saglanacaktir (Sabine, 1969b, s. 75-78). Politique’lerin donemin Fransa’sinda tirmanan din ve
mezhep catismalarina bir ¢oziim olarak krallik iktidarinin iistiin bir gii¢ olarak konumlanmasi
diisiincesini Bodin daha da ileriye tasiyacak, iilke icinde ve iilke disinda tiim bagimliliklardan
kurtulmus bir egemen kral portresi ¢izecektir.

Nitekim ortagagda Fransa krallart —Bat1 Avrupa’nin genelinde oldugu gibi- iilke i¢inde ve
iilke disinda bircok bagimlilik altinda idi. Ortagag Avrupasi’nda hakim olan siyasal ve toplumsal
diizen feodalizm idi. Feodalizm ise lordlar ile lord icin ¢alisgan ve bunun karsilifinda lordun
himayesini kazanan vassallardan olusan ve karsilikli haklar ve yiikiimliiliikkler s6zlesmesine dayanan
bir sistemdi. Donemin kosullarinda merkezi kralliklarin giiglii olmamalar1 feodal birimlerin ortaya
cikmasina ve giiclenmesine yol agmisti. Bu sistem icerisinde krallar da birer lord olarak bulunuyorlar
ve feodal diizen igerisinde en tepede yer aliyorlardi. Ordu beslenmesi, vergilerin toplanmasi ve
yargilama gibi egemenligin 6nemli gostergeleri feodal birimler iizerinden yiiriiyordu (Reynolds,
2001, s. 17-23; Berman, 2020, s. 433-435). Her lord bir iistteki lordun vassali konumundaydi. Ancak
kral, kendi vassallarinin vassallar1 ya da daha altta bulunan vassallar tizerinde dogrudan hiikiim sahibi
degildi (Bloch, 1983, s. 185-200). Bunlara ek olarak bir de feodal meclisler bulunuyordu. Feodal
meclisler igerisinde en yliksek lord olan kral ve onun vassallar1 yer almaktaydi. Kral ya da lordlar bu
meclisi yonlendirerek kendi iradeleri ile herhangi bir karar veremezler ve yalnizca kendi kararlari ile
bir icraatta bulunamazlardi. Bu meclisin kararlari meclis iiyelerinin ortak giicleri tarafindan uygulanir
ve bu uygulamalar gerektiginde krala kars1 dahi yapilirdi. Bu noktada feodal sistem igerisinde tipik
bir kural gecerli idi: primus inter pares. Bu kurala gore kral feodal meclis igerisinde esitler arasinda
birinci konumdadir. Dolayisiyla ortagag kralliklarinda krallar feodal meclisler araciligi ile yonetmek
ve bu meclise danisarak karar vermek durumundaydilar (Sabine, 1969a, s. 210-219; Lapidus, 2002,
s. 122-124; Ganshof, 1952, s. 141-147). Fransa’daki durum da Avrupa’nin bu durumundan farkl
degildi. Karolenj Imparatorlugu’ndan sonra olusmus otorite boslugu ve bunun meydana getirdigi
emniyetsiz ortam iktidarin farkl ellere dagilmasina sebep olmustu (Bloch, 1983, s. 86-90). Bir sato,
zenginlik ve savag giiciine sahip olan feodal lordlarin etrafinda insanlar toplaniyorlar ve onlara biat
ediyorlardi. Bu durum zamanla &yle bir noktaya gelmistir ki, Fransa’nin hemen her yerinde farkl
yonetim, vergi, hukuk kurallar1 ve orfleri gegerli olmus ve ¢ogu zaman bu feodal kurallar krallarin
emirlerinin Oniine gegmistir. Krallarin merkezi yonetimleri gliglenme egilimine girse bile bu feodal
baglar yiizyillar boyunca etkisini siirdiirmiistiir (Gaxotte, 1962, s. 4-9; Davis, 2020, s. 307-312).
Dolayisiyla Bodin’in yasadigi donemde Avrupa’nin genelinde ve Ozellikle Fransa’da merkezi
otoriteden ve egemenlikten biiylik 6l¢lide yoksun bir kral portresi goriilmektedir. Feodal baglar ve
kurumlar iilke yonetiminde hakim olmakta ve krallarin otoritesini sinirlamaktadir.

Ulke igerisinde krallar1 sinirlayan bu feodal bagliliklarm yaninda bir de iilke diginda Katolik
Kilisesi’nin tiim Avrupa flkeleri iizerinde kurdugu bagmmhilik iligkileri vardi. Roma
Imparatorlugu’nun yikilmasindan sonra Avrupa topraklarinda olusan otorite boslugu dénemin en
etkin kurumu olan Katolik Kilisesi tarafindan doldurulmaya baslamis ve bu otoritenin sinirlart
giderek genislemistir. Ilk yiizyillarda dinin siyasal otoritelerden bagimsiz oldugu inancini
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yerlestirmeye calisan Papalik, zamanla kilise otoritesinin hiikiimdarlar dahil herkesi kapsadigini
iddia etmeye baslamstir. Ozellikle Tki Kilic Kurami’nin gelistirilmesiyle her devletin igerisinde
birinci yetkili giiciin kilise oldugu inanci yerlestirilmistir (Ben-Amittay, 1983, s. 91-95).

Papalik tarafindan ortaya atilmis olan iki Kilig Kurami’na gore bir maddi bir de manevi
olmak {izere iki otorite bulunur. Ancak maddi otorite olan devlet manevi otorite olan kilisenin
giidiimiindedir. Ciinkii iki otorite de Tanr1 tarafindan kiliseye bahsedilmis olup kilise maddi otoriteyi
krallara devretmistir. Boylece kralliklar maddi otoritenin emanetgileri olarak goriilmiisler, bu
otoritenin Papalik tarafindan istenildiginde geri alinabilecegi anlayisi yerlesmistir (Agaogullari,
2018, s. 248-250; Berman, 2020, s. 139-140, 164-165, 169, 690). Nitekim Papa VII. Gregorius ile
Imparator V. Heinrich arasinda gerceklesen siirtiisme bunun en acik drnegini teskil etmistir. Bu
siirtiismenin neticesinde Papa Imparatoru aforoz etmis, ayn1 zamanda siyasal iktidar1 da onun elinden
almistir. Imparator ise Papadan &ziir dileyerek affini talep etmistir (Davis, 2020, s. 258-262). Bu
ornek Papalik ile siyasal iktidarlar arasindaki iliskinin mahiyetini ortaya koymaktadir. Siyasal iktidar
Papalik tarafindan mesruiyetinin dogrulanmasi ihtiyaci icerisinde olmus, yeri geldiginde bu durum
aforoz gibi sert uygulamalarla desteklenmistir.

Papaligin ortagagda otoritesini saglamlastiran baska bir husus da sahip oldugu topraklarin
giderek artmasi ile birlikte Papaligin en biiylik feodal kurum haline gelmesidir. Bu durumun bir
sonucu olarak Papalik Avrupa iilkeleri icerisindeki topraklarindan vergi toplama ve oralarda otorite
tesis etme konusunda kralliklardan bagimsiz hareket etme arzusunda olmustur (Ben-Amittay, 1983,
s. 91-95).

Kilisenin hakimiyeti noktasindaki anlayis Bodin’in yasadig1 Fransa’da da bu minvaldeydi.
Ancak 13. ylizyildan sonra krallik otoritesi zamanla giiclenmeye, Papalik otoritesi ise zayiflamaya
baslamig, bu durum iki otorite arasindaki ¢atigsmalari artirmistir. Her ne kadar Papalik kurumsal
anlamda zayiflamaya baslasa da siyasal iktidarlara kars1 stiinliik iddiasint stirdiirmiistiir (Beris,
2016, s. 358-359). Bu durum 16. yiizyilda Fransa’da yasanan din savaslari ile giin yiiziine ¢gikmugtir.
Fransa’da Katolikler ve Protestanlar arasinda yasanan bu din ve mezhep savaslarinin ¢6ziimii igin
Bodin’in onerisi dini ve feodal otoritelerin yerine giiclii ve dinler iistii bir devlet otoritesinin
konulmasi, boylece her anlamda egemen bir devlet otoritesinin tesis edilmesiydi. Ona goére devlet
din ve mezhep farkliliklarinin {izerinde olmali, feodal kalintilardan da kurtulmaliydi (Sabine, 1969b,
s. 75-77). Boylece birden fazla dinin ayn1 devlet catis1 altinda yasamasi miimkiin olacak, devlet ile
uyruklari arasindaki bag yurttaslik bagindan ibaret olacakti.

I¢ ve dis baghiliklardan kurtularak devlet otoritesinin saglanabilmesi, boylece din ve mezhep
savaglar1 dahil pek ¢ok sorunun ¢oziilebilmesi i¢in Bodin egemenlik teorisini ortaya atmistir.

Bodin’e gore devletin unsurlarini bir arada tutan egemenliktir. Ona gdre egemenligin ii¢
ozelligi bulunmaktadir: egemenlik mutlak, siirekli ve boliinmezdir (Bodin, 2024, s. 37, 131).

Egemenligin mutlak olmasi, onun bagka bir gii¢ ya da otorite tarafindan sinirlandirilmamis
olmasini ifade eder. Buna gore bir yetki bagka bir otorite tarafindan belli kosullar altinda veriliyorsa
orada egemenlikten s6z edilemeyecektir. Bir iilkede bulunan tiim yetkiler ve iktidarlar egemenden
kaynagin alir, ancak egemenin yetkisi ve iktidar1 bagka bir kaynaga dayanmaz. Bu anlamda egemen
yasa koyarken de baska bir giice ya da iktidar odagina dayanmaz ve onlardan onay beklemez. Ayrica
egemen kendinden dncekilerin yaptiklar1 yasalarla ve hatta kendi yaptig1 yasalarla da bagh degildir
(Bodin, 2024, s. 43, 49-51, 58-59, 85, 89, 93). Egemenligin mutlak olmasi ile birlikte Bodin’in hem
Papaligin iilke igerisindeki faaliyetlere miidahalesini ve iilke icerisinde egemenden bagimsiz hareket
etmesini hem de feodal yasalarm kalintilarinin gecersiz kilinmasim ve iilke simrlart igerisindeki
feodal iktidar odaklariin bagimsiz davranmalarinin 6énlenmesini istedigi sdylenebilir.

Egemenligin stirekli olmasi, onun tahtta oturan ya da devleti yoneten kisiden bagimsiz olarak
diistiniilmesini saglar. Egemenligin siirekliligi devletin zaman bakimindan sinirh bir varliga sahip
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olmadigini, egemen olan krallarin yagsami ile bagli olmadigin1 gosterir (Bodin, 2024, s. 39-40, 79).
Bodin’in, egemenligin siirekli olmasi ilkesi ile Papaligin krallara siireli bir sekilde yetki devri
yapmast anlayigini yikmak istedigi soylenebilir. Cilinkii Papalik gibi bir kurumun krallara yonetme
yetkisini siireli bir sekilde vermesi krallarin egemen gii¢c olmalarini 6nlemektedir. Diger yandan
diistiniiriin, bir kralin 6liimiiyle birlikte feodal birimlerin isyan etme ve merkezi otoriteyi zayiflatma
egilimlerini ortadan kaldirmak ve kralligin kurumsal yapisini insa etmek istedigi anlagiimaktadir.

Egemenligin bdliinmez olmasi ise, onun mutlak ve siirekli olmasinin bir sonucudur. Bodin’e
gore egemenligin farkli giic odaklari arasinda béliistiiriilmesi devletin yikilmasi ve egemenligin yok
olmas1 anlamina gelir. Ona gore bir iilkede birden fazla egemen olamaz. Egemenlik yetkileri tek bir
kiside, bir azinlikta ya da halkta toplanmalidir. Bunlar arasinda dagitilmasi diisiiniilemez (Bodin,
2024, s. 125-131). Egemenligin boliinmezligi kurali ile Bodin’in Fransa’da var olan feodal sistemin
kalintilarini ortadan kaldirarak egemenligi tek merkezde toplamak istedigi sdylenebilir. Bu ilke ile
feodal olarak her bolgede var olan farkli kurallar ve yasalar ortadan kaldirilabilecek, egemenligin
bircok odak arasinda dagitilmis yetkileri tek merkezde toplanabilecektir.

Bodin’in disiincesinde egemenlik mutlak, smirsiz ve boliinemez oldugu gibi bazi
sinirlamalara da sahiptir. Bu siirlamalar bir geligki gibi géziikse dahi egemeni zorlayacak bir gii¢
bulunmadigindan onu vicdanen baglayacak sinirlamalar seklinde anlasilmalidir. Bunlardan biri
tanrisal yasalardir. Tanrisal yasalar egemenin yetki alaninin {izerindedir. Ancak tanrisal yasalara
uymadiginda egemeni zorlayabilecek bir merci bulunmadigindan bu simirlama vicdani bir
sorumluluk noktasinda kalmaktadir (Bodin, 2024, s. 46-49, 66-67). Diger bir siirlama kralligin
iistiin yasalaridir. Buna gore egemen tahta gegisteki teamiilleri bozamaz ve iilke topraklarim
baskasina devredemez (Bodin, 2024, s. 86). Egemene getirilen son sinirlama ise 6zel miilkiyetin
dokunulmazligidir. Bodin’e gore miilkiyet ailelere ait olup egemenin miidahale alaninin digindadir
(Bodin, 2024, s. 74-77). Bodin’in tasavvur ettigi egemenlik teorisi, bir yandan yasalarin, mesruiyetin
ve giiclin kaynagi olarak goriiliirken, diger yandan bazi simirlamalara tabi tutulan, ancak bu
sinirlamalara uymak da yine kendi vicdanina birakilmis bir egemen tablosu ¢izer.

Nizamiilmiilk’iin Siyasal Diisiincesi ve Sultanlik Anlayisinin Geligsimi

11. yiizyillda yasamis olan ve Biiylik Selcuklu Devleti’nde vezirlik gérevinde bulunan
Nizamiilmiilk ortaya koydugu sultanlik anlayisiyla Biiylik Selguklu sultanlarmi i¢ ve disg
otoritelerden bagimsiz hale getirmeye calismis, bdylece sultanlarin otoritelerini iilke igerisindeki
yerel giic odaklarinin {izerinde tek hakim otorite olarak tesis etmistir. Diger yandan bu sultanlik
anlayisi o donemde mevcut bulunan Hilafet kurumundan da biiyiik oranda bagimsiz bir yapiya
ulasma arayisinda olmustur. Onun getirdigi sultanhik anlayis1 daha onceki Tiitk ve Islam
devletlerindeki yonetim anlayisindan farkl bir ¢izgide gelismistir.

Nizamiilmiilk’iin yasadigr donemde Hilafet kurumu zayiflamaya baslamis, Gazneli Devleti
yikilmig ve Biyilik Selguklu Devleti hizli bir sekilde yiikselerek biiyiik bir imparatorluk haline
gelmistir (Lambton, 2006, s. 88). Bu imparatorlugun yonetimi i¢in ilkel ve kabilevi yontemler yeterli
gelmemeye baslamis, bu noktada yonetimde gerekli diizenlemeleri yapma vazifesini Nizamiilmiilk
iistlenmistir. Bunu yaparken de Iran devlet geleneklerinden etkilenmis, bu gelenekleri Islam
inanglarina uygun bir bigimde Biiyiik Sel¢uklu devlet geleneklerine uygulamistir (Hassan, 1990, s.
375, 387-388; Peacock, 2020, s. 36).

Nizamiilmiilk 1018 yilinda Horasan’in Tas sehrinde dogmustur. Babasi Gazneliler
doneminde Tus sehrine vergi tahsildari olarak gorevlendirilmistir. Halep, Isfahan, Merv, Nisabur gibi
bircok sehri dolagmis, buralarda egitimine devam etmis, bir slire Gaznelilerin yaninda cesitli
gorevlerde bulunarak onlarin yénetimi hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmustur (Ozaydim, 1999, s. 194-196).
Nihayetinde Selguklularin yanina gelmis ve Cagri1 Bey doneminde Alparslan’in yaninda danismanlik
gorevine baglamistir. Sultan Alparslan’in tahta gecmesiyle birlikte Nizamiilmiilk de vezirlik gérevine
getirilmis, bu vazifesi Sultan Meliksah doneminde de devam etmistir (Black, 2011, s. 91).
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Nizamiilmiilk’iin, diisiincelerini aktardig1 Siyasetname isimli bir eseri bulunmaktadir. Bu
eserin yazilist Sultan Meliksah’in emriyle olmustur. Sultan Meliksah, iilkenin durumu ve yonetimi
hakkinda ilkeler sunacak ve rehber niteliginde olacak eserler yazilmasini istemis, yazilan eserler
arasinda yer alan Nizamiilmiilk’iin Siyasetname eserini kabul etmistir. Bu eser tarihteki olaylardan
orneklere ve Nizamiilmiilk’iin kendi tecriibelerine dayanarak devlet yonetimine iliskin genel ilkeler
ortaya koyar (Menekse, 2005, s. 188-189).

Bu dénemde Islam siyasal diisiincesinde dénemin siyasi kosullarina bagl olarak yetki
tartismalart meydana gelmistir. Yonetme yetkisinin dogrudan Allah tarafindan verildigini
savunanlarla Hilafet makaminin bu yetkinin siyasal iktidarlara dagitilmasinda arac1 konumda
bulundugunu savunan iki goriis ortaya ¢cikmistir (Menekse, 2005, s. 203-205; Peacock, 2020, s. 136).

Nizamiilmiilk bu noktada yoOnetme yetkisinin sultanlara dogrudan Allah tarafindan
verildigini savunan tarafta bulunmustur. Nizamiilmiilk’in siyasi iktidar1 dayandirdigi kaynaklar
incelendiginde onun devlete dair goriisleri daha iyi anlasilacaktir. Siyasetname’de Iran krallarindan
Nusirevan’in yaptig1 bir konusmay1 nakleder: “Bana bu padisahligi Allah’'in verdigini, babamdan
miras olarak kaldigimi, ... savagtigimui ve ... kilicla aldigimi biliniz.” (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 54-55).
Nizamiilmiilk’iin verdigi bu 6rnekten iktidarin kaynaginm ilk olarak ilahi bir temele, ikinci olarak
veraset ilkesine, li¢iincii olarak da iktidarin savas ve fetih yoluyla kazanilmasina dayandirdig:
gorlilmektedir. Bu bakimdan Nizamiilmiilk, sultan1 en iistiin otorite olarak tanimlarken Hilafet
kurumunu arac1 olarak gérmemekte, sultanin otoritesini bu ii¢ noktaya dayandirmaktadir.

Islam siyasal diisiiniirlerinden Maverdi ise Hilafet makamimin esas oldugunu ve yonetme
yetkisini bizzat bu makamin vermesi gerektigi tezini savunmaktadir. Maverdi’ye gore halifeler hem
dini hem de siyasi liderler olup peygamberin iki alanda da varisidirler. Bu anlamda dini ve siyasi
yonetimi uygulamak halifelerin yetki ve sorumlulugundadir (Maverdi, 2018, s. 26-30). Bu yetkilerin
boliinmesi miimkiin olmayip tek mesru yonetim yetkisi halifelerde bulunmaktadir. Ancak, Hilafet
kurumunun 11. yiizyilda i¢inde bulundugu durum bu tezin ifade ettigi durumdan oldukga farklidir.
Maverdi’nin tezine gore en iistiin ve yiiksek giice sahip olmasi gereken Hilafet kurumu uygulamada
askeri ve siyasi gliclinli biiyiilk oranda kaybetmis, Selguklu sultanlarina bagimli hale gelmistir.
Maverdi bu noktada teoride ve uygulamada farklilasmis olan bu durumu uzlastirmaya calisir
(Lambton, 2006, s. 83-90; Evkuran, 2016, s. 145-147). Teoride en yiiksek gii¢c olmaya devam eden
halifeler diizenin bozulmamasi ve yonetimdeki is ylikiiniin azaltilmasi amaciyla askeri ve idari
yetkileri sultanlara birakabilirler (Maverdi, 2018, s. 78-87; Crone, 2007, s. 346-348). Boylece Hilafet
kurumu en yiiksek otorite ve mesruiyet kaynagi olarak kalmaya devam etmekte ve sultanlar
halifelerin hiyerarsik olarak altinda konumlandirilmaktadir. Bu teori uygulamada meydana gelen ¢ift
baslilik durumu teorik ¢ergeveye uygun hale getirme gabasinin bir sonucudur.

Uygulamadaki duruma bakildiginda gercekten Hilafet kurumu donemin sartlarinda eski
giiciinii kaybetmis ve daha sembolik bir hale gelmis goriiniiyordu. Hilafet kurumu Islam aleminin
birligini temsil etmekte ve siyasal iktidarlara mesruiyet saglamaktaydi. 11. yiizyilda Islam
diinyasinda halifeler ¢ogu zaman siyasal iktidar1 dogrudan dogruya kullanacak bir giicte olmamakla
birlikte siyasal mesruiyet kaynagi olarak islev gormiislerdir (Kafesoglu, 1997, s. 344-345; Feldman,
2008, s. 36-40; Hodgson, 1977, s. 42-44). Donem donem gerceklesen acik ya da ortik yetki
catismalarina karsin teori ve pratikteki durum birlikte degerlendirildiginde bir ¢esit is bolimii
olustugu sdylenebilir. Hilafet dini mesruiyet kaynagi olma ve iimmetin birligini saglama islevini
siirdiirmekte, Biliylk Selguklu sultanlar1 ise pratikte askeri ve idari giicii elinde bulundurarak fiili
yonetimi gerceklestirmektedir (Crone, 2007, s. 364-369; Kafesoglu, 1972, s. 121-127; Findley, 2005,
s. 69-70). Bu noktada Islam diinyasindaki otorite sembollerine kisaca deginmek gerekmektedir.
Islam diinyasinda iki belirgin otorite sembolii bulunmaktadir: hutbe okutmak ve para bastirmak.
Hutbe kimin adina okunursa ve para kimin adma basilirsa onun otoritesi taninmis olmaktadir
(Peacock, 2020, s. 54-56; Mergil, 2011, s. 31). Bu iki gosterge arasinda bir ayrima gidilmistir. Cuma
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namazinda hutbe okunurken kimin ad1 anilirsa onun iktidarinin mesruiyeti taninmis olmaktadir. Para
basimi ise daha maddi ve kamusal bir otorite gostergesi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Turan, 2000, s.
450-451). Hilafetin sembolik hale gelmesi ve Biiyiik Selcuklu Devleti’nin giiclenmesi ile birlikte bu
iki gostergenin kimin adina uygulanacagi konusu Islam siyasal diisiincesinde ve pratiginde
tartismalar dogurmustur. Buna ¢6ziim olarak hutbede 6nce halifelerin sonra da sultanlarin ad1 birlikte
anilmig, boylece Hilafetin mesruiyet kaynagi olmasi ve sultana mesruiyet atfetmesi vurgulanmstir.
Ancak para basimi konusunda sultanlar daha sert bir tutum benimsemis, Selguklu topraklarinda para
basimi sultanlar adina yapilmistir (Kennedy, 2004, s. 383; Crone, 2007, s. 362-364; Kafesoglu, 1997,
s. 359).

Islam diinyasinda otoritenin iki basli hale gelmesi ve iki otorite arasinda ortaya ¢ikan gerilim
Selguklularin yiikselmesi ile paralel bir sekilde gelismistir. 10. yiizyildan itibaren Hilafet kurumunun
zayiflamas1 onu dis etkenlere acik hale getirmistir. Bu durum da halifelerin iizerindeki baskiy1
artirmis, Sii mezhebine mensup Biiveyhi Hanedani halifeleri etki altina almistir. Donemin halifesinin
Selguklu hiikiimdart Tugrul Bey’i davet ederek ondan yardim istemesi lizerine Tugrul Bey halifeyi
bu durumdan kurtarmis, boylece 6nemli bir siyasi gii¢ elde etmistir. Halife tarafindan kendisine
“Dogu’nun ve Bati’mn Sultan:” unvam verilen Tugrul Bey Islam diinyasinda siyasi liderligi ele
gecirmis olmaktadir (Crone, 2007, s. 349; Lewis, 2005, s. 186; Cahen, 1968, s. 13-15, 24-25). Aynm1
dénemde Tugrul Bey’in konumunu gii¢lendiren bagka bir olay daha yasanmistir. Bu olay Besasiri
Isyanr’dir. Tiirk komutan Arslan el-Besasiri Bagdat’1 ele gegirerek halifeyi sehirden c¢ikarmustir.
Tugrul Bey bu olayda halifeyi koruma roliinii tekrar iistlenmis, isyan1 bastirarak halifeyi Bagdat’a
getirmistir (Laoust, 1999, s. 189-190; Bosworth, 2011, s. 20-21; Ibnii’l-Esir, 1991a, s. 486-492).
Boylece Islam diinyasinda maddi otorite ve manevi otorite birbirinden ayrilmis olmaktadir. Bu
durum kurumsal anlamda Bati’daki kilise-devlet ayrimina birebir karsilik gelmese de iki bash bir
otorite ortaya ¢ikmis, maddi otorite Selguklu sultanlarinin eline ge¢mis, ancak mesruiyet kaynagi
olarak manevi otorite halifelerde kalmistir (Mergil, 2011, s. 30-32; Findley, 2005, s. 69-70). Sultan
Alparslan doneminde ise Hilafet daha sembolik hale gelmis, askeri ve siyasi gii¢ Selguklu
Devleti’nde somutlagsmaya devam etmistir. Sultan Meliksah doneminde ise Biiyiikk Selguklu
Devleti’nin giicliniin zirvesine ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir. Bu donemde halifeler siyasi anlamda karar
alma siireclerinden diglanmislar, yalnizca mesruiyet iireten bir merci haline gelmislerdir (Spuler,
2005, s. 150; Ibnii’l-Esir, 1991b, s. 91, 195; Kafesoglu, 1972, s. 121-127). Biiyiik Selguklu
Devleti’nin ve Hilafet kurumunun o dénemdeki konumlari incelendiginde, Hilafetin askeri ve siyasi
anlamda zayifladigi, Biiyiik Selguklu Devleti’nin ise fiili olarak liderligi tistlendigi goriilmektedir.
Sultanlarin halifeler karsisinda giiclenmesi filli basarilarin yaninda Nizamiilmiilk’iin ortaya koydugu
sultanlik anlayisiyla da ilgilidir. Nizamiilmiilk sultanlik makaminin i¢ ve dig sinirlamalardan
kurtarilmasi gerektigini vurgulamis, giiclii bir merkezi otorite kurulmasi gayretinde olmustur.

Bu duruma uygun olarak Nizamiilmiilk dénemin kosullarina daha uygun olan ve fiiliyatta da
gegcerli olan bir goriisii savunmustur. Ona gore Selguklu sultanlarinin disarida herhangi bir otoriteye
bagimli olmadan kendi hakimiyetlerini kurmalar1 gerekmektedir. Nitekim Nizamiilmiilk sultanin
“rehberlige ihtiyag duymayan” en istiin lider oldugunu vurgulamistir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 23-24;
Rosenthal, 1962, s. 82-83; Hassan, 1990, s. 382-387). Nizamiilmiilk Siyasetname eserinde bunun
altyapisini hazirlamigtir:

“Allah her ¢agda halkin iginden birini secerek onu hiikiimdarlara yaragsir
ozelliklerle donatir. Diinya islerinden ve kullarin huzurundan onu sorumlu kilar, fesat,
karisiklik ve fitneyi onun eliyle ortadan kaldirir. Onun kudreti ve adaleti insanlarin
géniillerinde ve goézlerinde ona dair derin bir saygi uyandirr, ondan emin olarak
devletinin devamini isterler” (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 21).

Nizamiilmiilk’iin bu sozlerinden sultanlarin Hilafet gibi bir kurum araciligiyla degil,
dogrudan Allah tarafindan segildikleri ve otoritelerini dogrudan Allah’tan aldiklar1 sonucu
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cikarilabilir. Dolayisiyla Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultanlik anlayis1 iilke disinda herhangi bir otorite
kaynagina dayanmayan, otoritesi dogrudan ilahi olarak teyit edilen bagimsiz bir sultan anlayisidir.

Bu sultanlik anlayisi iilke disinda bir otoriteye bagimli olmadig: gibi iilke icerisinde de tek
otorite olan ve hakimiyeti —dini kurallar disinda- sinirlandirilmamis bir sultanlik anlayisidir. Ancak
bu anlayis Tiirklerin sahip oldugu kabileci yonetim geleneklerine son derece yabanciydi. Bu kabileci
yonetim anlayisina gore en iist konumda bulunan Han unvanl yonetici biiyiik bir kabile reisi gibi
hareket ediyordu (Black, 2011, s. 92). Ancak bu sistemde daha kiigiik ailelerin de kendi reisleri
bulunmaktaydi. Bunlar da kendi hakimiyet alanlarinda kendi koyduklar1 yasalarla ya da kendi
kabilelerine ait kurallarla hiikkmediyorlardi. Bu gelenekler ger¢evesinde sultanlar Han makaminda
goriildiigiinden yine iilke icerisinde cesitli kabile iligkileri ve yerel kanunlar ile baglanmis ve
sinirlandirilmis bir konumda bulunmaktaydilar. Diger yandan, “iilke hanedanmin ortak malidir”
anlayisi iilke topraklarinin yerel birimlere bdliinmesini ve bdylece merkezi yonetimin zayiflamasin
beraberinde getirmektedir. Boylece ortaya cikan yerel iktidarlar merkezden yar1 bagimsiz bir sekilde
hareket etmeye baglamaktadirlar. Ayrica karar alma siirecleri de boy beylerinin bir araya gelmesiyle
gergeklesmekte, bdylece giiclii bir monarsinin ortaya ¢ikmasit miimkiin olmamaktadir (Kafesoglu,
1997, s. 223-231, 281-284; 341-342; Ozgiidenli, 2000, s. 71-73; Golden, 1992, s. 208-211; Findley,
2005, s. 18-20). Nitekim Tiirkmen kabileleri arasinda gdgebe yasam tarzinin getirdigi diizensizlik ve
zaman zaman goriilen yagmacilik hareketleri (ibnii’1-Esir, 1991a, s. 349-353, 450-458; Cahen, 1968,
s. 22-25; Peacock, 2020, s. 233) ve boy beylerinin zaman zaman bagimsizlik ve isyan hareketlerinde
bulunmalar1 bunu daha acik bir bicimde gostermektedir (Peacock, 2020, s. 64-67; Ozgﬁdenli, 2000,
s. 73-79; Ibnii’l-Esir, 1991b, s. 48-49, 82, 127-128). Oysa bu tarz bir yonetim bicimi donemin
kosullarinda biiyliyen bir imparatorlugu idare etmekte yetersiz kalmaktaydi. Nizamiilmiilk ise bu
kabileci yonetim bi¢imini kendi diisiincesi igerisinde her anlamda bagimsiz ve hakim bir sultan
anlayisina doniistiirme gayreti igerisinde olmustur. Ciinkii biiyliyen imparatorluk igerisinde Oguz
boyu liderlerini ve yerli Tiirkmen kabilelerini kontrol altina alma ve tek bir merkezden emir alir hale
getirme ihtiyact dogmustu. Bunu da ancak bagimsiz ve gii¢lii bir monarsi saglayabilirdi (Hassan,
1990, s. 387-388; Hodgson, 1977, s. 44-46; Cahen, 1968, s. 25-27, 30). Ulke icerisinde giiclii bir
sultanlik anlayiginin ortaya ¢ikmasinda merkezi devlet yonetiminin olusmasi en 6nemli etkendir. Bu
anlamda Nizamiilmiilk yerel giic odaklarinin etkisiz hale getirilmesi ve sultanin otoritesinin
artirilmasi igin ¢alismalarda bulunmustur.

Bu amaca ulagilabilmesi i¢in Nizamiilmiilk’iin gergeklestirdigi calismalardan biri ikta
sisteminin kurulmasidir. Bu sistem igerisinde topraklarin miilkiyeti sultana ait olup, topraklarin
emanet edildigi gorevliler kendi bdlgelerinde yasayan halktan vergileri toplamakla yiikiimliidiirler
ve bu isi yaparken de halka iyi muamele etmeleri gerekmektedir. Halka kotii muamele yapilmasi
halinde verilen topraklar sultan tarafindan geri alinabilmektedir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 53). Ayrica
topraklarin emanet edildigi kimseler belli araliklarla degistirilmektedir. Bu da belirli bir tabakanin
topraklar iizerinde hakimiyet kurmasini ve sultanin otoritesi altindan ¢ikma egilimi gostermesini
onlemektedir (Cahen, 1968, s. 38-40; Black, 2011, s. 92). Bunlara ek olarak Nizamiilmiilk merkezi
otoritenin giiclendirilmesi i¢in sultana iilkenin her tarafina bizzat kendisine bagli memurlar ve
casuslar gondererek denetleme yaptirmasini tavsiye etmistir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 65, 68, 71, 95-
96, 111) Boylece yerel giiglerin diizensiz hareket egilimleri belirli bir topraga bagimli hale
getirilmekte, merkezi otoriteye uyumlu davranmalar1 saglanmaktadir.

I¢ ve dis bagimsizhiga sahip bdyle bir giiglii sultan portresinin olusturulmas: icin de
Nizamiilmiilk’iin kullandig1 bazi argiimanlar bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki sultanin Allah’in
veryiiziindeki golgesi (zillulldh fi’l-arz) olarak nitelendirilmesidir (Hassan, 1990, s. 390). Bu
nitelendirme ile sultanin dogrudan dogruya yonetme yetkisini ve mesruiyetini Allah’tan aldigi,
dolayisiyla aract kurumlara ihtiyag duymadigi anlasiimaktadir.
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Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultan1 yliceltmek ve merkezi iktidar konumuna getirmek i¢in kullandig1
diger bir argliman sultanin Allah tarafindan iistiin vasiflarla donatilmis olmasidir. Sultan diger
insanlarda bir arada olmayan ozelliklerle donatilmig, adalet, cesaret, comertlik, bilgi gibi yiice
ozelliklerle yaratilmistir. Sultanin bu 6zelliklerle yaratilmis olmasinin sebebi de ona Allah tarafindan
yonetme vazifesinin verilmis olmasidir. Nitekim Nizamiilmiilk Siyasetname’de sultanlarin
halifelerden yetki aldigindan bahsetmez. Sultanlara yonetme yetkisini bizzat Allah’mn verdigi ve
onlar1 bu gdreve uygun niteliklerle donattifim1 anlatir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 22-23).
Nizamiilmiilk’e gore sultan 151k veren, aydinlatan bir mum gibidir. Halk onun 1s181yla dogru yolu
bulur. Onun baskalar1 tarafindan ydnlendirilmeye ihtiyaci yoktur (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 23-24).
Burada da sultanin aracisiz bir sekilde iistiin niteliklerini Allah’tan aldig1 ve yonetmeye layik oldugu
anlatilmaya calisilmaktadir.

Nizamiilmiilk’e gore, sultanin tek basina yodnetme giiciinii elinde bulundurmasinin
dayanaklarindan biri de sultana seriati uygulama ve dini koruma goérevinin yiikklenmis olmasidir.
Sultan seriat1 uygulamak {izere icraatlar yapmak ve halki dini kurallara uydurmak i¢in bir vesile
konumundadir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 87-88). Bu anlamda sultan seriati1 uyguladig1 ve dini kurallart
korudugu miiddete giiclii bir hakimiyet saglayabilecektir. Ozellikle de Hilafet makaminmn o
donemde diistiigii zafiyet karsisinda sultanin dini uygulama ve koruma vazifesi ile donatilmasi giiclii
sultanlik anlayisini besleyen en 6nemli nokta olmustur.

Nizamiilmiilk gii¢lii bir sultanlik anlayisi olusturmasina kargin sultanin bazi sinirlamalar
altinda oldugunu da vurgular. Onun diisiincesinde sultan mutlak anlamda bir yasa koyucu degildir.
Ciinkii her cagda gegerli oldugunu diislindiigii seriat kanunlar1 degistirilemez. Sultan bu kanunlar
degistiremedigi gibi bu kanunlara uymakla ylikiimliidiir. Ayrica sultan seriat kanunlarina kendisi
uymak zorunda oldugu gibi toplumun da seriat kanunlarmma gore yasayabilmesi igin gerekli
diizenlemeleri yapmakla gorevlidir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 87-88; Black, 2011, s. 93-94). Diger
yandan dini bir vazife olmasi hasebiyle de sultanin halkina adaletli davranmas1 gerekmektedir. Bu
anlamda adaletli davranma ilkesiyle de sultanin otoritesine bir sinirlandirilma getirilmektedir. Diger
yandan sultan halkinin huzur ve refahin1 saglamakla da gorevlidir. Ancak sultan kendisine konulan
bu sinirlamalara uymadigi takdirde kendisine yaptirim uygulayabilecek bir merci bulunmamaktadir.
Bu smirlamalara uymak sultanin kendi vicdanina birakilmistir. Sultan bu gorevleri yerine getirip
getirmemek hususunda diinyevi bir otoriteye karsi sorumlu degil, yalnizca Allah’a karsi sorumlu
tutulmustur (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 22-27). Nizamiilmiilk’iin i¢ ve dis otoritelerden bagimsiz giiclii
merkezi otorite anlayisi sultanin her bakimdan sinirsiz oldugu bir yonetim anlayisi dogurmamustir.
Ciinkii onun ortaya koydugu bu anlayis ilahi mesruiyet parametrelerine bagli bir monarsi oldugu igin
kurumsal anlamda dis bagimsizlig1 savunmasina karsin dini kurallarin gegerli oldugu bir anlayistir.
Sultan zaten var olan ve degistirilemeyecek olan kanunlara tabidir. Adalet ilkesi de dini bir kavram
olarak bu anlayis icerisinde yerini alir ve sultanin mesruiyetini saglayan bir parametre olarak
belirlenmistir. Ancak, sultan dini ilkelere uymadiginda ya da adaleti saglamadiginda onu fiilen
durduracak bir kurum bulunmamakta, bu sinirliliklar vicdani sorumluluk noktasinda birakilmaktadir.

Egemenlik Teorisi ve Sultanlik Anlayis1 Karsilagtirmasi

Bat1 siyasal diisiince geleneginden Jean Bodin ve Islam siyasal diisiince geleneginden
Nizamiilmiilk hem birer devlet adami hem de siyasal diisiinceye katki saglamis diisiiniirlerdir.
Bodin’in ortaya koydugu egemenlik kurami Nizamiilmiilk’iin savundugu gii¢lii sultanlik anlayisiyla
benzer yonler tasimaktadir. Bu benzerliklerin yaninda iki devlet gelenegi arasindaki farklar sebebiyle
Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk’iin diislinceleri arasinda énemli farkliliklar da bulunmaktadir. Bu baglamda
iki diisliniiriin i¢inde bulunduklan siyasi ve kiiltiirel ortamin farkliligi géz 6nilinde bulundurularak,
ikisinin de merkezi otoriteyi savunmalari, siyasal mesruiyet krizlerine iirettikleri ¢6ziimler ve belirli
temalar iizerinden karsilagtirmal1 bir analiz yapilacaktir.

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(3)



A Comparative Analysis of the Political Thought of Jean Bodin and Nizam Al-Mulk:... 5145

Iki diisiiniiriin de genel anlayislari monark: i¢ ve dis bagimliliklardan kurtarip merkezi
monarsiyi giiclendirmek iizerine kuruludur. Bu anlamda Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk’{in donemlerindeki
en 6nemli sorunlardan biri dis bagimliliktir. D1 bagimlilik ise iki donem agisindan da dini bir nitelik
arz etmektedir. Birebir aym1 olmamakla birlikte kurumsal anlamda Fransa’nin Papaliga olan
bagimliligina karsin Selguklular da mesruiyet iligkisi bakimindan Hilafete bagimlidirlar (Kafesoglu,
1972, s. 121-127; Turan, 2000, s. 450; Findley, 2005, s. 69-70). Ancak Bat1 siyasal diislincesindeki
din ve devlet iliskisiyle Islam siyasal diisiincesindeki din ve devlet iliskisi birbirinden farklidir. Bat:
siyasal diislincesinde din ve devlet birbirinden ayri kurumlar olarak goriiliip aralarinda yetki
miicadelesi ortaya ¢ikmus, Islam siyasal diisiincesinde ise din ve devlet ayrilmaz bir biitiin olarak ve
hatta kardes kurumlar olarak goriilerek ayni normatif ¢cergevede degerlendirilmistir. Bu anlayislarin
olugmasinda ortagagda Papaligin din ile devletin ayr1 kurumlar oldugunu, birbirlerinin alanlarina
miidahalelerinin yanlis oldugunu vurgulamasi, Hilafet kurumunun ise bir devlet yapilanmasi
icerisinde diinyevi isleri de yiiriitmesi etkili olmustur (Lewis, 1988, s. 1-5, Hallaqg, 2013, s. 60; Black,
2011, s. 94-95; Ullmann, 1970, s. 11-25; Berman, 2020, s. 139-140, 690). Papalik siyasal isleri kendi
eliyle yapmay1 uygun gérmemis, siyasal iktidarlar1 kan doken, kotii isler yapan kurumlar olarak
konumlandirmis, bdylece bu isleri bizzat yapmak yerine cogunlukla kendi segtigi siyasal iktidarlarin
yapmasini uygun gormiistiir (Berman, 2020, s. 165, 407). Islam siyasal diisiincesinde ise Hilafet
kurumunun giiglii oldugu dénemlerde devlet islerini yapmak da halifelerin gérevlerinden sayilmus,
devlet bir kotiiliikk olarak degil, adaletin saglanmasi, dini islerin daha diizenli yriitiilmesi icin bir
ara¢ olarak goriilmiistiir. Ancak, Hilafet kurumunun siyasi ve askeri yonden zayifladigi, Selguklu
sultanlarinin giiclendigi donemde ise, halifeler manevi otoriteyi ve mesruiyeti temsil eden, sultanlar
ise diinyevi giicii temsil eden otoriteler haline gelmis, sultanlarin dinin hizmetinde olmasi
saglanmaya ¢aligilmistir (Crone, 2007, s. 362-369; Kafesoglu, 1997, s. 344-345; Hallaq, 2013, s. 60;
Lapidus, 2002, s. 120-121). Bu sebeplerle Bodin’in monarki dini degerlerden arinip tamamen
kendinden menkul bir mesruiyet anlayigina sahip olurken, Nizamiilmiilk’iin monarki dini koruma ve
uygulama gorevini de iizerine almistir. Bundan dolay1r Nizamiilmiilk’te sultanin mesruiyetini
saglayan olgulardan biri de dindir.

Iki gelenek arasindaki din ve devlet iliskilerinin farkliliginimn bir yansimasi olarak Bodin ve
Nizamiilmiilk’{in mesruiyet anlayislar1 arasinda farklar bulunmaktadir. Bodin’in egemen monarki
mesruiyetini yalnizca kendisinden alir. Kendisi disindaki bir bagka otoriteye, gelenege, kurala ya da
kanuna bagimli degildir. Ozellikle de dini anlamda herhangi bir kuruma (Papaliga) bagimli olma
durumu yoktur (Mairet; 2013, s. 235-237). Nizamilmiilk ise fiili durumdan bagimsiz olarak
“kurumsal anlamda” Hilafetten bagimsiz bir sultan portresi ¢izer. Ancak O, Bodin gibi dinin bir
mesruiyet kaynagi olarak goriilmemesini savunmaz. Nizamiilmiilk’e gore sultana iktidarini dogrudan
Allah vermistir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 21-23; Rosenthal, 1962, s. 82-83). Oysa Bodin’e gore
egemen monark kendiliginden mesru olup kurumsal ya da inan¢ anlaminda bir otoriteye
dayanmamaktadir (Mairet, 2013, s. 233). Iki diisiiniir arasinda bu noktada bir farklilik oldugu
goriilmektedir. iki diisiiniir i¢in de monark var oldugu anda mesrulugu kazanmaktadir. Ancak,
Bodin’de bu dinsel bir igerige dayandirilmazken Nizamiilmiilk’te bu durum dinsel bir i¢erik kazanir.
Nizamiilmiilk’lin sultan1 da var oldugu anda mesrulugunu kazanmistir, ¢linkii Allah onun sultan
olmasina izin vermistir (Hassan, 1990, s. 385-386). Bodin’de egemen mesrulugunu kendinden
alirken, Nizamiilmiilk’te sultan mesrulugunu Allah’tan almaktadir. Egemen yalnizca var oldugu igin
mesrudur, oysa sultan Allah sultan olmasina izin verdigi i¢in mesrudur. Bodin’in egemeni dini
degerlerden armip kendinden menkul bir mesruiyet anlayisina sahip olurken, Nizamiilmiilk’iin
sultani dini koruma ve uygulama gorevini {istlenerek ilahi bir mesruiyet anlayisina dayandirilmistir.

Bodin’in egemenlik teorisi ile Nizamiilmiilk’{in sultanlik anlayisi monarkin iilke i¢erisindeki
konumu agisindan da benzerlik gostermektedir. Egemenlik teorisine gore egemen, iilke icerisindeki
en istiin, mutlak, boliinmez gii¢ iken, Nizamiilmiilk’e gore sultan da benzer 6zelliklere sahiptir.
Ancak Bodin bu o6zelliklere sahip olan egemenin bu 6zelliklerinin kaynaginin bizzat kendisi
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oldugunu 6ne siirerken, Nizamiilmiilk bunu genellikle dini sebeplere dayandirmaktadir. Sultanlari
Allah’mn 6zel niteliklerle yarattigindan, onlara yonetme kabiliyetini Allah’in verdiginden, onlarin
yonetme haklarinin dogrudan Allah’tan geldiginden bahsetmekte, bdylece Bodin’deki egemen
monarkin niteliklerine “kurumsal ve islevsel anlamda’ sahip olan, ancak bu nitelikleri ilahi degerler
iizerinden tanimlayan bir sultan anlayis1 gelistirmektedir (Rosenthal, 1962, s. 82-83; Beris, 2016, s.
361-363). Burada Bodin’deki egemenlik teorisi Nizamiilmiilk’teki sultan anlayigina birebir
uygulanmamakta, kurumsal yap1 anlaminda {ilke icerisindeki merkezi otoritelerinin giiclii oldugu
vurgulanmaktadir.

Bodin’in egemenlik teorisi monarki iilke i¢erisindeki en iistiin, mutlak, boliinmez gii¢ olarak
tanimlarken disaridan herhangi bir miidahale olmasinin 6niinii kesmekte, ayni zamanda iilke
icerisindeki farkli iktidar odaklarinin da monarka miidahalesini engellemek istemektedir. O donemde
Avrupa’da var olan feodal sistem iilke igerisinde farkli iktidar odaklar1 dogurmustur (Bloch, 1983, s.
275-282). Feodal sistem siyasal iktidarin konumunu etkilemistir. Ciinkii feodal sistemin gii¢lii
oldugu durumlarda merkezi otoritenin zayif oldugu goriilmektedir. Avrupa’da feodal sistem devlet
icerisinde farkl1 devletlerin olmasi gibi bir durum meydana getirmistir. Ulke igerisinde feodal lordlar
topraklarin sahibi olarak goriildiikleri i¢in bulunduklar1 yerde kendi siyasi ve hukuki kurallarim
koymuslar, bu da kralin iilke igerisindeki bagimliliklarini artirarak gii¢lii bir monark olmasini
engellemistir. Kralin diger lordlar karsisinda “egitler arasinda birinci” konumunda goriilmesine
sebep olmustur. Bu durum kralin iilke igerisinde en {istiin ve mutlak bir konuma gelmesini
engellemistir (Sabine, 1969a, s. 210-219; Reynolds, 2001, s. 20-39; Ganshof, 1952, s. 49-54).
Nitekim Bodin, egemenlik teorisiyle feodal lordlarin bagimsiz olmadiklarini, kendilerinde bulunan
tiim yetkiyi egemen kraldan aldiklarini, bu yetkiyi onlara egemen kralin bahsettigini savunur (Bodin,
2024, s. 101, 136). Dolayisiyla Bodin’in ortaya koydugu anlayis egemen krali yetkilerin kaynag
durumuna getirmis, yerel birimlerin bagimsiz hareketlerinin 6niinii kesme amacini glitmiistiir.

I¢ bagimliliklardan kurtulmak anlaminda Nizamiilmiilk iin giiclii sultanlik anlayis1 Bodin’in
egemenlik teorisi ile “islev bakimindan” benzerlik gostermektedir. Fransa’daki feodal sisteme karsi
Bodin egemenlik teorisini 6nerdigi gibi Selguklu’daki Tiirk boylarimin sultandan bagimsiz hareket
etme ve onun her anlamda hakim olmasini kabul etmeme durumu karsisinda da Nizamiilmiilk gii¢lii
bir sultanlik anlayisi insa etme ¢abasina girmistir. Bu anlamda Tiirk boylariin yerel ve geleneksel
ozelliklerinin merkezi yoOnetimi zayiflatacak sekilde gelismesinin Oniine ge¢mek istemistir.
Nizamiilmiilk’tin kullandig1 toprak sisteminde (ikta) belli araliklarla topraklar baskalarina tahsis
edilmekte, yani topraklarin baginda bulunan kimseler degistirilmektedir (Cahen, 1968, s. 35-40;
Hodgson, 1977, s. 48-52; Lapidus, 2002, s. 124-125; Kafesoglu, 1997, s. 357-359). Topraklarin
sultan tarafindan kendilerine verildigi kisiler topraklarin sahipleri degil, toprak iizerinde bir muhafiz
makamindadirlar. Sultan tarafindan belirlenen vergi miktarin1 orada yasayan halktan toplamakla
gorevlidirler. Tahsis edilen arazi sultan tarafindan istenildiginde geri alinabilir, ¢iinkii topraklarin
sahibi sultanin bizzat kendisidir (Nizamiilmiilk, 2014, s. 53). Bu sekilde toprak sisteminin
Avrupa’daki gibi bir feodal sisteme doniismesinin 6nii kesilmis, merkezi otorite giiclendirilmistir.

I¢c bagimlilik agisindan bakildiginda Avrupa’da feodal sistemin kontrolsiizce gelismesinin
merkezi otoritenin giiglenmesini engelledigi ve egemen monarkin ortaya ¢ikmasinin 6niindeki en
biiylik engellerden biri oldugu goriiliirken, Selguklu’daki yerel giiclerin de merkezi bir otoritenin
oniindeki en 6nemli engellerden biri oldugu goriilmektedir (Hassan, 1990, s. 387-389). Ancak,
Avrupa’da feodal sistem buna yol acarken, Sel¢uklu’da i¢ bagimlilik anlamindaki asil sorun
Tirkmen ve Oguz boylarmin bagimsiz hareket etmesini saglayan geleneklerdir. Bu durum
Avrupa’dan farkli olarak topraga dayali gelisen bir bagimsizlik degil, geleneksel olarak boylara
boliinme durumunun bir sonucudur. Her boy farkli geleneklere ve kurallara tabidir. Bu da, boylarin
kabile reisleri tarafindan yonetilmesini, monarkin da en biiyiik kabile reisi olarak goriilmesi
anlayisim getirmistir. Dolayisiyla Tiirkmen ve Oguz boylar kabile reisliginin ¢ok dtesinde tek bir
monark sultanin altinda yonetilme olgusunu anlamaktan uzaktirlar. Nizamiilmiilk gii¢lii sultanlik
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anlayisini olustururken bir yandan ikta sistemiyle yerel gii¢ odaklarini kontrol altina almaya ¢alismis,
diger yandan da sultanin diger boylarin basindaki liderlerden daha iistiin olusunu, ilahi olarak sultana
verilen {istiin nitelikler ve yonetme yetkisiyle agiklamistir (Ozgiidenli, 2000, s. 71-73; Nizamiilmiilk,
2014, s. 21-24; Turan, 2000, s. 449; Lapidus, 2002, s. 117-120). Bati’da gelisen feodal sistem giiclii
bir merkezi otoritenin olusmasinda bir engel olarak goriilmiis ve egemenlik teorisiyle ortadan
kaldirilmaya calisilmistir. Selguklu Devleti’'nde ise toprak sistemi degil, kabileci anlayis merkezi
otoritenin olusmasinin Oniinde engel teskil etmistir. Bunun ¢6ziilmesi i¢in de Nizamiilmiilk ikta
sistemini devreye sokmus, boylece yerel giiglerin bagimsiz davranmasini engellemeyi amaglamstir.
Boylece esitler arasinda birinci olan bir kabile liderini, tiim boy beylerinin ve yerel gii¢lerin kendisine
itaat ettigi giiclii bir sultan haline getirmeye ¢alismistir.

Egemene yapilan simirlandirmalar bakimindan da Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk arasinda
benzerlikler ve farkliliklar bulunmaktadir. Tanrisal kurallara uymak bakimindan iki disiiniiriin
goriisleri arasinda benzerlik bulunmaktadir. Bodin’in egemen monarki dini kurallarla
sinirlandirilmig, Tanrisal yasalara riayet etmesi ve adaletli davranmasi tavsiye edilmistir. Ancak
egemen bunun aksi sekilde hareket ettiginde ona ceza verebilecek bir merci bulunmadigindan bu
sinirlama yalnizca onu vicdanen baglayan bir smirlamadir (Bodin, 2024, s. 46-49, 66-67) .
Nizamiilmiilk de sultan monarkin ayni sekilde dini kurallara uymasi ve adaletli olmas1 gerektiginden
bahseder. Yine ayni sekilde buna uygun davranmadiginda ona karst herhangi bir yaptirimdan s6z
etmeyip Oteki diinyada Allah tarafindan hesap sorulacagini soyler (Nizamilmiilk, 2014, s. 22-27).
Iki diisiiniirde de monarka konulan smir yalnizca vicdani bir sorumluluk olarak belirir. Ciinkii onlara
gore monark kurumsal anlamda en iistiin merci olup ona ceza verebilecek konumda bulunan kimse
yoktur.

Bodin’in diigiincesinde egemen monarka konulan sinirlandirmalardan biri de ailelerin sahip
oldugu 6zel miilkiyet hakkidir. Ona gore devlet ailelerden olusur. Topraklarin miilkiyeti ailelere,
egemenlik ise krala aittir. Monark ailelerin servetleri konusunda bir tasarrufta bulunamaz, ancak
monarkin karsisinda tiim kesimler ve siniflar esit olup monarka itaatle yiikiimliidiirler (Sabine,
19690, s. 80). Nizamiilmiilk’lin diisiincesindeki sultan monark agisindan da benzer bir durum soz
konusudur. Fakat burada 6zel miilkiyet degil, Oguz ve Tirkmenlerin kabile gelenekleri soz
konusudur. Nizamiilmiilk’iin ortaya koydugu tabloda ise sultanla halkin iliskisinde kabileci
geleneklere baglilik yerine herkesin sultana itaatinin saglanmasi gerekir. Yerel ve geleneksel
unvanlar var olsa bile sultana itaatte herkes esit olmalidir (Ozgiidenli, 2000, s. 71-73). Bodin’e gére
yurttaslik uyruk olmaktir. Ulke iginde egemen ve uyruk vardir. Farkli baglar etkili olamaz. Herkes
(lord, senyor, kdylii, halk) egemene itaat konusunda ayn yiikiimliiliige sahiptir (Sabine, 1969b, s.
81). Benzer bir anlayis Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultanlik anlayisinda da bulunmaktadir. Sultan karsisinda
farkli unvanlar onun hakimiyetine zarar verecek sekilde kullanilamaz. Unvani ne olursa olsun sultan
karsisinda herkes tebaa sayilir ve itaatle yiikiimliidiir (Hassan, 1990, s. 387-389).

Diger bir sinirlandirma konusu ise yasalardir. Bodin’in egemen monarki kanun koyabilir ve
kanunlar kaldirabilir. Tanrisal yasalar1 ve kralligin {istiin yasalarini (tahtin ve iilke topraklarinin
baskasina devrinin yasak olusu) degistirmek disinda kanun yapma yetkisine sahiptir. Ayrica koydugu
yasalarla bagli da degildir. Bodin’de yasanin kaynagi egemenin bizzat kendisidir (Bodin, 2024, s.
46-51, 86-87). Ayrica Bodin’e gore egemen zuliim ve dinsizlik de yapsa ona kars1 higbir kisi ve
kurulusun isyan etme hakki bulunmamaktadir (Bodin, 2024, s. 150-155). Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultan
monarki ise kanun koyma yetkisine ¢ok sinirlt bir sekilde sahiptir. Ciinkii sultanin ve tiim halkin
uymast gereken ve degistirilemez olan Seriat kanunlar1 gecgerlidir. Sultan Seriat kanunlar
cergevesinde kanun koyma yetkisine sahiptir. Yasani kaynagi sultan degil, Seriattir (Lewis, 1988,
s. 30-32; Lambton, 2006, s. 1-2).

Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk’in monarka yaklasimlari bakimindan yapilan karsilagtirmalarda en
dikkat ceken nokta Bodin’in egemen monarkinin kendisinin kaynak olusu; iktidarin, mesruiyetin,
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yasalarin dayandigi baska bir merci bulunmayip en iistiin merkezin egemenin bizzat kendisi
olmasidir. Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultan monarki ise Bodin’in egemen monarkinin kurumsal ve iglevsel
anlamda ¢ogu niteligine sahip olmakla birlikte iktidarin, mesruiyetin ve yasalarin kaynagi dindir. Bu
farkliliga ragmen Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultanlik anlayis1 ile Bodin’in egemenlik teorisi kendi kiiltiirel ve
siyasal kosullarinda benzer amaglara hizmet etmis ve merkezi otoriteleri dogurmustur.

Tablo 1. Jean Bodin ve Nizdmiilmiilk'iin Siyasal Diisiincelerinin Karsilagtirmali Analizi

Jean Bodin Nizamiilmiilk Benzerlik Farkhihk
Siyasal Teorik bir Tecriibeye ve Metodolojik olarak belirgin bir fark
diisiince anlayis ortaya tarihsel bulunmaktadir. Bodin teori
yontemi koyar. deneyimlere - agirlikli, Nizamiilmiilk ise pratik
dayanan bir arglimanlar iizerinden
anlayis ortaya distincelerini agiklar.
koyar.
Tarihsel ve i¢c ve dis I¢ ve dis Iki dénem de Farkli dénemler ve cografyalar
siyasi bagimlilik ve bagimlihk  ve benzer siyasal oldugu i¢in kiiltirel ve siyasal
konjonktiir = mezhep halife ve sultan sorunlara sahiptir. bakimdan farkliliklar
savaglarinin arasidaki bulunmaktadir.
dogurdugu stirtiismelerin
siyasal dogurdugu
istikrarsizlik siyasal
istikrarsizlik
Devlet Devlet, Devlet, adaleti Glgli ve istikrarli Bodin devleti teorik temellere
diisiincesi egemenlik ve kamu devlet anlayist  oturtur. Nizamiilmiilk devleti pratik
lizerine diizenini vardir. amaglar bakimindan agiklar.
kurulmus bir koruyan siyasal
siyasal bir birliktir.
birliktir.
Monarsi Egemen Sultan monark Giigli ~ merkezi Bodin monarsiyi teorik agidan
anlayislar: monarkin siyasal anlamda monarsi aciklar. Nizamiilmiilk monarsiyi
iktidar en yiksek savunulur. pratik amagclarla agiklar.
mutlak, otoritedir.
stirekli ve
boliinmezdir.
Mesruiyet Monarkin Monark Bodin’in monarki dini ya da
anlayislar: mesruiyeti mesruiyetini - kurumsal anlamda bir mesruiyet
kendisindendi  dogrudan saglanmasina  ihtiya¢  duymaz.
r. Allah’tan alir. Nizamillmiilk’{in ~ monarki  ise
kurumsal anlamda olmasa bile dini
anlamda bir mesruiyet kaynagina
sahiptir.
Siyasal [lahi kurallar Ilahi kurallar ve Iki diisiiniirde de Bodin’de ailelerin miilkiyet haklari
iktidarin ve  ailelerin adaleti saglamak monark ilahi (feodal haklar) 6zellikle dnemlidir.
sinirlari miilkiyet kurallarla Nizamiilmiilk’te adalat ilkesi agir
haklari sinirhidir.  Ancak, basar.
bu kurallara
uymak kendi
vicdani
sorumluluklarinda
dir.
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Hukuk Monark yasa Seriat yasalari Devlet diizeninin Bodin’de yasanin kaynagi egemen

anlayislar yapma esastir. temelinde yasalar monarktir. Nizamiilmiilk’te ise
yetkisine bulunur. yasanin kaynagi Seriattir.
sahiptir.

Din-devlet Devlet 6n Din ve devlet Din toplumsal Bodin siyasal birligi korumay:1 esas

iliskisi plandadir. arasinda diizenin alir.  Nizamiilmilk ise dini

tamamlayicilik saglanmasinda mesruiyet ile siyasal diizen
iligkisi bulunur.  6nemlidir. arasindaki uyumu temele koyar.

Dis Herhangi bir Herhangi bir Dis Bodin Papalik kurumunun

bagimhhk kuruma dis kuruma dis  bagimliliklardan onaylamasina ihtiyag
bagimliligi bagimliligi kurtulmus giicli  duyulmadigini teorik olarak agiklar.
reddeder. olmayan giicli monark anlayisi Nizamiilmiilk ise Hilafet

bir sultan iki diisiiniirde de kurumunun onayina ihtiyac
tablosu ¢izer. bulunmaktadir. duymayan fiilen giiglii bir sultanlik
anlayisi olusturur.

f¢ bagimhhk Feodal baglari  Merkezi ic Bodin feodal lordlar karsisinda,
reddedip otoriteden bagimliliklardan Nizamiilmiilk ise bagimsiz
monark bagimsiz kurtulmus giicli davranan boy beyleri karsisinda
kargisinda hareket eden bir merkezi  giiclii merkezi otoriteyi savunur.
herkesin Oguz ve monarsi anlayigi
itaatte esit Tirkmen boylar1 iki diisiiniirde de
oldugunu karsisinda giiglii  bulunur.
savunur. bir sultan

anlayis1
olusturur.

Devletin Egemenligin  Adalet ve kamu Devletin Bodin devletin ayakta kalmasini

siirekliligi stireklilik diizeninin stirekliligi ve egemenlige, Nizamiilmiilk ise
ozelligiyle korunmasryla bekasi ortak adaletli ve iyi yonetime dayandirir.
saglanir. saglanir. amagtir.

Nihai ama¢  Siyasal birlik Siyasal birlik ve Siyasal birlik ve Iki diisiiniir farkli medeniyetlerde
ve istikrarin istikrarin istikrar ortak ve farkli donemlerde yasamalarina
saglanmasidir  saglanmasidir. amagtir. ragmen diigiincelerinin  kesistigi

nokta giiclii ve istikrarli devlet
anlayisidir.
Sonug¢

Bati siyasal diisiincesinden Jean Bodin ve Islam siyasal diisiincesinden Nizamiilmiilk kendi
donemlerinde énemli gorevlerde bulunmus ve 6nemli siyasal teoriler gelistirmis diisiiniirlerdir. Her
iki diisiliniir de kendi tarihsel ve siyasal kosullarinda giindemde olan siyasal sorunlara ¢6ziim arayisi
icerisinde olmuslardir. Bunu yaparken de gelistirdikleri diisiinceler arasinda benzerlikler ve
farkliliklar ortaya ¢ikmistir,

Iki diisiiniiriin gelistirdikleri ¢oziimler ve teoriler belirli temalar cercevesinde karsilastirilmis
ve cikarimlarda bulunulmustur. Ancak anakronizme meydan vermemek adina iki diisiiniiriin
goriisleri birbiriyle 6zdes kabul edilmemis, kendi tarihsel ve kiiltiirel kosullar1 i¢erisinde incelenmis,
birbirinin devami ya da birbirini etkileyen diisiiniirler olarak ele alinmamistir.

Bodin’in ve Nizamiilmiilk’iin yasadiklar1 donemler farkli tarihlerde ve farkli cografyalarda
benzer sorunlara sahne olmustur. Iki diisiiniiriin de kendi dénemlerinde ve cografyalarinda monarkin
i¢ ve dis bagimliliklarla bagli oldugu bir siyasal tablo ortaya ¢ikmistir. Dig bagimlilik din-devlet
iliskilerinin kurumsal bir boyutta gerceklesmesi neticesinde meydana gelmistir. I¢ bagimlilik ise
Bodin’in déoneminde Avrupa’da feodalizm ekseninde sekillenmis, Nizamiilmiilk doneminde ise yerel
giiclerin diizensizliklerinden ve bagimsizlik egilimlerinden kaynaklanmistir. Bu sorunlarin ¢éziimii
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icin iki diistliniliriin de sundugu ¢6ziim daha giiglii ve merkezi bir monarsi olmustur. Ancak, iki
donemin siyasal, toplumsal ve kiiltiirel kosullar1 nedeniyle iki monarsi anlayisi arasinda biiyiik
farklar bulunmaktadir.

Bu farklarin en énemlisi din ve devlet iliskileri noktasindaki ayrimdir. Bati ve Islam siyasal
diistinceleri arasinda din ve devlet iliskileri baglaminda temelde yatan bir ayrim bulunmaktadir. Bati
siyasal diisiincesinde din ve devlet ayr1 alanlar olarak gériiliip yetki alanlar1 ayristirilmistir. Islam
siyasal diislincesinde ise din ve devlet ikiz ve kardes kurumlar olarak goriilmiis, otoritenin iki alanin
da yetkisini kendisinde barindirmasi esas olmustur. Ancak, Islam tarihinde yasanan gelismeler ve
Hilafet kurumunun siyasi ve askeri giiciiniin ortadan kalkmasi sonucunda diinyevi yoneticiler
(sultanlar) giiclenmis, bu durum da Islam siyasal diisiincesinde din ve devlet otoritelerinin yetki
alanlarinin ayrigmasina sebep olmustur. Bat1 siyasal diislincesinde din ve devlet ayrim1 en basindan
beri var olan ve dogal bir durum olarak ortaya ¢ikmus, Islam siyasal diisiincesinde ise bu ayrim teoride
ve temelde var olan dogal bir durum olarak degil, siyasal kosullarin zorlamasiyla ortaya ¢ikan yapay
bir ayrilik meydana getirmistir. Bu tablo Bat1 siyasal diisiincesi igerisinde Papalik kurumunun
zayiflamasiyla siyasal iktidar acisindan sekiiler bir egemenlik teorisinin ortaya ¢ikmasima sebep
olmus, Islam siyasal diisiincesinde Hilafet kurumunun zayiflamasiysa siyasal iktidarin (sultanin) dini
gorevleri ve Hilafet kurumunu korumayi da iistlenmesi sonucunu dogurmustur. Islam siyasal
diisiincesinde ortaya ¢ikan sultan monark anlayis1 Bati siyasal diisiincesi icerisinde ortaya c¢ikan
egemen monark ile “islev bakimindan™ benzer, “mesruiyet kokeni bakimindan” farkl bir nitelik arz
etmektedir. Bu bakimdan Bodin daha diinyevi ve kuramsal bir yaklasimla egemen monarki
kurgulamis, Nizamiilmiilk ise sultanin dini roliinii vurgulamis, kisisel niteliklerini 6ne ¢ikarmis,
boylece sultanlik kurumunu bu arglimanlar tizerine kurmustur.

Din ve siyaset iligkisi iki diisiiniirde farkli sonuglar dogururken, kurumsal anlamda dini
yapilara karst olusan tepki benzer sonuclara yol agmistir. Merkezi monarsinin dis bagimliliklardan
kurtulmasi i¢in Bodin egemenlik teorisini ortaya koymus, Nizamiilmiilk ise sultanlik anlayigim
gelistirmistir. Boylece Bat1 ve Islam siyasal gelenekleri gergevesinde sekillenen giiclii merkezi
monarsiler ortaya c¢ikmistir. Bodin’in egemenlik teorisi Papalifi devre dist birakan ve dini
degerlerden bagimsiz bir monarsi yaklasimi dogurmustur. Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultanlik anlayisi ise
Hilafetin uygulamakla yiikiimlii oldugu dini gérevleri de sultana yiikleyen ve dini degerlere dayanan
bir monarsi bi¢imi ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Bu noktada Bati’da Papalik ve krallar arasindaki gerilimin sert
bir miicadeleye doniistiigii ve aforoz gibi bazi yetkilerin kullanildigi goriilmiistiir. Halifeler ve
sultanlar arasindaki gerilimin ise birbirlerine karsi koruma-mesruiyet saglama ihtiyaci ¢ercevesinde
daha yumusak bir ¢er¢evede gerceklestigi sdylenebilir. Egemenlik teorisi gibi sekiiler mesruiyet
parametrelerinin iiretilmesi sayesinde Bat1’da Papalik gibi bir kuruma ihtiya¢ kalmamisken, sultanlar
halifeler tarafindan onaylanmaya ihtiya¢ duymuslardir. Nizamiilmiilk ise bu kurumsal bagliligin
ortadan kalkmasi gerektigini savunmustur. Mesruiyet kaynagi agisindan bakildiginda Bodin’in
egemeni dini bir kaynaktan mesruiyet alma ihtiyacina sahip olmayan bir monarktir. Mesruiyeti
kendisindendir. Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultan1 ise mesruiyet iligkisi bakimindan Hilafete olan kurumsal
bagliliktan kurtulup mesruiyetini dogrudan ilahi kaynaktan alan bir monarktir.

Her iki diistiniirde de siyasal otoritenin dini otorite karsisindaki konumu tartisiimaktadir.
Bodin bu iligkiyi egemenligin bagimsizlig1 lizerinden kurmakta ve teorik diizeyde ele almaktadir.
Nizamiilmiilk’te ise bu iligki sultanin fiili Gstiinligi ile sekillenmekte, daha ¢ok pratik diizeyde
incelenmektedir. Papalik ve Hilafet arasinda kurumsal anlamda bir esitleme yapmak kosullarin
farkliligindan dolay1 yanlis ¢ikarimlara sebep olabilir. Bu sebeple iki diislinlir arasindaki
karsilagtirma Papalik ve Hilafet kurumlarinin siyasal iktidarlar karsisindaki islevsel rolleri tizerinden
yapilmistir.

Iki diisiiniir arasindaki karsilastirmada ulasilan sonuglardan bir kismi da i¢ bagimlilik konusu
ile ilgilidir. ki dénemde de iilke igindeki yerel gii¢ odaklar1 giiglii monark anlayisinin olusmasinin
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oniinde engel teskil etmis, Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk kendi dénemlerinin kosullarinda bu durumu
asmak i¢in ¢ozlimler gelistirmislerdir. Ancak yerel gii¢ odaklarinin niteligi iki donemde de farklilik
arz etmektedir. Avrupa’da feodal sistem merkezi giiciin 6niinde engel olmus, Selguklu’da ise Tiirk
boylarinin ve Oguzlarin bagimsiz hareketleri buna engel teskil etmistir. Bodin feodal sistemi ortadan
kaldirmak ve merkezi otoriteyi saglamak i¢in egemenlik teorisini ortaya atmis, Nizamiilmiilk ise
yerel bagimsiz giicleri merkezi otoriteye baglamak igin ikta sistemini kullanarak giiclii sultanlik
anlayisini iilke i¢inde yerlestirme gayretinde olmustur. Avrupa’da feodal sistem merkezi otoriteyi
sarsacak mekanizmalar barindirmakta, topraklarin miilkiyeti ve topraklar iizerindeki yasa koyma,
uygulama noktasinda kralin yetkileri sinirlandirilmaktadir. Bu anlayis igerisinde krallar lordlar
karsisinda esitler arasinda birinci olarak goriilmektedir. Selguklular doneminde ise Tiirk boylarinin
ve Oguz kabile geleneginin getirdigi yonetim anlayis1 giiclii bir monarkin olusmasini engellemistir.
Boylar ve kabileler bagimsiz hareket etme egiliminde olup daha ¢ok goc eden kitleler halinde
yasamaktadirlar ve gili¢lii bir sultan anlayisi bu kabileler tarafindan benimsenmemektedir.
Dolayisiyla Bodin egemen monarkin ortaya ¢ikmasi i¢in feodalitenin zayiflatilmasini, Nizamiilmiilk
ise giiclii bir sultanin ortaya ¢ikmasi i¢in kabilelerin ve boylarin ikta isimli toprak sistemi i¢erisinde
merkeze bagimliliklarinin artirilmasini dnermislerdir. Bu nedenle Bodin’de merkezi otoritenin
giiclendirilmesi teorik ve normatif bir ¢ergevede formiile edilmistir. Nizamiilmiilk’te ise bu siire¢
pratik ve idari mekanizmalar {izerinden yiirGtiilmiistiir.

Bodin ve Nizamiilmiilk arasinda monarkin smirlandirilmasi bakimindan bir benzerlik
bulunmaktadir. Bodin egemeni ilahi yasalarla sinirlamis, ancak buna uymadigi takdirde ona yaptirim
yapacak bir merci olmadigini sdylemistir. Nizamiilmiilk de sultani Seriat kanunlari ile sinirlandirmas,
ancak o da sultanin Seriata uymadig takdirde onu zorlayabilecek bir makamin bulunmadigini 6ne
stirmiistiir. Fakat aralarinda bir fark bulunmaktadir. Bodin’in egemeni ilahi kurallara uymasa da
egemen olarak mesruiyetini kaybetmez. Itaat edilmelidir. Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultan1 ise Seriata
uymazsa mesruiyetini kaybeder, isyanlara acik hale gelir. Bu durumda Bodin’de isyanin higbir
sekilde mesru olmadigi, isyan da ¢iksa egemenin mesruiyetinin degismedigi, kararlarinin hakliligina
zarar gelmedigi sOylenebilir. Nizamiilmiilk’te ise isyan mesru degildir, ancak fiilen sultanin
kararlarinin mesru olup olmadigini sorgulatabilir. Bu noktada aralarinda bir fark ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
Bodin’in egemeni yasa koyma yetkisine sahiptir. Yasalar onun emriyle yapilir, degistirilir. Oysa
Nizamiilmiilk’lin sultan1 yasa koyucu degildir. Seriat kanunlarina bagl olup yalnizca bu kanunlar
cercevesinde yasa koyabilir. Bodin’de egemen yasanin kaynagidir. Nizamiilmiilk’te sultan yasanin
kaynagi degil, uygulayicisidir.

Sonug¢ olarak Bodin’in egemenlik teorisi ve Nizamiilmiilk’iin sultanlik anlayisi 6zdes
yaklagimlar degildirler. Ancak, farkli tarihsel ve kiiltiirel kosullarda mesruiyet sorunlarina ve siyasal
parcalanma tehlikesine karsi merkezi otoriteyi giigclendirmeyi amaglamaktadirlar. Bunu yaparken de
Bodin daha diinyevi ve teorik bir yaklagim sergilemistir. Nizamiilmiilk ise dini argimanlar ve pratik
araclar kullanmigtir. Béylece benzer mesruiyet ve istikrarsizlik sorunlarina gii¢lii monarsi formiiliiyle
iki ayr ¢6ziim modeli sunmuslardir. Dolayisiyla ikisi de i¢ ve dis bagimliliktan kurtulmus merkezi
ve gl¢lii monarsiyi farkli yontemlerle kurgulamiglardir.

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



5152 Ayman Kara

References
Agaogullar, M. A. (2018). Sokrates ten Jakobenlere Bati’da siyasal diisiinceler. lletisim Yayinlar1.

Ben-Amittay, J. (1983). Siyasal diisiinceler tarihi. (M. A. Kilighay & L. Kdoker, Cev.). Savas
Yayinlari.

Beris, H. E. (2016). Jean Bodin. H. E. Beris & F. Duman (Ed.), Siyvasal diisiinceler tarihi (ss. 353-
382). Orion Kitabevi.

Berman, H. J. (2020). Hukuk ve devrim. (K. Turanli, Cev.). Pinhan Yaymcilik.

Black, A. (2011). The history of Islamic political thought. Edinburgh University Press.
Bloch, M. (1983). Feodal toplum (M. A. Kiligbay, Cev.). Savas Yayinlari.

Bodin, J. (2024). Egemenlik iizerine (R. Kuldasl, Cev.). Timas Yaymlar1.

Bosworth, C. E. (2011). The history of the Seljuq state. Routledge.

Cahen, C. (1968). Pre-Ottoman Turkey (J. J. Williams, Trans.). Taplinger Publishing.

Canatan, K. (2009). Geleneksel siyaset ve devlet felsefesinin bir yorumu olarak “Siyasetname”:
Biiyiik devlet adami Nizamiilmiilk’iin devlet ve siyaset anlayisi lizerine. Turkish Studies,
4(7), 194-220. https://doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.905

Crone, P. (2007). Ortacag Islam diinyasinda siyasi diisiince (H. Koni, Cev.). Kap1 Yayinlar1.
Davis, R. H. C. (2020). Orta ¢ag Avrupa tarihi (R. Sisman, Cev.). Dergah Yayinlari.
Evkuran, M. (2016). Siinni paradigmay: anlamak. Ankara Okulu Yaynlari.

Feldman, N. (2008). The fall and rise of the Islamic state. Princeton University Press.
Findley, C. V. (2005). The Turks in world history. Oxford University Press.

Ganshof, F. L. (1952). Feudalism (P. Grierson, Trans.). Longmans.

Gaxotte, P. (1962). Fransiz ihtilali tarihi (S. Tiryakioglu, Cev.). Varlik Yaylari.

Golden, P. B. (1992). 4An introduction to the history of the Turkic peoples. Otto Harrassowitz.
Hallaq, W. B. (2013). The impossible state. Columbia University Press.

Hassan, M. R. (1990). Nizamiilmiilk (Y. Z. Cémert, Cev.). M. M. Serif (Ed.), Islam diisiincesi tarihi
cilt 2 (ss. 375-402). insan Yayinlar1.

Hodgson, M. G. S. (1977). The venture of Islam volume two. The University of Chicago Press.

Ibni’1-Esir (1991a). Islam tarihi el-kamil fi’t-tarih Dokuzuncu Cilt (A. Ozaydin, Cev.). Bahar
Yaynlart.

Ibnii’1-Esir (1991b). Islam tarihi el-kamil fi 't-tarih Onuncu Cilt (A. Ozaydin, Cev.). Bahar Yayinlari.
Kafesoglu, 1. (1972). Sel¢uklu tarihi. Bagbakanlik Kiiltiir Miistesarlig Kiiltiir Yayinlari.

Kafesoglu, 1. (1997). Tiirk milli kiiltiirii. Otiiken Yayimnlari.

Kennedy, H. (2004). The prophet and the age of the caliphates. Pearson Longman.

Lambton, A. K. S. (2006). State and government in medieval Islam. RoutledgeCurzon.

Laoust, H. (1999). Islam da ayrilik¢i goriisler (E. R. Figlal & S. Hizmetli, Cev.). Pinar Yaynlar1.
Lapidus, 1. M. (2002). 4 history of Islamic societies. Cambridge University Press.

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(3)


https://doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.905

A Comparative Analysis of the Political Thought of Jean Bodin and Nizam Al-Mulk:... 5153

Lewis, B. (1988). The political language of Islam. The University of ChicagoPress.

Lewis, B. (2005). Egypt ans Syria. P. M. Holt, Ann K. S. Lambton & B. Lewis (Ed.), The Cambridge
history of Islam (ss. 175-230). Cambridge University Press.

Mairet, G. (2013). Padovali Marsilius’dan Louis XIV’e laik devletin dogusu (C. B. Akal, Cev.). C.
B. Akal (Ed.), Deviet kurami (ss. 215-244). Dost Kitabevi Yayinlari.

Maverdi (2018). El-ahkamii’s sultaniye (A. Safak, Cev.). Bedir Yayinevi.

Menekse, O. (2005). islam diisiince tarihinde devlet anlayisi: Maverdi ve Nizamiilmiilk 6rnegi.
Dinbilimleri Akademik Arastirma Dergisi, 5(3), 193-211.

Mergil, E. (2011). Biiyiik Sel¢uklu devleti. Nobel Yayinlari.
Nizamiilmiilk (2014). Siyasetname (M. Topkaya, Cev.). Niliifer Yayincilik.

Ozaydn, A. (1999). Nizamiilmiilk. TDV Islam ansiklopedisi Cilt 33 (ss. 194-196). Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi Yayinlart.

Ozgiidenli, O. G. (2000). Tugrul Bey donemi. R. Turan (Ed.), Selcuklu tarihi el kitab: (ss. 57-80).
Grafiker Yayinlari.

Peacock, A. C. S. (2020). Biiyiik Sel¢uklu imparatorlugu (O. Akpmar, Cev.). Iletisim Yaynlari.
Reynolds, S. (2001). Fiefs and vassals. Clarendon Press.
Rosenthal, E. L. J. (1962). Political thought in medieval Islam. Cambridge University Press.

Sabine, G. (1969a). Siyasal diisiinceler tarihi 1 eski ¢ag-orta ¢ag (H. Rizatepe, Cev.). Seving
Matbaasi.

Sabine, G. (1969b). Siyasal diisiinceler tarihi 2 yeni ¢ag (A. Oktem, Cev.). Seving Matbaasi.

Spuler, B. (2005). The disintegration of the caliphate in the east. P. M. Holt, A. K. S. Lambton & B.
Lewis (Ed.), The Cambridge history of Islam (ss. 143-174). Cambridge University Press.

Senel, A. (1995). Siyasal diisiinceler tarihi. Bilim ve Sanat Yaynlari.

Turan, R. (2000). Selguklular doneminde devlet ve teskilat. R. Turan (Ed.), Selcuklu tarihi el kitab:
(ss. 441-478). Grafiker Yayinlari.

Ullmann, W. (1970). The growth of Papal government in the middle ages. Routledge.

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



5154 Ayman Kara
ETHICAL DECLARATIONS

Research and Publication Ethics
The author(s) declare that this manuscript is an original work prepared in accordance with
the principles of scientific research and publication ethics. The manuscript has not been
previously published and is not currently under consideration for publication elsewhere.
All sources used in the preparation of this study have been properly cited and referenced.
The author(s) confirm that the work contains no plagiarism, fabrication, falsification, or
manipulation of data. The research findings are presented honestly and transparently in
accordance with the principles of academic integrity.

Author Contributions
All authors have significantly contributed to the conception, design, analysis, and preparation
of the manuscript. All authors have read and approved the final version of the manuscript
and agree to its submission and publication.

Conflict of Interest
The author(s) declare that there is no conflict of interest regarding the publication of this
manuscript.

Funding
This research did not receive any specific grant, financial support, or funding from any
public, commercial, or non-profit funding agencies.

Artificial Intelligence (AI) Usage Disclosure
During the preparation of this manuscript, artificial intelligence tools may have been used
solely for limited purposes such as language editing, translation assistance, and stylistic
improvement. Any Al-assisted translations or language corrections were carefully reviewed
and verified by the author(s). Artificial intelligence tools were not used to generate the core
scientific content, research design, analysis, or scholarly conclusions. All academic
responsibility for the content of the manuscript rests entirely with the author(s).

Copyright and Permissions
The author(s) confirm that all necessary permissions for copyrighted materials have been
obtained where required and that the manuscript does not violate any intellectual property
rights.

Author Approval
All authors confirm that they have read and approved the final version of the manuscript and
consent to its submission and publication.

ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yazar(lar), bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel aragtirma ve yayin etigi
ilkelerine uygun olarak hazirlandigimi beyan eder. Makale daha dnce herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamis olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmistir.
Yazar(lar), caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon igermedigini;
arastirma bulgularinin bilimsel diirtistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan eder.
Yazar Katkisi
Tim yazarlar ¢alismanin tasarlanmasi, yiirlitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin hazirlanmasina
onemli Olctide katki saglamistir. Tiim yazarlar makalenin son halini okuyup onaylamis ve
yayimlanmasini kabul etmistir.

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(3)



A Comparative Analysis of the Political Thought of Jean Bodin and Nizam Al-Mulk:... 5155

Cikar Catismasi
Yazar(lar), bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini
beyan eder.

Finansal Destek
Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

Yapay Zeka Kullanim Beyam
Makalenin hazirlanmasi siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalnizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla simirhi 6lgiide yararlanilmis olabilir. Yapay zeka
araglar tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri yazar(lar) tarafindan dikkatle kontrol
edilmistir. Yapay zekad araclari calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, arastirma tasariminin,
analizlerinin veya akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin
igerigine iligkin tiim akademik sorumluluk yazar(lar)a aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler
Yazar(lar), telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigim ve
caligmanin herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan eder.

Yazar Onayi

Tiim yazarlar makalenin son halini okuduklarini, onayladiklarini ve yayimlanmasini kabul
ettiklerini beyan eder.

2. Yazarlar tarafindan herhangi bir ¢ikar catigsmasi beyan edilmemistir. (No potential conflict of
interest was reported by the authors)

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



	Jean Bodin ve Nizamülmülk’ün Siyasal Düşünceleri Üzerine Karşılaştırmalı Bir Analiz: Egemenlik ve Sultanlık
	Bodin ve Nizamülmülk monarkın ülke içerisinde de tek yetkili merci olmasını ve yerel iktidar odaklarına bağımlılıktan kurtulmaları gerektiğini savunmuşlardır. İki gelenek içerisinde yerel iktidar odaklarının niteliği farklılık göstermektedir. Batı’da ...
	Bodin ve Nizamülmülk güçlü monarşiyi savunmalarına karşın monarklara belirli sınırlamalar da getirmişlerdir. Bu sınırlamaların en önemlisi dini sınırlamalardır. Bodin’e göre egemen monark ilahi yasalara uymalıdır. Ancak, ilahi yasalara aykırı yasalar ...
	Conclusion
	Jean Bodin from the Western political thought and Nizam al-Mulk from the Islamic political thought were thinkers who held important positions and developed significant political theories in their respective periods. Both thinkers sought solutions to t...
	Bodin and Nizam al-Mulk lived in different historical periods and in different geographical locations, witnessing similar problems. In both periods and geographies, a political landscape emerged in which the monarch was bound by internal and external ...
	The most important of these differences is the distinction between religion and state. A fundamental difference exists between the Western and Islamic political thought regarding the relationship between religion and state. In the Western political th...
	In the Western political thought, the separation of religion and state has existed from the beginning and emerged as a natural state of affairs. In the Islamic political thought, however, this separation is not a natural state existing in theory and i...
	While the relationship between religion and politics yielded different results for the two thinkers, the reaction against religious structures in an institutional sense led to similar outcomes. To free central monarchies from external dependencies, Bo...
	The tension between caliphs and sultans, however, can be said to have occurred within a softer framework, driven by the need for mutual protection and legitimacy. Thanks to the production of secular legitimacy parameters like the theory of sovereignty...
	Both thinkers discuss the position of political authority vis-à-vis religious authority. Bodin establishes this relationship through the independence of sovereignty and addresses it at a theoretical level. In Nizam al-Mulk, this relationship is shaped...
	Some of the conclusions reached in the comparison between the two thinkers also relate to the issue of internal dependence. In both periods, local power centers within the country hindered the formation of a strong monarchical system, and Bodin and Ni...
	In the Seljuk period, however, the governance style brought about by the Turkic tribes and the Oghuz tribal tradition prevented the formation of a strong monarch. Clans and tribes tended to act independently, living mostly as nomadic masses, and the c...
	Jean Bodin ve Nizamülmülk’ün Siyasal Düşünceleri Üzerine Karşılaştırmalı Bir Analiz: Egemenlik ve Sultanlık
	Din ve siyaset ilişkisi iki düşünürde farklı sonuçlar doğururken, kurumsal anlamda dini yapılara karşı oluşan tepki benzer sonuçlara yol açmıştır. Merkezi monarşinin dış bağımlılıklardan kurtulması için Bodin egemenlik teorisini ortaya koymuş, Nizamül...
	İki düşünür arasındaki karşılaştırmada ulaşılan sonuçlardan bir kısmı da iç bağımlılık konusu ile ilgilidir. İki dönemde de ülke içindeki yerel güç odakları güçlü monark anlayışının oluşmasının önünde engel teşkil etmiş, Bodin ve Nizamülmülk kendi dön...
	Bodin ve Nizamülmülk arasında monarkın sınırlandırılması bakımından bir benzerlik bulunmaktadır. Bodin egemeni ilahi yasalarla sınırlamış, ancak buna uymadığı takdirde ona yaptırım yapacak bir merci olmadığını söylemiştir. Nizamülmülk de sultanı Şeria...

